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Preface


Performance is the Holy Grail of the applied psychologist. The Educational Psychologist examines the impact of instruction methods on the acquisition of knowledge and skill. The Personnel Psychologist studies the effect of training on job performance. The Human Engineer designs environments which yield optimum performance. An understanding of performance is the prize we seek in this volume as well. We will approach the topic from a theoretical perspective.

Research in performance has been conducted explicitly for over 40 years (and implicitly since the time of Aristotle). We know lots of little things about the topic. A major obstacle to increasing our understanding of the bigger issues in performance theory seems to be the absence of a clear agenda for research and thinking. We have been bogged down in the technology of performance assessment and have paid little attention to the theory which must support this technology. Our intention in this volume is to begin to construct such an agenda.

Research, theory, and application are hardly independent of one another. As Kurt Lewin used to say, the most practical thing is a good theory. As a result, we think that the papers presented in this volume will not only spur research, but will also provide an opportunity for some careful considerations of how performance is currently measured in various applied settings. The breadth and depth of the presentations require two characteristics in the reader—a desire to give serious thought to the problems of understanding performance and a willingness to take the various papers and discussions as a point of departure rather than a point of arrival. We hope that the reader is left with many questions when the volume has been read. If all of the questions which the reader might have had are answered in the various presentations, then there was probably no need for the volume in the first place.

To our knowledge, there is no other similar book on performance research and theory. To be sure, there are an increasing number of “how to do it” books. This book might be considered more a “why to do it” manual. Certainly, “how to” cannot exist without “why to.” As you will see, the chapters present positions, not reviews. Each contributor has been asked to take a point and present a coherent discussion of it. In addition, each position paper is examined by an independent scholar who comments on the value of the position presented. Since such an approach necessarily relies more heavily on logic than data, it should be easier for nonpsychologists to read than the usual “research” paper.

The book is divided into four major areas. Each area treats a somewhat different aspect of performance theory. One area concerns intraindividual issues. Another addresses interindividual or organizational dynamics. The third section takes up the topic of methodology. A fourth section deals with philosophies, which may underlie performance theories and measurement techniques. These four areas represent examples of needed research and thinking. They hardly define the research agenda. The transitions between and among areas is not always smooth. This may simply be the legacy of several decades of technological concentration, but we must begin to catch up somewhere.

We are grateful to the many individuals who helped us carry off the performance conference which provided the occasion for these papers. These individuals include our colleagues in the Society of Organization Behaviorists who made suggestions for structure, Joy Creeger who helped coordinate both the conference and the manuscript preparation as well as transcribe the discussions which followed the conference presentations, and various graduate students at Penn State who helped with conference arrangements and details, particularly Wendy Becker. The first chapter describes in some detail, the specific supporting agencies and their roles in this effort. Nevertheless, it is appropriate at this point to acknowledge our gratitude to both Jeff Kane and Bert King for their moral and logistic support.

Frank Landy
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1Introduction


Frank Landy

Sheldon Zedeck

Performance and its measurement are playing increasingly greater roles in the conduct of human affairs. There are as many kinds of performance as there are occasions for performance. The occasion might be a classroom and the performance that of a teacher or student. The occasion might be a satellite launching and the performance might be the transmission of pictures back to earth. The occasion might be a session of love making and performance might be sexual gymnastics. The occasion might be a work setting and the performance might be the productivity of a single worker. Each of these is an instance of a stiuationally defined expectation of “superior” performance.

Although we might have no problem counting units of production or quality of picture transmission, it might be somewhat more difficult to agree on the definition and measurement of sexual or classroom performance. Thus, in the latter two instances we are faced with a need to interpret what may be ambiguous information. We may even be placed in a position of negotiating a definition of performance. In either case, measuring the performance in question presents some problems.

This book deals with problems in performance measurement. You may have encountered some of these problems before—problems like bias in instruments, bias in evaluators, unreliability, changing definitions of “success.” You may never have considered some of these problems before—problems like the role of capitalism in performance measurement, the effect of ignoring poor performance on the gross national product, and the difficulty of predicting performance levels in situations that have never occurred, and that one hopes will never occur.

You are probably familiar with the traditional reasons for measuring performance. The measurement of individual performance allows for rational administrative decisions at the individual employee level. It also provides the raw data for the evaluation of the effectiveness of such personnel-system components and processes as recruiting policies, training programs, selection rules, promotional strategies, and reward allocations. Finally, it provides the foundation for behaviorally based employee counseling. In this counseling setting, performance information provides the vehicle for increasing satisfaction, commitment, and motivation of the individual. Performance measurement allows the organization to tell employees something about their rates of growth, their competencies, and their potentials. There is little disagreement that if done well, performance measurements and feedback can play a valuable role in effecting the grand compromise between the needs of the individual and the needs of the organization. The key phrase here is “if done well.” To do it “well, ” we need to understand what “it” is. It is this issue—the understanding—that we addressed in the conference “Performance Measurement: Directions for the Future, ” held from November 6 to 8, 1981, in Dallas, Texas, and that we address in this book. We identify some of the boundary conditions for performance measurement. And we point out some of the obstacles to doing it well.


A LITTLE HISTORY

The measurement of performance has occupied the attention of applied psychologists for several decades. The graphic rating scale was introduced in 1920 as an attempt to capture something of the more “impressionistic” characteristics of energy expenditure and its effectiveness. Frederick W. Taylor was more than complete in defining what performance was for Schmidt, the pig-iron handler. The Gilbreths were quite eloquent in their systematic articulation of the language and units of work measurement.

In the 1930s and 1940s, a good deal of research was devoted to the format, method, and physical characteristics of performance-measurement systems. Questions regarding the nature of anchors, the definitions of areas of performance, the physical layout of rating scales were all very popular. Even at that “early” stage, the issue was not if performance would be measured; the only question was how.

During this period, there were excursions into psychometric theory but these were usually only indirectly related to the more applied aspect of performance measurement: They generally were concerned with developing new statistical techniques, uncovering interesting characteristics of transformed distributions, or looking at some basic characteristics of sensation or perception. Variations on Thurstone's Law of Comparative Judgement accomplished all of these purposes. But these studies dealt only peripherally with the issue of measuring human performance in work settings.

 In 1952, the late Robert Wherry produced some reports for the Army that directly addressed the rating process. He deduced certain logical relationships among various components of the rating sequence. He suggested that these components included observation, storage, retrieval, and judgment. Further, he stated a number of specific corollaries to the basic propositions. These corollaries spelled out the anticipated effects of altering various aspects of the rating process. The corollaries were based to some extent on logical relationships, to some extent on previous psychometric research on these components, and to some extent on classical test theory. To our misfortune, the reports virtually disappeared. The only people aware of them were people who had professional contact with Wherry either through colloborative research or as Ohio State graduate students.

 For the next 20 years or so, research on performance assessment continued to wallow in the quagmire of methodology: scales that went up rather than down; scales with the high end on the left rather than on the right; scales with letters rather than numbers. In a sense, if one examined the research conducted in performance evaluation, it seemed that it was just an engineering problem: It would only be a matter of time before a better mousetrap would be found. Just as spirits were flagging, the Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scale arrived to save the day. For more than a decade, researchers luxuriated in developing BARS systems for measuring the performance of everyone from firefighters and police officers to grocery-store packers, providing yet another example of the mission-oriented research so common in applied experimental psychology. These scales were devoted to satisfying a definite need—the measurement of performance in a particular occupational area. Unfortunately, our knowledge of rating and raters did not develop appreciably during this period.

 Partly as a result of the changes within psychology as a discipline, and partly as a result of disenchantment with BARS approaches to performance measurement, researchers began examining variables of a more dynamic nature in the hope of understanding the performance-assessment process. This involved reexamining the traditional notions of error; exploring the relevance of information-processing research, models of person perception, attribution, and implicit personality theory; studying individual difference variables that were nontraditional (such as cognitive complexity, perseveration, etc.); and a host of other macro and micro variables that might conceivably help understand the rating process. In the last several years, there have been several review papers that have called for a broader consideration of the phenomena that comprise interpersonal evaluation. These reviews have suggested borrowing from other subdisciplines and other allied fields of behavioral science. There does seem to be some agreement that a moratorium on rating-scale development research might be in order. It was from this historical context that the structure for the “Performance Measurement” conference and the present text emerged.



LOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN THE CONFERENCE STRUCTURE

As a result of independent reviews completed by Landy and Zedek, the editors of this volume, several areas had been identified as “underrepresented” in the research literature. Among these areas were the effect of organizational and suborganizational variables on performance definition and assessment, the effect of performance-measurement systems and definitions on organizational health and well-being, the role of motivation in the behavior of evaluators, and the effect of values and attitudes on the nature of measurement and definitional system. It was decided that the conference would be used to sensitize researchers to the areas as yet unexamined rather than to showcase what was already known about performance measurement. In a sense, the conference was to be an attempt to draft a research agenda for the next decade.

Having identified the thrust of the conference, it was now necessary to determine exactly how time would be allocated and topics developed. Preliminary discussions had been held with the Office of Naval Research (ONR) and the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) regarding financial and logistic support for the conference. Both of these agencies were very interested in a conference of this sort for many reasons. The Office of Personnel Management was charged with the responsibility of determining personnel procedures for the massive work force of federal employees. Further, the Civil Service Reform Act had exaggerated the pressure to improve performance-measurement techniques for the federal work force. The Office of Naval Research was, by definition, concerned with the concept of performance readiness in the military context. But in a more general sense, both of these agencies had a long and commendable record of supporting basic research in psychological processes, including performance measurement.

In the early stages of conference planning, a meeting was held to draft a preliminary set of topics for the conference. This meeting was attended by Bert King from ONR; Jeff Kane, Magda Colberg, Marianne Nester, and Frank Schmidt from OPM; C. J. Bartlett; and Landy and Zedeck, two editors of this volume. At that meeting, a preliminary list was developed for topical consideration. Subsequently, the editors discussed topics among themselves and with Jeff Kane from OPM. The result of these discussions were twelve broad areas of concentration for the conference. These areas are as follows:

1. Political and philosophical considerations in performance assessment.

2. Power distribution within organizations.

3. The effect of organizational characteristics on performance-measurement systems.

4. The effect of performance-measurement systems on organizational characteristics.

5. The effect of individual performance on organizational structure and process.

6. A cognitive view of performance measurement.

7. A social personality view of performance measurement.

8. The supervisor/subordinate Dyad.

9. Performance evaluation as a motivated event.

10. Performance evaluation and definition in military settings.

11. Objective versus subjective performance measurement.

12. Conceptualizing performance through modeling.

 As can be easily seen, this was a list with awe-inspiring scope. It would be virtually impossible to satisfactorily cover even one of these topics in a several-day conference, let alone all of them! It was decided that these headings would be used as labels for conceptual categories. This would allow each contributor to determine how to flesh out the concept. In a sense, the contributors were asked to give papers that were examples of the salient issues in particular conceptual categories. The papers that appear in this volume are these examples. The contributions are grouped into four broad categories: organizational issues, individual-difference issues, methodological issues, and sociopolitical issues.

 The contributors were chosen carefully, and they all have certain characteristics in common. First, they are scholars. They have demonstrated through their research and writing that they have the capacity to expand areas for consideration, not simply to fill in holes. In addition, for the most part these contributors had not devoted their major research attention to the issue of performance definition and assessment, at least not in the broad context of suggesting research priorities. Finally, each of the contributors had expressed a willingness to listen and discuss what he or she heard, a rather demanding task for individuals who are more often the subjects than the objects in the communication paradigm.

 The contributors were also dissimilar in many respects. In fact, few of them agreed with each other about anything. Each of them brought a unique research history to the task. They represented many different disciplines including anthropology, sociology, law, and psychology. Within the psychology group, there were representatives of various subdisciplines including industrial/organizational, social, cognitive, differential, and personality. It was this broad and heterogeneous mixture that the organizers hoped would produce the bridges that were so obviously absent from much of the earlier research in the area of performance assessment.



STRUCTURE OF THE CONFERENCE AND THE PRESENTATIONS

Because we felt that a structured response to each of the twelve contributions might add considerably to the value of that contribution, and because this effort seemed much too intimidating for us, we identified a discussant for each major contribution. These discussants were chosen on the same basis as were the major contributors. They came from varying disciplines, liked to argue, and were recognized scholars. As a matter of fact, several discussants were originally approached as contributors and declined because of the time commitment required to produce a major theoretical statement in an area with which they were only peripherally involved. Because they expressed an interest, optimism, and curiosity, they were natural choices for the somewhat different role of discussant.

The discussants were given several alternative courses of action to pursue. If they liked, they could present a “minority report” on the topic. In other words, they might agree with what the major contributor said, but still feel that certain other things, which required some discussion, were left unsaid, or they might feel that the contribution was not necessarily “wrong, ” just irrelevant to the topic at hand. A second possibility was to disagree with the substance of the major contribution and point out weaknesses while suggesting alternative considerations. A final alternative was to take the major contribution as a point of departure and simply extend the comments of the contributor. Examples of all three approaches appear in this text. We leave it to you to determine which discussion represents which alternative. It is not always obvious.

The process of paper and discussion production was rather simple. Major authors forwarded drafts of their papers to discussants prior to the conference. This provided the discussants with some opportunity to prepare formal comments. In some instances, discussants and contributors had interactions of substance about their respective contributions prior to the conference.

After the conference, final drafts were submitted to the volume editors. The papers that appear in this volume are those final postconference drafts. Major presenters were given the option of formally replying in print to discussants if they so wished. Some contributors took advantage of this opportunity and others felt no need to make additional comments. The “Reply” sections of the chapters represent the formal written replies rather than comments made at the conference immediately following the discussants' presentations. Although it must have been tempting for several major contributors to modify their last drafts in an effort to mitigate the effects of their discussants, no one took that unfair advantage.

During the course of the conference presentations, there was a good deal of spontaneous discussion about the various topics. This discussion involved not only presenters and discussants but also members of a motivated, well-prepared, and critical (in the nicest sense of the word) audience. There were approximately 80 “observers” who attended the 2½day conference. These observers came from research settings, federal agencies, private industry, and academic settings. They added immeasurably to the effort through comments, both in the formal sessions and in more informal conversation. We are grateful to them for their interest and aid.

This volume represents the results of the several-year effort that culminated in the conference held in Dallas, Texas, from November 6 through November 8, 1981. Each chapter includes the major topical presentation, the formal discussion, and any reply from the major contributor to the discussant. The final chapter represents a synthesis, summary, and conclusion through the eyes of the editors. We feel that the conference achieved its purpose. We would very much like this volume to be the first in a series that reports the proceedings of an annual or biannual Performance Assessment Conference. It is clear to us that energy must be expended in developing lines of research that have been ignored in the past. This type of conference is a good way to start such development.






IORGANIZATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS


The three papers that comprise this section are macroscopic in view. They consider performance definition and assessment in the larger context of organizational purpose, structure, and process. Concern for the impact of the organization on the individual is virtually unrepresented in the research literature addressing performance assessment.

Hall considers the relative impact of single individuals on the organizational structure and process. Mitchell looks through the other end of the telescope and considers the impact of organizational, task, and situational variables on individual performance. Steers and Lee move one step further and consider the effect of the strategies that organizations use to evaluate performance on the loyalties and commitment of those being evaluated.





2The Effect of the Individual on an Organization's Structure, Style, and Process


Douglas T. Hall

Dr. Hall discusses the impact of an individual’s performance on an organization's structure, style, and process. He states that the performance of the top-level individual can influence the goals and structure of the organization. The performance of the bottom-level individual can affect the organizational culture and the delivery or distribution of rewards. The performance of middle-level individuals has its impact through the implementation of top-management policies, systems, and so on. The middle-level individual has more methods (power) to block or facilitate change in the organization than either top- or bottom-level people.

