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INTRODUCTION

Many people have from time tg

) time concerned themselves with the

problem of the benefits and detriments that would acecrue to the teaching

profession if a merit rating syste

m were to be adopted., One of the most

notable is a two-part discussion presented by prominent educators in the

field of public education in New Y
ing the strengths and wesknesses g
specifically, as conducted in thei

In describing one phase of th
one author has said, "No merit rat
worse than the people affected by
raised the interesting qilestion of
of evaluation.

The appointment, by recent le

sion), of Committees to Study Utah

orks This discussion is aimed at expos-
f merit rating in general and, more

r own state (9, pp. 52-54),

e overall problem of teacher evaluation
ing plan is any better and seldom any
it believe it to be" (4, p. 21), This

how teachers feel toward the concept

gislature (1951 and 1953 Special Ses=-

's Schools and then more specifically

to look into the matter of merit rating has made this a question of para=-

mount concern to the teachers of t

he state.” The Utah Public School

Survey Commission, appointed by t

schools, made the following rec

1951 legislature to study Utah's

ndation as a result of their study:

This CommiSsion recommends that the Legislative Council should

appoint a laye-professional ¢
study of the companion proble

ittee to complete a comprehensive
of teacher appraisal and salary

structure, directed to the end of correlating professional merit

with financial compensation f

Pe 86)0
The problem

The evaluvation of teaching is

many implications are considered.

or Utah public school personnel (13,

a broad and complex problem when the

However, certain pros and cons recur
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throughout the literature and whenever the concept of rating is discussed,
The problem involved in this study is to find what the attitudes of teach-
ers are toward certain of these recurring opinions regarding the place
and function of merit rating in-general.
A sub-problem involved is to look for some relationship between the

attitude expressed and a number of various factors. These include a

rating given the respondent by his prineipal, the length of service,
amount of training, age, sex, and type of certification bf the respond-

ent,




Table 1+ Number and per cent of teachers in each elassification

Classifieation No. ;3 Classification No. %
Rating : Degree
Excellent 180 L43.3 Non-degree Iy 10.6
Good 181 L3.6 Bachelor's 329 79.3
Fair L3 10.4 Master!'s 39 9.4
Failure 11 2.7 No response 3 0.7
Total 1315  100.0 Total 415  100.0
Sex Certification
Male 128 30.8 Authorized 2L 5.8
Female 283 68.2 Elementary 180 L3.k
No response L 1.0 Secondary U6 35.7
Elem. & Sec, 61 1h.7
Total 415 -100.0 No response 2 0.
Total L15 100.0
Experience
0=l 89 21.4 e
10-k 43  10.5 20-9 77 18.6
15-9 67 16,1 30-9 78 18.7
20=4 Lo 9.6 L0O-9 88 21.2
25-9 33 8.0 50-9 78 18.7
30=L 33 8.0 60=9 28 6.9
35=9 18 L.3 No response 66 15,
LO=l 9 2.1
No response 16 3.9 Total 415  100.0
Total 415  100,0




These factors were chosen to indicate probable teaching e fficiency,
present salary considerations, possible factors affecting teaching
efficiency, and a reflection of professional training and background.

Delimitations and definitions

The study is limited to the teachers of a single school district,
Ogden City Schools, at the time the survey was made. A total of 451
questionnaires were sent out:
For the purposes of this study the terms merit, rating, merit rat-
ing, and evaluation all mean an inventory of teéching with some rank
assigned to a teacher according to the results of the inventéry. The
term attitude refers to the scale reply of the questionﬁaire which runs
from complete agreement, agreement with reservation, neutrality of
opinion, disagreement with reservation to complete disagraement;
Procedure
Attitudes of the teachers ﬁere obtained through the use of an \\
attitudé questionnaire, This was distributed;to the teachers by their ‘
principals. The principal was asked to explain the study and the filling
out of the questionnaire. Each teacher, upon.completing the questionnaire, l
was to seal it in an envelope that was provided. A tag had been placed |
~upon,the envelope and the respondent wrote his name on this tag. The
sealed return was then handed to the principal who wrote on the envelope i
a rating, based on a four-point sca?e of excellent, good, fair, failure
which had previously been agreed uporn for the teacher whose name appeared
on the tag. He detached the name and the returns were thus returned to
the writer with identification removed. In this manner neither the pér~
sonal nature of any information on the questionnaire nor the rating on
the envelope could be associated with any teacher who was kind enough

to respond. Of the 451 questionnaires sent out there were 432 returned.



5

Only U415 of these were usable, however, which constituted a usable return
of 92 per cent.

A written analysis of each statement and its responses has been
made. It is assumed that the 92 per cent return is sufficient to give
an accurate picture concerning the attitudes of the teachers in the Ogden
school system relative to the items included in the questionnaire.

The basis of comparison throughout the study is the term "per cent
of agreement". Tiis is derived by subtracting the sum of disagreement
from the sum of agreement and dividing by the total possible sum of agree-
ment. A weight of +2 is assigned to the column marked A. Column AR
equals a +1 while the neutral column is O, Columns DR and D are weighted
a -1 and -2 respectively. For example, on a single statement the number
responding might appear like tnis: A 105; AR 118; N S6; DR 65; and D 67.
This makes a total of L1l replies. To fihd the per cent of agreement,
multiply 105 by 2 which equals 210, add this to 118 making 328, subtract
the 65 leaving 263 and from this take 2 times 67 or 134 which summation
is 129. This summation is then divided by two times the number of replies,
in this case 2 x 411 or 822. The score thus derived (+ 16 per cent of
agreement) indicates the extent to which the weight of opinion reaches,
If this situation were reversed so that the summation resulted in a -129
the final score would have been a =16 per cent of agreement thus
indicating the extend of disagreement according tc the weighted opinions.
To put this in a formula would be:

2x (a) + 1x (b) - 1x (d) -~ 2x (e)
2{(a+b+c+d+e) =

From this formula a plus percentage indicates the extent of agreement
wiile the minus percentage represents the extent of disagreement., A
score of + 100 or - 100 would mean complete agreement or complete disa=-

greement. A score of O would indicate that there is complete lack of




agreement or a neutrality of opinion among the group reporting on that

statement. This formula has been applied successfully in other attitude
studies (7, p. 59).

The data have also been provided for inspection in the form of tables
which compare the responses of various groups with each other,

In presenting the data no recognition has been made as to the stat-
istical significance of the difference between the scores reported. A
subjective estimate has been made in some instances which is considered
sufficient for this study. The possible trends of opinion are indicated

simply by the per cent of agreement index.



REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The problem of teacher evaluation is an old one in American educa-
tion. Reavis and Couper, in the opening paragraph of their work, give
some indication of the age of the problem in this country.

The merit of the teacher is a matter that the public from
earliest colonial times has been unwilling to take for granted.

The teacher is expected to meet the standards of the community

;. which he serves. Disregard for these standards, whether they be

/ right or wrong, reasonable or unreascnable, has invariably led
/ to conflict between the teacher amd the public. As a means of

/ assuring the public of the merit of the teacher, the town
| selectmen or the school committee in the early New England
L community appointed an annuai visitation committee to inspect the
| school and to report to tne town meeting on the progress of the
scholars under the tutelage of the schoolmasters. On the evaluation
of the visiting committee rested very largely the status of the
teacher in the New England town (10, p. 1)
From Colonial times the.problem of making a valid evaluation of
teaching service has increased with the placing of more and more emphasis
upon good teaching. The task is greater today, as recognized by Bafr,

in "that the term 'teaching' has become increasingly inclusive™ (1, p. 1hl6).

The public spotlight is alsoc increasingly illuminating the field of
education, and those who accept responsibility for its accomplishment are
brought under the greater demands of increased scrutinmy. Professional
educators have not let this challenge go unheeded, but have long consid-
ered means by which a satisfactory solution toc teacher evaluation could
be achieved,

One of the earliest studies in tnis direction was undertaken by
Jo L. Merriam in 1905. It has been noted that this study is credited
with "taking the problem of teaching efficiency from ihe.field of

opinion...and in placing it in the field of research and objective

measurement” (2, p. 5).




Much of the early work done was aimed at why teachers fail., This
appeared to be the negative approach, so attention became focused upon
prediction of success based upon objective measurement of the qualities
considered essential, or at least related, to good teaching. As has been
indicated, what constitutes good teaching has not yet been singled out
due to the fact that the definition of teaching is constantly under-
going change, Beecher points to the modern trend of "giving more
attention to the pupil and pupil-teacher relationships in connection
with teacher appraisal" (2, p. 30). This view is substantiated by Barr,
who says:

There is no adequate explicit definition of teacher efficiency,
but three approaches are apparent in measurement procedures:

(a) definitions based upon estimates of traits (qualities) assumed

to function in the teaching act such as drive, considerateness,

emotional stability, objectivity, intelligence, and the like;

(b) definitions based on appraisals of activities included in teach=

ing such as discovering and defining pupil needs, setting goals,

stimulating interest (pupil activity), choosing learning experiences,
guiding learning activities, appraising results and the like;

(¢) definitions derived from measures of pupil growth (1, p. 14L7).

The author further contends that the third approach is the best in
that the other two are but means to an end, which end‘%s the third
criterion, pupil growth.

One type of instrument used in the evaluation of teachers was the
Ohio Teaching Record which was diagnostic in form and was to be used
with the teacher rather than on the teacher, which implies some sort of
supervisory conference, In a discussion of this instrument the point
is made that:

Especially characteristic of the Ohio Teaching Record is that
no provision for final judgment of teaching ability is intended .or

provided., In fact, it is the claim of the authors that "no device
can perform that function" (2, p. 21).

l&‘»""‘“é - ";"i‘wi«"v"“"? f

:ﬂhis opinion, that there is no way of determining the merit of a

particular teacher, is widespread. Yet, many feel that this is necessarj
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if certain desirable conditions are to be obtained in the teaching pro-
fession.

g In 1925 the Teachers! Union in the City of New York went on record
through the voice of their legislative representative as follows:

e« « o« The returns received from sixty New York City schools
representing the views of eight hundred teachers and of twelve other
cities indicate that in New York City where the teachers are rated
at the end of each term, 75 per cent of them are against the rating
system, 20 per cent for a rating system, while about 5 per cent
don't care whether they are rated or note . . . In cities like
Chicago, St. Paul and Washington the teachers are opposed to ratings

because they believe ratings to be incapable of impartial and uni-
form applieation (10, p. 12).

- The report further includes reasons for opposing merit systems.
Among.these are the ideas of the debasing of the profession by "holding
up a petty end as an incentive," improper use of the ratingsiby super-
visors, as well as suggesting that it forces teachers to alter their
ratings of students in order to attain a "fictitious average desired by
the principal..." (10, p. 13).

