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The purposes of this study were to identify factors 

commonly used in teacher merit pay plans, to compare percep-

tions of administrators and teachers concerning these 

factors, and to determine the elements that should be used in 

a teacher merit pay plan. A review of the literature was 

conducted to identify factors commonly used in teacher merit 

pay plans. A questionnaire was utilized to gather data 

pertaining to the perceptions of administrators and teachers 

concerning these factors. 

Participants in the study included administrators and 

teachers from 139 merit pay schools in thirty-four states 

who were identified through the Education Research Service, 

state school board associations, and state education agencies. 

Participants from ninety-seven schools responded to the ques-

tionnaire for a 70 percent return rate. Data from thirty-nine 

matched pairs of administrator and teacher questionnaires were 

approved for use and utilized in the study. 

As indicated by 82 percent of the respondents, a base 

salary established on experience and training should be 

implemented with a merit pay plan. Respondents indicated 

that administrators and teachers should both participate in 

the development of a merit pay plan. 



In rank order, the purposes of merit pay were: (1) 

reward outstanding instruction, (2) keep good teachers in 

the classroom, (3) improve instruction, and (4) attract 

better qualified people. Respondents indicated that all 

teachers should be eligible for merit pay and that there 

should be an appeal process for those not rewarded. 

Respondents suggested twenty-six elements for use in 

selecting teachers for merit pay. Fourteen elements con-

cerned classroom instruction, and four elements came from 

each of the following areas: professional growth, extra 

service, and creative activities. 

Respondents preferred that evaluation criteria corre-

spond to job description and that self-evaluation precede 

formal evaluation procedures. The principal was designated 

as primary evaluator with assistance from the assistant 

principal and department chairmen. 

A recommendation was made that a network of schools 

utilizing merit pay be established on both the state and 

national levels. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the most controversial issues in public education 

today is the use of merit pay for the classroom teacher. 

Seemingly simple in concept but complex in application, merit 

pay as a basis for determining teacher salaries is a topic of 

discussion throughout the country. In addition, politicans 

at local, state, and national levels constantly focus atten-

tion on systems of merit pay. 

Interest in merit pay arises from a complex web of 

social, political, and ideological perspectives. Central to 

the issue is the ever increasing cost of public education, of 

which classroom teacher salaries comprise a large portion. 

Critics of the single salary schedule believe that it is 

inadequate and are calling for a plan that will compensate 

teachers according to merit. Many believe that linking 

salary to job performance will improve educational produc-

tivity. Various methods of classroom teacher remuneration 

have been designed, developed, and implemented, but none is 

as controversial as the concept of merit pay (6, p. 69). 

Support for the merit system has been expressed by a 

number of notable leaders. President Carter in his 1978 

State of the Union Message stated that the civil service 



system should be reorganized and the merit principle for 

federal employees be restored (7, p. 20). Former Governor 

Clements of the State of Texas is another advocate of the 

merit system. His views on merit pay for state employees, 

including teachers, were an integral part of his political 

platform in his successful 1980 Texas gubernatorial campaign 

(13, p. 8). Also, the members of the Tennessee Board of 

Education recently demonstrated support of the merit princi-

ple by adopting a merit pay plan to be tried in selected 

school districts of that state during the 1982-1983 school 

year. One percent of the board's five hundred million 

dollar annual budget will be set aside for the incentive 

program (8, p. 572). 

Many local school boards are considering various types 

of merit pay programs. Inflation and the rapidly increasing 

cost of public education have required boards of education 

to become very cost conscious. With greater accountability 

placed on the utilization of the education dollar, merit pay 

for teachers continues to gain increased attention at the 

different levels of government and from the tax-paying public 

at large. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study is to determine the perceptions of school 

administrators and classroom teachers regarding merit pay 

for public school teachers. 



Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study are 

1. to identify the factors most commonly used in merit 

pay plans for public school teachers, 

2. to determine the perceptions of public school 

administrators and classroom teachers concerning elements 

of merit pay plans which are successful and those which are 

unsuccessful, 

3. to compare the perceptions of public school adminis-

trators with those of teachers concerning these elements, and 

4. to determine elements that could be utilized in 

determining teachers that should receive merit pay. 

Research Questions 

In carrying out the purposes of the study, the following 

questions were addressed. 

1. What factors should be considered in the determina-

tion of classroom teacher salaries? 

2. What are the points of agreement in the perceptions 

of selected administrators and classroom teachers concerning 

elements believed to be significant in a merit pay plan for 

teachers? 

3. If a change from the single salary schedule is 

desirable and a merit pay plan is to be utilized, what 

significant and important elements should be used in deter-

mining who receives the merit pay? 



Background and Significance 
of the Study 

The issue of merit pay is not new. The advent of the 

twentieth century brought the beginning of merit pay and 

other techniques for the purpose of determining salaries 

paid public school teachers. Prior to this time, teachers 

in the public schools of the United States were paid on the 

basis of their ability to bargain with boards of education 

and on the recommendation of the administration ( 9 , p. 43). 

In the early 1900's dissatisfaction developed regarding 

the practice of bargaining for salaries, and the salary 

schedules became attempts to formalize merit pay so that 

teachers could be paid according to their effectiveness (12, 

p. 120) . Because the salary schedules were based on merit, 

the practice was known in education as merit pay. From its 

use in education, the merit pay movement spread to the 

military. During World War I, the United States Army borrowed 

the concept from the public schools, and educators were 

recruited to develop a merit system for officer selection and 

promotion. At its peak, the merit pay movement also spread 

into the business world. 

With limited success in business, the use of the merit 

type salary schedules there was short-lived. According to 

Rogers, monetary rewards in business were found to work for 

only a small percentage of the population—the selfish, 

aggressive, and individualistic types—who perhaps represented 



3 percent of a cross-section of the business population. 

The vast majority of employees were found to be more con-

cerned with what the group thought of them as individuals 

and were not stimulated by a reward if it in any way 

jeopardized their group standing or what the group thought 

of them (10, p. 44). 

By the late 1920's public education had encountered 

numerous difficulties with the merit type salary schedules 

and had begun to abandon the practice of merit pay. The 

difficulties were largely attributed to the problems of deter-

mining teacher efficiency. After attempts to shift from 

individual bargaining to a merit type schedule were relatively 

unsuccessful, many schools turned to salary schedules based 

on preparation, experience, and job classification. Salary 

schedules predicated on these three premises came into use 

with negligible attention to teacher efficiency. The single 

salary schedule based on preparation and experience continued 

through the 19 30's and 1940's as the primary basis for 

compensating classroom teachers. 

In the late 1950's interest was again revived in merit 

pay, as many states either considered or adopted legislation 

concerning this type of renumeration for education personnel. 

During the 19 60's approximately 10 percent of the nation's 

school districts utilized some form of merit pay, but the 

percentage began to decline in the early 1970's (11, p. 115). 



Now in the decade of the 1980's, there appears to be a 

revitalization of interest in merit pay for the classroom 

teacher. 

Proponents of merit pay insist that a merit program for 

the purpose of determining salary increments will reward 

classroom teachers for initiative and competence. They point 

out that there is no greater inequality than a system that 

pays unequals equally. Proponents feel that merit pay pro-

grams will enable outstanding classroom teachers to attain 

an income more nearly like that prevailing in other profes-

sions when ability, quality of work, and industry are 

recognized and rewarded (5, p. 2). Strong claims are made 

that the merit system will serve as a device to achieve the 

goal of accountability, as it will furnish evidence on how 

well teachers teach. School administrators, in turn, will 

be required to take a more careful look at the quality of 

teaching taking place in the classroom. In a merit rating 

program, a constant assessment of teacher successes and 

failures should promote efforts to improve teacher efficiency 

(2, p. 15). A merit program of this type is not only expected 

to increase monetary rewards for deserving teachers, but also 

attract quality young people to the teaching profession. 

Furthermore, merit pay is expected to provide the evidence 

that the public desires concerning the quality of instruction 

in the schools, address the concerns of boards of education, 



and give the tax-paying public a just return for tax dollars 

spent. 

Strong opposition to the system of merit pay comes from 

those within the teaching profession. It is primarily the 

teachers and teacher organizations who oppose merit pay (4, 

p. 24). Opponents point to the lack of agreement on how to 

reliably measure teaching effectiveness. They maintain that 

the overall growth and development of a child is of such a 

complex nature that to measure the part that an individual 

teacher plays in this process is too subjective to be 

reliably determined. There are too many complexities of 

human productivity, numerous difficulties in validation of 

performance, and countless variables that affect performance 

(3, p. 4). Therefore, evaluation of a teacher's performance 

is too inexact to be used as a basis for merit pay. Further-

more, any system of labeling staff members as superior, good, 

bad, or indifferent for merit pay purposes is said to con-

tribute to undesirable working relationships and adversely 

affect the cooperative spirit that should exist between 

teachers and administrators (5, p. 3). Teachers are cognizant 

of the possibility that some evaluators may be incompetent in 

certain subject areas and at various grade levels and, as a 

result, could be inaccurate and discriminatory in their judg-

ments. Many speculate that evaluation for merit pay purposes 

may lead to standardizing the teaching process to meet the 

known standards of the evaluator. Should this happen, 
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creative teaching would be discouraged, and experimentation 

and innovation which are so vital to overall progress would 

be thwarted. Opponents base many of their arguments on the 

lack of success of previous merit pay programs. For each 

merit pay plan which has allegedly been successful, tenfold 

have proven unsuccessful. This fact alone, they contend, is 

positive proof that the plan will not work and will not 

bring about the professional gains merit pay is purported to 

accomplish (1, p. 64). 

Obviously, many problems are posed by the merit pay 

system. There are many questions to be answered. Is there 

a link between goal achievement and a reward system? Will 

merit pay enhance motivation? Will a merit system improve 

teaching effectiveness? What factors should determine 

teacher salaries in a system of merit pay? Will the extrin-

sic rewards of merit pay be compatible with the intrinsic 

rewards of teaching? What other problems are to be incurred 

with the system of merit pay? 

While there is a wide variance of opinion as to the 

advisability of merit pay, most will agree that teaching is 

a complex performance and difficult to measure. Many prob-

lems are inherent in developing a reliable and valid method 

for evaluating teachers. Nevertheless, it is apparent that 

teaching performance does differ in quality. If these 

differences in quality can be determined through some 

verifiable type of evaluation, why not reward the high quality 



teacher with greater financial compensation? The benefits 

of a successful merit pay system for teachers could have a 

direct effect on the future of education. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms have been defined for this study. 

Merit pay is a system of financial compensation based 

on teacher evaluation whereby some teachers who supposedly 

are more competent and who demonstrate higher qualities of 

excellence receive more financial reward than do others. 

Classroom teacher refers to a certified professional 

assigned to a group or groups of students for the majority 

of the school day for the purpose of instructing the students. 

Teacher evaluation is the measurement of the effective-

ness of teacher performance that is made administratively or 

by peers with or without the participation or knowledge of 

the person rated for the purpose of improvement of teaching 

effectiveness. 

Single salary schedule is a teacher payment plan whereby 

teachers are classified according to level of preparation 

and experience, and minimum and maximum salaries are estab-

lished for each level. The maximum salary is reached by a 

succession of annual salary increments granted to all teachers 

who continue to be employed for the number of years required 

to reach the maximum. 
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Delimitations 

The following limitations were imposed on this study. 

1. The study was limited to public school systems 

utilizing a merit pay plan. 

2. The participants in this study were administrators 

and classroom teachers who have had experience with merit 

pay. 

3. The study was subject to all the limitations 

recognized in collecting data by mailed questionnaires. 

Basic Assumptions 

The following basic assumptions were made. 

1. That the demand for some type of merit pay for 

public school teachers will continue. 

2. That persons who have been working in public school 

districts with merit pay plans are the ones most knowledge-

able concerning this topic. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Bhaerman, Robert D., "Merit Pay? No!" National Elemen-
tary Principal/ 52 (February, 1973), 63-69. 

2. Conte, Anthony E. and Eugene R. Mason, "Merit Pay: 
Problems and Alternatives," Trenton, New Jersey, 
New Jersey State Department of Education, The 
Division of Research, Planning and Evaluation, 
April, 1972. 

3. Friesen, Edwin, 1971-72 Report of the Merit Pay Committee, 
Wichita, Kansas, Wichita Public Schools, Research 
and Evaluation Services Division, March, 1972. 

4. Mahdesian, Zaven M., "But What's So Bad About the Old 
Lockstep Pay Schedules That Treat Everybody Alike? 
A Traditionalist Gets a Word In," American School 
Board Journal, CLVII (May, 1970), 24. 

5. McDowell, Stirling, "Accountability of Teacher Perfor-
mance Through Merit Salaries and Other Devices," 
Speech given at the Western Canada Educational 
Administrators' Conference, Saskatchewan, Canada, 
October 9, 1971. 

6. McKenna, Charles D., "Merit Pay? Yes!" National Elemen-
tary Principal, 52 (February, 1973), 69-71. 

7. Melvin, Ann, "Merit Pay: Who Profits?" Dallas Morning 
News, March 31, 1980. 

8. Phi Delta Kappan Newsnotes, "Tennessee Board Approves 
Cash Incentive Plan," Phi Delta Kappan, 63 (April, 
1982), 572. 

9. Rogers, Virgil M., "Do We Want Merit Salary Schedules?" 
Report of Second Annual Workshop on Merit Rating 
in Teachers' Salary Schedules, Syracuse, New York, 
Syracuse University Press, 1960. 

10. , "Merit Rating for Teachers?" Report 
on Workshop on Merit Rating in Teachers' Salary 
Schedules, Syracuse, New York, Syracuse University 
Press, 1958. 

11 



12 

11. Sergiovanni, Thomas J., "Financial Incentives and 
Teacher Accountability: Are We Paying for the Wrong 
Thing?" Educational Administration Quarterly, II 
(Spring, 1975), 112-115. 

12. Staff Report to the Governor's Educational Study Com-
mittee and Report to the Governor by the Governor's 
Education Study Committee, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 
Governor's Education Study Committee, May, 1975. 

13. West, Felton, "State Not Ready for Teacher Merit Pay 
Plan, Study Group Says," The Houston Post, 
September 21, 1980. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

Overview 

A review of the literature relevant to this study focuses 

on three main ideas: the history and development of merit pay 

for classroom teachers? information relating to teacher eval-

uation as a basis for merit pay; and factors common to various 

types of teacher merit pay plans. The information obtained 

is presented under the headings—Historical Perspective and 

Evaluation of Teachers for Merit Pay. 

Historical Perspective 

Teachers have been evaluated for the purpose of pay since 

the turn of the century. Originally, administrators made 

recommendations to boards of education regarding good teaching 

performance based upon mere judgment unsubstantiated by any 

concrete evidence. Although early teacher evaluations were 

for administrative purposes only, members of the profession 

as early as 1913 were recognizing the contribution that eval-

uations could make to the improvement of the quality of 

service rendered in the schools (14, p. 31). 

Since 1905, formal and extensive studies have been made 

to determine teacher efficiency. From this beginning, 

research has been conducted to determine the procedures used 

13 
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in designing formal teacher evaluation plans, the criteria 

to be used in evaluating teachers, the method of evaluation, 

and the degree of effectiveness of the different plans. Due 

to the great number of studies that have been made, only a 

few of the most noteworthy are cited in this study. 

Lewis (6, p. 192) cites the work of Meriam who, in 1905, 

attempted to measure the teaching efficiency of graduates of 

five normal schools in the classes of 1898-1902, inclusive. 