In what Hall calls strategic situations, the individual may manipulate the course of organizational events. The effect of aggregated individuals at the bottom level may be one representation of organizational climate. Hall also describes the “new value” or protean employee who contributes to an employee-centered climate.

Hall discusses the implications individual impact has for performance measurement. Briefly, he urges that we guard against overdesigned reward systems (avoid unnecessary complexity) yet reward multiple dimensions of performance. Hall states that individuals should be rewarded for long-term performance and for performance that focuses on obtaining organizational goals.

Staw asserts that Hall vascillates between discussing the impact of the individual and that of the collective group on the organization. Although Hall shows how top managers' actions can be facilitated or inhibited by managers at middle and lower levels, Staw believes that the core issue is to determine how to assess an individual’s impact on the organization. To more adequately assess this impact, Staw urges that both proximal and distal effects of the individual’s behaviors be examined. An action may appear to be effective in the short run but have some undesirable long-term consequences.

In many organizations today, improving performance is not as difficult as it was in the past. Through programs employing (among other motivators) positive reinforcement (Hamner & Hamner, 1976), goals and objectives (Latham & Locke, 1979), feedback (Nadler, Mirvis, & Cammann, 1976), financial incentives (Larcker, 1981), job redesign (Hackman & Oldham, 1980), and quality-of-work life (Goodman, 1979), technologies for enhancing performance at work have become remarkably effective during the last five or ten years. If anything, performance is now too easy.

A major problem in the area of performance improvement involves what happens next. What are the results of improving performance in one area? Are there unintended negative consequences in other areas? Can an organization be too successful? Is it true that the only thing worse than not achieving your goals is achieving your goals?

In this paper we will examine the effect of the performance of a single person on an organization, on its structure, style, and process. We first examine the different ways a single person might be in a position to exert strong influence on an organization's behavior, making a distinction between formal power and strategic power. Next, we examine systematic differences in the ways a person at top, middle, or lower levels of an organization could have an impact on system functions. And, finally, we examine the implications of individual impact for performance measurement.


SITUATIONS FOR INDIVIDUAL IMPACT

One of the “blind spots” of the literature on organizational behavior is caused by an implicit assumption that the direction of influence in the person–organization relationship is from the organization to the person: that is, the organization influences the person, but the person does not influence the organization.

To organize our discussion, we divide personal-influence situations into two different types: those in which the focal person is in a formal power position (with legitimate expectations of influence), and those in which the person is in a strategic position to manipulate the course of organizational events in some way. Note that the two do not have to be mutually exclusive. In fact, the most effective formal-power figures are probably also those who can develop advantageous strategic situations as well. Further, our purpose is not to be exhaustive, but to examine some of the more important examples of the influences of individual performance.


Formal Power Situation

The most obvious example of the influence of a single individual in a formal power position would be that of the incumbent of a high-level position in an organizational hierarchy. Because organizational structures are generally under the control of senior people—in particular the person at the top (president, chairperson, director, etc.)—this case of one-person influence is self-evident. Further, the leadership style of the person at the top also plays a strong role in shaping the style and process (“climate”) of the organization (Hall & Schneider, 1973).

However, it is really not quite that simple. Some “high-powered” people (i.e., some people in “high-powered” positions) in fact exercise more power than others. For example, one Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of a major manufacturing company has extremely strong ideas about changing the style and process of his organization from a traditional, tough-minded “Theory X” style to a much more participative climate, including team management, quality circles, and job redesign as major elements. In terms of tradition and position power (control over budgets, structure, personnel decisions, etc.), the CEO of this company has considerable “clout.” However, despite several years of his talking about the need for these organizational changes, years of task forces and management seminars, many visits to Japan and Europe, and several new senior organization development staff people, there has been little real change at the plant level.

Consider another example: the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, the “Harvard Business School” of militarism. West Point is part of the U.S. Army and exists to train and educate future Army officers. It is an Army post, and its structure conforms to the Army structure (98% of the faculty are Army officers, cadets have been sworn into the Army, and they are subject to the Uniform Code of Military Justice). The style and process, however, are different from most Army posts in that West Point is a college, in addition to being a tactical training site, so that the climate is academic and relatively (relative to the “real Army”) informal. Geographically bounded by the banks of the Hudson River to the east and by mountains to the north, west, and south, with military police guards at the gates, and with all members (cadets, faculty, faculty families, enlisted support personnel) living and working on post almost year-round, West Point is a total institution, in Goffman's terms. As such, the “inmate culture” (in this case, the cadet culture) is extremely strong.

The superintendent is a former four-star general, a highly respected former NATO commander, who came out of retirement after the 1976 cheating scandal and took a one-star demotion to head the Academy. As a three-star general in a military structure, his position power was extremely high, as was his personal power. A major objective was to modify the cadet culture (although these are my words, not his).

Because the cadet culture within a class is largely set during the first summer of what is formally called Cadet Basic Training, (and what cadets call “Beast Barracks”), a primary target of change was to reform “Beast.” Cadet Basic Training (CBT) is a full summer of rigorous physical training and military tactical education: long days, no free time, little or no leave time, no visitors for the first few weeks, and close supervision and demanding assignments from the upper-class “officers” who are in charge. It is considered by new cadets as an initiation-type experience. Upper-class cadets eat with the plebes and can discipline them at the table by requiring them to sit at attention (making eating impossible) for most of the meal. After miles of running and lengthy calisthenics, being deprived of food and water in this way is extremely painful. Demerits are given for infractions, and they have to be “walked off” in the barracks courtyard. What little personal free time there is can be removed for infractions (i.e., being “confined to barracks”). Any time a plebe encounters an upper-class cadet, there exists a possibility of some sort of harassment (being called to attention, spot inspection, being quizzed on “plebe knowledge, ” etc.) and possible disciplinary action. Because upper-class cadets patrol the halls of the barracks, to avoid a trip to the bathroom, some plebes urinate in the sinks in their rooms.

The superintendent wanted to eliminate the harassment of Beast Barracks and create a “positive leadership style.” A highly respected colonel who personally possessed such a style was made commander of CBT. He assembled a team of faculty and tactical officers who also fit this style and were known to be accepted and respected by the cadets. This team appointed cadet officers for Beast who also fit this positive style. Lengthy training and planning sessions, some with psychologist-consultants from the Behavioral Sciences and Leadership Department, were conducted for the faculty and tactical officers. Similar training was held for the cadet officer staff. A strong consensus developed that “this summer will be different.” The goal was lower plebe stress and lower attrition.

The result: Stress and attrition were unchanged. Mess hall and barracks harassment continued. It was not until the commanding colonel personally appeared in the mess hall, ordered the cadet officers to let plebes eat, and further stationed numerous tactical officers throughout the hall for enforcement that this form of harassment ceased. Barracks stress remained very high. Result: another example of the weakness of power.



THE INDIVIDUAL AT THREE LEVELS

Why were these two apparently powerful individuals unable to influence the style and process of their organizations in these examples? I propose that one answer is that each organization was in fact not one organization but three: the top of the system, the middle, and the bottom. In each of these cases the person at the top was attempting to change the bottom but was unsuccessful in changing the middle first. In the case of the manufacturing company, “middle” means the plant managers and their staff, accustomed to high autonomy, who were definitely not committed to the reforms of the CEO but whose active support was
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aParentheses indicate that control can be high or low depending on the motivation and the effectiveness of the agent.

essential to implementation. In the case of West Point, “middle” means the cadet officers, who are the link between the Army officers in charge and the plebes; when it came to the crunch, the “initiation effects” of the cadet officers' socialization experiences in their own Beast Barracks, plus the tradition of 200 years, became manifest, and when their initial attempts at positive leadership were not totally successful, they reverted to the traditional style.