Others have raised serious questions concerning the evaluation pro-
grams. Among these are questions as to the ethical nature of such a
plan, the qualification of anyone capable of rendering the necessary
rating, the possible strain on the teacher to perform under pressure in
an accepted pattem, and acceptance by tﬁe public. These are questions
raised by an administrator in the public school system (5, pp. 56-7).
Another writing upon the subiect maintains that the rating of teachers
is based upon four assumptions. These are: (1) that teaching can
be accurately measured; (2) administrators can be objective in their
judgments; (3) individual competitive situations encourage competence
and high morale; and (L) that teaching staffs lie on the curve of normal
distribution (15, pp. 17-18).

After the author has established these assumptions he puts them all
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in a classification of probable false assumptions. This is to say that
objections to merit plans are inherent in that the above criteria cannot
be met.

Two more frequently appearing objections are raised by Seavey. These
are perhaps the two most feared. They are: (1) the play for showmanship,
and (2) the possible abuse of rating in the hands of administratorsA(ll,
pp. 6=8).

These statements seem fairly representative of the objections
generally raised in the consideration of merit rating programs.

On the other hand, the proponents of merit rating find many reasons
why application of a merit plan should be made. One writer contends,

"The sole purpose of merit, rating is to remove bias and prejudice from
judgments wiich must be made anyway," and then defines formal merit rat-
ing as "only a common sense way of rendering a series of judgments
internally consistent" (L, pp. 19-21), “Morrison argues that amount of
education and length of service are no longer sufficient in determining
the financial retwrns to a teacher, but that quality must also be con-
81dered.J Attention is then called to the fact that in many instances,
probably more common than not, those who demonstrate outstanding teaching
efficiency find themselves promoted into the administrative ranks. Thus,
it is pointed out that there should be promotions for a teacher within
the teaching ranks rather than to lose good teachers to the administrat-
ive field (9, pp. L5=U6). Ornstig? it

[

77~ Further defense of merit systems is presented in the form of values

deriving from such a plan. . Values believed to attach to such a plan
include growth of professional status through presenting evidence of the
type of service rendered, the attraction of higher caliber people, improved

services to pupils, and several others. At the same time, the questiomn
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of ability to evaluate service is met by recognizing that to question it
is the easy way out, but insisting that it is time the teaching profes-
sion faced up to it (3, p. 21).

}&hé above expression concurs somewhat with the report of the Utah
School Survey Commission already cited. The report expands to say:

All Utah school districts presently are using salary schedules
which provide, as a rule, for automatic yearly increases from an
established minimum until the established maximum is reached. Such
a salary policy, in the opinion of the Commission, offers little §
inducement to attract and hold a sufficient number of outstanding
teachers., It is the considered judgment of the Commission that a
group of citizens, working with teachers and administrators, can
develop a practical and equitable method of teacher appraisal and
correlated salary schedules based upon merit, which would not only
improve the quality of teaching in Utah's schools, but would also
assist in achieving increased public recognition of and respect
for the profession (13, p. 86). /"

b Thov wd

The foregoing discussion points up the problems most frequently
voiced. by the extremely large segment of those who have taken the
occasion to make their voices heard through the many periodical avenues
leading to the professional literature. After reviewing some of these
problems that face both sides of the issue a warning is sounded of some
dangers confronting any merit system. / e warning lists these possible
dangers:

l. Oversimplifying the teaching function

2. Groupingz all teaching positions together |

Rating by a single person |

L. Evaluation based on superficial observation or contact |

5. Failure to let teachers know and/or help to determine the bases
for evaluation (1, p. 81).

s

Impressive are the great advances made in the area of teacher
evaluation, and interesting are the commendations as well as the fears
and anxieties that drape themselves about these accomplishments,

//f"There has been very little done in the state of Utah concerning

_4éerit rating. Letters were sent to other institutions of higher learning

 in the State requesting information of any studies made concerning
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attitudes toward merit rating. The reply from each of these institutions
indicated there had been no work completed in this area,
Mr. Kay Allen, Research Assistant for the U. E. A., supplied news -

{ of three studies being undertaken presently. Information was not avail-

(E§'able on these, however,
Easily the most significant effort beingz made in this field in the

State of Utab today is that of the Utan School Merit Rating Study

" Committeef This committee was appointed by the 1953 Special Session of

%
.
&

8¢ the Legislature following the recommendation of the School Survey Committee

s

~~,

x"already mentionedi/7Early efforts of this committee include hearings on

0

e

the problem. From all over the state educators were calied to present

their views. Almost as many varying opinions were heard as there were
people interviewed. These opinions, many of which claimed backing of
other teachers and administrators, ranged from whole~hearted support to
skepticism and distrust of any suggestion of implementation of merit
rating. The significant concept that appeared to be emerging from these
hearings, in the opinion of this writer, was that of an acceptance of
the impending appearance of merit rating in Utah, but with it, from all
sides, the cavtion of proceeding slowly and being very thorough in
investigating all the camplex rémifications of this many-sided problem
(12).
In summary of the review herein presented, a statement by Allan M,
west, Executive Secretary of U, E. A., seems appropriate:
‘/%o one can analyze the case for and against merit rating for
salary purposes without recognizing that there is merit to both 5(”
arguments. The question then becomes one of weighing relative
values. wuvne canunot escape the fact that the principle upon which
merit rating is based is desirable; that is, rewarding efficiency,
ability, and effort. However, the socundness of basic principle is
not sufficient. Whether or not the principle can be successfully

applied in practice without undesirable results which outweigh the
purposes of merit rating is an important question for school boards

and administrators to ponder (16, pp. L8=50). }V
174602

-~ REVEIT |
IDITIAN VANLINDINOV FIVIS HVIA




THE QUESTIONNATRE

One of the factors leading to this study was that many articles,
pro and con, were written assuming that teachers held this or that
opinion without giving any source of authority for such a statement.

The writer couldn't find attitude studies on the subject. Thus, when
this study was undertaken there arose the need of preparing some instru=-
ment for discovering the attitudes of teachers. It was, therefore,
deemed wise to include a brief explanation as to the formulation of the
questionnaire.

After a substantial amount of reading had been accomplished, twelve
statements were formulated which covered the pros .and cons encountered
in the reading. These were then submitted to numerous teachers in the
area for their suggestions as to further problems, thus expanding the
list. Also, the initial list was presented to various faculty members
at the Utah State Agricultural College at Logan, Utah, as well as some
faculty members of Weber Junior College at Ogden, Utah. Valuable sug-
gestions were received from these educators as to possible overlapping
of certain statements, the deletion of some, and suggestions as to other
possible items of concern. A compilation and abridgment of all these
items was then undertaken resulting in the refinement of these suggestions
to thirty statements.

A form was then<ievi§ed'in two parts. One section of sample state~
ments as they were to appear later on the final instrument, and the other
section where the statements were to be ranked according to importance.

The purpose of this was to determine if the form used in the first
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section would yield a measurable response, and which statements should
be revised for, or excluded from, the final compilation.

This form was then distributed to the faculties éf two schools in X

the Weber County School District, which surrounds Ogden City. The
results of this survey were then compiled, and from t:is, along with other
helpful suggestions from the college faculty'members to whom reference
has already been made, the final statements were put in the form in which
they appear on the questionnaire. Admittedly the questionnaire used
(See Appendix A) does not contain all the essential problems. However,
those contained therein wers selected as being representative of the

problems about which the teachers in the area studied were most concerned.

Further, it was feared that to extend the list would only serve to antag-
onize the respondent toward the questionnaire.

//In the book, The Questionnaire in Education, it is pointed out that

the two main eriteria of a questionnaire are ability and willingness on

the part of the recipient to respond (6)1//ﬁhe fact of such a large per-
centage of return in this study is taken as justification of meeting the

second criterion, willingness., This was due, perhaps, to the approach
used as well as the assurance of anonymity.

Meeting of the other criterion, ability, poses a more serious problem
that is here recognized. The fact that no one merit rating system was
specified could have rendered the answering of certain of the items rather
aifficult. It must be remembered, however, that the concern of this study
is not a specific merit rating plan, but, rathér, the attitudes of
teachers regarding some of the basic problems to be answered before any
merit plan should be adopted. Thus, ability to answer becomes a matter
of preconceived notions on the part of the respondent as tc¢ the place

and function of any merit rating. That it is safe to assume that most
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teachers in the state of Utah have given thouéht tc the problem and thus
formed some personal opinions seems justified in the light of recent
emphasis given this question by the legislative body of the state, as
previously mentioned. 1In view of this it appears that the criterion of
ability is also satisfied.

Cognizance is also taken of the fact that the questionnaire has its
inherent weaknesses. The use of it is justified in that the problem
involved gathering of data for which there appeared no other feasible way
of collecting. This utilizes a recognized function of the questionnaire
"to secure opinions, judgments, preférences, or the expression of
attitudes of the respondents along a variety of lines" (5, pp. 51-52).
Also signified as a basic weakness is that "Usually, although not always,
the aim 1s to secure evaluations admittedly not final, but presumably |
desirable in view of the lack, for the time being, of more fundamental
procedures in evaluation® (6). This study claims no more than this, and
further, recognizes the need for a more fundamental gpproach. The use
of the results of this study in preparing a more fundamental avproach
to the problem would be the fulfillment of the hope inherent in the

undertaking of the study.
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PRESENTATION OF DATA

No attempt has been made to determine the relative value of the
statements in regard to a total opinion concerning merit rating. It
was felt that such an opinion would not be ascertainable unless a
specific program were defined. An overall attitude was not the object
of this study. The object of the study was to learn of the opinion .
of the teachers regarding the many claims made in behalf of and against
merit rating. Further purpose in the study was to look for relation-
ships between the assertion of the teachers and various professional
and personal characteristics. Thus, each statement is considered separ-
ately in this light.

Most of the comparisons are made in terms of the per cent of
agreement. However, the reader is cautioned that this is not the only
basis for comparison and will find some interesting information by
comparing the actual number who responded in each degree of opimion.