Graduates were studied in relation to marks for scholarship, 

rank in class, and length of experience. Measurements for 

efficiency were estimated by the principals of the schools 

who had followed the work of the graduates closely. Using 

Meriam's findings, Thorndike computed a correlation which 

showed that "scholarship may be one contributing factor to 

efficiency in teaching and that it is nearly as good a sign 

of success as is the ability shown in practice teaching" (6, 

p. 193). 

Ruedeger and Strayer (17, p. 278), in 1910, attempted 

to determine the relationship between general teaching merit 

and merit based on other factors. From the scores obtained, 

correlations were computed between general teaching merit 

and those given for such factors as experience, health, 

personality, teaching skill, order, and initiative. The 

relatively small correlation obtained indicated the small 

degree of reliability one can expect from purely subjective 

measures of teaching experience. 
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In 1915 Boyce observed that evaluation forms were 

inadequate, because evaluation forms in use at the time did 

not define the terms used, and the method utilized to record 

judgments was inaccurate. He believed that to obtain proper 

results supervisors had to be trained in rating classroom 

teachers. Boyce developed an evaluation form which included 

forty-five different items. The various items were grouped 

under five main divisions: personal equipment, social and 

professional equipment, school management, techniques of 

teaching, and results (2, p. 47). The rating scale contained 

five indicators for rating teachers: excellent, good, medium, 

poor, and very poor. From this rating scale, a profile of 

the teacher's characteristics was provided. The profile did 

not provide for a weighting of the teacher's qualities, and 

correlation was low, partly due to the wide variation of 

teacher preparation. However, Boyce concluded that increased 

professional preparation did improve efficiency (2, p. 77). 

He expressed the hope that his rating scale would help 

"eliminate the rating of teachers on the basis of snap judg-

ment, personal preference, comparison, pull, and other subjec-

tive factors"(2, p. 194). 

Investigators in the early twenties were in almost 

complete agreement that objective measures must be used to 

determine the success of an individual teacher. The teacher's 

measure of success was to be ascertained in much the same way 

as pupil achievement was measured. The teacher measurement, 
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O-*- evaluation, was to be preceded by defining the changes 

expected to be produced in the children and the formulation 

of standard tests to measure the desired changes (6, p. 201). 

An objective measurement of a teacher's success was to be 

based on an objective measurement of pupil performance. 

Tuthill (20, p. 19) reports that in 1922 Maddock con-

ducted a study of the rating scales in use in all parts of 

the United States. The study identified nine desirable 

features a rating scale for teachers should contain. 

1. It must be recognized by the better class of 
teachers, themselves, as at least approximately 
fulfilling its purpose. 

2. It must be treated as nearly objectively as it 
is possible to do so without seriously disturbing 
the more important subjective features. 

3. Standard educational tests to be used to determine 
the progress of children for the purpose of rating 
teachers should be used, if at all, with extreme 
caution. 

4. Subjective measures must for the present at least 
play a large part in any teacher-rating scale. 

5. Any attempt to insist on the normal distribution 
of teachers in small groups when measured by a 
rating scale is wrong in theory, pernicious in 
practice, and of itself condemnatory of this scale. 

6. The most useful purposes to which a teacher-rating 
scale can be applied are supervision and improve-
ment of teachers. 

7. The use of a teacher-rating scale for the purpose 
of rewarding superior ability is one of the most 
effective means of improving teachers in service. 

8. Any rating scale should show quite similar results 
when used by two or more individuals when judging 
the same qualities in one individual teacher, pro-
viding the judges have had similar opportunity to 
become familiar with the data. 

9. The use of a relatively small number of comprehen-
sive and approximately independent items on which 
the merits of a teacher are to be judged (20, p. 20) 
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In a study published in 1933, Young concluded that 

Owing to the low degree of reliability of rating 
scales r most scnool administrators have based salary 
schedules upon training and experience—indices of 
teaching ability. However, a small, rather constant 
number of school systems use measurement of teaching 
efficiency to help determine the amount of salary (22, 
p. 94). 

Reavis and Cooper, in 1945, studied 104 school systems 

within 30 states in an attempt to evaluate teacher merit pay 

rating plans. The plan most commonly used for rating teachers 

was the check scale. Items frequently used on the check scale 

were listed under six groups of characteristics: cooperative-

ness, social attractiveness, discipline and guidance, profes-

sional growth, participation in extra-curricular and other 

school activities, and physical condition (13, p. 25). 

Reavis and Cooper's study of teacher merit rating plans 

led them to devise a test to establish validity for various 

methods and instruments used in evaluating teachers. The 

test was based on the premise that validity can be established 

when the method or instruments meets the requirements generally 

associated with scientific merit and the requirements arising 

from the social situation in which the method or instrument 

is used (13, p. 80). Reavis and Cooper state that "as 

measures of general teaching ability, check scales and other 

types of rating instruments are clearly not valid" (13, p. 

83). "Check scales cannot be a valid measure of general 

teaching ability, because they neither follow accurately nor 

sample adequately an acceptable pattern of general ability" 
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(13, p. 85). Furthermore, Reavis and Cooper found that 

teacher examinations have no close, functional connection 

with the actual work of teaching and do not properly measure 

the ability of a teacher to apply the knowledge expressed on 

a teacher examination. Reavis and Cooper concluded that "the 

cumulative personnel record system meets the criteria of a 

good method of teacher evaluation better than any known pro-

gram in use in the school systems surveyed (13, p. 103). 

An eight-year study on merit pay by the New England 

School Development Council, a voluntary and cooperative 

association of teachers in more than 100 New England public 

school systems, was published in 1956. The systems joined 

together to study common problems and to review merit pay 

schedules in several of the school systems. The study con-

cluded that "teachers should be paid for the proficiency 

with which they educate youngsters" (11, p. 7)-and that none 

of the salary schedules in use at that time accomplished 

that objective. 

The study hypothesized that a teacher matures first in 

the teaching role, followed by maturity in the school role; 

the last stage in which the teacher matures is in the pro-

fessional role (11, p. 89). The committee, through its 

report, stated, 

Our hypothesized teacher development is an attempt 
to break the log jam with regard to change in pupil 
behavior as the only reflection of teacher competence. 
The classroom focus is insufficient to carry a 
logical and acceptable plan of merit compensation as 
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far as it needs to go. Distinctions between teachers 
become too small too soon if only their classrooms are 
the focus of evaluation. We feel that if we change 
our focus from the classroom to the school, to the 
profession, in that order, that we will truly be able 
to distinguish among teachers on merits which are 
bases for distinction acceptable both to the community 
and its elected representatives and to the teachers 
whose salaries will be determined by the evaluation 
(11, p. 89). 

Thus, the committee recommended that both merit pay and 

service increments be established. 

In 1957 McGregor conducted a study of personnel evalua-

tion within United States companies. He found that the 

conventional approach to performance evaluation often forces 

managers and supervisors to act on unqualified judgments and 

does not serve to improve performance. McGregor held that 

effective evaluative procedures must integrate personal goals 

of workers with goals of the company. In order to be effec-

tive, managers and supervisors must help employees to relate 

their career planning with the needs of the organization, to 

establish job targets that will meet organizational objec-

tives, and to encourage self appraisal that will enhance 

skill development (8, p. 93). 

In 1964 the General Electric Company investigated the 

effectiveness of its performance appraisal system. The 

once-a-year evaluation of worker performance was found to be 

of little value, as it did not serve to motivate employees 

to higher degrees of productivity. Workers reacted defen-

sively to criticism by denying shortcomings, blaming others, 
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and finding other excuses. According to the General 

Electric Study, frequent criticism was a strong threat to 

self-esteem and resulted in greater disruption of organiza-

tion and lower productivity. The most criticized employees 

showed less achievement than those employees who received 

fewer critical comments. The General Electric Study also 

found that requiring administrators to reward, punish, and 

help in the same conference was unsuccessful, but separating 

the function at different times for different purposes was 

feasible. The General Electric Research provided "beyond 

doubt that a clear separation of the incongruent judge and 

helper roles led to a more effective appraisal system in 

terms of employee satisfaction and performance improvement" 

(5, p. 420). 

In July, 1958, the School of Education at Syracuse 

University hosted a workshop on "Merit Rating in Teachers' 

Salary Schedules." A list of principles evolved to be used 

in developing constructive personnel practices, including 

teacher evaluation and merit rating for salary increment 

(15, p. 51). The principles were as follow. 

1. Sound personnel practices are essential for any 
salary schedule to accomplish the goals of a 
school system. 

2. Evaluation of a teacher and his teaching for 
recognition or added salary does not rectify bad 
personnel policies; it probably intensifies the 
bad feature. 

3. A good salary schedule (above the average of the 
neighboring school districts) for all the pro-
fessional staff is necessary before consideration 
of teacher evaluation and merit pay as part of 
school policy. 
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4. The main purpose of evaluating teachers is to 
improve instruction, to improve professional 
abilities, and to maintain high staff morale. 

5. Professional staff, teachers and administrators, 
school boards, and community must work in corpora-
tive fashion to develop effective plans for teacher 
evaluation. 

6. Subjective aspects of staff evaluation and rating 
are acknowledged as inevitable. 

7. Effective evaluative policies encourage self-
evaluation. 

8. Evaluation is a continuous process. 
9. Good evaluative techniques plan to encourage 

individual talents and abilities of staff. 
10. All personnel of school system are rated. 
11. Expert guidance and placement of staff are pre-

requisite to a sound educational system and to 
initiating staff evaluation. 

12. A simple basic check list is developed cooperatively 
and distributed to a staff before it is used for 
evaluation purposes (15, p. 51). 

In a 1969 study of exemplary merit pay school districts, 

Weber and Marmion included the merit pay system of Park Forest, 

Illinois (21, p. 10). At Park Forest, an evaluation check 

list was utilized with teacher ratings based on classroom 

effectiveness, school effectiveness outside the classroom, 

community participation, and professional activities (21, 

p. 11). Evaluations were conducted at regular intervals. 

The principal rated teachers twice each year. The curriculum 

division chairperson rated teachers three times each year. 

These evaluations were reviewed with teachers. The principal, 

division chairperson, director of special services, and the 

superintendent then met and agreed on the final ratings for 

the teachers. All full-time teachers were placed in one of 

six categories as the result of the final ratings. No limit 

was placed on the number of teachers in any one category. 
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Each category rewarded teachers various amounts of money 

for the following year (21, p. 10). 

In 1973, following a study of merit pay plans in opera-

tion at that time, Bhaerman, Director of Educational Research 

for the American Federation of Teachers, placed merit pay 

models in two categories: old style and new style. The old 

style, or traditional type, was characterized by the use of 

rating scales and designed to assess "input factors" of 

teaching quality, ethical and professional behavior, coopera-

tion with staff members, "extra-mile" service, effectiveness 

in classroom and school, and participation in professional 

and community activities (1, p. 63). The new style was 

characterized by subsidies and designed to assess "output 

factors" or results. Bhaerman expressed concern that both 

styles created confusion and disruption (1, p. 64). 

Teachers and teacher organizations present a number of 

arguments against merit pay programs. First, experience 

often has proved merit pay to be confusing, disruptive, and 

generally unworkable. Second, many say teaching is too 

inaccurate to be used as a basis for merit pay. Third, the 

rewards of merit pay are discriminatory and cause bitterness 

and disillusionment. Fourth, the merit system destroys 

cooperative staff teamwork. Throughout the history of merit 

pay, teachers have greeted the merit system with considerable 

skepticism (7, p. 2). 
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School board members and lay persons are generally the 

groups amenable to merit pay. Since they come from occupa-

tions where reward is often based on merit and competition, 

they seek to apply the logic of merit pay to education. pro-

ponents view the merit system as a way of maximizing the 

return for educational expenditures. Other expected returns 

are greater incentive, improved performance, more competition, 

and the attraction of more capable people to the profession 

(3, p. 6) . 

Merit pay plans usually fall into one of three categories 

(1) awards of definite dollar amounts made after the teacher 

has served several years in the system, (2) awards made for 

outstanding" service, or (3) additional increments not to 

exceed salary classes granted to accelerate progress (3, p. 

12). Some districts have used combinations of the above 

categories. 

Performance contracting has been called a new style 

approach to merit pay. Salary increases are tied to perfor-

mance, rather than mere tenure. Voegel's study, as reported 

by Bhaerman, suggests that bonuses for performance contracts 

be based on the following schema: the contract and bonus 

must be fair, honest, clearly stated, and used systematically 

with participating faculty; the contract payoff should be 

immediate for each faculty member who produces high achieve-

ment among his students; initial contracts should reward 

commission bonuses for small increments of student success; 
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rewards should be made frequently (monthly paycheck) or 

after the student achievement has been appropriately demon-

strated (1, p. 67). As with other types of merit pay, perfor-

mance contracting is based on evaluation. The problem then 

is evaluation. Who does the evaluation? What are the cri-

teria for the evaluation? How is the evaluation used? Many 

questions must be resolved. 

Evaluation of Teachers for Merit Pay 

Bhaerman (1, p. 68) believes that teacher evaluation 

can be productive and relatively free of anxiety for the 

teacher if the goal of the evaluation is to achieve continuous 

professional growth. To the contrary, evaluation can be 

counterproductive if the goal is inappropriate; e.g., if 

the evaluation results in feelings of fear, intimidation, and 

harassment. When the goal is for continuous growth, evalua-

tion can focus on attitudes, values, teaching behavior, con-

tent, and even on the effects on pupils' learning, if such 

can be determined with validity and reliability. With the 

appropriate goal for growth, a number of evaluative methods 

can be used, both subjective and objective, including self-

evaluation and assessment by students. Evaluations may be 

made by peers, supervisors, college personnel, students, or 

self. 

In 1979, the Educational Research Service selected 

twenty-six teacher merit pay plans that were being used in 
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public school systems (10, p. 49). The merit pay plans 

utilized an evaluation process and typically were divided 

into four divisions. Generally, the first and primary area 

of importance was classroom organization and teaching tech-

niques. Other important areas for the determination of merit 

pay were social and professional factors, service to school 

and community, and personal characteristics. 

The March, 1982, Phi Delta Kappa newsletter "Practical 

Applications of Research" states that "teachers are very 

concerned about their performance. They want excellent 

performance acknowledged and rewarded and poor performance 

either helped or eliminated" (12, p. 1). The researchers 

have identified a nine-point teacher evaluation cycle: (1) 

establish plans and procedures, (2) orient teachers so that 

the teacher and the evaluator understand what is expected, 

(3) analyze lesson plans, (4) conduct classroom observation 

conferences to set objectives for the observation, (5) con-

duct classroom observation(s), (6) conduct post-observation 

conference, (7) synthesize the data, (8) write evaluation 

report, and (9) set job improvement targets and conduct 

inservice training related to those targets (12, p. 3). 

Researchers reporting in the Phi Delta Kappan believe 

clear differentiation must be made between formative and sum-

mative evaluation. Formation evaluation provides information 

to the teacher to be used for positive change during perfor-

mance. This information should be constructive, specific, and 
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individualized; and it should be communicated to the teacher 

in a private personal conference (12, p. 3). Summative 

evaluation made at the end of the term, course, or program 

is used for making overall decisions pertaining to the 

improvement of the teaching learning processes. Both forma-

tive and summative evaluations are essential to effective 

evaluation. According to Templeton (18, p. 7), school dis-

tricts should develop a teacher evaluation system that 

provides both formative and summative information for 

teachers. An evaluation system of this type should enhance 

teacher improvement and development. 