What, then, can the person at the top control? Let us consider this issue in relation to the components of organization design, as described by Galbraith (1977). Let us also consider which design features are under the control of middle-level and lower-level participants. A summary of these relative impacts is shown in Table 2.1.

The major components of the design of an organization are its goals, structure, people, information technology, rewards, and tasks (Galbraith, 1977). The two areas that are almost exclusively in the purview of the top are goals and structure. Although task forces and other participative mechanisms may be used as inputs to these issues, the identification of the organization's goals (or “mission”) and structure are usually under the final control of senior executives and/or the board of directors, or another similar body.

What determines the real impact of a person (or a few persons) at the top is the extent to which that person successfully exerts control over the remaining components of the organization's design. If the top person chooses to influence the type of people in the system, through actively changing selection, promotion, and development policies, and through consciously managing the culture through symbols, mass communication, and other uses of the “figurehead” role, that person’s impact will be enhanced. If the top person utilizes new information technology (new budget and reporting systems, performance-feedback systems, participative planning systems, etc.), this enhanced communication, monitoring motivation, can also greatly enhance his or her impact. Through information induction, it has been shown that organizational processes can be affected as much by the information people transmit as by that they receive. Thus the information has a dual effect on employee behavior (Prakash & Rappaport, 1977). Often information technology is seen as a technical staff function rather than as a top-management policy tool, which effectively abdicates this power to middle-level management-information systems specialists. The results show at best no impact and, at worse, serious unintended negative consequences.

As a specific example regarding information technology, we are now seeing countless human-resource management systems, designed to link up business planning with human resource and career planning. The most effective seem to be those initiated by top management to meet organizational needs (e.g., succession planning). They may be rather simple and unexciting to MIS experts, but they are used, and they have affected the types and flows of people in middle and senior positions. Human resource systems initiated and implemented by middle-level information specialists and managers tend to be more sophisticated and “better, ” but they are often simply ignored by the line organization. They gain quality at the expense of acceptance. I argue that the product of quality and acceptance is higher for top-initiated information technology if the implementation involves middle- and lower-level participants.

Rewards can also be powerful instruments of top-level individuals for influencing the style and process of the organization. Policies about the type of rewards to be used (pay, stock options, personal recognition, etc.) and about issues such as strengthening the link between performance and rewards are almost the exclusive domain of top management. Because rewarded behavior is repeated, this aspect of organization design can probably yield the most rapid changes in style and process. If performance is rewarded, individual will perform to that criterion that is most strongly rewarded. For example, a recent performance problem in many firms is top executives' focus on short-term performance, which is strongly rewarded (Rapoport, 1978). Larcker (1981) found that organizations with performance plans in which executives were rewarded (with cash or stock) for long-term performance (at least three years) showed greater corporate capital investment than did a set of associated control firms not adopting performance plans. To encourage a corporate climate favoring long-term investments and development, top management need simply create rewards for long-term performance.

The actual delivery of rewards is probably most dependent on the performance of middle- and lower-level individuals. If an organization has a pay-for-performance policy, even if the top-management team receives differential increases, bonuses, or other awards, if middle- and lower-level managers continue to give across-the-board raises to make their lives easier, the basic style and process of the organization will be unchanged. And if the middle does not adopt the new reward system, the bottom will not.

In terms of task activities, these are usually an operational issue, rather than being policy related and are thus the responsibility of the middle level. Through participatory management, it is possible for lower levels to affect tasks as well.

A useful account of the employment of formal and strategic power to affect organizational style and process is found in Biggart's (1981) recent examination of the management style of Governor Ronald Reagan. Organizational goals were clear in Reagan's well-articulated set of conservative Republican principles. Organization structure was based largely on a chief of staff for administration and the cabinet for decision making. He reserved for himself the role of statesperson, spokesperson, and manipulator of symbols (e.g., with the media), setter of standards and criteria for judging issues: in short, at once the symbolic figurehead and the ultimate authority. He did not become involved in active day-to-day management, he forced subordinates to minimize their differences, he encouraged consensus from the cabinet, and he did not tolerate “end runs” and personal supplications. He was highly organized (as one aide reported, according to Biggart (1981), “If he's got two things to do, he makes an outline [p. 300]”), and required intense communication at middle levels. Teamwork was demanded and rewarded. As one former subordinate reported, (Biggart, 1981):

I remember one day that we got together initially at six o'clock [in the morning] because we had to have a pre-meeting at seven o'clock, in order to be ready for the Cabinet meeting at eight o'clock, and by nine o'clock we had the thing solved [p. 304].

Thus, by use of all the elements of organization design (goals, structure, people, information technology, rewards, and tasks), along with his personal skills as principle spokesperson and symbol, Reagan put his “fingerprints” on the style, structure, and process of the state government (Biggart, 1981).



The Organization's Founder

One person who is often in control of most of these organization design dimensions is the founder of the organization. At least in its early stages, the founder is the organization. And then, if the founder is capable of making the organization grow, the personality and style of this person become projected on the culture and style of the organization. Examples here would be the strict controls of a Henry Ford, the creativity of an Edward Land, and the enthusiasm of a Mary Kay.

A critical performance-measurement issue in the case of the founder is that ultimate control often remains with the founder. And if the performance of the organization is highly dependent on that of the founder, there may be no real opportunity for an independent assessment of and feedback about performance. Only if the founder's controls are reduced or if there is a strong Board of Directors of if the founder/owner has a rare ability to foster open upward communication can valid feedback on performance be achieved.



The Middle Manager

If top-level individuals impact the style and process of the organization through policy, systems, symbols, and inspiration, the middle-level person does so through implementation (or lack of same). A simple count of the x's (without parentheses) in Table 2.1 reveals the key role of the middle level: There are more means by which the middle can facilitate or block change than there are for any other level in the organization. Thus, the most effective process for changing organizational style and process is not “top down” or “bottom up”: It is “middle out.” Case studies of top–down change (Hall, Rabinowitz, Goodale & Morgan, 1978) and bottom–up change (Scheflen, Lawler, & Hackman, 1971) identify one important cause of implementation problems as the failure to involve middle management in the change process. In successful change, top, middle, and bottom are all involved. And the level with the greatest formal and informal power to involve the other two levels in an organization-wide cooperative effort is the middle, because it has the lowest combined structural distance from the other two levels.

Often, however, the middle's influence on style and process is exercised in a negative way, as a source of resistance to change. The middle has the greatest stake in the status quo, because it is charged with responsibility for implementation and end-result achievement, and it needs predictability and stability to achieve objectives in an efficient way. The top and bottom may be dissatisfied with the status quo (probably for different reasons) and are often motivated to push for change (top people, for improved performance, new products, diversification or consolidation, centralization or decentralization, etc., and lower-level people, for improved work conditions or rewards). The Hovey and Beard Company case described by Bavelas and Strauss (1955) is an excellent example of an attempt to produce a change that was supported by the top and bottom, but was opposed by the middle—and that was eventually discontinued.



STRATEGIC INFLUENCE SITUATIONS

We now move from positions of formal power to situations of strategic influence and consider various ways the lower-level member of an organization can influence the style and process of the organization.


The Individual Employee

Let us start by considering another obvious situation: “the employee, ” or the impact of aggregated individual performance. Obviously, in the final analysis the ultimate performance of the organization is the result of the combined behaviors of individual employees at the “delivery level.” Similarly, the style and process of the organization are largely the result of the culture created by the norms, values, and behaviors of individual members.

There are several ways the performance of the lower-level individual can affect the style and process of the organization. Effective performance on a valued task can lead to increased feelings of psychological success, satisfaction, self-esteem, and job involvement (Hall & Foster, 1977). As Schneider (1980) has found in his work with banks, these positive employee attitudes can strongly enhance the climate and performance of an organization. This link between aggregated employer attitudes and organizational performance is especially strong in service organizations, where to a great extent employee behaviors and attitudes and the resulting climate are perceived as dimensions of performance by clients. Positive attitudes resulting from strong performance can also affect cost-related behaviors such as absenteeism, turnover, and work quality. A fascinating method of measuring the financial impact of employee attitudes has been proposed by Mirvis and Lawler (1977).