Merit with salary

Salary should be correlated with merit because training and length

of service are not sufficient as the sole bases of salary determination.
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Table 2. Comparison of opinions reported for merit with salary. Given
according to various classifications--by per cent.
Per Cent
Classification A AR N IR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 58 162 25 77 87 LOo9 +3
Rating
Exceilent 35 66 12 29 33 175 +12
Good 20 79 9 29 L3 180 +1
Fair 2 12 2 17 10 L3 -2l
Failure 1 5 2 2 1 11 +1)
Sex
Male 25 59 11 20 12 127 +26
Female 36 99 S 56 75 277 - 6
Age
20-29 6 38 L 8 21 !!f 0
30-39 12 30 8 12 i 76 +9
L0=49 15 36 6 19 10 .« B6 +16
50-59 15 28 3 18 14 78 + 8
650=-69 5 10 0 8 5 28 + L
Degree
Non-degree 3 15 3 9 9 inn + 5
Bachelor bl 130 17 6l 7 323 +1
Master 8 16 5 3 7 39 +19
Certification
Authorized 5 8 1 2 8 il 0
Elementary 20 60 11 33 52 176 -11
Secondary - 26 73 11 20 16 L5 +26
Elem. & Sec. L 21 3 20 11 - 61 =11
Experience
0=Y 12 37 8 11 21 89 + 4
5=9 8 32 3 7 v 6l +11
10-1} 7 15 5 8 5 L3 +16
. 15=-19 7 28 5 11 it} 65 + 2
20-2L 2 1, 1 12 11 Lo =20
25-29 5 10 7 7 10 32 -11
30-3L 8 8 1 10 6 33 + 3
35-39 6 7 0 5 0 18 +39
Lo-LL 1 k 0 3 1 9 + 6

-Salary should be correlated with merit, because training and
length of service are not sufficient as the sole bases of salary deter-

mination,
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The total picture éoncerning this statement indicates an almost
complete lack of agreement or neutrality among those responding (+3 per
cent)., Note, however, that in terms of number there are 220 who agree
and 16l who disagree., Thus, those who are opposed are more vehement in
their opinion. As the replies are broken down by groups some intereste-
ing implications are noted.. The response according to the ratings given
by the principal shows that those who are rated excellent agree (+12 per
cent), those rated good s.ow lack of agreement (+1 per cent), those rated
fair tend to disagree (-2L per cent), and those reported as failures
indicate agreement (+1l, per cent). The pattern tends toward diminished
agreement with diminished rating except for the obvious exception of the
last group.

The men in the system emerge with an indication of agreement
(+26 per cent) while the women tend to disagree (-6 per cent). Interest-
ingly enough, the pattern in the certification group seems to follow that
of the male and female response. Those with elementary certificates
disagree (=11 per cent) and secondary certificate holders agree (+26 per
cent).

In an area now considéred in salary determination, experience, the
results show increased agreement up to fifteen years (+16 per cent). For
the next fifteen years there is a rather sharp drop into disagreement
(=20 per cent) after which opinion seems to level off with some agreembnt
(+6 per cent).

In point of ace the highest agreement appears at the age group of
40-L9 (+16 per cent) with general decline of agreement at both extremes.

Merit without salary

The use of merit rating to give a teacher added prestige is accept-

able as long as it does not affect the salary schedule.
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Table 3. Comparison of opinions reported for merit without salary.
Given according to various classifications=--by per cent,
Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of .
Agreement
P )
Total Returns 56 60 62 112 117 Lo7 (\\:é%/’
Rating
Exceilent 23 2L 29 Ly 53 173 -23
Good 26 2l 23 58 L9 180 -22
Fair 5 6 9 10 13 L3 ~-23
Failure 2 6 1 0 2 11 +27
Sex
Male 11 20 27 36 30 124 -26
Femzle L8 Lo 33 75 83 279 -19
Age
| 2029 5 5 19 28 20 77 =3k
\ 30-39 7° 13 16 18 22 76 -23
L0o-L9 1 20 10 19 2y 87 - =11
’ , 50-59 13 10 8 23 20 yn -18
60=-69 8 3 6 N 7 28 + 2
Degree
Non-degree 12 3 7 8 il Lh =10
Bachelor 36 L9 50 97 91 323 -25
Master 6 7 5 10 9 37 =12
Certification
Authorized 5 2 S 5 7 2l -15
Elementary 25 23 28 L7 5L 177 =20
Se¢ondary 19 22 22 L7 36 16 =20
Elem. & Sec. 9 16 6 11 16 58 -8
Experience
0- 4 7 9 20 29 2l 89 -31
5- 9 9 10 13 17 16 65 -18
10-1 3 7 8 11 1, b3 =30
15-19 12 12 5 21 15 65 -12
20-2} 7 7 L 11 11 Lo -15
25-29 3 2 3 13 10 34 =4O
30-34 6 7 L 6 9 32 -8
35-39 5 3 2 N L 18 +3
Lo=L) L 0 2 0 3 9 +11
The use of merit rating to give a teacher added prestige is ><
acceptable as long as it does not affect the salary schedule.




20

It is interesting to note that in almost all classifications there
appears a rather decided disagreement with this statement. Notable
exceptions to this show up in the group rated as failure which evidences
agreement (+27 per cent) and those of LO-ll years expérience which tend
also to agree (+11 per cent). The range of disagreement runs from a -8
per cent to a =4O per cent. The general consensus of opinion is a dis-
agreement about in the middle of these extremes (=22 per cent),

Within tne age group there is a pattern going froam disagreement to
agreement as the age increases. Those 20-29 years of age disagree as
hign as =34 per cent while on the opposite end a slight agreement of +2
per cent is noted.

Prestige in the field of education comes largely with advanced degrees.
Tn tiiis area it is noted that non-degree teachers and master's degree
teachers are in less disagreement (-10 and =12 per cent) than those hold-
ing a bachelor's degree (=25 per cent).

Recognition of superiority

There is a need for the recognition and rewarding of superior

teachers.
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Table L. Comparison of opinions reported for recognition of superiority.
Given according tc¢ various classifications--by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 166 122 ° 52 28 L09 \*he
Rating
Excellent 72 53 23 i 15 177 +43
Good 70 56 23 9 22 180 +40
Fair 21 9 L 5 N L3 +1)y
Failure 3 L 2 0 0 9 +56
Sex
Male 6l 38 1k 8 6 127 +57
Female 105 76 L3 20 3L 278 +36
Age
20-29 29 2k 10 L 10 77 +38
30-39 36 25 8 3 6 78 +53
L0=L9 36 29 8 8 3 87 +52
50-59 28 21 1 7 9 76 +34
60-69 15 6 3 1 3 28 +5h
Degree
Non-degree 21 10 6 3 L3 +50
Bachelor 19 102 L3 23 38 325 +37
Master 2L 8 7 L 1 39 +6l
Certification
Authorized 13 3 b 1 3 2l +h6
Elementary 49 56 30 13 27 175 +25
Secondary 8L L2 10 6 5 17 +66
Elem. & Sec. 20 19 7 8 7 61 +30
Experience
0- L 39 19 U L 12 88 +39
5- 9 30 2l 6 3 L 67 +59
10-1k 18 15 2 3 N L2 +148
15-19 21 28 6 6 I 65 +}43
20-2h 13 13 8 1 5 Lo +35
25-29 15 2 5 6 L 32 +30
30-3k 11 9 I 3 5 32 +28
35-39 9 5 2 2 0 18 +58
LO=lh h 2 l 0 2 9 +33

There is a need for the recognition and rewarding of superior ){-
teachers.
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While there were some individuals who disagreed with the statement
there was not one group considered that showed either lack of agreement
or disagreement, All groups registered a feeling of need for recogniz-
ing and rewarding superiority in the teaching field., The total opinion
was a +42 per cent.

The widest divergence of opinion is between those holding elementary
(+25 per cent) and secondary (+66 per cent) certificates. The pattern
of semblance follows hére again between male (+57 per cent) and female
(36 per cent). Also, those with a master's degree (+6L per cent) are
more in agreement than those only having a bachelor's degree (+37 per
cent).

Those rated failure showed +56 per cent which is higher than those
rated above them.

Equalizing professional status

Pay consistent with quality of service is necessary if teachers are

to reach comparable financial status with other professions.
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Table 5. Comparison of opinions reported for equalizing professional
status. Uiven according to various classifications~=by per
cent. ‘
Per Cent ‘
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement ‘
Total Returns 135 113 b 53 66 411 \ fﬁ) ‘
Rating
Excellent 62 L5 20 2l 27 178 +26
Good 60 51 15 21 32 179 +2l
Fair 8 15 6 7 7 L3 +12
Failure 5 2 '3 1 0 11 +50
Sex
Male g2 38 12 12 i3 127 +45
Female 86 Th 31 37 53 281 +18
Age
20=29 20 2l 8 10 15 7 - +16
30=39 30 21 12 6 8 77 +38
LO=19 15 26 12 16 8 87 +1)
50=59 29 22 5 11 10 77 +32
60=69 15 7 1 2 3 28 +5l
Degree
Non-degree 18 7 5 6 8 LL +2l
Bachelor 100 93 30 L2 55 325 +2l
Master 15 10 5 5 L 39 +28
Certification
Authorized 7 5 L 3 L 23 +17
Elementary L9 Lo 18 30 L2 179 + 7
Secondary 62 48 16 7 13 U6 +49
Elem. & Sec. 16 19 5 11 9 60 +18
Experience
0- L 28 2L 12 11 1 89 +23
5- 9 23 16 9 7 9 o +31
10-1hL 13 16 5 3 6 L3 +31
15-19 21 19 6 11 10 67 +22
20-24 9 15 L 6 6 Lo +19
25-29 10 5 3 7 8 33 +3
30-34 10 9 2 i 7 32 +17
35-39 11 3 1 2 1 18 +58
L0=lily 5 3 0 1 ) 9 +67
Pay consistent with quality of service is necessary if teachers are
to reach comparable financial status with other professions. k(;
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Although tending tc be facetious, one respondent wrote in answer to

this statement, "What a laugh." This expresses the opinion of many who
fcel that teaching will never reach equal status, financially or other-
wise, with other professions. Regardless of tais, the teachers felt that
rating was necessary if this equality is to be achieved (+2L per cent).

The highest point of agreement comes from those who have taught the
longest with a +67 per cent of asreement. Looking at a comparison by
rating stows the trend of decreased agreement with a decrease in rating,
except for the failure group. Also, the men more readily agree (+L5 per
cent) than the women (+18 per cent), wnich pattern again can be found in
the certification group.