In January, 1982, the Texas Association of School 

Boards offered guidelines for the evaluation of teachers in 

its Personnel Practices Manual (19). The Texas Association 

of School Boards' evaluation process is primarily for improv-

ing teacher performance through staff development, but may 

also be used to separate from employment those employees who 

do not meet the requirements of the school district and who 

do not have the ability or desire to improve. The process, 

though not designed for merit pay determinations, does serve 

to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the teacher's 

performance (19). 

According to the Texas Association of School Boards' 

recommendations, the principal is responsible for the evalua-

tion of teachers. The evaluation process requires a number 

of conferences with the employee concerning observations of 
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the employee's performance. A preliminary conference, 

usually occurring at the first of the year, is held to 

review the process through which the evaluation will take 

place, the information to be collected, what will be measured, 

and the criteria to be used. The second conference is the 

observation conference which is usually conducted after a 

classroom visit. The evaluator discusses his observations 

and pinpoints specific discrepancies between what the teacher 

is doing and what the teacher ought to be doing. A plan for 

growth and improvement is then developed. The observation 

conference may occur any number of times during the year. 

The last conference is the evaluation conference. This con-

ference is a summation of what has occurred and resulted from 

a series of short observation conferences. After the evalua-

tion conference, the principal prepares the formal written 

evaluation. He should take into consideration the views and 

perspective of the employee in preparing the formal written 

evaluations. The employee should receive a copy of the 

evaluation (19). 

The Ladue School District in St. Louis, Missouri, has 

been cited for its success with teacher merit pay evaluation 

procedures (9, p. 69). At Ladue, evaluations are typically 

made by the principal on the basis of personal qualities, 

professional training and growth, and evidence of superior 

teaching. Higher pay status is not connected with specific 
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additional duties, but evaluation places considerable 

emphasis on contributions outside the classroom (21, p. 10). 

The teacher and the evaluator have a clear understanding 

regarding expected performance and a mutually accepted plan 

for improvement (9, p. 70). Self-evaluations are encouraged. 

The Ladue program emphasizes continuous evaluation, rather 

than periodic assessment. Pre-observation and post-

observation conferences are utilized, but communication 

between the teacher and evaluator occurs formally and 

informally throughout the year. 

Gale Rose states that two major aspects to the problem 

of teacher evaluation within a merit pay program are, 

(1) the need for a personal administration program 
which recognizes that the evaluation of teaching 
and the identification of meritorious performance 
should be just one part of a larger, well-developed 
personnel leadership program, the primary purpose 
of which is to help teachers succeed and improve in 
their work, and (2) the need for a salary adminis-
tration program which places reward for merit into 
balanced perspective along with the other legiti-
mate factors which should help determine salary (16, 
p. 53). 

Summary 

The review of the related literature suggests that the 

difficulty of developing an equitable and acceptable teacher 

evaluation system has been the main obstacle to the imple-

mentation of merit pay for classroom teachers. Well-defined 

standards of evaluation agreed to and understood by those to 
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be evaluated are necessary for the successful operation of 

a merit pay plan for teachers (4, p. 30). 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR THE COLLECTION AND 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The focus of this study was to identify elements that 

could be utilized in determining the teachers that should 

receive merit pay. The study identified public school systems 

within the United States that utilized a teacher merit pay 

plan within the last five years. The administrators and 

teachers in these school systems were deemed to be the most 

qualified professionals to answer questions regarding merit 

pay. 

The following procedures were utilized to obtain the 

appropriate data for the study: (1) review of the literature, 

(2) development of the survey instrument, (3) selection of 

participants, (4) collection of data, and (5) analysis of 

data. 

Review of the Literature 

In order to develop an effective and relevant survey 

instrument for the study, a thorough review of the literature 

dealing with teacher merit pay was conducted. Specific 

attention was directed to the literature that dealt with 

evaluation factors utilized in identifying recipients for 

merit pay. 
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A search was conducted utilizing public and private 

libraries, books, monographs, professional journals, research 

bulletins, research studies and graduate theses and disserta-

tions. Additional information was secured through the Educa-

tional Resources Information Center (ERIC) Search Service, 

Education Service Center XI, Dissertation Abstracts (DATRIX, 

Service of University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, Michigan), 

Education Research Service, Inc. (Arlington, Virginia), the 

School of Research Information Service (SRIS) of Phi Delta 

Kappan, and the Coordinating Information for Texas Educators 

(CITE) Resource Center (Austin, Texas). 

Development of the Survey Instrument 

The survey instrument was designed to gather specific 

information regarding elements that could be used in a 

teacher merit pay plan. First, a thorough survey concern-

ing possible factors to be considered in determining teacher 

merit pay seemed appropriate. A thorough review of the 

literature and numerous interviews with professionals 

utilizing merit pay was carried out. From this information, 

a list was developed of the most common factors that dealt 

with merit pay for teachers. Also, there were several items 

that consistently appeared which dealt with the administra-

tive process usually involved in working with merit pay. 
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These were all compiled into a survey instrument entitled 

Perceptions Concerning Merit Pay for Classroom Teachers." 

The preliminary survey instrument consisted of three 

sections. Each section was distinctly different from the 

other, both in terms of format and types of information 

sought. First, a general Information section was designed 

to collect demographic data. Then Section I of the actual 

survey instrument consisted of questions requesting respon-

dents opinions concerning the administrative processes 

connected with merit pay. The questions required "yes," "no," 

or "don't know" answers. Section II required respondents to 

check on a Likert-type scale their judgments as to the impor-

tance of the factors on which a teacher merit pay plan could 

be based. 

The initial questionnaire was sent to six panel members 

for appropriateness and clarity of each item. The panel 

members were carefully selected from the ranks of school 

administrators and professors of education. The six members 

included two professors of educational administration and 

four public school administrators, acknowledged authorities 

in teacher evaluation and the research process. A copy of 

the questionnaire accompanied by a letter of explanation and 

a self-addressed, stamped envelope were mailed to each 

member of the panel. The panel was asked to determine 

whether each item elicited valid information and if the item 
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was understandable. Suggestions for additions, deletions, 

or modifications that would contribute to the instrument's 

clarity were requested. Personal interviews with all of 

the panel members constituted a part of this process. 

The final questionnaire was constructed from the 

responses of the panel of experts, and the items utilized 

received unanimous approval. Eight questions were modified 

in order to improve their clarity. The final survey instru-

ment consisted of fourteen questions concerning the adminis-

trative processes and forty items dealing with elements that 

might be used in a merit pay plan for classroom teachers. 

This final questionnaire was professionally printed to enable 

placement of all fifty-four items on a single fold-out sheet 

of four pages (Appendix A). 

Selection of Participants 

In April, 1978, the Educational Research Service, Inc. 

mailed a brief survey instrument concerning merit pay and 

incentive plans to 11,502 public school systems in the United 

States. These districts included 99 percent of the public 

school pupils enrolled in the nation during the fall of 1976. 

A total of 2,848 usable replies were received. Four percent 

(115 school districts) stated that they had some form of 

teacher merit or incentive pay plan in operation. These 115 

school districts in 34 states were included as participants 

for this study. Then in the fall of 1982, the Texas State 
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Commissioner of Education and the Executive Director of the 

Texas Association of School Boards were asked to provide the 

names and addresses of their counterparts in the thirty-four 

states previously identified. Upon receipt of this informa-

tion, a personal letter was sent to those persons requesting 

the addresses of the 115 schools identified by the Educational 

Research Service as having merit pay plans (Appendix B). A 

request was also made for names of other schools with merit 

pay plans in their state. Twenty additional school systems 

were identified by this method. Four other school systems 

were located by a systematic search through professional 

publications, research studies, and through attendance at 

conferences. One hundred thirty—nine school systems were 

finally identified as having merit pay plans. These were 

the districts surveyed for this study. 

Collection of Data 

A letter was mailed to each superintendent of the 139 

school districts (Appendix C). Two identical questionnaires 

were sent, one for the superintendent and one with a cover 

letter for the president of the local teacher organization 

(Appendix D). A self-addressed, stamped envelope was 

enclosed for the return of each questionnaire. 

Three weeks after the first mailing, a second follow-up 

letter was mailed to the nonrespondents. Enclosed with this 

letter (Appendix E) were two additional copies of the 
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questionnaire, one for the superintendent and one for the 

president of the local teacher association, together with 

self-addressed, stamped envelopes. 

Three weeks after the second mailing, a third letter 

(Appendix E) and questionnaires were sent to nonrespondents. 

Telephone calls were also made to encourage nonrespondents 

to return the questionnaires. 

In order to be included in the study, survey instruments 

were required from both the superintendent and the head of 

the teacher's organization within the merit pay school dis-

trict. A minimum of thirty pairs of returns was necessary 

to carry out the purposes of this study. 

Analysis of Data 

Since the population to be surveyed consisted of 139 

school districts, manual analysis, rather than computer-

assisted analysis, was conducted. Once questionnaires were 

returned, they were classified as administrator or teacher 

and paired by school districts. Only those questionnaires 

returned from experienced merit pay personnel were tabulated. 

The tabulations were developed into tables for presentation 

in Chapter IV. Appropriate descriptive statistics were 

calculated and are discussed in the Chapter IV narrative. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF DATA 

The basic purposes of this study were to determine the 

perceptions of public school administrators and classroom 

teachers concerning elements of merit pay plans which are 

successful and those which they perceive are unsuccessful 

and to determine elements that could be utilized in deter-

mining the teachers that should receive merit pay. This 

study was conducted during the fall of 1982. The results 

of the investigation are presented in this chapter. 

Review of the Study 

Merit pay school districts were identified through the 

Education Research Service, State Commissioners of Education, 

Executive Directors of State School Board Associations, and 

a review of the literature. During the fall of 1982, 139 

school systems in 34 states were identified as having a 

teacher merit pay plan. Questionnaires were sent to the 

superintendent in each of the 139 schools. A second question-

naire was enclosed for the president of the local teachers' 

organization. For a school district's response to be included 

in this study, the administrator and teacher both must have 

had experience with a merit pay plan. 

38 
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When the collection of data had been accomplished/ 

ninety-seven school districts had responded to the question-

naire. Table I (on pages 40 and 41) displays the number 

and percentage of return according to the school district's 

location within the United States and to the position of 

the respondent within that system. The data in Table I also 

identifies by state the pairs of survey questionnaires 

utilized in this study and the number of school districts 

indicating no merit pay plan. 

A total response rate of 70 percent was recorded for 

the population group in the survey, but only thirty-nine 

school districts, or 28 percent, had both administrator 

and classroom teacher respond as having experience with 

merit pay. Questionnaires from these thirty-nine school 

districts were utilized in this study. Forty-two school 

districts, or 30 percent, reported that no pay plan was in 

operation. 

The survey questionnaire contained a general informa-

tion section that identified the respondent as being an 

administrator or classroom teacher. It also identified the 

respondent as having or not having experience with a merit 

pay plan. Two main sections followed the general informa-

tion. 

The first section of the questionnaire was concerned 

with administrative type items and required a "yes," or "no," 
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or "don't know" answer. Some of the respondents did not 

answer all of the questions. Where this occurred, a "no 

response" was indicated. Findings are reported for Section 

I with respect to the respondent's position, administrator 

or classroom teacher. Tables II through XIII concerning 

Section I report the statistical analyses of response 

frequencies and percentages for administrators, classroom 

teachers, and the totals. If a majority or more of each of 

the two groups believed a factor should be used in a teacher 

merit pay plan, that factor was accepted for use. 

Section II of the questionnaire identified forty elements 

that could be utilized in determining the teachers that 

should receive merit pay. Tables XIII through LII report 

the statistical analyses of response frequencies for adminis-

trators and classroom teachers. 

The elements in Section II were assigned a four-point 

scale: 4 indicated a very important element, 3 indicated 

an important element, 2 indicated that it was not an important 

element, and 1 indicated that this element should be omitted. 

Some respondents did not answer each question; therefore, 

there was not the same number of responses for each item. 

A mean was calculated for the total points of each group, 

administrators and classroom teachers. If the mean for each 

individual group was 2.6 or above, the item was accepted 

for use in the proposed teacher merit pay plan. 
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Analysis of Questionnaire 
Results—Section I 

The first section of the questionnaire concerned infor-

mation to be considered in the development of a merit pay 

plan for classroom teachers. The responses from the fourteen 

questions on the questionnaire are analyzed in narrative 

form and are presented in tabular form in Tables II through 

XII. 

1. Do you believe that factors in addition to 
experience and level of training should be 
considered in determining teacher salaries? 

Responses to this question established that sixty-seven 

of the seventy-eight respondents believed that factors in 

addition to experience and training should be considered in 

determining teachers' salaries. As recorded in Table II, 

94.8 percent of the administrators and 76.9 percent of the 

classroom teachers responded affirmatively to the question. 

However, one administrator, 2.6 percent, and nine classroom 

teachers, 23.1 percent, indicated that experience and train-

ing should be the only determinants of teacher salaries. 

One administrator, 2.6 percent, gave no response to the 

question. The vast majority of administrator and classroom 

teacher respondents to this questionnaire indicated that 

factors in addition to experience and level of training 

should be included in determining teacher salaries. 
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TABLE II 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE BELIEF THAT FACTORS 
IN ADDITION TO EXPERIENCE AND LEVEL OF TRAINING SHOULD 

BE CONSIDERED IN DETERMINING TEACHER SALARIES 

Response 
Administrators Teachers Total 

Response 
Number Percent Number Percent Number 

1 
Percent 

Yes 37 94.8 30 76.9 67 85.9 

No 1 2.6 9 23.1 10 12. 8 

Don11 know 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No response 1 2.6 0 0.0 1 1.3 

2. Do you believe that a base salary schedule 
established on experience and training should 
be implemented with a merit pay plan? 