Effective employee performance also has a feedback effect on managerial behavior, such that the managers of high-performing employees respond by relaxing their supervision and allowing employees more automony and participation in decision making. Thus good individual performance contributes to a management style of increased participation (Farris, 1975).

Combining all of these effects yields the organizational performance cycle shown in Fig. 2.1. This cycle can be triggered at any point, but leadership style, employee performance, and perhaps work climate might be the most amenable to direct influence.



The “New Value” Employee

Ten years ago this writer predicted, on the basis of the values and behaviors of the late-1960s to early-1970s cohort of college students, that work organizations would soon receive an influx of a “new breed” of employee, a person who strongly valued personal freedom, meaning and challenge in work, justice and equity, and the commitment to behave according to his or her values. These new-breed values were summarized as follows: (Hall, 1971):

1. There is now more concern about basic goals and values, not just different values per se.

2. Action is more important. Merely talking about one's values is suspect. The cry is “Do it!”
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FIG. 2.1.     Effects of employee performance on organization style and process.

3. Personal integrity, honesty, openness, and realness are more important.

4. Many of the “youth” values are humanistic, oriented towards personal fulfillment and psychological success. This reflects a shift away from concerns for extrinsic symbols of success and security. The ultimate meaning and purpose of living are more important.

5. There is increased concern for the ultimate social value of one's work, the consequences of that work and not just its content.

6. Authority based on age or position is less highly regarded and the authority of one's expertise, personal style, convictions, or competence carries much more weight with youth. Shared authority is more important than before. (p. 19)

 It is clear now that work values in the labor force have shifted in this direction (Renwick & Lawler, 1978; Yankelovich, 1981). We now see increasing numbers of employees concerned about self-fulfillment at work, career rewards commensurate with contributions, information about their futures and that of the organization, more say in career decisions, and freedom on the job as well as freedom from the job (leisure).

 Performance resulting from these new values contributes to a new style and climate in the organization in the following ways:

 More management-contingent behavior. Because participation, meaning, and freedom are more important, employee behavior is more strongly linked to management style in these areas. The new-value employee will work extremely well for a participative management and will make life difficult for a “Theory X” boss. The traditional employee expected less from a boss and thus was less affected by leadership style.

 Decreased organizational commitment. The new employee feels more freedom to pursue a “protean” or self-directed career (Hall, 1976). Commitment to an employer is not valued for its own sake. Commitment is also more contingent; it will be high if the organization provides the appropriate job challenge, rewards, and future opportunities.

 Increased separation of work life and personal life. With the increased concern for leisure time, there is increased unwillingness to let work spill over into personal time. There is less willingness to work overtime (at nights, on weekends), less desire to travel out of town (which requires evenings away from home), and less business socializing.

 Sharper definition of the pivotal work role. With the increased desire for leisure, there is greater worker unwillingness to perform “peripheral” tasks, those not part of the formal job expectations. Examples would be secretaries who decline to serve coffee and executives who do not feel obligated to ask spouses to attend company social events or who do not feel obligated to entertain business colleagues at home. (The increase in the number of two-career couples has contributed to this removal of the entertainment function from the perceived work role.)

 More calculative employee cooperation. This may sound contradictory. What it means is that there are more employees who are consciously aware of maximizing their own returns from work (be they career opportunities, challenge, recognition, pay, visibility, etc.). Millions of assertiveness programs, stress-management seminars, career self-management workshops, personal power and influence programs, and self-improvement “guerrilla guides” to success have taken their toll on the organization's style and process. People will help others at work to the extent that helping others will help them. This results in much “second guessing” about coworkers' motivations in helping, and, sometimes, lower levels of trust.

Increased flexibility regarding the time and place of work. With more two-career couples, single parents, and employed mothers, there has been a boom in flextime, part time, and leaves of absence. The concept of a part-time, “slow-burn” career has become more accepted. With portable computer terminals, the organization's information system can easily be moved into the employee’s home, resulting in “flexplace” as well as flextime in work. These flexible work arrangements, however, can have negative side effects l)of further weakening the social bonds between organization members, and of 2) letting work intrude further into home life.

Increased legalism and management concern for employee rights. There is increased attention to due process in the work setting. Personnel decisions are increasingly based on openly documented criteria of work performance. This results in a climate of greater freedom and security for employees who are good performers, greater anxiety and motivation for poor performers, and more need for sensitivity, objectivity, and documentation for managers—in sum, a more legalistic work climate.

In short, more “protean” careers. The protean career is (Hall, 1976):

… a process which the person, not the organization, is managing…. The protean person’s own personal career choices and search for self-fulfillment are the unifying or integrative elements in his or her life. The criterion of success is internal (psychological success), not external [p. 201].

Thus, in a variety of ways, the work behavior and performance of the new-breed employees have put their stamp on the style and process of work organization. Organizations have become more flexible, more person-centered, more autonomous, yet at the same time more legalistic and administratively centralized. This style of organized flexibility contains elements of Warren Bennis' (1966) predictions for the “fate of bureaucracy.”



The Informal Peer Leader

As organizations have become more flexible and employee-centered, there is, in more effective organizations, an increased sensitivity to emergent peer leaders in the work force. With activities such as team management, project management, and quality circles, the group is becoming an important building block of organization structure, much as Likert (1961) advocated with his “linking pin” group concept. Although the linking pin is the formal leader (e.g., department manager), the effective group will also encourage and utilize emergent peer leadership as well. To the extent that peer leaders are able to perform productive tasks (i.e., those related to formal work goals), the work group will be more cohesive, cooperative, and successful.



The Technological Gate Keeper

Another lower-level person whose individual performance can be directly related to organizational outcomes is the technological gatekeeper. As the work of Tom Allen and his MIT colleagues shows, the gatekeeper is the person connected to both the external technical environment and to the internal problem-solving environment, and is thus in a key strategic position to enhance organizational innovation and productivity.

 The critical issue here is whether the organization consciously attempts to identify, utilize, and reward such gatekeepers. The more this happens, the richer the internal information network will be.

The Person in a Key Visible Position

In some organizations, particularly those with a long-linked technology, some links are more critical than others, either because the skill demands at that point are so great, because it may be a very visible point in the operation (perhaps the delivery point, where the actual service or work is or is not produced), or because the error tolerance (redundancy) at that point is low. An example would be the manager of a professional athletic team. A professional team is a large, complex organization, with many participants whose performance can affect overall organization performance. Poor publicity or unattractive physical plant or unsafe conditions can produce empty seats, even for a winning team, as poor financial management can cause losses even for a winner. Conversely, good promotion (as in the case of Bill Veeck's White Sox) or a long tradition of excellent community relations (as in the case of the Wrigley family's Cubs) can produce financial success even from losing teams.

 However, in any given year, organizational success or failure is often attributed to whomever happens to be that year's manager. The manager is in the critical, visible position of being largely responsible for the recruitment, development, and deployment of the talent that either wins or loses ball games.1 Furthermore, the behavior and performance of this visible person affects the climate of the team and the style of the relationship between the team and the public (i.e., the external environment). Similar “front-line” positions would be the local parish priest or rabbi, the manager of a corporate profit center, the squad leader in an Army unit, the classroom teacher, the project manager of a huge, financially risky project, and the plant supervisor. Not all are externally visible, but they are all critical in that they form the link between a large organization and the actual production of goods or services.



The Perpetrator of a Major Snafu

The impact of the performance of a single individual can be increased sharply if he or she is the perpetrator of a major organizational snafu. The performance of Lieutenant Calley at My Lai would be an example. Even if the person is one of many who perform similar acts, if one person’s performance happens to be noticed and receive publicity, that person’s performance will become the focus of further attention. Efforts at organizational reform will be designed in terms of that one person’s performance and how it might be prevented in the future.