Merit and tenure

Evaluation of merit is necessary to a good tenure law, for without
it the law affords the incompetent teacher the same protection it affords

the competent teacher. -
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Table 6. Comparison of opinions reported for merit and tenure. Given
according to various classifications--by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 105 118 56 65 67 Lil +16
Rating
Excellent inn 55 26 25 28 178 +17
Good sl L7 20 32 27 180 +19
Fair 5 11 8 7 11 L2 =10
Failure 2 5 2 1 1 11 +27
Sex
Male 36 50 1L 15 13 12% +32
Female 72 63 L1 o1 52 279 +9
Age
20-29 15 2L 9 15 1 77 + 7
30=39 20 26 11 11 10 78 +22
LO=49 23 29 9 12 1L 87 +20
50=59 2L 15 11 13 13 76 +16
60-69 8 11 4 3 2 28 +37
Degree
Non-degree 13 11 5 9 5 L3 +20
Bachelor 80 91 L6 sl g5 326 +13
Master 1 1l 5 3 6 39 +31
Certification
Authorized 8 3 5 5 3 2L +17
Elementary Ly L0 25 32 37 178 + 6
Secondary L2 60 15 15 16 148 +33
Elem. & Sec. 13 12 11 i 10 60 + 3
Experience
O~ L 22 29 7 19 12 89 +17
6= 9 16 20 1 9 8 67 +22
10-14 12 11 8 7 5 L3 +21
15-19 20 18 10 3 13 6l +23
20=2l 7 10 L 13 6 Lo -1
25-29 10 7 N 5 7 33 +12
30-3h 9 9 5 3 6 32 +19
35-39 5 7 1 2 3 18 +25
LO-ll 3 3 1 2 0 9 +39

Evaluation of merit is necessary to a good tenure law, for without
it the law allows the incompetent teacher the same protection it affords
the competent teacher. ’
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It would be expected that this statement involving tenure would find
its most significant responses in the tabulation of replies according to
experience. Beginning with a +17 per cent (0-L years experience), the
agreement climbs to a +23 per cent in the group 15-19 years experience,
and then falls back to an almost neutral attitude (-1 per cent) at 20-24
years, The turn is then upward and increases to a +39 per cent with those
having most experience. Also, agreement with added age is noted.

The group that disagreed with the statement is that faction rated
fair, which scored a =10 per cent. Those advocating merit systems cor-
related with pay and tenure would expect disagreement to come from this
area.

The total response indicated a +16 per cent.

Direction or trend

The trend in the teaching profession should be toward adopting a

merit rating system of pay commensurate with quality of service.,
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Table 7. Comparison of opinions reported for direction or trend. Given

according to various classifications--by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Keturns 59 123 Lh 66 119 L1l -8
Rating
ixcelient 31 L8 25 2k 50 178 - U
Good 2k 6l 9 31 51 179 -6
Fair 2 8 9 9 15 L3 =29
Failure 2 3 1 2 3 11 -5
Sex
Male 23 Sk 11 19 20 127 +17
Female 33 T2 33 L6 97 2R1 -18
Age
20=29 3 33 10 8 23 17 =10
30=37 12 32 6 15 12 17 +11
Lo=49 10 31 11 15 21 R8 -3
50-59 16 15 9 11 26 77 -10
60-69 7 6 1l 6 7 27 0]
begree
Non-degree 8 10 8 7 11 nh + 3
Bachelor 35 102 35 51 100 326 -11
Master 9 13 3 7 6 38 +17
Certification
Authorized 5 7 3 2 7 2l + 2
Elementary 19 L1 23 30 67 180 -2l
Secondary 29 &L 11 19 23 L6 +19
FElem. & Sec. 3 15 8 13 21 60 ~28
Experience
0= U 10 39 39 8 23 88 + 3
5= 9 6 23 12 11 15 67 +5
10-14 9 ik 5 11 N 43 +15
15-19 7 18 6 15 20 66 -17
20-2l 3 8 L 8 16 39 -33
25-29 7 7 3 L 13 33 -13
30-3L 7 5 L 3 13 33 -18
35-39 6 6 0 N 2 18 +28
LO=Lly 2 2 0 1 3 8 -6

The trend in the teaching profession should be toward adopting a
merit rating system of pay commensurate with the quality of service.
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General disagreement is the attitude of the teachers when it comes
to suzgesting this trend of associating their salary with an evalvation
of their teaching. The reason why this is so can probably be deduced
from the comments reviewed in the next chapter. The =8 per cent recorded
by the total group on this question indicated an inclination to disagree.
However, by referring to the actual number in agreement and disagreement
a near balance is obserwved.

While recognizing the complete subjectiveness of the ratings made
for this study, some significance must be attached to them. Herein lies
an area of interesting comparison again., The disagreement with the sug-
gested trend generally increases as the rating decreases. Fxception is
again noted in the group indicated to be failing (Excellent <l per cent,
good -6 per cent, fair =29 per cent, and failure -5 per cent).

Agreement builds up to +15 per cent in the experience group at
1 years of experience, thereafter taking a sharp drop as low as =33 per-
cent and generally remaining in disagreement. The total range is included
in this grouping which is from a =33 per dent to a +28 per cent.

Amongst the age group there is wide and unrelated diversity of

opinion, while the diversity between male and female becomes interesting,

. Male score is a +17 per cent and female score drops down to a =18 per

cents This can also be observed in the certification group.

Merit and mediocrity

A salary scale that fails to recognize merit tends to produce

mediocrity.




Table 8. Comparison of opinions reported for merit and mediocrity. Given
according to various classifications--by per cent.

29

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
0
Total Returns 166 122 52 28 W 409 (iﬂg;//
Rating
Excellent 72 53 23 pI ! 15 177 +43
Good 70 56 23 9 22 180 +40
Fair 21 9 N 5 L L3 +4ly
Failure 3 L 2 0 o] 9 +56
Sex
Male 6l 33 11 8 6 127 +57
Female 105 76 L3 20 34 278 +36
Age
20=29 29 2L 10 L 10 17 +38
30-39 36 25 8 3 6 78 +53
40-L9 36 29 8 8 3 8L +52
50-59 28 21 1 7 9 76 +3h
60-69 15 6 3 1 3 28 +5l
Degree
Non-degree 21 10 6 3 3 L3 +50
Bacnelor 119 102 L3 23 38 325 +37
Master 2L 8 7 N 1 39 +6l
Certification
Authorized 13 3 L 1 3 2k +46
Elementary L9 56 30 13 27 175 +25
Secondary 8L L2 10 6 5 17 +66
Elem. & Sec. 20 19 7 8 7 61 +30
Experience
0- L 39 19 i L 12 88 +39
5- 9 30 2L 6 3 L 67 +59
10-1Y 18 15 2 3 L L2 +4,8
15-19 21 28 6 6 L 65 +413
2020 13 13 8 1 5 4o +35
25-29 15 2 5 6 k 32 +30
3034 11 9 l 3 5 32 +28
35-39 9 5 2 2 0 18 +58
LO-Lh L 2 1 0 2 9 +33

Salary scale that fails to recognize merit tends to produce )( -
mediocrity.
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This is pointed to by the proponents of merit rating as an inherent
weakness in the presently accepted salary schedule of training and length
of service. The teachers of Ogden have volced disagreement with the
statement (=1l per cent) not only by checking the questionnaire, but
many took time to write an aaditional comment concerning this idea.

Disagreement wita the statement follows the lines of rating pretty
much with the group marked fair objecting most strenuously (=26 per cent).
Age and experience show themselves as probable factors in opinion formu-
lation on this point, for disagreement tends to rise as the teacher grows
olcer (~19 per cent, 50-60 years old) and gains more experience (=26 per
cent, 30-3l, years experience).

The range on this question goes from +8 per cent to a =47 per cent.

Merit and incentive

Correlating salaries with merit will provide incentive to better
one's teaching and will thus result in improved services to boys and

girls.
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Table 9. Comparison of opinions reported for merit and incentive. Given
according to various classifications--by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 8L 113 37 7h 101 412 +1
Rating
Excellent L7 Lk 18 28 42 179 + 7
Good 31 54 13 36 45 179 -3
Fair 5 12 6 9 11 L3 =10
Failure 1 6 0 1 3 11 +5
Sex
Male 34 L5 7 26 16 128 +21
Female Lh 76 29 L8 83 280 -9
Age
20~29 17 21 11 i3 15 17 + 8
30-39 16 283 6 il i1 78 +12
LO=l 23 3l 8 11 15 88 +20
50=59 13 19 6 15 23 76 ~11
60~69 6 8 0 7 7 28 -2
Degree
Non=degree 10 12 L 6 12 Lh -2
Bachelor 62 90 29 63 83 327 -2
Master 8 19 1 5 6 39 +23
Certification
Authorized 6 7 L 1 6 2l +13
Elementary 34 L0 18 31 56 179 =10
Secondary 34 57 11 26 19 7 +21
Elem. & Sec. 6 16 L 16 19 61  «21
Experience -
0- 4 2L 27 10 15 13 89 +19
5- 9 12 22 8 8 16 66 +5
10-14 10 13 3 11 6 43 +12
15-19 11 15 6 i 20 66 -13
20-24 6 1l 1 10 il 39 -12
25-29 S 11 2 5 10 33 -6
30=34 5 10 2 N 12 33 =12
35-39 3 7 1 6 1 18 +1)
Lo=lily P4 3 0 1 3 9 0

Correlating salaries with merit will provide incentive to better
one's teaching and will thus result in improved services to boys and
girls.
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Any practice or policy in the educational program must find its
justification in some service or benefit to the recipients of the pro-

. gram., TIuis is a sound educatiounel principle, and “hs backers of merit
plans use it as justification for their programs. The teachers who
responded indicated an almost complete lack of agreemeﬁt or neutrality
of opinion (+1 per cent) as to whether or not the result suggested would
obtain. Here, azain, is a case where those in disagreement are more
vehement as is revealed by the number on each side.

Excellént and fair teachers showed some agreement (+7 and +5 per cent)
while sood and fair teachers registered disagreement (-3 and -10 per cent).
Cleavage also appears between male (+21 pcr cent) and female (-9 per cent),
non-degree and bacheler's degree (=2 per cent) and master's degree 7
(+23 per cent), and elementary (-10 per cent) as against secondary
(+23 per cent) certification.