According to the data in Table III, 84.7 percent of the 

administrators agreed with this statement. Thirty-one of the 

thirty-nine teacher respondents, or 79.4 percent, believed 

that a salary schedule based on preparation and experience 

should be implemented with a merit pay plan. Three adminis-

trators, 7.7 percent, and eight teachers, 20.5 percent, 

answered this question with a "no." Two administrators, 5.1 

percent, checked "don't know" and one, 2.6 percent, gave no 

response. A majority of the respondents agreed that a base 

salary schedule established on experience and training should 

be implemented with a merit pay plan. 
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TABLE III 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING A BASE SALARY ESTABLISHED 
ON EXPERIENCE AND TRAINING SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED WITH 

A MERIT PAY PLAN 

Response 

Yes 

No 

Don't know 

No response 

Administrators 

Number 

33 

3 

2 

1 

Percent 

84.7 

7.7 

5.1 

2 . 6 

Teachers 

Number 

31 

8 

0 

0 

Percent 

79.4 

20.5 

0 .0 

0 . 0 

Total 

Number 

64 

11 

2 

1 

Percent 

82.1 

14.1 

2.5 

1.3 

3. Whom do you believe should participate in develop-
ing the plan? a. Board of Trustees, b. Adminis-
trators, c. Teachers, d. Parents, e. Consultants, 
f. Other Patrons 

Table IV presents data which indicate that respondents 

heavily favored participation of administrators and teachers 

in the development of a teacher merit pay plan. The question 

regarding participation of the board of trustees showed vari-

ance of perceptions. A large majority of administrators, 92.3 

percent, believed that board members should participate in 

developing a merit pay plan, while only 46.1 percent of the 

teachers supported the involvement of the board in developing 

a plan. Administrators, 97.4 percent, and teachers, 92.3 

percent, strongly supported the involvement of administrators 

in the development of a merit pay plan. Administrators, 94.8 

percent, and teachers, 92.3 percent, also strongly supported 
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TABLE IV 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS AS TO PARTICIPANTS 
IN DEVELOPING A MERIT PAY PLAN 

Respons e 
Administrators Teachers Total 

Respons e 
N a *6 N % N % 

a. Board of trustees 
Yes 36 92.3 18 46.1 54 69.2 
No 0 0.0 4 10.3 4 5.1 
Don11 know 1 2.6 5 12.8 6 7.7 
No response 2 5.1 12 30. 8 14 18.0 

b. Administrators 
Yes 38 97.4 36 92. 3 74 94.9 
No 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Don't know 0 0.0 1 2.6 1 1.3 
No response 1 2.6 2 5.1 3 3.8 

c. Teachers 
Yes 37 94.8 36 92. 3 73 93.6 
No 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Don't know 1 2.6 1 2.6 2 2.6 
No response 1 2.6 2 5.1 3 3.8 

d. Parents 
Yes 12 30.8 9 23.1 21 26.9 
No 10 25.6 12 30. 8 22 28.2 
Don't know 3 7.7 2 5.1 5 6.4 
No response 14 35.9 16 41.0 30 38.5 

e. Consultants 
Yes 20 51.4 16 41.0 36 46.2 
No 2 5.1 7 17. 9 9 11.5 
Don't Know 7 17.9 4 10. 3 11 14.1 
No response 10 25.6 12 30.8 22 28.2 

f. Other patrons 
Yes 3 7.7 2 5.1 5 6.4 
No 7 17.9 10 25.6 17 21.8 
Don't know 8 20.5 5 12. 8 13 16.7 
No response 21 53.9 22 56.5 43 55.1 
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the involvement of teachers. Administrators, 30.8 percent, 

and teachers, 23.1 percent, showed some support for the 

involvement of parents. Administrators, 51.4 percent, and 

teachers, 41.0 percent, slightly favored the involvement of 

consultants. Finally, administrators, 7.7 percent, and 

teachers, 5.1 percent, believed in the involvement of other 

patrons. The majority of the respondents indicated that they 

believed that administrators and teachers should be the primary 

participants in the development of a teacher merit pay plan, 

4. Do you believe all teachers should be eligible 
for merit pay? 

An analysis of the data in Table V reveals that 79.5 per-

cent of the administrators and 82.1 percent of the teachers 

believed that all teachers should be eligible for merit pay. 

Five administrators, 12.8 percent, and six teachers, 15.4 

percent, responded to this question with a "no" answer. A 

teacher and three administrators did not mark an answer for 

question four. 

A large majority of respondents agreed that all teachers 

should be eligible for merit pay. Therefore, this item 

should be considered when identifying teachers for merit pay. 

5. What should be the purpose of the merit pay plan? 
a. Improve Instruction, b. Reward Outstanding 
Instruction, c. Keep Good Teachers in the Classroom, 
d. Attract Better Qualified People, e. Gain Taxpayer 
Support 

Table VI reflects the perceptions of administrators and 

teachers with regard to the purposes of merit pay plans. 
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TABLE V 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE BELIEF THAT 
ALL TEACHERS SHOULD BE ELIGIBLE FOR MERIT PAY 

Administrators Teachers Total 
Response Response 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Yes 31 79.5 32 82.1 63 80.8 

No 5 12.8 6 15.4 11 14.1 

Don"t know 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No response 3 7.7 1 2.5 4 5.1 

Accordingly, 87.1 percent of the administrators and 66.7 per-

cent of the teachers believed to "improve instruction" was a 

purpose of a merit pay plan. To "reward outstanding instruc-

tion" was perceived to be a purpose of a merit pay plan by 

97.4 percent of the administrators and 79.5 percent of the 

teachers. To "keep good teachers in the classroom" was 

perceived to be the purpose of a plan by 79.4 percent of the 

administrators and 84.7 percent of the teachers. To "attract 

better qualified people" was given as the purpose by 71.8 per-

cent of the administrators and 66.7 percent of the teachers. 

Only 17.9 percent of the teachers, compared to 43.6 percent 

of the administrators, felt that the purpose of merit pay 

should be to gain taxpayer support. An unusually large 

percentage answered "don't know" to this item (administrators, 

12.8 percent and teachers, 25.6 percent). Also, an unusually 
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TABLE VI 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING WHAT SHOULD 
BE THE PURPOSE OF THE MERIT PAY PLAN 

Response 
Administrators Teachers Total 

Response 
N Q, "6 N % N Q. "O 

a. Improve 
instruction 
Yes 34 87.1 26 66.7 60 76.9 
No 1 2.6 5 12. 8 6 7.7 
Don't know 1 2.6 1 2.6 2 2.5 
No response 3 7.7 7 17.9 10 12.8 

b. Reward 
outstanding 
instruction 
Yes 38 97.4 31 79.5 69 88.4 
No 0 0.0 2 5.1 2 2.5 
Don't know 0 0.0 1 2.6 1 1.3 
No response 1 2.6 5 12. 8 6 7.7 

c. Keep good 
teachers in the 
classroom 
Yes 31 79.4 33 84.7 64 82.1 
No 1 2.6 2 5.1 3 3.8 
Don't know 1 2.6 2 5.1 3 3.8 
No response 6 15.4 2 12.8 8 10.3 

d. Attract better 
qualified people 
Yes 28 71.8 26 66.7 54 69.2 
No 1 2.6 4 10.2 5 6.4 
Don't know 4 10.2 2 5.1 6 7.7 
No response 6 15.4 7 17.9 13 16.7 

e. Gain taxpayer 
support 
Yes 17 43.6 7 17.9 24 30.7 
No 7 17.9 10 25.6 17 21.8 
Don't know 5 12.8 10 25.6 15 19.2 
No response 10 25.6 12 30.7 22 28.2 
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large percentage made no response (administrators, 25.6 per-

cent and teachers, 30.7 percent). 

Four of the five purposes listed were felt by the 

majority of each group to be the purposes of a merit pay 

plan. To "gain taxpayer support" was not perceived to be a 

purpose of a merit pay plan. 

6. Do you believe that the principal should be the 
primary teacher evaluator? 

The information in Table VII reflects that 92.3 percent 

of the administrators believed that the principal should be 

the primary teacher evaluator, while 56.5 percent of the 

teachers agreed. Likewise, 38.5 percent of the teachers 

answered "no" with regard to the principal being the primary 

teacher evaluator, while only 7.7 percent of the administra-

tors responded negatively. 

Support for the principal as being the primary teacher 

evaluator was positive. The majority of the respondents 

believed that the principal should be the primary teacher 

evaluator in a merit pay plan. 

6. (Second part of question) Do you believe 
that the principal should be the primary 
teacher evaluator? with assistance from 
a. Assistant Principals, b. Department 
Chairman, c. Other Classroom Teachers, 
d. Students 

Table VIII reflects that 87.1 percent of the adminis-

trators and 56.4 percent of the teachers felt that assistant 

principals should assist the principal in evaluating teachers, 
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TABLE VII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE PRINCIPAL 
BEING THE PRIMARY TEACHER EVALUATOR 

Response 
Administrators Teachers Total 

Response 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Yes 36 92.3 22 56.5 58 74.3 

No 3 7.7 15 38.5 18 23.1 

Don11 know 0 0.0 1 2.6 1 1.3 

No response 0 0.0 1 2.6 1 1.3 

In addition, 74.4 percent of the administrators and 69.2 per-

cent of the teachers perceived the department chairman as 

assisting the principal in making evaluations. Further, 35.9 

percent of the administrators and 30.7 percent of the teachers 

believed that other teachers should assist in evaluations. 

Finally, 23.1 percent of the administrators and 25.6 percent 

of the teachers indicated that students should assist in the 

evaluation of teachers. Most respondents indicated that the 

principal should receive assistance from both the assistant 

principals and the department chairmen. 

7. Do you believe the criteria for an evaluation 

form should correspond with the job description? 

As reflected in Table IX, 89.8 percent of the adminis-

trators and 92.3 percent of the teachers strongly affirmed 

that evaluation forms should correspond with job description. 
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TABLE VIII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE PRINCIPAL 
RECEIVING ASSISTANCE FROM OTHER PEOPLE IN 

EVALUATING TEACHERS 

Administrators Teachers Total 
Response Response 

N % N % N % 

a. Assistant 
principals 

Yes 
No 
Don11 know 
No response 

34 
0 
0 
5 

87.1 
0.0 
0.0 

12.8 

22 
7 
1 
9 

56.4 
17.9 
2.6 

23.1 

56 
7 
1 

14 

71.8 
8.9 
1.3 

35.9 

b. Department 
chairman 

Yes 
No 
Don11 know 
No response 

29 
4 
1 
5 

74.4 
10.2 
2.6 

12. 8 

27 
4 
2 
6 

69.2 
10.2 
5.1 

15.4 

56 
8 
3 

11 

71.8 
10.3 
3.8 

14.1 

c. Other 
classroom 
teachers 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 
No response 

14 
8 
6 

11 

35.9 
20.5 
15.4 
28.2 

17 
11 
1 

10 

30. 7 
28.2 
2.6 

25.6 

31 
19 
7 

21 

39.7 
24.3 
8.9 

26.9 

d. Students 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 
No response 

9 
13 
3 

14 

23.1 
33.3 
7.7 

35.9 

10 
15 
2 

12 

25.6 
38.4 
5.1 

30.7 

19 
28 
5 

26 

24. 3 
35.9 
6.4 

33.3 
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Only 5.1 percent of the administrators and 2.6 percent of the 

teachers answered with a "no" answer, while 5.1 percent of the 

administrators and 5.1 percent of the teachers answered this 

question with a "don't know." 

TABLE IX 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE CRITERIA 
FOR AN EVALUATION FORM CORRESPONDING WITH THE 

JOB DESCRIPTION 

Response 
Adminis trators Teachers Total Response 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Yes 35 

I 

00 • 

00 36 92.3 71 91.0 

No 2 5.1 1 2.6 3 

00 • 
ro 

Don11 know 2 5.1 2 5.1 4 5.2 

No response 0 

o • 
o 0 

O
 • 

o 0 0.0 

8. Do you believe merit pay benefits should extend 
from one year to the next? 

Data related to this question are in Table X. Accord-

ingly, 46.2 percent of the administrators and 53.8 percent 

of the teachers believed that merit pay benefits should con-

tinue from one year to the next. While a small majority of 

teachers believed that merit pay should extend from one year 

to the next, the concept did not meet the approval of a 

majority of the administrators. 
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TABLE X 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING MERIT PAY BENEFITS 
SHOULD EXTEND FROM ONE YEAR TO THE NEXT YEAR 

Response 
Administrators 

Number Percent 

Teachers 

Number Percent 

Total 

Number Percent 

Yes 

No 

Don11 know 

No response 

-+ 

18 

17 

4 

0 

46.2 

43.6 

10.2 

0.0 

21 

13 

5 

0 

53.8 

33.3 

12.8 

Q. 0 

39 

30 

9 

0 

50.0 

38.5 

11.5 

0.0 

9. Do you believe the teacher should be given the 
right to appeal if not rewarded by merit pay? 

Table XI indicates that 56.4 percent of the administra-

tors and 69.2 percent of the teachers felt that some type of 

appeal process should be instituted for a teacher who does 

not receive merit pay. However, many administrators (43.6 

percent) and some teachers (17.9 percent) believed that an 

appeal process was not necessary. 

The concept regarding an appeal process received sub-

stantial approval from teachers. Administrators gave their 

approval but not as strongly as the teachers. In the opinion 

of the respondents, the appeal process should be a part of 

the merit pay plan. 

10. 

11. 

The evaluation procedure should consist of: 
Formal procedures with weighted point scale. 

Formal Procedures with an unweighted point scale 
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TABLE XI 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE TEACHER 
RIGHT TO APPEAL IF NOT REWARDED BY MERIT PAY 

Response 

Adminis ;trators Teachers Total 
Response 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Yes 22 56.4 27 69.2 
/ 

4 9 62.8 
No 17 43.6 7 17.9 24 30. 7 

Don't know 0 0.0 4 10.2 4 5.1 

No response 0 0.0 1 2.6 1 1.3 

12. Formal procedures with a point scale. 

13. Recommendation by principal with no formal 
procedures. 

14. Formal procedures with prior teacher self-
evaluation. 

Table XIII includes data showing that 71.8 percent of 

the teachers and 69.2 percent of the administrators favored a 

formal evaluation procedure which allows for a teacher self-

evaluation prior to the administrative evaluation. Of the 

other four evaluation procedures listed, neither teachers nor 

administrators gave a majority approval rating. A formal 

procedure with a weighted point scale received 46.1 percent 

affirmative response from administrators and 38.5 percent 

approval from teachers. The other procedures only received 

a third or less approval rate from respondents. 

A formal evaluation procedure which allows for a teacher 

self-evaluation prior to the administrative evaluation should 
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TABLE XII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING WHAT THE 
EVALUATION PROCEDURE SHOULD CONSIST OF 

Response 
Administrators 3 Teachers Total Response 

N 1 9-1 N o, 
"O N o. 

"o 

10. Formal procedures 
with weighted point 
scale 
Yes 
No 
Don't know 
No response 

18 
12 
5 
4 

46.1 
30.8 
12.8 
10.3 

15 
11 
8 
5 

38.5 
28.2 
20.5 
12.8 

33 
23 
13 
9 

42.3 
29.5 
16.7 
11.5 

11. Formal procedures 
with unweighted 
point scale 
Yes 
No 
Don11 know 
No response 

3 
26 
4 
6 

7.7 
66.6 
10. 3 
15.4 

5 
16 
10 
8 

12.8 
41.0 
25.6 
20. 5 

8 
42 
14 
14 

10.2 
53.8 
18.0 
18.0 

12. Formal procedures 
with point scale 
Yes 
No 
Don11 know 
No response 

13 
17 
5 
5 

33.3 
43.6 
12.8 
12.8 

9 
16 
7 
7 

23.1 
41.0 
17.9 
17.9 

22 
33 
12 
12 

28.7 
42.1 
12.4 
12.4 

13. Recommendation by 
Principal with no 
formal procedures 
Yes 
No 
Don't know 
No response 

4 
28 
2 
5 

10.3 
71.8 
5.1 

12.8 

1 
30 
2 
6 

2.6 
76.9 
5.1 

15.4 

5 
58 
4 

11 

6.4 
74.4 
5.1 

14.1 

14. Formal procedures 
with prior teacher 
self-evaluation 
Yes 
No 
Don 11 know 
No response 

27 
7 
2 
3 

69.2 
17.9 
5.1 
7.7 

28 
6 
5 
0 

71.8 
15.4 
12. 8 
0.0 

55 
13 
7 
3 

70.5 
16.7 
9.0 
3.8 
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be used for a teacher merit pay plan. This procedure was 

recommended by a two-to-one margin. 

Analysis of Questionnaire 
Results—Section II 

The second section of the questionnaire involved the 

determination of those elements that should be included in 

a teacher merit pay plan. For this section, if the mean 

for each individual group was above 2.5, the item was 

accepted for use in the proposed teacher merit pay plan. 

1. Establishes short- and long-range goals. 

Table XIII indicates twenty-seven of the thirty-nine 

administrators and nineteen of the thirty-nine teachers con-

sidered this element to be very important. Seventeen of the 

teachers and eight of the administrators perceived this ele-

ment to be important. Four administrators and two teachers 

considered the element to be not important, and one teacher 

checked that it should be omitted. 

Respondents gave strong support for goal establishment. 

A point average of 3.6 for administrators and 3.4 for 

teachers qualifies this element for inclusion in a teacher 

merit pay plan. 