For example, as described in the Boston Globe, July 14, 1981, a Baptist minister in Grand Rapids, Michigan, used a six-volt battery attached to a wire grid in the seat of a stool to administer shocks to bible-school students to “gain the attention and hold the interest of the group [p. 5]” for one class demonstration during 12 1/2 hours of instruction. This demonstration was written up by UPI and aroused national interest and outrage. Headlines about the minister's “electric chair” appeared throughout the country. After some unsuccessful attempts to explain how and why the device was used, the minister discontinued its use and asked for forgiveness from those he offended. This specific aspect of performance swamped all others in importance and generalized to affect the way constituents defined the effectiveness of the organization (Boston Globe, July 14, 1981):

“We aren't a bunch of loonies who are electrocuting kids, ” said one irate churchgoer. “It's really quite frustrating when you think we spent months preparing for Bible school but ended up being portrayed as the church that uses shock therapy” [p. 5].

Another example of the system effects of individual (mis)performance occurred in the West Point cheating scandal, in which hundreds of cadets were found guilty of violating the Military Academy's Code of Honor by collaborating on an electrical engineering take-home exam. Because of the huge number of honor violations and the resulting publicity the incident received, years of self-examination and reform took place. A national study commission, headed by Colonel Frank Borman, conducted a massive inquiry and analysis of the structure and climate of the Academy (The Special Commission on the United States Military Academy, 1976), a new superintendent was brought in, and significant changes in staffing, structure, and curriculum were made. My impression, as a Visiting Professor in 1979 to 1980, was that the climate was still adversely affected, particularly in the form of shaken confidence or “organizational self-esteem.”

Because organizations are so vulnerable to individual errors in critical positions, and because individual successes are so rarely rewarded, we are left with the age-old downside risk factor in performance and the resulting “play-it-safe” ethic that emerges. Lower-level decisions are reviewed at several higher levels, and higher-level decisions are previewed at several lower levels, in an attempt to reduce the impact of individual performance. Consider the role of CEO of General Motors, in the view of Thomas Murphy, upon his retirement from that position (Wall Street Journal, 1980):

Mr. Murphy jokes that the main decisions he makes are “what time to get up and whether to go to church.” He says that all subjects at scheduled meetings are carefully worked over by staffers and scrutinized by committees beforehand. By the time he sees the material, he says, “the data suggests the decision” and he often just concurs [p. 19].

This completes our discussion of the ways one person can affect the style of an organization, from CEO's to organizational snafu's (have we come full circle?). We have seen how individual performance affects an organization differently at the top, middle, and bottom. Strategic power can interact with formal position power to mitigate the influence of the top and to enhance that of the bottom. Now let us consider what these individual performance effects imply for the measurement of performance.



IMPLICATIONS FOR PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

Because we began by considering performance at three different levels of the organization, let us conclude in the same way, starting from the top.


Guard against Overdesigned Reward Systems

The major problem with formal reward systems is that too often they work. And they are often like computer programs, which have the annoying tendency of doing exactly what you tell them to do—even if you (unwittintgly) tell them to do something stupid or wrong. Performance-based reward systems, be they incentive pay plans, management by objectives (MBO) systems, or positive-reinforcement programs, tend to produce the behavior that is desired and rewarded. Often, however, they produce other, unwanted behavior (goal displacement) as well, such as an excessive focus on individual (versus collective) performance, on short-term (versus long-term) results, and on tangibles (cost, profit) versus intangibles (such as teamwork, climate, and quality).

One response to these unintended performance consequences is to make the reward system more complex to correct these problems, which usually results in even further negative consequences. We should avoid the temptation to account for every single reward contingency and instead use simplicity as an important criterion for reward systems. The fewer controls and safeguards we need, the better. The more we can “design in” trust, self-measurement, and self-control, the more accurate and accepted these systems will be.



Reward Multiple Dimensions of Performance

This may seem to contradict the first point but it really does not. Although we should not try to define dimensions of performance down to the point of counting hairs on the gnat's eyebrow, we should not let any one dimension of performance assume paramount importance. For example, top-level bonus plans that focus heavily on outcomes such as market share or budget performance simply invite neglect of too many other aspects of effectiveness. A balanced set of performance dimensions (balancing task and social, internal and external, and short-term and long-term activities) should be employed.



More Rewards for Long-term Performance

In much the same way as organizations are now being held accountable for long-term impacts of noxious environmental conditions on workers' health (e.g., Agent Orange in Southeast Asia, asbestos in workers' lungs, long-term effects of low-level radiation in nuclear facilities) and on the physical environment, it is possible to measure and reward top-level members for long-term organizational performance. Performance plans are now being used to reward R & D expenditures, investments in employees (e.g., training, education, development), and performance in the future, for example, 3 or 5 years hence. The rewards may take the form of cash, stock options, pension contributions, as well as other payoffs. We could also measure how well a manager’s former subordinates perform over the course of their careers, and reward accordingly, to encourage mentoring and other forms of effective people development.



Develop New Rewards Specially for the Middle

In view of the critical importance of middle levels in delivering results, special attention should be given to this group. It is especially important to develop longer-term rewards here, because there is so much pressure now for short-term results. Middle managers should be rewarded for interunit cooperation, for the development of consensus and teamwork. They should be assessed in terms of the quality and completeness of the information they communicate upward, given their critical information-link role. They should be rewarded based on the attitudes and climate in their units as well as on “hard” measures of performance. The use of employee survey data at Sears for developing and evaluating managers is a good example of this approach.



Avoid Excessive Focus on Individual Performance

We may have reached the point of diminishing returns in our measurement of individual performance. Because of present reward systems, and the present ethic of individual careerism and me-ism, perhaps we have become peroccupied with “performance of and for the individual.” We know many of the dangers of individual incentive plans at lower levels (Lawler, 1971). We need to find ways at all levels to measure and reward “performance for the organization.”



Reward Integration and Pattern Maintenance.

We have also placed too much stress on the task-related dimensions of goal attainment and adaptation and too little on the social dimension of integration and pattern maintenance (cultural latency). We need to find ways to reward managers and executives who can integrate the needs of employees with those of the organization, as well as those who can maintain and develop organizational culture and traditions that provide inspiration, pride, identification, and a sense of community.



Reward Process and Behavior Rather than Output

This is heresy, I realize. However, many of the dysfunctions we have discussed have resulted from an overstress on end results, which produces an “end justifies the means” mentality. So let us reward the means. If we choose the correct means, such as communicating valid information, trust, free choice in decision making, and developing organizational consensus and internal commitment to action (Argyris, 1970), we would move a long way toward achieving positive ends. Hatvany and Pucik (1981) make a strong case for the utility of rewarding behavior rather than output in Japanese organizations.



Reward Ad-Hoc Activity

Part of the reason for many people’s risk aversion is that individual behaviors of excellence are not rewarded, but individual errors (snafus) are severely punished. A system of on-the-spot rewards for outstanding specific behaviors could help reward risk taking. For example, one major oil company gives spot cash bonuses for “good jobs.” These immediate rewards would also help motivate and sustain those individuals in thankless, high-visibility, high-pressure, key positions. Ironically, the time span of rewards is wrong in two directions: the one-year evaluation period is too long term to reward individual acts and too short term to reward investment behavior. We need to simultaneously decrease and increase the time span of evaluations.



Reward Informal Group Leadership

If organizational processes such as teamwork, consensus, and open communication are to be viewed as important, emergent group leadership will be important. However, rewards such as promotion may be less available in a time of slow economic growth and retrenchment. Therefore, other rewards for informal leaders are necessary: informal recognition by higher management, performance appraisals that explicitly measure peer leadership, formal designations of “acting manager’s” when managers are absent, and so on.



Employee Peer Measures

Because we are stressing the measurement of process variables such as peer leadership, teamwork, valid information flow, and integration, a logical source of information on such behavior would be the peer group itself. A risk here, of course, is that peer ratings can produce conformity, so these need to be used along with data from other sources.