New teachers indical.e that they feel suci: a plan would create incent-
ive by registering a +19 per cen', but as experience increases this
opinion begins moving to the opposite side,

Evaluation and quality

Systematic evaluation of the quality of service is necessary if

teachers are to provide the pupil with the best teaching possible.
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Table 10, Comparison of opinions reported for evaluation and quality.
Given according to varicus classifications=-=-by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 96 13 L4 61 67 411 +17
Rating
Excellent L5 ol 22 20 27 178 +22
Good L3 60 15 33 29 180 +15
Fair 7 S 7 7 8 L3 + 6
Failure 1 5 0 1 3 10 0
Sex
Male 35 L8 i 1 17 125 +27
Female 60 95 29 L7 L8 279 +13
Age
20-29 L 30 1 9 12 76 +17
30=39 19 32 11 9 7 78 +30
L0-4L9 31 24 9 11 13 88 +28
50«59 15 25 5 13 16 75 + 8
60=69 8 10 1 5 N 28 +2L
Degree
Non-degree 7! 15 3 6 5 L3 +31
Bachelor 69 116 33 51 56 325 +1)
Master 12 i3 3 5 5 38 +29
Certification
Authorized 5 11 5 1 2 2L +33
Elementary 32 59 19 31 36 177 + 6
Secondary 35 61 17 16 17 L6 +38
Elem. . Sec. 21 12 5 11 12 61 +16
Experience
0~ U 23 32 10 10 13 68 +24
5= 9 9 30 8 12 7 66 +18
10-14 VI 1 7 L L L3 +35
15-19 13 17 7 1 1 65 + 1
20-24 i1 12 L 5 7 39 +19
25-29 10 9 1 6 7 33 +1)
30-34 6 10 3 L 9 32 0
35-39 3 9 3 2 1 18 +31
3 3 0 2 1 9 +28

LO-Lh

Systematic evaluation of the quality of service is necessary if
teachers are to provide the pupil with the best teaching possible.




This is perhaps the most pedagogical statement on the whole question-

naire, and teachers tended to agree with it (+#17 per cent). The opposi-
tion to rating would say that this is all right as long as it isn't used
for salary purposes, and the otner contingent would argue that if guality
can be determined for betterment of the teaching process, it can be
determined for use in salary arrangements as well, The interesting
implication is that if teachers aren't evaluating qualitv, by the agree=-
ment shown with the statement, they aren't affording the best services
they could.

Concurrence with the statement, this time without exception, decreases
as the rating of teaching decreases. (Excelient +22 per cent, good
+15 per cent, fair +6 per cent and failure 0). Men seemingly agree more
fully than do women that such evaluation is necessary.

The factors of age and experience show the respondents concurring
with three notable exceptions. The age group 50-59 drops to a +8 per cent
while at 15-19 and 30=3L4 years of experience record a +1 anc¢ O, respect-
ively.

Professional attraction

Te recognition of quality of service as a factor in salary deter-

mination will attract higher caliber people to the profession.
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Table 1l. Comparison of opinions reported for professional attraction,
Given according to various classifications--by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 88 102 55 58 97 410 + 3
Rating
Excellent L2 52 25 18 L0 173 +11
Good Lo 39 30 29 L1 179 + 2
Fair 4 9 7 11 12 43 -21
Failure 2 2 3 0 I 11 -9
Sex
Male 29 L5 21 16 17 128 +21
Female 56 63 Ll L3 n 280 -3
Age
20-29 16 21 15 10 15 77 + 8
30-39 17 2L 12 A 11 78 +1y
L0=L3 14 25 13 1L 18 88 + 6
50~59 16 15 1L 7 22 7h -2
60-69 7 7 3 5 6 28 + 7
Degree
Non-degree 10 7 9 5 13 hly +5
Bachelor 67 83 50 S1 72 323 + 3
Master 6 1 6 2 10 38 + 5
Certification
Authorized 6 6 5 2 5 2L +13
Elementary 39 35 25 32 L7 178 -6
Secondary 3L 51 27 13 23 148 +20
Elem. « Sec. 6 16 7 13 15 60 +18
Experience '
0= U 2L 2L 15 10 15 a8 +18
5-9 10 21 11 1 9 65 + 8
10-1L 10 12 6 7 8 L3 +10
15-19 10 16 G 12 19 66 ~11
20-2k 7 8 7 L 13 39 -10
25-29 7 L 7 n 9 31 -6
30-34 7 6 5 3 12 33 -11
35-39 5 7 3 2 1 18 +36
Lo-Lk 3 2 2 0 2 9 +22

The recognition of quality of service as a factor in salary
determination will attract higher caliber people to the profession.
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It{ is recognized that tils statement could place the rospondent
corpletely on the defensive, and some of the teachers so indicated. Said

one, "we have high caliber people now." Tiis may be true, but the prob-
lem involves maintaining a high level by attracting the best people pos-
sible into tlie profession. There is indication of agreement (+3 per cent)
that associating salary with qualiﬁy wilil produce this result. Note

also that therc are 35 more teachers who agfee than there are who disa-
gree. houever, those who are new tc the professicn agree that this would
e & factor by siowing a +1€ per cent of aireement. These novices in

the schools f.na support from tlose having the most experience (+22 per
cent), but almost all between tend to disagree with the statement.

The principal's rating has appcared sipnificantly in several cases
already. Here again, grouping accordingly, tiose rated high tend to
agree, while t-iose rated low show an opposite tendency. Sex also provides
basis for distinction of opinicn.

Parents and quality

Parents have a right to demand evidence of the quality of service

bein,, rendered by anyone on the teaching staff.
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Table 12. Comparison of opinions reported for parents and quality.
Given according to various classifications--by per cent.

. Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 136 2 L3 Ll L1 L06 fiBS
Rating
Excellent 65 N 16 16 1 175 +43
Good 59 63 19 20 16 177 +36
Fair 11 11 7 7 7 L3 +1h
Failure 1 N 1 1 L 11 -1l
Sex '
Male il 50 i 12 10 127 +39
Female 98 88 30 32 29 277 +37
Age
20-29 26 3L 9 3 5 77 +47
30-39 25 2l 12 13 2 76 +38
LC=L9 29 28 7 9 1k 87 +28
£0-59 21 26 7 9 13 76 +22
60=69 10 6 L L 3 27 +31
Degree
Non~degree 19 10 b L 6 L3 +37
Bachelor 101 117 35 36 33 322 +34
Master 17 13 3 N 1 35 +Sh
Certification
Authorized 6 8 L 3 2 23 +28
Elementary 65 52 22 18 20 177 +35
Secondary L5 56 16 18 11 6 +36
Elem. & Sec. 17 23 2 8 8 54 +28
Experience
0= U 30 38 9 6 6 89 +45
5-9 19 22 11 8 3 63 +40
10-14 19 1L 5 2 3 L3 +51
15-19 21 22 7 8 8 66 +30
20=2l 1 11 2 3 9 39 +23
25-29 11 0 '3 5 2 31 +37
30-34 10 9 3 5 6 33 +18
3b=39 6 5 3 N 0 18 +36
Lo=Lk L 2 0 0 2 .8

+35

Parents have a right to demand evidence of the quality of service
being rendered by anyone on the teaching staff.

X
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Although general agreement runs high on this statement (+35 per
cent), youth (+47 per cent) and inexperience (+L5 per cent) lead the
parade with declining assent as age and experience increase. This is
the exact pattern according to the ratings, going from a.. agreement among
the excellent group of +43 per cent down to a -1k pc» cenﬁ among the fail-
ure group. The highest point of cuncurrence is reached by the holders
of a master's de-:ree with a +54 per cent of a-reement.

Neither the certification nor the sex of the individual appears to
play muc® of a role in what the teacher feels is the right of the parent
to be informed as tc the quality of instruction their children receive.

Merit and bias

A merit rating program will remove bias from judgments that are

bein: made by administrators as well as lay people.
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Table 13. Comparison of opinions reported for merit and bias. Given
according to various classifications=-~hy per cent.
Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
' Azreement
S
Total heturns 12 59 56 28 188 L13 ‘/fEZ/
Rating
Excellent 8 32 25 34 79 178 -l0
Good 3 23 26 50 79 181 =49
Fair 1 3 5 13 21 L3 -58
Failure 0 1l 0 1 9 11 -82
Sex
Male 7 27 18 30 L2 124 =30
Female 7 32 37 70 136 282 -52
Age
20~29 2 9 19 17 30 77 =42
30=39 b 1 1i 15 33 77 -38
LO-L9 1 1 1 23 3k 87 =41
50-59 1 9 9 23 33 76 ~52
60-69 1 b L 7 12 25 ~Lé
Degree ‘
Non-degree I L L 9 23 i -h9
Bachelor 9 Ll 50 78 s 326 =2l |
Master 1 10 1 12 13 37 -35
\
Certification
Autnorized 2 2 N L 12 2l =45
Elementary L 19 25 L6 83 177 52
Secondary S 30 23 32 sk 1 =35
Elem. & Sec. 1 7 5 16 32 61 -58
Experience '
0~ L 9 8 1 21 10 89 -8
5~ 9 2 7 10 16 30 65 -5l
10-14 3 8 6 1 15 L3 -26
15=19 0 310 6 20 30 66 -53
20~24 2 7 2 10 19 Lo -l6
25-29 0 6 3 9 1 32 . -L8
30-34 2 1 2 8 19 32 -6
35-39 1 2 6 i 5 18 =38
L=l 0 3 0 2 L 9 -39
A merit rating program will remove bias fron judgments that are
being made by administrators -as well as lay people. \<C
1
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It is recognized that judgments of teachers and teaching are being
made regularly, and mucth of the time without the knowledge of the teacher.
Those who advocate merit use this as a basis for showing the need of de-
veloping a system of evaluation. The teachers in Ogden den't suppert
this positiun as shown by the disagreement of -L7 per cent. Many men-
tioned this as the sore spot in their thinking about the problem in
general.

Probably the most significant group to observe in this regard is
the group having a showing of an administrator's rating. Those rated
excellent scored a =4O per cent, good indicates a -L9 per cent, those
with fair ratings record a -58 per cent, while those classified as fail-
ure extend toward a nearing of complete disagreement with a =82 per cent.

Similarity of respounse is again cited between men and women as well
as elcmentary and secondary certificate holders.

Poor teachers

Merit rating will provide for defensible elimination of poor

teachers.
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Table 1. Qomparison of opinions reported for poor teachers. Given
according to various classifications-=by per cent.

* Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns L9 110 66 93 89 LoT -8
Rating ’ |
Excellent 23 52 31 31 37 176 -3
Good 21 L8 20 118 L1 178 -11
Fair h 7 12 11 8 L2 -1
Failure 1 3 3 3 1 11 0
3ex |
Male 15 L6 23 26 17 127 + 6
Female 1 68 L2 66 69 276 -13
\
Age E |
20-29 5 27 17 16 12 77 -2
30=39 3 25 15 16 13 78 0
L0-49 1 29 13 13 i 84 + 8
50-59 9 15 10 26 16 77 -17
60=69 2 7 6 7 5 27 -12
Degree
Non-degree 9 6 6 10 13 Ll +1)
Bachelor 31 91 52 79 69 322 -10
Master 6 15 6 5 7 39 +10
Certification
Authorized 5 8 ly 3 L 2L +15
Elementary 21 39 25 L9 40 174 -1
Secondary 17 55 26 26 22 U6 + 7 ¥
Elem. & Sec. 3 12 9 13 23 60 -34
Experience
0= U4 9 8 11 21 10 89 -8
5-9 6 16 17 13 12 6L + 8
10-14 7 1. 8 9 7 L2 + 2
15-19 12 1, 7 15 17 65 1)
20=2Y 5 7 N 13 11 1,0 -23
25-29 1 10 L 6 11 32 -25
30-3k 3 7 5 11 5 - 31 -13
35-39 2 3 L L 5 18 -19
LO=LY 1l 1 2 3 2 9 =11

Merit rating will provide for defensible elimination of poor
teachers. ' ‘
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This statement does not imply that poor teachers are never elimin-
ated, and opponents of merit quicklyrsuggest this, They point out that
teachers are eliminated where no rating prosran exists, The argument is
raised that where teachers are eliminated there of necessity had to be
some type of evaluation. The question involves whether or not scme
established plan of evaluating teachers can provide a defensible basis
for the determination of tenure.