2" strategiesthe ° f * W i d S v a r i e ty o f teaching 

Table XIV depicts the preference of the respondents 

concerning the use of a wide variety of teaching strategies. 
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TABLE XIII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE ESTABLISHMENT 
OF SHORT- AND LONG-RANGE GOALS 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 27 108 • • 19 76 

Important factor 8 24 • • 17 51 • • 

Not an important factor 4 8 • • 2 4 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 • • 1 1 • • 

Totals 
39 140 3.6 39 132 3.4 

TABLE XIV 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE IMPORTANCE 
OF PLANNING FOR THE USE OF A WIDE VARIETY OF 

TEACHING STRATEGIES 

Administrators Teachers 
i\ t; o p u n s 0 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 25 100 • • 17 68 • • 

Important factor 12 36 • 16 48 • • 

Not an important factor 2 4 • • 5 10 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 • • 1 1 • • 

Totals 
39 140 3.6 39 127 3.3 
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Twenty-five administrators and seventeen teachers perceived 

this to be a very important element. Sixteen teachers and 

twelve administrators checked this item to be an important 

element, while five teachers and two administrators indicated 

that it was not an important element. One teacher indicated 

that it should be omitted. 

There was very strong approval for the use of this ele-

ment. A point average of 3.6 for administrators and 3.3 for 

teachers indicates that teacher planning for the use of a 

wide variety of teaching strategies should be utilized in 

determining the teachers who should receive merit pay. 

3. Plans learning activities in accordance with 
individual differences. 

As recorded in Table XV, the responses of twenty-eight 

administrators and seventeen teachers indicated this element 

to be a very important factor, while nine administrators and 

eighteen teachers considered it an important element. For 

some unknown reason, one teacher did not respond to the 

question. One teacher and two administrators indicated that 

it was not an important element, and two teachers checked 

that it should be omitted. 

This element should be included in a teacher merit pay 

plan, as a point average of 3.7 for administrators and a point 

average of 3.3 for teachers is well above what is needed for 

acceptance. Planning learning activities for individual 
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differences is an important part of classroom instruction 

as perceived by the respondents. 

TABLE XV 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE PLANNING OF LEARNTNr 
ACTIVITIES IN ACCORDANCE WITH INDIVIDUAL DI^FELNCET 

Response 
Admi .nistrators Teachers Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 28 112 • • 17 68 • • 

Important factor 9 27 • • 1 8 54 • • 

Not an important factor 2 4 • • 1 2 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 • • 2 2 • • 

Totals 39 143 3.4 38 126 3.3 

4. Collects and studies information about each student 
(permanent records, autobiographies, etc.). 

Data for this element are recorded in Table XVI. Only 

ten administrators and six teachers considered this item to 

be a very important factor. Twenty-three administrators and 

nineteen teachers checked the item to be an important element. 

Nine teachers and five administrators perceived this item as 

not an important element. One administrator and five teachers 

felt it should be omitted, A point average of 3.1 for 

administrators and 2.7 for teachers qualifies the element for 

use in determining teachers who should receive merit pay. 
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TABLE XVI 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE TEACHERS COLLECTING 
AND STUDYING INFORMATION ABOUT EACH STUDENT 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 10 40 • • 6 24 • • 

Important factor 23 69 • • 1 9 57 • • 

Not an important factor 5 10 • • 9 18 • • 

Omit this factor 1 1 • • 5 5 • • 

Totals 
39 120 3.1 39 104 2.7 

5. Provides opportunities and encourages each class 
member to participate. 

Table XVII indicates that twenty-seven administrators 

and twenty-three teachers felt that this element was very 

important, while thirteen teachers and ten administrators 

indicated that it was important. Two administrators and two 

teachers considered this item not an important factor for a 

merit pay plan. One teacher believed the element should be 

tted. A point average of 3.6 for administrators and 3.5 

for teachers indicates this element should be included in a 

plan to determine the teachers to receive merit pay. 

6. Takes all necessary and reasonable precautions 

to protect the safety and well being of the students, 

Table XVIII shows teachers and administrators as being 

in agreement as to the importance of this element. Sixteen 
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TABLE XVII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE TEACHERS 
COLLECTING AND STUDYING INFORMATION 

ABOUT EACH STUDENT 

Administrators 

Pts. Mean Mean 

Very important factor 

Important factor 

Not an important factor 

Omit this factor 

Totals 

administrators and fifteen teachers believed this to be a 

very important element. Sixteen administrators and eighteen 

teaohers believed it to be important. Five administrators 

three teachers felt that it was not an important element, 

while two administrators and three teachers thought that the 

element should be omitted. 

Respondents agreed that student safety is a needed 

element. A 3.2 point average for both administrators and 

teachers qualifies the element for use in a merit pay plan. 

7. Takes all necessary and reasonable precautions to 
protect equipment, materials, and facilSles? 

Data related to this element are found in Table XIX. 

Ten administrators and seven teachers felt that this item 

was very important. Twenty administrators and nineteen 
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TABLE XVIII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE TEACHERS TAKING ALL 
NECESSARY AND REASONABLE PRECAUTIONS TO PROTECT THE 

SAFETY AND WELL BEING OF THE STUDENTS 

Response 
Admi .nistrators ' Teachers 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 16 64 
/ 

• • 

15 60 • • 

Important factor 16 48 
/ 

• • 18 54 • • 

Not an important factor 5 10 • • 3 6 • • 

Omit this factor 2 2 • • 3 3 • • 

Totals 
39 124 39 123 3.2 

TABLE XIX 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING TAKING NECESSARY AND 
REASONABLE PRECAUTIONS TO PROTECT EQUIPMENT! K I S R M S 

AND FACILITIES ' 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 10 40 • • 7 28 • • 

Important factor 20 60 • • 19 57 • • 

Not an important factor 7 14 • • 8 16 • • 

Omit this factor 2 2 • • 5 5 • • 

Totals 
39 116 2.9 39 106 2.7 
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teachers checked this element as very important. Seven 

administrators and eight teachers believed that this element 

was not important, while two administrators and five teachers 

thought it should be omitted. The point averages of 2.7 for 

teachers and 2.9 for administrators are above the 2.5 level 

and, therefore, acceptable for use as criteria. 

8. Develops self-discipline in the students while 
encouraging a free expression of ideas. 

The data in Table XX shows that twenty-three administra-

tors and twenty-one teachers believed this element to be very 

important, while twelve administrators and sixteen teachers 

considered it to be important. Three administrators indicated 

that it was not an important element, while one administrator 

and two teachers thought it should be omitted. The point 

average of 3.5 for administrators and 3.4 for teachers indi-

cate that this element should be used in determining teacher 

eligibility for merit pay. 

9. Uses intelligence and knowledge as opposed to 
physical means to control and guide students. 

A large number of respondents, twenty-two administrators 

and twenty-three teachers, identified this element as being 

a very important factor, while fourteen administrators and 

thirteen teachers noted that it was important (see Table XXI). 

Three administrators and three teachers indicated that the 

element was not important. Two teachers felt the item should 

be omitted. The point average of 3.5 for both teachers and 



65 

TABLE XX 

^PONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF SELF-DISCIPLINE IN STUDENTS WHILE ENCOURAGING 

A FREE EXPRESSION OF IDEAS 

Response 

Very important factor 

Important factor 

Not an important factor 

Omit this factor 

Totals 

Administrators 

N 

39 

Pts. 

23 92 

12 36 

3 6 

1 1 

135 

Mean 

Teachers 

N 

3.5 39 

Pts. 

21 84 

16 48 

0 0 

2 2 

134 

Mean 

3.4 

TABLE XXI 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE USE OF INTELLIGFNCF 
AND KNOWLEDGE AS OPPOSED TO PHYSICAL MEANS TO 

CONTROL AND GUIDE STUDENTS 

Response 
Admi nistrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 22 88 • • 

/ 

• • 

23 92 • • 

Important factor 14 42 

• • 

/ 

• • 13 39 • • 

Not an important factor 3 6 • • 1 2 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 • • 2 2 • • 

Totals 
39 136 3.5 39 135 3.5 
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administrators qualifies this element for use in a proposed 

teacher merit pay plan. 

10. Utilizes instruction time effectively. 

Table XXII reflects data related to the effective use 

of instruction time. Thirty-four administrators and twenty-

two teachers checked this item to be very important, while 

four administrators and sixteen teachers checked that it 

was important. One administrator indicated that the item was 

not important, and one teacher indicated that it should be 

omitted from a merit pay plan. With a point average of 3.8 

for administrators and 3.5 for teachers, this element should 

definitely be included in a teacher merit pay plan. 

TABLE XXII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE UTILIZATION 
OF INSTRUCTION TIME EFFECTIVELY 

Response 
Admi .nistrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 34 136 • • 22 88 • • 

Important factor 4 12 • • 16 48 • • 

Not an important factor 1 2 • • 0 0 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 
• • 1 1 • • 

Totals 
39 150 3.8 39 137 3.5 
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11. Motivates students to reach levels of performance 
consistent with their abilities. 

As shown in Table XXIII, thirty-two administrators and 

thirty-one teachers believed that this element was very 

important. Five administrators and seven teachers believed 

it to be important. One administrator indicated the element 

was not important, and one teacher indicated that it should 

be omitted from a merit pay plan. One administrator gave no 

response. The average for administrators was 3.8 and 3.7 

for teachers. This strong support indicates that it should 

be included in a teacher merit pay plan. 

TABLE XXIII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING TEACHER MOTIVATION OF 
STUDENTS TO REACH LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE CONSISTENT 

WITH THEIR ABILITIES 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 32 128 • • 31 124 • • 

Important factor 5 15 • • 7 21 • • 

Not an important factor 1 2 • • 0 0 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 • • 1 1 • • 

Totals 38 145 3.8 39 146 3.7 

12. Gives frequent tests on material covered. 

As presented in Table XXIV, four administrators and 

three teachers agreed that "gives frequent tests on material 
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covered" was a very important factor. Twenty-two adminis-

trators and seventeen teachers believed this element was 

important. Thirteen administrators and fourteen teachers 

believed it was not an important element. Five teachers 

suggested that this element be omitted. The point average 

of 3.0 for administrators is acceptable; however, the average 

of 2.5 for teachers does not meet the acceptable level for 

use in a proposed teachers' merit pay plan. 

TABLE XXIV 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE FREQUENCY 
OF GIVING TESTS ON MATERIAL COVERED 

Response 
Administrators Teachers Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 4 16 • • 3 12 • • 

Important factor 22 66 • • 17 51 • • 

Not an important factor 13 36 • • 14 28 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 • • 5 5 • • 

Totals 39 118 3.0 39 96 2.5 

13. Uses test results as a basis for further planning 
and instruction. y 

According to the data in Table XXV, nineteen administra-

tors and eleven teachers felt this was a very important 

element. Sixteen administrators and nineteen teachers 

indicated it was an important element. Eight teachers and 
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three administrators checked it as not important, while one 

teacher chose to omit this element, and one administrator did 

not respond to the statement. The point average of 3.4 for 

administrators and 3.0 for teachers qualifies this factor 

for use in a teacher merit pay plan. 

TABLE XXV 

R E S P 0 N ™ f s ' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE USE OF TEST 
RESULTS AS A BASIS FOR FURTHER PLANNING 

AND INSTRUCTION 

Response 
Adm inistrators Teachers Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 19 76 11 44 • • 

Important factor 16 48 • • 19 57 • • 

Not an important factor 3 6 • • 8 16 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 • 1 1 • • 

Totals 38 130 • • 39 118 3.0 

14. Identifies learning difficulties of students 
early and seeks help from specialists as needed 
or specified. 

Table XXVI indicates that twenty-four administrators 

and thirteen teachers identified this element as very impor-

tant, while thirteen administrators and twenty-four teachers 

believed it to be important. Two administrators checked the 

element as not important, and two teachers indicated that it 

should be omitted. The point average of 3.6 for administrators 
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teacher merit pay plan. 
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TABLE XXVI 

R E S ° 2 S E N T S ' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING EARLY IDENTIFICATION 
0 F S T U D ENT LEARNING DIFFICULTIES AND SEEKS HELP FROM 

SPECIALISTS AS NEEDED OR SPECIFIED 

Response 
Admii listrators Teachers Response 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 24 96 • • 13 52 • • 

Important factor 13 39 • • 24 72 • • 

Not an important factor 2 4 • • 0 0 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 • • 2 2 • • 

Totals 39 139 3.6 39 126 3.2 

1 5' onPJr^f s^ u d e^ t s! progress to parents and students 
on a regular basis. 

Table XXVII shows that nineteen administrators and 

thirteen teachers identified this item as very important. 

In close agreement, eighteen administrators and nineteen 

teachers indicated the statement to be an important element. 

Four teachers and two administrators indicated this was not 

an important element, and three teachers chose to omit the 

item as a element. The point average of 3.4 for administra-

tors and 3.1 for teachers qualifies the element for use in a 

teacher merit pay plan. 
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TABLE XXVII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING TEACHERS' REPORTING 
OF STUDENTS' PROGRESS TO THE PARENTS AND 

STUDENTS ON A REGULAR BASIS 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 19 76 • • 13 52 • • 

Important factor 18 54 • • 19 57 • • 

Not an important factor 2 4 • • 4 8 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 • • 3 3 • • 

Totals 39 134 3.4 39 120 3.1 

16. Advanced college courses completed in teachinq 
field. y 

Data for this question are referenced in Table XXVIII. 

Eleven administrators and twelve teachers considered this 

item to be very important, and nineteen teachers and twenty-

two administrators checked the item as an important element. 

Seven teachers and five administrators indicated this element 

was not important, and one person from each group indicated 

the element should be omitted. The 3.1 point average for both 

teachers and administrators indicates that the element 

qualifies for use in a teacher merit pay plan. 

17. Advanced college courses completed in related fields. 

Table XXIX indicates that seven administrators and five 

teachers indentified completion of advanced college courses in 
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TABLE XXVIII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING ADVANCED COLLEGE 
COURSES COMPLETED IN TEACHING FIELD 

Response 

Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 11 44 • • 12 48 • • 

Important factor 22 66 • • 19 57 • • 

Not an important factor 5 10 • • 7 14 • • 

Omit this factor 1 1 • • 1 1 • • 

Totals 39 121 3.1 39 120 3.1 

TABLE XXIX 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING ADVANCED COLLEGE 
COURSES COMPLETED IN RELATED FIELDS 

-— • --

Response 

Administrators Teachers 

Response N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 7 28 • 9> 5 20 • • 

Important factor 17 51 m • 19 57 • • 

Not an important factor 14 28 • • 11 22 • • 

Omit this factor 1 1 • * 4 4 • • 

Totals 39 108 2.8 39 103 2.6 
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related fields as a very important element, while nineteen 

teachers and seventeen administrators selected it as an 

important element. Fourteen administrators and eleven 

teachers identified the element as not important, and one 

administrator and four teachers felt that it should be 

omitted from a teacher merit pay plan. The 2.8 point 

average of administrators and the 2.6 point average of 

teachers meet the level of acceptance. 

18. Travel related to teaching field (Spanish teacher 
to Mexico, etc.). 

Response frequencies and points for this item are 

recorded in Table XXX. No administrators and only one 

teacher indicated this to be a very important element. Seven-

teen administrators and twelve teachers checked this item as 

important. Twenty-one administrators and twenty-four 

teachers marked the item as one that was not important or one 

that should be omitted. One administrator and two teachers 

marked no response. The 2.1 point average for teachers is 

the second lowest point average received for the forty 

elements identified in Section II of the survey. The 2.1 

point average for teachers and the 2.4 point average for 

administrators are below the acceptable level and indicate 

that travel related to teaching field should not be a part 

of a teacher merit pay plan. 
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TABLE XXX 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING TRAVEL 
RELATED TO TEACHING FIELD 

Administrators Teachers 
Response 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 0 0 • • 1 4 • • 

Important factor 17 51 • • 12 36 • • 

Not an important factor 20 1 • • 15 30 • • 

Omit this factor 1 1 • • 9 9 • • 

Totals 38 92 2.4 37 79 2.1 

19. Professional workshops and conventions. 

Data for item nineteen are shown in Table XXXI. Two 

administrators and five teachers agreed that this was a very 

important element in a teacher merit pay plan. While twenty— 

four administrators and twenty-two administrators believed it 

to be important, ten respondents from each group marked this 

item as not important, three administrators and one teacher 

checked it to be omitted, and one teacher did not respond. 