Rewards for the New-Breed Employee

Because many of the conditions most valued by the new-breed employee are intrinsic, it should be possible to design new-breed rewards that are at once more effective and less expensive. Because personal autonomy is so important, more effective employees could be given more flexibility in work hours, more options for occasional part-time work based on personal and family needs, and more opportunity to work at home. We already see this use of personal autonomy and flexibility as a reward in some well-managed companies, such as Continental Bank. Further, if cafeteria benefit plans (which would be very attractive to new-breed employees) are not feasible, it should not be too difficult to let people trade certain benefits for vacation time, as is done at Continental. It is also possible to increase the commitment of new employees through policies such as assistance with spouse relocation during an employee transfer, support for child care, company-paid overnight child care when travel is required or when the employee’s spouse is invited to company conferences in distant locations. Rather than decry these new-breed concerns, the effective organization is the one that can utilize them as motivators.



Downplay Careerism; Reward the Steady State Career

Many of the dysfunctions in present performance systems are caused by an excessive focus on advancement as a major reward. This “carrot” is coming back to haunt the organizations in two ways: (1) it is becoming less available in many situations; and (2) once a person reaches a “terminal” level or career plateau, the carrot is gone. Then executives wonder why employees “don't care” any more!

We may need to reexamine the concept of the “steady-state” career, in Mike Driver's terms. In this model, the career is a particular occupational role, such as engineer or accountant, rather than an upwardly mobile career path. Another form of steady-state career would be that in which the career is defined as membership in a particular organization (e.g., “I spent my career with XYZ Biscuits.”).

To do this, it would be necessary to build in more rewards for longevity—for example, a “seniority bonus, ” independent of salary, so that the organization would not incur a permanent obligation. In fact, the rewards could be “soft” benefits, such as vacation time, as well as money. They could be reviewed each year for effectiveness.

We have gone about as far as we can with our present reward systems. They simultaneously work too well and not well enough. We need to back off and develop simpler, less-expensive rewards for a different facet of organizational functioning. We are fortunate that we cannot afford to continue defining and rewarding individual performance as we have been. Through external competition, through economic conditions, through leander organizational structures, and through new-breed protean employees, we will be forced to develop more effective approaches to managing performance.
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COMMENTS

Proximal and Distal Measures of Individual Impact: Some Comments on Hall's Performance Evaluation Paper

Barry M. Staw

Douglas T. Hall has set out to solve an extraordinarily difficult problem—that of specifying the effect of a single individual upon the workings and outcomes of an organization. In thinking about this question, I was first struck by the ambiguity of the issue, then by the silliness of even asking such a question, and finally by the centrality of the question for organizational analysis. Each of these reactions will probably also strike the reader as I discuss both the issue as well as Hall's attempt to grapple with it.

If we think of a large, complex, and formal organization on the one hand, and a small, low-power, transitory individual on the other, and then ask how this poor isolate can move the monolith, we must sigh with disbelief. Can Rosie-the-Riveter change Lockheed and Private Jones significantly affect the Army? These questions are scarcely worth answering. Could Henry Ford affect Ford Motors and John D. Rockefeller alter the oil business? These questions are also scarcely worth answering. As we can see, the interesting and more difficult cases lie between these extremes.

One of the things Hall does in his paper is to show how actions of top-level administrators can be frustrated by either inaction or counterbehavior at lower organizational levels. Hall carries this discussion into an analysis of the influence of three levels within organizations. He then shows how each of these levels has leverage upon different aspects of the organization and that these levels face each other in an interdependent network. In his analysis, however, Hall slips between the effect of individuals acting independently and individuals acting as a collective unit. His discussion is interesting, but it moves us closer to a framework of collective influence than it advances the issue of how we can assess an individual’s impact. This prompts me to return to the core problem we face.


ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF AN INDIVIDUAL

Assessing individual action presents many of the same problems as program evaluation. In each, one can measure the set of actions or procedures undertaken and test whether anything has been done (just as we do when we conduct a manipulation check in experiments). One can also assess whether the actions undertaken have had larger or more pervasive effects. However, as shown in Fig. 2C.1, the further one moves from an individual’s actions the more difficult it is to demonstrate effects. Proximal effects are simple to find if they are conceptually close to the action, are nearby in social space, and are immediate in time perspective. Distal effects that cross conceptual boundaries, affect different groups or organizational space, and are long-term in nature are much harder to find.

Several years ago, I worked with Thomas D. Cook in designing an evaluation system for the U.S. Peace Corps. The Peace Corps wanted to know how to test whether one of their volunteers was contributing to the health system of a developing country. If a volunteer were helping to drain swamplands, the effect of such actions might be to reduce the population of mosquitoes, which in turn might reduce the incidence of malaria, which in turn might affect the country's mortality rate. Given such a causal chain it is clear that you can conclude almost whatever you want depending on how far you move from proximal to distal criteria. Thus, even when a program is widely claimed to be a success, any single volunteer's effect upon the criterion variable is probably immeasurable.

In performance-evaluation systems, our practice is to assess whether people are following procedures that we assume are contributors to out comes. Organizations, for example, prefer to reward people who complete their work accurately, produce more than others, help their coworkers, and exhibit some enthusiasm for the organization. Implicitly we have assumed that these factors are positive contributors to subunit, departmental, and organizational performance. Thus, we seem to have as much confidence in our implicit theories of performance as the medical establishment has in causal models such as the standing water → mosquitoes → malaria → mortality sequence of events. However, as Hall and others have noted, we are often surprised to learn that these simple assumptions can be wrong. More work sometimes causes bottlenecks (Weick, 1974); effort in the wrong direction can be worse than no effort at all (Kerr, 1975); absenteeism and turnover can have some positive as well as negative consequences (Staw, 1980; Staw & Oldham, 1978).

We seem to be less surprised when we learn that particular organizational policies (e.g., decentralization, matrix structure, transfer pricing.) do not always lead to successful outcomes. In some way, we may be more willing to recognize the vagaries of our theories of organizational effectiveness (those that connect organizational procedures to aggregate measures of organizational outcomes) than we are of our theories of individual performance (those connecting individual action to outcomes). We also may be more willing to accept the strength of competing influences in affecting organizational as opposed to individual outcome measures (see Fig. 2C.1).

[image: image]




TOP-LEVEL IMPACT

In assessing the impact of an organization's leader, we compound the ambiguity of our theories of effectiveness and the meagerness of individual action. Lieberson and O'Connor (1972) have asked empirically if leadership changes explain as much of the variance in corporate profits as general economic conditions and industry trends. Salancik and Pfeffer (1977) have similarly asked of city mayors have had an appreciable effect on municipal budget expenditures. In both of these studies, environmental factors accounted for the bulk of the variance (although it should be mentioned that Weiner and Mahoney [1981] have disputed the methodology used in these studies). In a similar vein, Grusky (1963) and others (Allen, Panian, & Lotz, 1979) have shown that there is a strong correlation between turnover in coaches and the fortunes of baseball teams. But, this turnover research shows more strongly that poor performance leads to firings than it demonstrates that a new coach has any significant effect on a team's win/loss record. The coach, like a chief executive, is not the one doing the performing for the organization and may therefore have only limited influence on its success. This position is captured well in a quote from Geoffrey Hazard, Acting Dean of Yale's Management School (Time,  May 4, 1981):

Every Chief Executive Officer I've ever talked to, once pushed into a corner with two martinis, will tell you that though the myth is that he stands with the reins of power in his hands, his big question is not “How shall I drive this marvelous chariot?” but “How the hell can I get these goddam horses to move their asses at all [p. 61]?”

Against this background of ineffectualness, there are numerous case examples of charismatic political leaders who appear to have shaped the course of their nations as well as organizational leaders who have guided their companies' fortunes. We also have examples of failures in which mistakes by a leader seem to have driven a nation or organization to disaster. The key question, however, is whether we are victims of the fundamental attributional error—observors attributing environmentally determined events to personal causes. Because leaders' actions are so salient to us, we may impute more free will to their decisions than is deserved and we also may ascribe more causal impact to a single leader's strategies or actions than is warranted. Strong economic, social, and political forces may actually determine the consequences for which we credit leaders with achievement and blame them for stupidity.