Opinions are quite divergent althougl a tendency to disagree comes
to light. Tne total response measures to a -8 per cent. After [ifteen
years experience there is no agreement with the statement a' all. Male
response shows an agreement of +6 per cent while the female response

swings the opinion pendulum to the opposite side with a =13 per cent,

Lesponse accocding to ratin: tends to follow the pattern observed
many times previously.

Buildin- and prestige

Merit rating wili build the prestige of the teaching profession by

providing objective evidence that professional service is being rendered.
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Table 15. Comparison of opinions reported for bLilding of prestige.
Glven according to various classifications--by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns L7 102 58 92 111 L038 —le
Rating
Excellent 25 Lh 27 30 52 179 -11
Good 13 L8 21 Ll 45 176 14
Fair 2 L 8 15 12 42 =37
Failure 1 L 1 3 2 n +5
Sex '
Male 1, L3 19 27 13 126 +5
Female 31 S5, 39 - 66 33 278 -23
Age
20=-29 9 13 11 15 24 77 -13
30-39 10 2l 13 15 13 75 +2
Lo=L9 11 25 16 16 20 83 + 5
50-59 6 16 9 26 20 77 -25
60-69 6 7 4 7 L 23 +7
Degree
Non-degree 7 7 k 13 12 L3 =19
Bachelor 29 80 L3 69 95 321 =19
Master 10 12 L 8 5 -39 +18
Certification
Authorized 6 L L 2 8 24 -4
Elementary 21 35 22 39 59 175 -11
Secondary 16 L9 19 3 27 5 -2
Flem. & Sec. L 16 11 15 15 61 -17
Experience
0- L 12 26 15 1 21 89 -3
5-9 8 16 12 I I I -8
10-14 10 10 5 10 3 43 + 4
15-19 4 15 9 1 24 6o ~30
20-24 2 3 in 13 13 fite] =34
25-29 3 10 3 7 .10 33 -17
3%=34 3 7 3 9 10 33 =25
35-39 1 9 2 3 P 17 412
Lo=l) 2 0 2 3 2 9 =17

Merit rating will build the prestige of the teuaching profession
by providing objective evidence that professional service is being
rendered.
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Almost all teachers would agree that building professional prestige
in the field of education is desirable, but those who replied to this
statement indicate that they have question as to vhether or not merit
rating will accomplish tne job. Te consensus of opinion is a -15 per
cent. T.is doesn't hold true for all categories for the men agree with
a +5 per cent while the women disagree -23 per cent,

Holders of an advanced degree show the highest point of agreement
that merit rating would be a prestige builcer for the profession with a
score of +18 per cent. Teachers not holding a degree and tho e with a
bachelor's degree coincide in their =19 per cent score. With the excep=-
tion of the few rated failure the rating group follows the pattern of
increasing disagreement with decreasin- rating.

Personal popularity

Merit rating will resolve itself into a play for personal popularity

with the person(s) responsitule for the rating.



Table 15.

Comparison of opinions reported for personal popularity.

Given according to various classilications--by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
: Agreement
Vah A
Total Returns 234 92 L1 23 17 2 /461
Rating
Fxcellent 95 L7 17 13 7 179 +59
Good 105 35 16 15 9 180 459
Fair 28 7 o 0 1 L3 +73
Failure 6 3 2 0 0 11 +68
Sex
Male 52 L0 17 13 5 127 +48
Female 179 ol 2k 1 12 280 +66
Age
20-29 39 17 9 7 L 76 +53
30=39 L3 16 12 L 2 77 +61
Ld-Lo 52 22 5 L L 37 +66
50-59 37 15 9 10 5 78 il
60=59 1 3 3 2 0 23 +65
Degree
Non-degree 26 8 5 2 2 L3 +63
Bachelor 184 75 29 21 13 327 +59
Master 17 10 6 6 0 39 +49
Certification
Authorized 16 3 3 2 0 24 +69
Elementary 109 34 15 11 9 17> +91
Secondary 63 L2 21 14 7 17 +48
Flem. & Sec. 42 1 3 1 1 61 +78
Experience
0- L L 23 15 6 L 18 +51
5~ 9 36 15 6 6 2 6 +6l
10-14 26 7 5 3 2 43 +60
15-19 39 13 3 3 3 66 +66
20-2) 25 7 L 1 3 4o +71
25-29 21 5 2 5 0 33 +6l
30-34 16 8 L 3 2 33 +50
35-39 8 6 1 1 1 17 +56
Lo=Lk 6 3 0 0 0 9 +83

Merit rating will resolve itself into a play for personal popularity

with the person(s) responsible for the rating.
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Extremely high agreement characterizes the response to this state-
ment, which is reflected by the overall attitude of the respondents in
recording a +§Z per cent of agreement. The highest score recorded comes
very close to complete unanimity of opinion among the teachers holding
elementary certificates as their response shows a +91 per cent of agree-
ment. The lowest score of +l4li per cent is recordea by the 50-59 years
of age category.

Although agreement remains high throughout, it should be noted that
there is some tendency to increase agreement with increased age and
experience.

There is an inclination among those who oppose merit rating to lean
heavily upon tnis argument, and apparently they have excellent grounds
for so doing.

Respect among faculties

Rating teachers will destroy feelings of mutual respect among

faculties.
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Table 17. Comparison of opinions reported for respect among faculties.
Given according to various classifications--by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 169 119 51 48 21 4,08 T 445
Rating
Excellent 70 L7 29 22 9 177 +42
Good 72 55 16 23 1 177 +hi
Fair 23 o L 2 0 L3 +67
Failure I 3 2 1 1l 11 +36
Sex
Male 26 L9 20" 25 2 125 +25
Female 00 68 29 2l 16 277 +53
Age i
20=29 27 25 6 12 6 76 +36
30-39 30 21 15 8 3 78 +3
L0-19 36 2 1 9 3 86 +47
* 52-59 27 15 8 11 5 16 +32
60=-69 12 g 1 2 N 23 +43
Degree
Non-degree 25 9 S L 1 Ll +60
Bachelor 134 97 35 4o 13 324 +45
Master 10 11 8 6 3 33 +25
Certification ‘
Authorized 11 8 3 2 0 24 +53
Elementary 93 L2 17 13 11 176 +55
Secondary 31 Lo 27 25 13 146 420
Elem. % Sec. 31 21 3 6 0 61 +63
Experience
0- 4 27 28 1 15 7 38 +30
5- 9 27 20 15 4 0 65 +57
10-14 17 15 6 3 1 h2 +51
15-19 29 21 6 b N 64 +52
2024 183 12 5 2 3 Lo +50
25=29 17 6 0 7 2 32 +45
33=34 1 7 3 5 N 33 +33
35-39 6 I 2 5 0 17 +32
L=l 6 1 0 1 1 9 +56

Rating teachers will destroy feelin

faculties.,

gs of mutual respect among

)(_
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Again, in the problem of faculty relationships, teachers voice
agreement with the idea that rating would be an upsetting factor (+4S
per cent). Female teachers (+53 per cent) voice more agreement than male
teachers (+25 per cent). Comparison of age shows a rather stable opinion.
The same can be said for the experience range.

The area of degrees provides an interesting comparison. Those
with a master's degree scored a +25 per cent, holders of a bachelor's
de;ree rccorded a +45 per cent, and non-degree teachers went as high as
a +60 per cent of agreement.

Those who reach highest agreement in the concern of maintaining
faculty relationships under an evaluation system seem to be those who
have received a rating of fair from their principal (+67 per cent).

Abuse of rating

+ Granting power to classify teachers according to merit will lead

to abuse.
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Table 13. Comparison of opinions reported for abuse of rating. Given
according to various classifications--by per cent,

Per Cent
Classification A AR N IR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 193 10l 55 L2 1 L2 +51
Rating
Fxcellent 77 Ll 30 18 9 130 +46
Good 83 L2 22 21 L 179 453
Fair 23 13 N 2 0 L2 +68
Failure 3 5 1 1l 1 11 +36
Sex
Male 37 W 23 20 L 123 435
Female 156 53 35 22 10 281 +58
Age
20-29 19 2 11 9 L 77 +29
30-39 30 21 16 10 1 78 +ily
L0=4L9 1 22 it 9 1 37 +53
50~59 39 13 9 8 4 78 +51
60=69 1 5 3 3 3 23 +4h
Degree
Non-degree 23 6 7 2 L3 450
Bachelor 154 39 L3 3 11 327 +53
Master 1 10 9 6 0 39 +41
- Certification
Authorized 10 7 3 3 1 2l +46
Elementary 97 36 ral 15 9 178 +55
Secondary 51 L7 23 22 5 1y +39
Elem, & Sec. 35 1 7 3 1 60 +66
Txperience :
0- L 27 30 15 11 é 89 +34
5- 9 29 1 1 7 0 56 +55
10-14 19 1 6 3 1 L2 +56
15-19 37 ol 9 5 1 66 +61
20-2L 22 . 9 6 2 1 Lo +01
25-29 20 6 3 N 0 33 +6l
30-3L 14 6 3 7 3 33 +32
35-39 8 5 1 2 2 18 +42
L=l 5 1 1 1 1 9 +ily
Granting power to classify teachers according to merit will lead
to abuse.
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Ogden City teachers agree that zbuses would result from the estab-
lishment of ratings for teachers. The total response was a +51 per cent.
Some further indicated by free response that this would be especially
true if the rating were to affect the salary. Some see in it the possi-
bility of an autocratic administrator forcing his ideals and philosophy
on others who may not concur, This is tﬁe least of the abuses described.
Of all groups set apart for comparison the highest consensus of
opinion rests with those labeled fair. Their score is a +68 per cent of
agreement. Female teachers'! +58 per cent is somewhat higher ﬁhan the
male response of +35 per cent. Also, agreement increases with age through
the group LO-L9 years of age and then drops back again. Correspondingly,
agreement, rises as$ experience is added up to twenty-nine years, after which
the tide of agreement recedes.