With a point average of 2.6 for administrators and a 2.8 for 

teachers, this factor qualifies for inclusion in a teacher 

merit pay plan. 
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TABLE XXXI 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING PROFESSIONAL 
WORKSHOPS AND CONVENTIONS 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 2 8 • • 5 20 • • 

Important factor 24 72 • • 22 66 • • 

Not an important factor 10 20 • • 10 20 • • 

Omit this factor 3 3 • • 1 1 • • 

Totals 39 103 2.6 38 107 2.8 

20. Leadership in professional organizations (officer 
in organization, building representative, con-
sultant , etc.). 

According to Table XXXII, twenty administrators and 

fourteen teachers believed that this element was not important 

in a merit pay plan for teachers. Nine administrators and 

six teachers felt that the element should be omitted from a 

merit pay plan. Only two administrators and eight teachers 

indicated that this element was very important, while eight 

administrators and eleven teachers agreed that it was impor-

tant. However, the respondents who favored the use of this 

element did not generate enough points to have the item reach 

the acceptable point level of 2.6. The point average for 

administrators is 2.1 and for teachers is 2.5. This element 

does not qualify for use in a teacher merit pay plan. 
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TABLE XXXII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING LEADERSHIP 
IN PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 2 8 • • 8 3 2 • • 

Important factor 8 24 • • 11 33 • • 

Not an important factor 20 40 • • 14 28 • • 

Omit this factor 9 9 • • 6 6 • • 

Totals 39 81 2.1 39 99 2.5 

21. Membership in professional organizations 

Table XXXIII includes the data relative to the question 

of membership in professional organizations. Two adminis-

trators and nine teachers considered this element to be very 

important, while nine administrators and thirteen teachers 

believed it to be important. Twenty administrators and ten 

teachers indicated that this element was not important. Eight 

administrators and seven teachers indicated it should be 

omitted. While the teacher point average of 2.6 barely meets 

the acceptance level, the administrator point average of 2.1 

is well below the acceptance level. Therefore, this element 

is excluded from use in a teacher merit pay plan. 
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TABLE XXXIII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING MEMBERSHIP 
IN PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 2 8 • • 9 36 • • 

Important factor 9 27 • • 13 39 • • 

Not an important factor 20 40 • • 10 20 • • 

Omit this factor 8 8 • • 7 7 • • 

Totals 39 83 2.1 39 102 2.6 

22. Participation in inservice activities. 

According to data in Table XXXIV, nine administrators 

and ten teachers agreed that participation in inservice was 

a very important element, while twenty-three administrators 

and twenty-two teachers indicated that participation in 

inservice activities was important. Five administrators and 

six teachers indicated this item was not an important element, 

while two administrators and one teacher felt that it should 

be omitted. The administrator point average of 3.0 and the 

teacher point average of 3.1 qualify this element for inclu-

sion in a teacher merit pay plan. 

23. Nonclassroom assignment during normal day (hall 
duty, cafeteria duty, parking lot duty, etc.). 

As indicated by data in Table XXV, four administrators 

and one teacher agreed that this element was very important, 
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TABLE XXXIV 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING PARTICIPATION 
IN INSERVICE ACTIVITIES 

Response 

Administrators Teachers 

Response N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 9 36 • • 10 40 • • 

Important factor 23 69 • • 
22 66 • • 

Not an important factor 5 10 • • 6 12 • • 

Omit this factor 2 2 • • 
1 1 • • 

Totals 39 117 3.0 39 119 

i—1 • 
00 

TABLE XXXV 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING NONCLASSROOM 
ASSIGNMENTS DURING THE NORMAL SCHOOL DAY 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 4 16 • • 
1 4 • • 

Important factor 11 33 • • 
8 24 • • 

Not an important factor 19 38 • • 
22 44 • • 

Omit this factor 5 5 • • 
8 8 • • 

Totals 39 92 2.4 39 80 2.1 
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while eleven administrators and eight teachers believed it 

was important. Nineteen administrators and twenty-two 

teachers indicated that this element was not important, and 

five administrators and eight teachers believed this element 

should be omitted. The administrator point average of 2.4 

and the teacher point average of 2.1 indicate that this 

element is well below the level of acceptability and is not 

important for inclusion in a teacher merit pay plan. 

24. Extra curricular activities after school hours 
(sponsorship of clubs, supervise dances, ball 
games, etc.). 

Data for this topic are found in Table XXXVI. Five 

administrators and eight teachers perceived extra curricular 

activities as a very important element. Twenty-administrators 

and sixteen teachers agreed that supervising extra curricular 

activities after school hours was important as an element for 

a merit pay plan. Eleven administrators and thirteen teachers 

listed it as not important, while three administrators and two 

teachers thought it should be omitted. The point average of 

2.7 for administrators and 2.8 for teachers qualifies this 

element for inclusion in a teacher merit pay plan. 

25. School related committees (textbook committee, 
curriculum committee, etc.). 

Data in Table XXXVII indicate that eight administrators 

and eight teachers believed that this element was very impor-

tant for inclusion in a teacher merit pay plan. Twenty-eight 
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TABLE XXXVI 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING EXTRA CURRICULAR 
ACTIVITIES AFTER SCHOOL HOURS 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 5 2 0 • • 8 3 2 • • 

Important factor 2 0 6 0 • • 1 6 4 8 • • 

Not an important factor 1 1 2 2 • • 1 3 2 6 • • 

Omit this factor 3 3 • • 2 2 • 

Totals 
3 9 1 0 5 2 . 7 3 9 1 0 8 2 . 8 

TABLE XXXVII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING PARTICIPATION 
ON SCHOOL RELATED COMMITTEES 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
Mean 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 8 3 2 • • 8 3 2 • • 

Important factor 2 8 8 4 • • 2 2 6 6 • • 

Not an important factor 2 4 • • 7 1 4 • • 

Omit this factor 1 1 • • 2 2 • • 

Totals 3 9 1 2 1 

i—1 • 
ro 3 9 1 1 4 2 . 9 



81 

administrators and twenty-two teachers reported that the 

element was an important one. Two administrators and seven 

teachers checked that it was not important, and one adminis-

trator and two teachers felt that it should be omitted. With 

point averages of 3.1 for administrators and 2.9 for teachers, 

respondents indicated that the element of school related 

committees is acceptable for use in a teacher merit pay plan. 

26. Classroom connected assignments (department head, 
lead teacher, etc.). 

Table XXXVIII reflects that nine administrators and six 

teachers agreed that the element of classroom connected assign-

ments was very important for inclusion in a teacher merit pay 

plan. Nineteen administrators and twenty-one teachers agreed 

that the element was important. Eight administrators and 

nine teachers marked the element as not important, and three 

respondents from each group indicated that it should be 

omitted from a teacher merit pay plan. The point averages 

of 2.9 for administrators and 2.8 for teachers indicate that 

this element is acceptable for use in a teacher merit pay plan. 

27. Community organization membership (civic clubs, 
chamber of commerce, etc.). 

As reflected in Table XXXIX, no administrators and only 

two teachers indicated that this element was very important, 

while fifteen administrators and eight teachers indicated 

that it was important for inclusion in a teacher merit pay 

plan. Eighteen administrators and fourteen teachers 
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TABLE XXXVIII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING 
CLASSROOM CONNECTED ASSIGNMENTS 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 9 36 • • 6 24 • • 

Important factor 19 57 • • 
21 63 • • 

Not an important factor 8 16 • 9 18 • * 

Omit this factor 3 3 • • 3 3 • • 

Totals 39 112 2.9 39 108 2.8 

TABLE XXXIX 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING TEACHER 
MEMBERSHIP IN COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 

Administrators Teachers 
Response 

Pts. Mean 
Response 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 0 0 • • 
2 8 • • 

Important factor 15 45 • • 8 24 • • 

Not an important factor 18 36 • • 14 28 • • 

Omit this factor 6 6 • • 15 15 • • 

Totals 39 87 2.2 39 75 1.9 
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indicated that it was not an important element, and six 

administrators and fifteen teachers suggested that it be 

omitted. The 2.2 average for administrators and the 1.9 

point average for teachers (the lowest point average of all 

the items in Section II of the survey) place this element 

below the acceptance level for use in a teacher merit pay 

plan. 

28. Participates in training student teachers. 

Table XL indicates that four administrators and one 

teacher viewed this element as very important/ while fourteen 

administrators and sixteen teachers viewed it as important. 

However, seventeen administrators and nineteen teachers 

indicated that the element was not important, and four 

administrators and three teachers suggested that it be 

omitted. The point averages of 2.5 for administrators and 

2.4 for teachers are below the level of acceptance for 

inclusion in a teacher merit pay plan. 

29. Orientates teachers new to the district or school. 

The response patterns for this element are listed in 

Table XLI. Three administrators and two teachers indicated 

that this item was a very important element, while seventeen 

administrators and nineteen teachers indicated that it was 

an important element. Seventeen administrators and fifteen 

teachers marked this item as not important, while two 

administrators and three teachers suggested tnat it should 
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TABLE XL 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE TEACHER 
PARTICIPATING IN THE TRAINING OF STUDENT 

TEACHERS 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 4 16 • • 1 4 • • 

Important factor 14 42 • • 16 48 • • 

Not an important factor 17 34 • • 19 38 • • 

Omit this factor 4 4 • • 3 3 • • 

Totals 39 69 2.5 39 93 2.4 

TABLE XL I 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS 
TEACHERS NEW TO THE 

CONCERNING ORIENTATING 
DISTRICT OR SCHOOL 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 3 12 • • 2 8 • • 

Important factor 17 51 • • 19 57 • • 

Not an important factor 17 34 • • 15 30 • • 

Omit this factor 2 2 • • 3 3 • 

Totals 39 99 2.5 39 98 2.5 
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be omitted. The 2.5 point averages for both groups of 

respondents place this element below the acceptable level 

for inclusion in a teacher merit pay plan. 

30. Exerts positive leadership within the total 
faculty for diagnosing and solving problems 
affecting the learning area (faculty morale, 
student behavior or attitudes, personal con-
flicts , etc.). 

As reflected in Table XLII, seventeen administrators 

and fifteen teachers indicated that the element of positive 

leadership was very important, while nineteen administrators 

and eighteen teachers indicated that it was important. Three 

administrators and two teachers marked it as not important, 

and four teachers suggested that it be omitted from a teacher 

merit pay plan. The point averages of 3.4 for administrators 

and 3.1 for teachers are at an acceptable level and qualify 

the element for use in a teacher merit pay plan. 

31. Speak to community groups to build understanding 
of school policies and programs. 

As shown in Table XLIII, two administrators and three 

teachers indicated this element to be very important, while 

seventeen administrators and twenty-one teachers indicated 

that it was important. Seventeen administrators and nine 

teachers marked it as not important, and three administrators 

and six teachers suggested that it be omitted in a teacher 

merit pay plan. The 2.5 point average for both groups of 

respondents is one-tenth of a point below the 2.6 acceptance 
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TABLE XLII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE TEACHER EXERTING 
POSITIVE LEADERSHIP WITHIN THE TOTAL FACULTY FOR 

DIAGNOSING AND SOLVING PROBLEMS AFFECTING 
THE LEARNING AREA 

Administrators 
Response 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 17 68 • • 15 60 • • 

Important factor 19 57 • • 18 54 • • 

Not an important factor 3 6 • • 2 4 • • 

Omit this factor 0 0 • • 4 4 • • 

Totals 39 131 3.4 39 122 

i—1 • 
ro 

Teachers 

TABLE XLIII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING TEACHERS SPEAKING 
TO COMMUNITY GROUPS TO BUILD UNDERSTANDING OF 

SCHOOL POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 2 8 • • 3 12 • 

Important factor 17 51 • • 21 63 • • 

Not an important factor 17 34 • • 
9 18 • • 

Omit this factor 3 3 • 
6 6 • • 

Totals 39 96 2.5 39 99 2.5 
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level. Therefore, this element does not qualify as a factor 

for use in a teacher merit pay plan. 

32. Publication of newspaper articles pertaining to 
education. 

Table XLIV shows that no administrators and no teachers 

believed that the publication of newspaper articles pertain-

ing to education was a very important element in a teacher 

merit pay plan. But ten administrators and thirteen teachers 

indicated it was an important element. Nineteen administra-

tors and twenty teachers indicated that it was not an impor-

tant element, and nine administrators and six teachers 

suggested that it be omitted as an element. One administrator 

did not respond to the question. The 2.0 point average for 

administrators, and the 2.2 point average for teachers 

indicate that this element does not meet the acceptable level 

for inclusion in a teacher merit pay plan. 

TABLE XLIV 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTION CONCERNING THE PUBLICATION 
OF NEWSPAPER ARTICLES PERTAINING TO EDUCATION 

Response 

Administrators Teachers 

Response N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 0 0 • • 0 0 • • 

Important factor 10 30 • • 13 39 • • 

Not an important factor 19 38 • • 20 40 • • 

Omit this factor 9 9 • • 6 6 • • 

Totals 38 77 2.0 39 85 2.2 
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33. Publication of magazine articles, journal articles, 
books. 

As reported in Table XLV, no administrator and only one 

teacher indicated this element to be very important, while 

nine administrators and twelve teachers responded that it was 

an important element. The majority of respondents, twenty 

administrators and nineteen teachers, designated this element 

as not important, and nine administrators and seven teachers 

suggested that this element be omitted from a teacher merit 

pay plan. One administrator did not respond to this question. 

The 2.0 point average for administrators and the 2.2 point 

average for teachers are well below the level of acceptance 

and indicate that this element does not qualify for inclusion 

in a teacher merit pay plan. 

TABLE XLV 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING TEACHER 
PUBLICATION OF BOOKS AND MAGAZINE ARTICLES 

Administrators Teachers 
Response 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 0 0 • 
1 4 • • 

Important factor 9 27 • • 
12 36 • • 

Not an important factor 20 40 • • 19 38 • • 

Omit this factor 9 9 • • 7 7 • • 

Totals 39 76 2.0 39 85 2.2 
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34. Development of materials for use in the class-
room. 

As reported in Table XLVI, sixteen administrators and 

fourteen teachers felt this to be a very important element. 

Twenty-one administrators and twenty-four teachers agreed 

that this item was important as an element for a teacher merit 

pay plan. Only one administrator and no teachers indicated 

that this element was not important, while one of each group 

believed it should be omitted from a teacher merit pay plan. 

The point average of 3.3 for both groups of respondents, 

administrators and teachers, substantiates the use of this 

element for inclusion in a teacher merit pay plan. 

TABLE XLVI 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF MATERIALS FOR USE 

IN THE CLASSROOM 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 16 64 . . 14 56 • 

Important factor 21 63 • • 24 72 • • 

Not an important factor 1 2 • • 0 0 • • 

Omit this factor 1 1 . . 1 1 • 

Totals 39 130 3.3 39 129 3.3 
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35. Development of new curriculum. 

