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Where We Stand

. byAlben Sharlkgf Preguseny Arru.z;icm f;zd‘e_mrmot k;&.\i':'s .

- Businesses Whié_h Hdi}e Tried It Wﬁrn:

- - . - - I

“There Is No Merit in Merit Pay!’ »
Thcre are clear signs that education as 2 national issug’is on the front
burner again. In the last few months there bave been many meetings

of corporate executives, foundation heads, governors, educators and
members of Congress. Al have emphasized the price we are paying as a
society for pasi educational neglect.. There is more and more involve-
ment in national and regional commissions and coalitiops designed to
increase support for public education. e T
But the support will not be based on business as usual for the schooly.
Business and political }eaders arg saying, in effect, we're willing to go to
bat for the schools (in the interests of our country as well as business)
but not for schools as they have been. The schools must shape up apd 4o

_abetter joh,- .

Fair enough. But it's 100 bad that in the rush to spell out how thy
schools can do a better Job, oné panacea is abmost always proposed:
merit pay. Those who have rushed 1o embrace the merit pay idea for the
schools may be surprised 1o find out that it is nol universally accepred
in the business wbrﬁl, and that many business and management experis
have rejected the same idea that is now being pushed for the schoals.

There are a number of good surveys on the issue. One of the best is '
“There Is No Merit in Merit Pay!,™ by A. Mikatachki, which appeared in

~ated find merit rating frustrating, demoralizing, and unfair. As a conse-

the Spring 1976 issue of Business Quarierly, published by the Schoot of
Business Administration at rthe University of Western Ontario in Lon-
don, Canada. o e T

According to Dy. Mikalachki, who i5 on the Bustness School facuity,
while merit rating is supposed to imiprove produclivity by rewarding
merit, it often leads 1o other results: *. .. a large number of those evalu-

quence, they reward their employers with resignations, bitlerness, pr
poorer work performance.™ ! ' .
Tn somie jobs ity easy (o measure “merit,” but the nature of middle
management jobs (which would include teachers as classroom nanagers)
“makes simple, objective evaluation difficult, The job is not indcpendent
of others’ efforts,” Mikalachki says; “quite the contrary, much of the job
has to do with developing the cfforts of others into a united whole.” The
middle marager's performance “certainly cannot be as objectively snd

precisely measured as that of an automobile salesman or widget makey,
who are evaluated according to the number of cars sold or widgets pro-
ducel.” The subjective, imprecise measures of performance create siress,
aad, research shows, stress is further aggravated when rewards are con-
nected io the evaluation,

When people are paid for performance and the rewards arce limited,

| there are other negative effects on productivity. Merit pay brings oa

competition for rewards, and the competitors see each other as rivals
and ¢nemies,-which reduces “the overall perforimalice of managers whose
job depends on the coopérative inferaction of peers and subordinates.
Given the above reactions,” Mikalachki wrote, “it would appear that
merit pay may reduce the productivity of middle managers.” -

il

New York Times, April 3, 1983

Mikalachkl found that those middle managers who alreaij have .
merit pay don'f like it because— _ |
“& merit-pay punishes marg than it rcwards . o
g merit pay genérates conpetition among coi!eague:s m.ld mh.abl_ts
cooperative cndeavory ’ ) . v B
: “# merif pay based on subjective, imprecise evaluations generates B
stress i . B ) ‘ o :

" e merit pay ot besLhas & neutral impact on p[oducuvuy,-.al waorst
e / wh d H . it pay say that they
* " But why, then, do so many who dg not have mer that th
wnb;liaxl'«;[rhiz 'isl'(h?:’ paradox Mikalaphl?l deals \y}‘lh. He finds that mld}d}c
managers want rgcognition, and they know that “not all men are equa :_:}
performance.” Stadies show that menagers would favor merit pay evenh!
ey knew that it would be given only 10 ihe top 30% . The reason for this
is that “70% or more of the managers fecl that they w‘?u]d _be the oges
selceted in the above-average gnd qxcc_l_lem categories.” One r¢searcher
found that "86% of engincers working in {csearg:h laboratories in a mm} -
ber of dificrent companies rated themselves as in the top 25% 0§ C::)me E
tence in performance. The othar 14% saw themsclves In the {0|; % _g
pegformance excellence. Thus,” says Mikalachki, 0:}&_\0[ t‘pe_m.:] ‘_r
teasons why middle managers| want merlt pay systems is because f::.y
Pssumc it will give them hll\gb -irti:fwardg-. T}hey ‘g:;l]l]é‘:nql'cm pay sy:u._m.

af will reward themn for their efforts as they see them. .

hdt.\;i:mlci: it's logically impossible for 80% of middle managevs tﬁ be
placed in the top 30%, the nienit pay system (s bound brmfg a ou:.
disappointment :and;bittcrncs_s._Accordmg 0 l_\fhkal:_:_chkl, ? dn;qut!n
reaction “is fo attack thg merit pay system and its designers an imple-
mentors, thus diverting energy from the job. It is this cycle,” he sayls,,
ihat connects merit pay 1o reduced gcrfarmance for the period shortly
i epative feedback is recefved.”, - - : _ 5
“{w‘r';'l;::: [:I\Eril cay idea being grasped at by those who want t_.he _sc_hc_mhf !
10 Improve ouggt to be dropped like a hat polato. Ay Mikalachki [‘mmts -
out. “It does aot make a poor performer excellent. It does not make 2
laz§ man industrious. And inithe minds of many, 1 does not reward §
meritorious performance accurately,” His advice 1o those thmkmg_ about 3
instituting merit pay: “Don’t!”;

A

b shoulde't be pressing for school improvemcm.“lt should. Aad h:?rg, $
b cain, it could heed Mikaluchki, who warns that “no formal seward sys- &
E e can adequately seplace id(elltgcnt day-ta-quy managernent. l.h.n y
§ iucans performance appraisal geporated from rewards and punhhmc‘nl, )
9 a system which seeks 10 develop people rather than merely 10 cvaluagg
§ them, and one which gives frequent indmdual-_fccdhack in a way that §
§ doesn't make colleagues compglitons aid encmies. .

. el . y . 7 i i Lelters 1o
i, SBAmAES"d ganemzals appnac bk Lhis ssclias eupey Suaday. Beador Cairyspandiace it Whailmd. Addres) your
e thackar 46 Daited Fodetation v Frackers, 266 Park Ayaaug Soulb, Hew Yerk, 8.1 10018, S158% hy Albert Slnh_l-

This doesn't mean that the coalition supporting public education §