Human judgment

No person or group of persons is capable of determining the quality

of onefs teaching service.
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Table 19. Comparison of oplnlons reported for human judgment. Uiven
gccording to varlous classifications-=by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N IR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 153 131 34 69 21 108 +40
Rating
Fxcellent 62 sl 15 33 9 174 +39
Good 63 66 11 3 10 131 +39
Fair 2k 9 6 3 0 L2 +6
Failure L 2 1 2 2 11 +18
Sex
Male 27 L1 16 36 5 125 +20
Female 122 86 20 36 14 278 +48
Age
2)=29 27 2l 3 1L 3 76 +38
30-39 19 29 10 15 L 77 +29
L=49 29 26 9 20 2 86 +35
50-59 2¢ 22 5 12 8 76 +34
60-59 13 8 0 L 3 23 +hl
Degrees
Non=degree 23 9 1 6 3 L2 +51
Bachelor 113 177 3] g2 17 32l +40
Master 12 9 3 13 3 38 +13
Certification
Authorized 8 6 0 7 2 23 +20
Elementary 82 55 6 23 10 177 +50
Secondary 34 51 22 33 6 16 +2L
Flem. & Sec. 27 16 5 9 3 - 60 +46
Experience :
o= 4 26 26 11 20 Ly 87 +29
5- 9 2l 22 7 9 3 65 +46
10-14 12 13 1 9 3 u3 +31
15-19 31 17 3 13 1 65 +49
20=24 17 10 8 L 1l 4O +48
25=-29 12 13 1 S 2 33 +42
30-3Y4 11 10 0 7 h 32 +27
35-39 1 5 1 3 2 18 +33
Lo-Ll Ty 4 0 0 1 9 +56

No person or group of persons is capable ol determining the qualzty
of one's teaching service.

i

"f Xf“*
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Another strong point is scored by merit oppesition when they intro-

duce this argument for the pedagogues agree (+40 per cent). It seems:
almost ironical that teachers who periodically concern themselves with
evaluating pupils in terms of classroom experiences agree that no per-
son or group of persons is capable of determining the quality of

teaching service. Moreover, those who have had the most teaching experi-
ence show higher agreement (+56 per cent) than do any of their less
experienced colleagues.

High agreement that no one can evaluate the quality of teaching is
held by those rated fair (+6L per cent). The men (+20 per cent) are less
certain this is the case than women (+43 per cent). Those in the master's
degree category (+13 per cent) are less agreed than any other classifica-
tion on this problem.

Psychiological effect

To attempt a rating of teaching merit would be frustrating to the

teacher and result in impaired efficiency.
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Table 20. Comparison of opinions reported for psychological effect.
GCiven according to various classifications--by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Retums 127 111 52 86 35 111 /425
| s
Rating -
Excellent L7 50 24 33 19 173 +19
Good 50 L7 20 nooo15 179 +25
Fair 22 10 7 L 0 L3 +58
Failure 2 L 1 3 1 11 +1
Sex
Male 21 30 22 L2 12 127 +2
Female 105 30 30 L3 23 231 +36
Age
20=29 21 13 13 13 7 77 +13
30-39 21 21 ¢ 13 16 7 78 +21
Lo=L49 22 35 7 13 5 37 +29
50-59 24 33 10 19 7 77 +34
60=-69 11 5 2 3 6 29 +22
Degree
Non-degree 17 10 5 9 3 L
Bachelor 102 96 L1 63 25 32; :gg
Master 7 o kL 16 5 33 -8
Certification
Authorized 7 &6 2 ¢ 4 2L +1
Elementary 75 b 13 24 13 179 +h:%
Secondary 19 42 25 L7 i 147 + 2
Flem. & Sec. 27 16 6 S -4 61 +4
Fxperience - :
0- I 29 20 1 35 10 39 + 8
5~ 9 23 15 12 12 L 66 +34
10-14 ) 19 7 6 5 L3 +17
15«19 22 22 6 9 o 65 +35
27-2l 16 11 5 7 1 40 +43
25-29 10 11 2 7 3 33 +27
30-3L g 7 5 9 3 33 +15
3?-39 7 1 3 5 2 18 +17
Lo-Lk L 3 0 1 1 9 +iuly

To attempt a rating of teaching merit would be frustrating to the

teacher and result in iwspaired efficiency.

X
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The only grovp tending to disagree with this statement is the group
holding a master's degree (-8 per cent). All others tend to agreé 50
that the total picture is a +25 per cent of agreement. However, men (+2
per cent) and secondary certificated people (+2 per cent) approach a lack
of agreement or neutrality of opinion. The counterpart of each of these,
women (+36 per cent) and elementary certificated people (+41 per cent),
indicate noticeable agreement.

The general pattern among the age and experience groups is one of
increased agreement as the indicator of age and experience also rises.

The category of rating is uniform in its pattern until it comes to
the last group (excellent +1$ per cent, good +25 per cent, fair +58 per

cent, and failure +1lL per cent). Tiis exception has been noted several
times previous to this item.

1 owered standards

Merit rating will result in lowered standards to create the impres-

sion that the teacher is reaching a higher achievement.




Table 21. Comparison of opinions reported for lowered standards. Civen

according tc various classilications--by per cent.

Per Cent
Classification A AR N DR D Total of
Agreement
Total Returns 73 56 103 36 36 407 -7
Rating
Excellent 2L 23 L7 36 L7 177 =17
Good 38 25 L2 39 33 177 + 1
Fair 10 9 13 T 3 L2 +19
Failure 1 2 1 L 3 11 =27
Sex
Male 12 16 36 L3 20 127 -17
Female 63 1 68 L1 65 273 -1
Age :
20-29 10 10 19 27 11 77 -5
30~39 13 11 25 16 13 78 -3
10-L9 10 w22 16 25 86 -19
50=59 15 12 13 15 20 75 -9
60=-69 7 5 5 2 3 27 + 2
Degree .
Non-degree 9 7 11 7 9 L3 0
Bachelor 56 51 8ly 6o 66 323 -5
Master 7 3 3 11 9 38 =16
Certification
Authorized 5 b L 5 6 2l -6
Flementary ) 32 39 3k 37 180 +1
Secondary 10 17 L3 L2 35 L7 26
Elem. & Sec. 16 10 16 11 6 59 +16
"xperience
0- L 10 11 23 23 17 89 ~-12
5= 9 1l 9 17 13 11 66 -7
10-1l 6 6 10 12 9 L3 ~14
15-1¢ 16 8 13 5 16 63 | + 2
20=2L 9 6 12 5 8 Lo + 5
25-29 5 L 9 6 8 32 -13
33-34 5 6 3 5 3 32 -3
35-39 L 1 L L 5 18 -1
LOo=LL; 3 2 1 0 3 9 +11

Merit rating will result in lowered standards to create the
impression that the teacher is reaching a higher achievement.
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The full response om this item registers a -7 per cent. Those holu-
ing both elementary and secondary certificates (+16 per cent) and those
rated as fair (+19 per cent)are inclined toward agreement. Variance of
agreement is noted in both the age and experience groupings. The ladies
stow almost complete neutrality (-1 per cent) concerning this item while
the men register some disagreement (-17 per cent). Similar patternsr
exist between elementary (+1 per cent) an:i secondary (-26 per cent)
certification as well as those having a bachelor's degree (-5 per cent)
and those with a master's degree (=16 per Eent).

The response to this statement was less than on any other sin-le
ques tionnaire item.

Inasmuch as the most impending concern with merit rating is in
regard to its effect upon salary, some cwnsideration as to the present
system-COupared with merit principles should be included. Taking the
two factors now considered in salary determination, degree and experience,
comparisons have been made with the rating given teachers by their prin-
cipale

It is noteworthy that as the rating goes from exqellent to failure
the percentage of non-degree teachérs increases. Conversely, the
percentage of degree teachers in each lowered rating group tends to
decrease. This same pattern appears operative when experience is con-
sidered, A higher percentage of fair and failing teachers comes from
the lower experience bracket, that group with O-L years experience
contributing the most in terms of numbers. On the other hand, those with
fifteen years experience or more tend to have a larger percentage of
their number rated excellent and good than dc¢ those of less experience.
As a matter of fact, many of the groups Qbove the fifteen year experience

mark have the total group rated either good or excellent. This would
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tend to suggest that the present system of salary based upon training and
experience approaches the ideal of pay according to merit.

Another consideration taken from the same data (tables 22-24) is
that L43 per cent of the teachers who were rated excellent are receiving
something less than a maximum salary, and 18 per cent of those rated
failure are at present receiving top salary. Thus, proponents of merit
rating would argue, there is a need for recognizing those excellent
teachers who are not given equal remuneration with others so rated, and
at the same time do scmething to remedy the situation of failing teachers

being retained at all, let alone receiving the highest salary possible.
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Table 22. Number and percentage of each degree and experience classifi-
cation givern various ratings

Excellent Good Fair Failure Total

No. T | No. 4 To. | % | NO. 4 xo.l“ﬁr*‘
1 s st e
23.71 3 6.8 Ly | 2100

Degree
Non-degree 10 j22.7] 25 | 58.8

O~

Bachelor's |48 | LS.1 |11 {L3.0 |34 | 10.2] 6 | 1.7 | 329100

Master!'s 19 | 43,71 15 | 38.7 3 8.61 2 5.0 39 1100

No Response 3 0 0 0 ' 3

Fxperience
o= L 2 | 27.04 L8 | 53.9 | 13 1.6

b [ 4.5 | 891100
5- 9 28 }w.8) 28 |W.8} 8 1 11.9f 3 | u.5 1 671100
10-14 25 1.58.1] 15 {34.9 1 2 L.71 1 (2.3 | 43100
15-19 36 1 53.7) 24 135.81 7 | 10.5] 0 | 0.0 ] 67]100
20-2l 22 | 55.0¢1 17 hz.s' 1 2.5] 0 } 0.0} 4]100
25-29 15 | b5.61 18 | s | © 0.0f 0 0.0 ] 33{100
30-3L 15 J L6551 1y fho | 2 6.0] 2 16,91 3311
35-3¢6 12 | 06,7t 4 j22.2 ) 2 | 11,1 o [0.01! 181100
Lo-4k 3 133.3} 6[65.7] O 9.0/ 0 | 0.0 9 | 100
No Response 0 7 ) 1 16




Table 23, Percentage of each rating classification holding various
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degrees
Degree No
Rating No. Non B M Response | Total
Fxcellent 130 .05 .32 11 .02 1.00
Good 1 .1k .78 .03 .00 1.00
Fair L3 .14 .79 07 .00 1.00
Failure 1 .27 55 .18 .00 1.00
Table 2. Percentage of each rating classification above and below
15 years' experience. (Nearest point to maximum and below
maximm salary)
Above Below NI}
Rating No. 15 yr. 15 yr. | Response Total
Fxcellent 180 - .57 43 .00 1.90
Good 181 L6 .50 .04 1.00
Fair L3 .28 .53 .19 1.00
Failure 11 .18 .73 .09 1.00




FREE RESPONSE COMMENTS

The selection of items to be placed on the questionnaire in itself
implies a limitation of response. Herein lies one weakness of the
questionnaire method of gathering data. Thus, provision was made for
any who felt so inclined to contribute their own thinking on the problem.
This does not eliminate the criticism entirely, but does tend to lessen
it. However, no value results unless some consideration is given to this
agspect of the data gathered., Therefore, it was deemed necessary to attempt
a brief summary of these free response comments.