As reflected in Table XLVII, nineteen administrators 

and fifteen teachers agreed that the development of new 

curriculum was a very important element for a teacher merit 

pay plan. Fifteen administrators and twenty teachers 

indicated that it was an important element. Four administra-

tors and two teachers indicated that it was not an important 

element, and one administrator and two teachers indicated that 

it should be omitted. The 3.3 point average for administra-

tors and the 3.2 point average for teachers are well above 

the level of acceptance. Therefore, the development of new 

curriculum qualifies as an element for a teacher merit pay 

plan. 

TABLE XLVII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF NEW CURRICULUM 

Administrators Teachers 
Response 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 19 76 • • 15 60 • • 

Important factor 15 45 • • 
20 60 • • 

Not an important factor 4 8 2 4 • • 

Omit this factor 1 1 . 2 2 • • 

Totals 39 130 3.3 39 126 3.2 
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36. Developing a special teaching unit. 

Data related to the element of developing a special 

teaching unit are reflected in Table XLVIII. Seventeen 

administrators and twelve teachers indicated this item was 

very important, while seventeen administrators and twenty-

three teachers felt it was an important element. Three 

administrators and one teacher felt it was not an important 

element. Two administrators and three teachers thought it 

should be omitted. The point averages of 3.3 for adminis-

trators and 3.1 for teachers indicate that this element is 

acceptable for use in a teacher merit pay plan. 

TABLE XLVIII 

RESPONDENTS1 PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF A SPECIAL TEACHING UNIT 

Response 
Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 17 68 . . 12 48 • • 

Important factor 17 51 • • 23 69 • • 

Not an important factor 3 6 • • 1 2 • • 

Omit this factor 3 2 . . 3 3 • 

Totals 39 127 3.3 39 121 3.1 
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37. Involvement in application or procurement of 
educational grants. 

As reported in Table XLIX, only one administrator 

indicated that involvement in application or procurement of 

educational grants was a very important element in a teacher 

merit pay plan. Six administrators and twelve teachers 

indicated that it was important. The majority of the respon-

dents, twenty-four administrators and twenty teachers, 

indicated that it was not an important element, and eight 

administrators and seven teachers indicated that the element 

should be omitted. The point averages of 2.0 for adminis-

trates and 2.1 for teachers are below the level of accept-

ability for the inclusion of this element in a teacher merit 

pay plan. 

TABLE XLIX 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING INVOLVEMENT 
IN APPLICATION OR PROCUREMENT OF 

EDUCATIONAL GRANTS 

Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 1 4 • • 0 0 • • 

Important factor 6 18 • • 12 36 • • 

Not an important factor 24 48 • • 20 40 • • 

Omit this factor 8 8 • • 7 7 • • 

Totals 39 78 

O
 • 

C
N

 39 83 2.1 
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38. Utilization of available educational resources 
within the community. 

As shown in Table L, eight administrators and six 

teachers indicated that utilization of available educational 

resources as an element in a teacher merit pay plan was very 

important, while twenty-four administrators and twenty teach-

ers indicated this element to be important. Four administra-

tors and ten teachers considered this element to be not 

important, and three administrators and three teachers 

suggested that it be omitted. The point averages of 2.9 for 

administrators and 2.7 for teachers qualify this element for 

use in a teacher merit pay plan. 

TABLE L 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING UTILIZATION 
OF EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES WITHIN THE COMMUNITY 

Administrators Teachers 

Response 
N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 8 32 , . 6 24 • • 

Important factor 24 72 • • 20 60 • • 

Not an important factor 4 8 • • 10 20 • • 

Omit this factor 3 3 . . 3 3 
# # 

Totals 39 115 2.9 39 107 2.7 
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39. Public recognition of work (teacher of the 
year, etc.). 

Table LI shows that one administrator and four teachers 

considered public recognition of work to be a very important 

element in a teacher merit pay plan, while ten administrators 

and sixteen teachers considered this element to be important. 

Twenty-three administrators and twelve teachers indicated 

this element was not important, and five administrators and 

seven teachers suggested that it be omitted. The low point 

averages, 2.2 for administrators and 2.4 for teachers, 

indicate that public recognition of work does not qualify as 

an element for a teacher merit pay plan. 

TABLE LI 

RESPONDENTS' PERSPECTIVES CONCERNING 
PUBLIC RECOGNITION OF WORK 

Administrators Teachers 
Response 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 1 4 • • 4 16 • • 

Important factor 10 30 • • 16 48 • • 

Not an important factor 23 46 • • 12 24 • • 

Omit this factor 5 5 • • 7 7 • • 

Totals 39 85 2.2 39 95 2.4 
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40. Involvement in education research. 

As reflected in Table LII, one administrator and four 

teachers indicated that involvement in education research was 

a very important element for a teacher merit pay plan, and 

eighteen administrators and fifteen teachers considered this 

element to be important. Seventeen administrators and twelve 

teachers indicated that involvement in education research 

was not important as an element in a teacher merit pay plan, 

and three administrators and eight teachers suggested that 

it be omitted. The point average of 2.4 for both groups of 

respondents, administrators and teachers, indicates that this 

element does not meet the level of acceptance for inclusion 

in a teacher merit pay plan. 

TABLE LII 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING INVOLVEMENT 
IN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 

Administrators Teachers 
Response 

N Pts. Mean N Pts. Mean 

Very important factor 1 4 • • 4 16 • • 

Important factor 18 54 • • 15 45 • • 

Not an important factor 17 34 • • 12 24 • • 

Omit this factor 3 3 . • 8 8 • • 

Totals 39 95 2.4 39 93 2.4 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary of the Study 

Interest in merit pay arises from a complex web of 

social, political and ideological perspectives. Central 

to the issue is the ever-increasing cost of public educa-

tion of which classroom teacher salaries comprise a large 

portion. The present study was conducted to determine 

the perceptions of school administrators and classroom 

teachers regarding merit pay for public school teachers. 

Specifically, the purposes of this study were the 

following: 

1. To identify the factors most commonly used 

in merit pay plans for public school teachers; 

2. To determine the perceptions of public school 

administrators and classroom teachers concerning 

elements of merit pay plans which are success-

ful and those which are unsuccessful; 

3. To compare the perceptions of public school 

administrators with those of teachers concerning 

these elements; and 

96 



97 

4. To determine elements that could be utilized in 

determining teachers that should receive merit pay. 

In order to develop an effective and relevant survey 

instrument for the study, a thorough review of the litera-

ture dealing with teacher merit pay was conducted. Specific 

attention was directed to the literature that dealt with 

evaluation factors utilized in identifying recipients for 

merit pay. 

The survey instrument which was developed is entitled 

"Perceptions Concerning Merit Pay for Classroom Teachers." 

During the fall of 1982, the survey instrument was mailed 

to school districts that were listed as having merit pay 

plans. Public school systems utilizing teacher merit pay 

were identified through the Education Research Service, State 

Commissioners of Education, State School Board Associations, 

and a search of the literature. One hundred thirty-nine 

school districts were identified and mailed questionnaires. 

The school superintendent and president of the local teacher 

organization were to complete and return the questionnaires. 

For a questionnaire to be used in this study, two 

criteria must have been met. First, the administrator and 

teacher must have indicated experience with merit pay. The 

second criterion was that both teacher and administrator 

from a district must have responded to the survey instrument. 

Thirty-nine pairs of questionnaires met the criteria and 

were used in this study. 
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Data from the returned questionnaires were collected 

for data processing. Frequencies and percentages were 

calculated for each item in Section I. Frequencies and 

point averages were calculated for the items in Section II 

of the survey form. 

This chapter includes a summary of the findings, con-

clusions and recommendations derived from the study. Also 

included are observations and recommendations for further 

study suggested by the results. 

Findings 

As a result of an analysis of the data from items on 

the survey instrument, the following research questions are 

answered. 

Research Question 1 

"What factors should be considered in the determination 

of classroom teacher salaries?" 

Section I of the survey instrument identified fourteen 

factors regarding teacher merit pay. Administrators and 

teachers were asked to indicate the factors that should be 

considered in developing a merit pay plan. Approval of a 

factor by 50 percent or more of each group, administrators 

and teachers, indicated that the factor should be used in 

developing a merit pay plan. When less than 50 percent of 

one or both groups gave approval to a factor it indicated 

that the factor should not be used in the plan. 
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The following factors in Section I of the questionnaire 

were approved by 50 percent or more of each group and should 

be used in the development of a teacher merit pay plan. 

1. Factors in addition to experience and level of 

training should be implemented with a merit pay plan. 

2. Administrators and teachers should develop the 

merit pay plan. 

3. All teachers should be eligible for merit pay. 

4. The purposes of the merit pay plan should be to 

improve instruction, to reward outstanding instruc-

tion, to keep good teachers in the classroom, and 

to attract better qualified people. 

5. The principal should be the primary teacher evalua-

tor. 

6. The principal should receive assistance from the 

assistant principal and department chairmen in 

evaluating teachers. 

7. The criteria for an evaluation form should correspond 

with the job description. 

8. Teachers should be given the right to appeal if not 

rewarded by merit pay. 

9. A formal evaluation procedure which allows for a 

teacher self-evaluation prior to the administrative 

evaluation should be used. 

The following factors in Section I of the questionnaire 

received less than 50 percent approval by one or both groups 
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and, therefore, should not be included in a merit pay 

plan: 

1. The participation of parents and other patrons in 

the development of the plan; 

2. The purpose of gaining taxpayer support; 

3. The assistance of other classroom teachers and 

students in the teacher evaluation process; 

4. Evaluation procedures that consist of a formal 

evaluation procedure with a weighted point scale, 

a formal evaluation procedure with an unweighted 

point scale, a formal evaluation procedure without 

a point scale, and recommendation by the principal 

with no formal evaluation procedure; 

5. Participation of the board of trustees and consul-

tants in the development of a merit pay plan, and 

6. The extension of merit pay from one year to the next. 

Research Question 2_ 

"What are the points of agreement in the perceptions of 

selected administrators and classroom teachers concerning 

elements believed to be significant in a merit pay plan for 

teachers?" 

The points of agreement for the forty elements in 

Section II of the questionnaire are listed below. 

Elements that were agreeable to both groups by a 3.5 

point mean or above were the following: 
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Motivates students to reach levels of performance 
consistent with their abilities and 

Utilizes instruction time effectively. 

Elements that were agreeable to both groups by a 3.0 

point mean or above were the following: 

Provides opportunities and encourages each class member 
to participate; 

Establishes short- and long-range goals; 

Uses intelligence and knowledge as opposed to physical 
means to control and guide students; 

Plans learning activities in accordance with individual 
differences; 

Develops self-discipline in the students while encourag-
ing a free expression of ideas; 

Plans for the use of a wide variety of teaching 
strategies; 

Identifies learning difficulties of students early and 
seeks help from specialists as needed or specified; 

Development of materials for use in the classroom; 

Development of new curriculum; 

Reports student's progress to parents and student on a 
regular basis; 

Exerts positive leadership within the total faculty for 
diagnosing and solving problems affecting the learning 
area (faculty morale, student behavior or attitudes, 
personal conflicts, etc.); 

Participation in inservice activities; 

Development of a special teaching unit; 

Takes all necessary and reasonable precautions to 
protect the safety and well being of the students; 

Advanced college courses completed in teaching field; and 

Uses test results as a basis for further planning and 
instruction. 
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Elements that were agreeable to both groups by a mean 

point rank of 2.6 or above were the following: 

School related committees (textbook committee, curricu-
lum committee, etc.); 

Collects and studies information about each student 
(permanent records, autobiographies, etc.); 

Utilization of available educational resources within 
the community; 

Takes all necessary and reasonable precautions to 
protect equipment, materials, and facilities; 

Classroom connected assignments (department head, lead 
teacher, etc.); 

Extra curricular activities after school hours 
(sponsorship of clubs, supervise dances, ball games, 
etc.); 

Professional workshops and conventions; and 

Advanced college courses completed in related fields. 

The elements that were agreeable to both groups but 

received a 2.5 or below point mean by both administrators 

and teachers and should not be included in the determination 

of a teacher to receive merit pay include the following: 

Orientates teachers new to the district or school; 

Speak to community groups to build understanding of 
school policies and programs; 

Participates in training student teachers; 

Involvement in education research; 

Leadership in professional organization (officer in 
organization, building representative, consultant, etc.); 

Public recognition of work (teacher of the year, etc.); 

Nonclassroom assignment during normal day (hall duty, 
cafeteria duty, parking lot duty, etc.); 
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Travel related to teaching field (Spanish teacher to 
Mexico, etc.); 

Publication of newspaper articles pertaining to 
education; 

Publication of magazines articles, journal articles, 
books; 

Involvement in application or procurement of educational 
grants; and 

Community organization membership (civic clubs, chamber 
of commerce, etc.). 

There was disagreement between administrators and 

teachers on two elements. Administrators approved, and 

teachers did not approve for use "Gives frequent tests on 

material covered." Whereas, teachers approved, and adminis-

trators disapproved "Membership in professional organizations." 

Research Question 3̂  

"If a change from the single salary schedule is desir-

able and a merit pay plan is to be utilized, what significant 

and important elements should be used in determining who 

receives the merit pay?" 

Section II of the survey instrument presented forty 

elements that could be utilized in determining who receives 

merit pay. The elements were divided into four evaluation 

areas: Classroom Instruction, Professional Growth, Extra 

Service, and Creative Activities. 

Twenty-six elements were identified as being acceptable 

to both teachers and administrators. Of the twenty-six 

elements listed, fourteen, or 54 percent, focus on Classroom 
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Instruction. The other three evaluation areas—Professional 

Growth, Extra Service, and Creative Activities—each contain 

four factors. Twenty-six elements that were acceptable to 

both administrators and teachers, in rank order, include the 

following: 

Motivates students to reach levels of performance con-
sistent with their abilities; 

Utilizes instruction time effectively; 

Provides opportunities and encourages each class member 
to participate; 

Establishes short- and long-range goals; 

Uses intelligence and knowledge as opposed to physical 
means to control and guide students; 

Plans learning activities in accordance with individual 
differences; 

Develops self-discipline in the students while encourag-
ing a free expression of ideas; 

Plans for the use of a wide variety of teaching strate-
gies ; 

Identifies learning difficulties of students early and 
seeks help from specialists as needed or specified; 

Development of materials for use in the classroom; 

Development of new curriculum; 

Reports student's progress to parents and student on a 
regular basis; 

Exerts positive leadership within the total faculty for 
diagnosing and solving problems affecting the learning 
area (faculty morale, student behavior or attitudes, 
personal conflicts, etc.); 

Participation in inservice activities; 

Development of a special teaching unit; 
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Takes all necessary and reasonable precautions to 
protect the safety and well being of the students; 

Advanced college courses completed in teaching field; 

Uses test results as a basis for further planning and 
instruction; 

School related committees (textbook committee, curricu-
lum committee, etc.); 

Collects and studies information about each student 
(permanent records, autobiographies, etc.); 

Utilization of available educational resources within 
the community; 

Takes all necessary and reasonable precautions to 
protect equipment, materials, and facilities; 

Classroom connected assignments (department head, lead 
teacher, etc.); 

Extra curricular activities after school hours (sponsor-
ship of clubs, supervise dances, ball games, etc.); 

Professional workshops and conventions; and 

Advanced college courses completed in related fields. 