In finding a way to assess the impact of top-level administrators, we must break organizational outcomes down to a manageable level. This is what Hall has done when he asks whether managers have an effect on goals, structure, reward systems, and organizational culture. These are appropriate questions, just as questions about the delivery of services are useful in program evaluation. However, in evaluating the impact of top management, one must also look at the broader and more distal consequences of a leader's actions. Even if we believe that it is impossible to assess a manager’s actions in light of all the exogenous variables and time lag of effects, we must at least question the theory behind his or her behavior. At the extreme, when there is little consensus on criteria for effectiveness (e.g., in educational organizations), the leader's theory of effectiveness or philosophy of the enterprise may, in fact, be all there is to evaluate.



IMPACT BY LOWER-LEVEL MEMBERS

Like Mechanic (1962) and others who have written about the power of lower-level participants, Hall has shown how employee behavior can drive the organization. Although Hall considers the impact of lower- and middle-level people as an aggregate, it is also possible to document their individual effects. Individuals build niches around their work lives, influencing the interpersonal fabric as well as the technical sides of their tasks. This stream of influence may not go too far before getting swallowed by larger forces, however. Thus, for lower-level participants we need to measure effects that are immediate in space (e.g., the work group) and time if we are to demonstrate influence.

The most immediate form of measurement, drawing on Fig. 2C.1, is the assessment of individual attitudes and beliefs. It used to be assumed that certain attitudes and personality structures were desirable for particular organizational roles and such assumptions formed the basis for trait-based evaluation. In recent years, we have learned to distrust implicit theories of performance based on attitudinal and personality variables, and we have moved towards behavioral measurement. However, we have not really moved too far. Most current assessments of individual performance simply measure whether proper or legitimized actions have been performed by the actor. By employing a behaviorally anchored rating scale, we ask questions about whether the individual helps customers, cooperates with coworkers, arrives on time, stays late, and so on. With such questions we really do no more than what a manipulation check accomplishes in the experimental paradigm. Something has been done, although it is another question whether anything positive will result.

Much of the difficulty in assessing individual performance comes from trying to measure outcomes rather than behaviors. For many jobs, outcome measures are not readily available and, in some cases, the specification of outcomes for evaluation is counterproductive. The legal staff of an organization, for example, may be motivated to provide good legal services. However, if they are to be evaluated by the proportion of cases won, they may only pursue the sure winners, whereas if they are evaluated by the number of cases defended, they may take every case to court. This is an extreme example, but still representative of the evaluation dilemma. Sometimes professional specification of legitimate behavior, drawing on the professional's own theory of performance, is better than pushing towards outcome measurement.

Hall notes that measurement and reward systems often have dysfunctional side effects. If short-term, tangible, individual behavior is rewarded, something is likely to be extinguished or at least demphasized in the struggle—the likely victims being long-term, intangible, and collective action. In fact, when we look at major organizational disasters, we often find highly motivated, well-monitored, and direct behavior—all moving in concert towards a corporate collapse. Doing well at the wrong thing sometimes only compounds the problem, as Platt (1973) has shown in his analysis of social traps and as Weick (1979) has noted in his evolutionary model of organizational adaptation.



SOME OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS

Hall recommends that we guard against overdesigned reward systems. He favors simple, self-measured, and self-controlled evaluation systems (e.g., professional standards) rather than the attempt to control every possible contingency. He also recommends that we move measurement out over time so that long-term investments are rewarded and long-term costs (e.g., pollution, destruction of human resources) are accounted for. He calls for multiple measurement in which variables other than concrete outcomes, such as integration, pattern maintenance, informal group leadership, and risk taking, are rewarded. Finally, Hall advocates the legitimization of rewarding process rather than achievement and the recognition of steady-state careers rather than simple upward mobility.

Hall's recommendations, I believe, come as a reaction to our current infatuation with organizational control systems. As Hall correctly notes, it is often not so much a problem to control behavior through reward systems as it is to live with what we have paid for. If we analyze current incentive systems, the emphasis is on short-run outcomes, risk-minimizing strategies, and individual as opposed to collective efforts. Hall's recommendations are an effort to set the balance straight.

Although most of Hall's recommendations ring true, they also pose a number of internal contradictions. How do we, for example, reward long-term consequences and risk taking, while at the same time advocate the use of procedural rather than outcome measures? How do we use self-controlled reward systems and at the same time emphasize longer-term and collective products? How do we promote achievement and also emphasize pattern maintenance and steady-state careers? These are important dilemmas for which there may not be general answers.

The measurement and reward system for use at each level and sector of an organization may need to be different. For example, the proper time perspective of evaluation may, as Elliott Jacques suggested long ago, lengthen at increasing levels in the hierarchy. Second, the risk-aversion problem may or may not outweigh the cost of a major organizational snafu, depending on the centrality of a given position in the organization and how loosely coupled (Weick, 1976) is the overall system. A loosely coupled system is much better at absorbing the shock of an innovative but failing behavior than is a highly interdependent network. Third, whether one uses self-designed and self-controlled reward systems depends on the type of work force involved and on who possesses the expertise. Fourth, whether one uses individual versus collective evaluation and rewards may depend on the task interdependency of the organization and on the type of culture one wants to develop. Fifth, whether one relies upon procedural measures or outcome variables depends on the confidence one has in a given theory of performance or effectiveness. It is easier to rely on procedural measures when there is a known technology and when uncertainty in the process is low.

Although it is possible to provide recommendations for evaluation systems in particular instances, there are, as we have noted, few general solutions. What is worse is that even our limited recommendations do not stem from moderated relationships or complex models that can be solved in the traditional sense. Instead, our recommendations must be formed for dilemmas in which tradeoffs are made, with the full knowledge that any solution will be inappropriate to some degree.

The most difficult dilemma for an evaluation system is probably the tradeoff between efficiency and effectiveness criteria. For efficient operations it is important to have short-term, procedural, and localized measures of performance, because without these, individuals may have little or no guidance in their behavior. However, for effective operations, there is really no escape from treating the entire organization as a performance system. The total organization needs to be analyzed regularly on what it currently is and what it intends to become. For example, an emphasis on high-quality, state-of-the-art products implies a very different set of employees and control system than an emphasis on low-priced, high-quantity production. Each strategy can result in an effective organization, even though the evaluation system implied by each would be entirely different.

Once an organization's philosophy or market strategy is formed, it provides a set of constraints and assumptions on which more specific theories of performance and effectiveness can be based. Too often, however, it is simply assumed that a set of evaluation procedures are effective once they are in place. Therefore, whenever organizations seem to be running efficiently on well-accepted theories of performance and effectiveness, it is probably time to engage in some of the following stretching exercises, attempting to move evaluation from proximal to distal criteria:

1. Question the assumptions or implicit theories on which performance is judged.

2. Attempt to move measurement out in organizational time, looking for long-term costs as well as benefits of accepted outcomes and procedures.

3. Attempt to move measurement out in organizational space, asking questions about how one person’s work has affected others or the larger system.

 In essence, I see the evaluation of performance as a continual but healthy tension between the proximal and distal criteria. At each level in the organization, localized traditions, procedures, and assumptions are important. But, at the same time, it is probably healthy for there to be a periodic review of assumptions, and a stretching of performance measures to a more systemic level. These, I believe, are some of the ingredients of organizational adaptiveness, useful for survival under changing environmental conditions. Thus, treating evaluation as a solvable problem may be less productive than addressing it as a dilemma with which one must continually grapple.
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1The fact that the manager or coach may not always have as much impact over team outcomes as others attribute to him or her is illustrated by Arkansas football coach Lou Holtz's statement about disliking road trips: “I play as well on the road as I do at home, but my teams don’t” (Sports Illustrated. September 21, 1981, p. 16).
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