Fourteen elements were rejected by one or both groups 

as being unacceptable for use in a merit pay plan. They 

include the following: 

Orientates teachers new to the district or school; 

Speak to community groups to build understanding of 
school policies and programs; 

Participates in training student teachers; 

Involvement in education research; 

Leadership in professional organization (officer in 
organization, building representative, consultant, etc.); 

Public recognition of work (teacher of the year, etc.); 

Nonclassroom assignment during normal day (hall duty, 
cafeteria duty, parking lot duty, etc.); 
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Travel related to teaching field (Spanish teacher to 
Mexico, etc.); 

Publication of newspaper articles pertaining to 
education; 

Publication of magazine articles, journal articles, 
books; 

Involvement in application or procurement of educational 
grants; 

Community organization membership (civic clubs, chamber 
of commerce, etc.); 

Gives frequent tests on material covered; and 

Membership in professional organization. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study, it can be concluded 

that there is strong support for merit pay among the respon-

dents of school systems currently using merit pay plans. 

Furthermore, the belief that merit pay plans can be success-

fully implemented is strongly supported by this group. 

In addition, it can be concluded that merit pay should 

improve the quality of instruction and it will keep good 

teachers in the classroom. Also merit pay should not be 

used as a subterfuge to gain taxpayer support for the local 

district. 

The findings seem to justify that professional educa-

tors should be the primary participants in the development 

of a teacher merit pay plan. On the other hand, lay persons 

should not participate in the process. 
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It can be concluded that department chairmen, 

principals, and assistant principals should participate in 

the evaluation process. Students or other classroom teachers 

should not be used as evaluators of teachers in a merit pay 

plan. Teacher self-evaluation should be included in the 

process. 

It can be concluded that the quality of classroom 

instruction should be the primary factor in determining merit 

pay for classroom teachers; whereas, professional growth, 

extra service and creative activities are secondary or should 

not be used at all. 

It can be concluded that merit pay is one of the means 

that a school district can use to reward outstanding instruc-

tion. It should serve to motivate teachers to improve. 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study and within the 

limitations of those data, the following recommendations are 

made. 

1. A universally accepted definition of merit pay 

should be developed for use among members of the teaching 

profession. 

2. Twenty-six elements were identified in this study 

for determining the teachers to receive merit pay. These 

elements should be utilized in the development of a merit 

pay plan for classroom teachers. 



108 

3. Department chairmen should be a part of the evalua-

tion team to identify teachers for merit pay along with the 

principal and assistant principal. Extensive training should 

be given to all evaluators. 

4. An adequate salary schedule based on experience and 

level of training should be in operation prior to the develop-

ment of a merit pay plan. It is recommended that the merit 

pay plan supplement this salary schedule. 

5. School districts implementing a merit pay plan should 

consider changing the name to a more acceptable term. Merit 

pay has received unfavorable publicity from classroom teacher 

organizations. 

6. Merit pay should be paid as a bonus at the end of 

the school year and should not be carried over to the next 

year. 

Observations 

This study suggests the following observations con-

cerning teacher merit pay plans. 

1. Participants for the study were administrators and 

teachers; therefore, the results may tend to be biased 

toward the viewpoints of professional educators. 

2. The elements identified by administrators and 

teachers for use in a classroom teacher merit pay plan were 

generally based on "input factors" of teaching quality, pro-

fessional growth, extra service and creative activities, with 
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negligible attention to the utilization of "output factors" 

(results) in identifying teachers for merit pay. 

3. Respondents identified many elements that were based 

on incidence of service (the number of times a teacher partic-

ipates in a certain activity or the number of organizations 

joined). The quality of service should be the basis for 

merit pay. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

Based on the findings of this study, the following 

recommendations are made. 

1. Further study should be made to determine the 

reasons why merit pay plans which have been in operation have 

been discontinued. 

2. A study should be undertaken to ascertain what effect 

the use of merit pay has on the district's ability to secure 

and hold competent teachers. 

3. With increased interest in merit pay plans, a network 

of schools utilizing merit pay should be established on a 

state and national level. For this study, 139 schools were 

identified as having merit pay, and 97 responded to the survey. 

Forty-two, or 43.3 percent, of the 97 respondents stated that 

their school district had no merit pay plan. At the present, 

there is no accurate count or information system for merit 

pay school districts within the United States. 
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Appendix A 

Questionnaire 

PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING MERIT PAY FOR 
CLASSROOM TEACHERS 

— General Information — 

N a m e of School District: 

P l e a s e c o m p l e t e the f o l l o w i n g by p l a c i n g a c h e c k m a r W ^ i nn 
Posit ,on: Adminis t ra tor m a r k ( ^ ) on t h e a p p p r o p n a t e ! , n e s . 

Teacher 

Have you had exper ience with a merit pay plan? Yes 

No 

S E C T I O N I 

, 0 T f ° l l o W , n g l t e m s , h a l >" , u f e e l s h ( , u l d be considered in developing a merit pay 

check each iiem'1 S h < > U ' d " ° ' * C h e C " " D ° n ' t K " ° W " i f y ° U a r e n ° ' s u r e P l < ^ 

I • Do you believe that factors in addition to exper ience and level 

of training should be considered in determining teacher salaries? 

2. Do you believe that a base salary schedule established on ex-
perience and training should be implemented with a merit pay 
p lan 9 

3. Whom do you believe should participate in developing the plan? 

a Board of Trustees 

b. Adminis t ra tors 

c Teachers 

d. Parents 

e Consul tants 

I Other Patrons 

^ e s No Don ' t Know 

4. Do you believe all teachers should be eligible for merit pay? 

5. What should be the purpose of the merit pay plan? 

a. Improve Instruction 

b Reward Outstanding Instruction 

t . Keep Good Teachers in the Class room 

d Attract Better Qualif ied People 

o. To Gain Taxpayer Support 

(y Do you believe that the principal should be the pr imary teacher 
evaluator? 

With assistance f rom: 

a. Assistant Principals 

b. Department Cha i rmen 

c. Other Classroom Teachers 
d. S tuden ts 
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Yes Don' t Know 

7. l ) o VOL, believe the- cr i ter ia tor an evalualic.n lorn, should cor-
tespond v\uh the j ob descript ion ' 

X " " M l c v t m e n l W ! * • « » » should ex t end f r o m o n e y e a r 
to the ne\t? 

'» Do vou believe ihe teacher should he given the right to a-peal 
11 not rewarded b\ merit pay.' ' 

T H t : E V A L U A T I O N I ' K . K ' t n t k i S H O U L D CONSIST OF : 

HI A formal evaluation procedure wi th a weighted point .scale. 

I I A formal evaluation procedure wi th an unweighted point scale. 

I - A formal evaluation procedure without a point scale. 

B Recommendat ion by the pr inc ipal wi th no formal evaluation 
procedure. 

M A formal evaluation procedure which allow s for a teacher self-

evaluation pr ior to the administrat ive evaluation. 

S E C T I O N I I 

w - — * — - « 
Hon ot a teacher merit pay plan. ' ' U C a c , o r s s h o u k , b c 'ncluded in the deiermina-

C L A S S K O O M I N S T R l C T I O N 

1 Es t ab l i shes short and long r a n g e goals . 

Flans lor the use of a wide var ie t \ of teaching 
s t ra teg ies 

3. Plans learn ing act iv i t ies in a c c o r d a n c e with 

m d i w d u a l d i t l e r e n c e s . 

4 C oMeets and s tudies i n fo rma t ion about each 

student (permanent records , au tob iograph ies 

e tc . ) 

-V P r o v i d e s oppo r tun i t i e s and e n c o u r a g e s each 

c lass m e m b e r to par t ic ipa te . 

6 l a k e s all necessa ry and r e a s o n a b l e p recau -

t ions to protect the satei> and well be ing of 

the s tuden t s . 

7- l a k e s all necessar> and r ea sonab l e p recau -

t ions to protect e q u i p m e n t , ma te r i a l s , and 

faci l i t ies . 

8. D e v e l o p s se l f -disc ipl ine in the s tudents whi le 

encouraging a free expression o f ideas. 

~ C c - ' o 
~ <=- ~ ' r • - ~ 

y. a u? O £ . £ 
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? I E g a E* ; 

U s e s i n t e l l i gence and k n o w l e d g e as o p p o s e d .E u . u ! 

to p h y s i c a l m e a n s to c o n t r o l and g u i d e 

s t u d e n t s . 

10. Ut i l i ze s i n s t r u c t i o n t u n e e f f e c t i v e l y . 

I I M o t i v a t e s s t u d e n t s to r each l eve l s of p e r f o r -

m a n c e c o n s i s t e n t w i th the i r ab i l i t i e s . 

12 G i v e s f r e q u e n t tes t s on ma te r i a l c o v e r e d 

1 V U s e s test r e su l t s as a bas i s for l u r t h e r p l an -

n ing a n d i n s t r u c t i o n 

14 Ident i t ies learn ing d i f f i cu l t i es of s tuden ts ea r ly 

and s e e k s h e l p f r o m spec i a l i s t s as n e e d e d o r 

s p e c i f i e d . 

15. R e p o r t s s tudent s p r o g r e s s to p a r e n t s and s tu-

den t o n a r e g u l a r bas i s . 

P R O F E S S I O N A L G R O W T H 

16. A d v a n c e d c o l l e g c course ' s c o m p l e t e d in 

t e a c h i n g f ie ld 

17. A d v a n c e d c o l l e g e c o u r s e s c o m p l e t e d in 

r e l a t ed f i e ld s 

1H Travel r e la ted to t e a c h i n g f ie ld ( S p a n i s h 

t e a c h e r to M e x i c o , e t c . ) 

19. P r o f e s s i o n a l w o r k s h o p s and c o n v e n t i o n s . 

20 . L e a d e r s h i p in p r o f e s s i o n a l o r g a n i z a t i o n (o f -

f i ce r m o r g a n i z a t i o n , bu i ld ing r e p r e s e n t a t i v e , 

c o n s u l t a n t , e t c . ) 

21 M e m b e r s h i p in p r o f e s s i o n a l o r g a n i z a t i o n 

22 . P a r t i c i p a t i o n in i n s e r v i c e ac t i v i t i e s 

E X T R A S E R V I C E 

23 . N o n c l a s s r o o m a s s i g n m e n t d u r i n g n o r m a l d a y 

(hall d u t y , c a f e t e r i a d u t y , p a r k i n g lot d u t y , 

e tc . > 

24 E x t r a c u r r i c u l a r ac t iv i t i e s a f t e r s choo l h o u r s 

( s p o n s o r s h i p of c l u b s , s u p e r v i s e d a n c e s , ball 

g a m e s , e t c . ) 

25 . School related c o m m i t t e e s ( T e x t b o o k c o m m i t -

t ee . c u r r i c u l u m c o m m i t t e e , e t c . ) 

2b . C l a s s r o o m c o n n e c t e d a s s i g n m e n t s ( d e p a r t -

m e n t h e a d , l e a d t e a c h e r , e t c . ) 

27 C o m m u n i t y o r g a n i z a t i o n m e m b e r s h i p ( c iv i c 

1. l u b v c h a m b c i u! c o m m e r c e , e t c . ) 
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-X. Part icipates in training student teaciic.> 

29 Orienta tes teachers new to the district or 
school 

30 fcxerts positive leadership within the total 

faculty lor diagnosing and solving problems 

a f fec t ing the learning area (faculty mora le , 

student behavior or att i tudes, personal con-

flicts, e tc . ) 

Speak to c o m m u n i t y g r o u p s to huild 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g of schoo l p o l i c i e s and 
p r o g r a m s 

C R E A T I V E A C T I V I T I E S 

Publicat ion of newspaper art icles per ta ining 
to educat ion 

33. Publication of m a g a / i n e art icles, journa l ar-
ticles, books 

1 4 d e v e l o p m e n t of materials for use in the 

c lass room 

35. Development of new cur r icu lum 

36 Development of a special teaching unit 

37 Involvement in application or procurement of 
educat ional grants 

™ IJnli/aiiori of available educational resources 
within the communi ty 

39 Public recognit ion of work (Teacher of the 
Vt'ar, e tc . ) 

40. Involvement in education research 

Return to. 

SID C. P R U I T T , Superintendent 

Alvurado. ISO 

P .O. Box 387 

Alvarado , Texas 76009 

£ * n 

> H If e £ § - i - ! 
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Appendix B 

AIVARACJO 

Public Schools 
Administrat ion Building 

Post O f f i c e Box 38*7 

A l va rado . Texas 7 6 0 0 9 

A C 8 1 7 7 8 3 ? 2 0 2 

State Education Director/State School Board Director: 

I am conducting a doctoral study through North Texas 
otate University regarding merit pay for the 
classroom teacher. The results of "the study will be 
utilized in developing a merit nav nlan if it is 
ueemed feasible. — 

The following school districts in your state have 
been identified as having a merit pay plan within 
trie last five years. Please send me the name of 
the superintendent and school address for ^ach of 
the districts listed: 

If you are aware of additional schools within your 
state that use teacher merit pay, please include 
that information also. 

Allow me to thank you in advance for your cooperation, 

Sincerely, 

Sid C. Pruitt, Jr. 
Superintendent of Schools 
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Appendix C 

AlvARAdo 
Public Schools 

Administrat ion Building 
Post O f f i c e Box 3 8 7 

A l va rado . Texas 7 6 0 0 9 

A C 8 1 7 7 8 3 2 2 0 ? 

October 25, 19-32 

Superintendent of Schools: 

I an conducting a doctoral study through North 
Texas State University reyardin^ merit pay for 
the classroom teacher. The results of this 
stuay will be utilized by the Alvarado Independent 
School District in developing a merit pay plan 
if it is deemed feasible. 

Your school district has been identified as having 
a teacher merit pay plan at some time during 
the past five years. Would you, or someone on 
your staff who has had experience with merit pay, 
please complete the enclosed questionnaire. A 
self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed; 
Your response will be confidential. No district 
or person will be identified in this study. 

A second questionnaire is enclosed for the 
president of your professional teacher organization. 
Sould you please forward it to the proper person. 

Allow me to thank you in advance for your 
participation. 

Sincerely, 

Sid C. Pruitt, Jr. 
Super intendent of Schools 
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Appendix D 

AIVARACIO 

Public Schools 
Administrat ion Building 

Posi O f f i c e Box 3 8 7 

A l va rado . Texas 7 6 0 0 9 

A C 8 1 7 7 8 3 2 2 0 2 

October 25, 1922 

Dear Classroon Teacher: 

I am conducting a doctoral studv through Morth 
.cxas State University rc-ardin- merit nav 
for the classroom teacher. The'results'of this 
study will be utilized by the Alvarado Independent 
school District: in developing a Dierit nay plan 
if it is ueemed feasible. 

v/ould you, or another teacher who has had 
experience with nerit pay, please complete the 
attached questionnaire and return it iri the 

-addressed, stamped envelope. Your response 
will be confidential. Mo district or person 
will be identified in this study. 

Allow me to thank you in advance for your 
participation. 

Sincerely, 

Sid C. Pruitt, Jr. 
Superintendent of Schools 
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Appendix E 

AIVARACJO 

Public Schools 
Administration Building 

Post O f f i c e Bo* 3 8 7 

A l va rado . Texas 7 6 0 0 9 

A C 8 1 7 7 8 3 2 2 0 2 

Superintendent/Classroom Teacher: 

Several weeks af̂ o you should have received a 
questionnaire re^ardin^ teacher merit pay. 
The questionnaire was only sent to a small 
number of school districts. Your perceptions 
will add significance to the research study 
when combined with the responses of those 
already received. 

Lnclosed you will find another copy of the 
questionnaire anu a self-addressed, stamped 
envelope for your reply. Should your response 
already be in the mail, please disregard this 
second request. 

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance 
in this study. 

Sincerely, 

Sid C. Pruitt, Jr. 
Superintendent of Schools 
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