The time taken by busy teachers to add their own comments is, once
again, indicative of the interest surrounding this topic, and the response
was very gratifying. From the L15 returns used there were 126 with
additional remarks. This means that of the 92 per cent of the teachers
who responded to the questionnaire 30 per cent took time enough to include
additional information. The following excerpts are typical of the com-
ments received:

Although I recognize many teachers are better than others, the
merit rating is a very "touchy" subject. It will be a case of who
is the best politician-=who is the best back-slapper and hand-
shaker, and what church you attends . . &

Some metHod of evaluation is absolutely necessary. Numerous
cases can be cited where effective and quality teachers are ser-
iously underpaid, and an equal number of cases are in evidence where
untalented teachers (though sometimes wedl trained) are entirely
ineffective in their chosen profession. Though we may be sympathetic
with such cases, it is not fair nor equitable to equally award their
ineptness with another's skill and effectiveness.

In my opinion, any system that would create resentment, ill

feelings, apple-polishing, and jealousy among teachers and admini-
strators is not a good system.
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Teachers have to keep their eye on the ball instead of on the
gallery or the judge's stand to play this game right.

If any teacher can do twice as good a job if you double his
salary, he should never have been hired in the first place.

Will parents accept an inferior teacher for their child, or
will they demand that they have the superior teacher? Who will the
inferior teacher teach?

I am sure that merit rating at this‘time is a serious mistake
and would result in more problems than we now have.

An adequate living salary is necessary to mental health, but
money goes no further in creating grades of teachers.

ees868ms to be a general fear among teachers, supervisors, and
administrators that, because of involved situations, the entrance
of emotion into the problem, and the high training requirements to
carry out such a program, it cannot be done.,

A system of merit rating is a pernicious system.

I heartily approve of a merit rating of teachers when a
practical method can be founde .+ +

The theory of merit rating is defensible, but the inability of
establishing concrete criteria by which to measure the value of
teaching and the factors of personalities that enter into rdtings
due to prejudices make ratings undesirable,

I do not understand as much as I should about merit systems,
I think these questions get teachers to thinking about the problem.

I do not believe in the merit system as correlated with salary
even though I realize that some teachers have more teaching ability
than others. Probably there would not be a need for rating if there
were more careful sereening in our teacher training institutions,
and during practice teaching and probation periods.

This rating system would be a step in the wrong direction.
No satisfactory rating system can be developed.

Teachers could lose past gains in the matter of salaries and
could conceivably return to individual bargaining. Refer to the
days when teachers were told by administrators it was "unethical®
and unprofessional™ to discuss salaries with fellow teachers.
Reason~--to conceal inequalities due to individual bargaining.

A rating system should be used to determine hiring and
retention only. A rating system open to the teacher's and
administrator's inspection then might be used for teacher selection
and self improvement/'




These comments were selected to demonstrate what appeared to be

representative of the group's opinion. Three ideas are recognized as
these quotations are scrutinized. First, recognition of the necessity
for some evaluationj second, general apprehension of merit rating due to
(a) involved emotions, (b) incompetent judges, (c¢) ineffective criteria,

and (d) possible ill effects; and third, some alternative suggestions.




SUMMARY AND CCNCLUSIONS

From the teachers surveyed the following attitudes rise to view, ”\
Théra is some a:reement that salary should be correlated with quality of i
service, but opposition is registered at the suggestion of the teaching /
profession moving in that direction. The reason for this seems to be
the general cocncern as to who should, or who is qualified, to determine 5
the merit of amy teacher, and upon what criteria the judgment is to be %
made. A very dim view is taken of the possibility of settling upon some 1
objective criteria. Further, there is quite a strong feeling that no %
one person or group is capable of making the necessary evaluatlion.
Neither do these teachers feel that a merit program will eliminate bias
from judgments that are being made. Nevertheless, opinion conéufs that
parents have a right to demand evidence of the quality of teaching
services, wnich sucgests a question as to the type of evicence a parent j
might expect or receive. g

These gpachers also feel that rating should not be used to provide‘;
prestige even though not affecting the salary schedule. Notwithstanding,
the attitude expressed Ey the group is that some recognition of the
principle of pay cormensurate with quality of service is necessary if
education is to reach comparable status with other professions. At the
same time they disagree thut merit rating, as they conceive it, will
build thic desired professional prestige.

—

They agreed that evaluation is necessary to a good tenure law, but

e

fail tc agree that merit rating will provide for the defensible elimina-
-
tion of poor teachers.
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There is almost complete lack of agreement as tc whether merit
rating, correlated with salary, would provide incentive to better one's
teaching, but agree thut systematic evaluation is necessary to the pro-
vision of the best teaching po.sible. Yet, as noted above, they do not
wish to move in ti.is direction. That failure to recognize merit tends
to produce mediocrity is not accepted. - At the same time it is agreed
th.t a rating could be frustrating and ttius result in teacher inefficiency,
but they dun't consider it wi}l result in lowered standards so that the
teacher might appeur to be achieving highly.

Concern is registered over the probable resvits of a merit program 1
by general acceptance that such: a program will become nothing but a |
"popuiarity contest," that it will destroy respect among f;culties, and \
lead to sume abuses in theladministration of it.

In looking at the profession itself, a need for the recognizing and
rewarding of the superior teacher is agreed upon by these pedagogues.

As has been previously pointed out, skepticism reigns in regard to the

capability of any merit system to justly identify the superior teacher.

o A

Some feel this has implications for the recruitment aspect.“uIt has been

noted that in business and other professions the ability to rise to the

top financially is limited only by the person himself. In the teaching

field this is not soj a limit of time is imposed. Thus, a question

arises as to the significance this plays in yhether or not capable yowg

people ch;ose teaching as their profession:j“%he;zniz some agreement

among the teachers thzt recognition of quality of service in salary

determination would attract these higher caliber people to the profession.
Certain patterns of response showed themselves several times through-

out the study. More acceptance and less apprehension appeared among those

rated excellent, with the converse applying as the rating graduated
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downward. It must be noted alsc that these teachers are not entirély
consistent in their attitudes toward merit rating.

Male teachers tended to be more favorable toward merit rating lej
principles than the women teachers. This holds true for secondary as i
against elementary certificate holders. This is understandable as the
large proportion of elementary teachers are w.omen. Interestingly enough,
this same péttern of liberalistic tendencies applies to those holding
master's degree, while conservativism attaches to holders of bachelor's
degree.

Highest approval generally came from those teachers having 10«20 “gw
years experience anc between the ages of 30-L0O years. |

From the data provided it seems justifiable to conclude that the i
teachers of Ogden generally agree with the principles upon which merit %“
rating rests, but are quite apprehensive as to the results of its _"j
practical application. This apprehension is due in the main to two
unanswered questions, "Who will do the rating?", and "What wil. be the
bases for rating?" Tremendous strides have been made in these areas since
the turn oéﬂthe century, which is to say that becausec the task is diffie-
cult does not render it impossible.

Apparently, there is some relationship between the opinion expressed
and the status of the group considered, as noted above. Further, the
general pattern of variance of opinion between the rating groups suggests
that perhaps the teachers have a fairly accurate idea as to where they
stand. 'In a recent class the professor remarked, "Teachers are sensitive
to good teaching, they know it when they see it." It is this very personal
nature of evaluation that constitutes the major objection.

Probably the most significant observation arises from a generalized1
statement that older, better trained, more experienced teachers receive i
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~

higher ratings in greater proportion than their counterparts. | This may

be because those considered to be failures don't stay with the' profession
very long, or because principals rate best those they have known the
longest, or both. Obviously, there are many ﬁotable exceptioﬁs&kand it
is with these exceptions that the proponents of merit rating concern
themselves. Nevertheless, the suggestion that present salary schednrles
have the principles of merit rating operative within them poses the

crucial question, "Can a merit rating program function more effectively?"

P
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- . v s A s mew e e —

Section A.
Male ( ) Female ( ) Age Grade(s) Teaching

Teaching Experience: Total Experience ___ In present assignment

In the previcus assignment

Educational Training: Please circle the highest grade you completed in
each of these schools.

High School College
1st 2nd 3rd Lth 1st 2nd 3rd Lth Gth

What college degfee(s) do yov hold?

Date Received

Teaching Certification: Elementary ( ) Secondary ( )

Letter of Authorization ( )

Section B.

Please indicate how you feel toward the following statements by checking
( ) the appropriate column. The columns are marked so as to correspond
with these attitudes: :

A--Complete agreement
AR--General agreement with some reservation
N--Neutral, shows neither agreement nor disagreement
DR=~General disagreement with some reservation
D--Complete disagreement

/(&. Salary should be correlated with merit, because -
training and length of service are not sufficient
as the sole bases of salary determination . . . . .

v2. The use of merit rating to give a teacher added
prestige is acceptable as long as it does not
affect the salary schedule « « ¢« o« o« ¢« ¢ o ¢ o o «
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T

7

AR

DR

+ 3+ There is a need for the recognition and reward-
ingOfsuperiorteaCherSoo.oooooo-ooo

"+ L. Pay consistent with quality of service is

necessary if teachers are to reach comparable
financial status with other professions . . « « «

5. Evaluation of merit is necessary to a good

' tenure law, for without it the law allows the
incompetent teacher the same protection it affords
the competent teacher . . « ¢« ¢ ¢« v ¢« o ¢ o o o &

. 6. The trend in the teaching profession should be
toward adopting a merit rating system of pay
commensurate with the quality of service .. . .

¢+ 7o A salary scale that fails to recognize merit
tends to produce mediocrity .« ¢ ¢ 4 o 4 e 0 o o

+8e Correlating salaries with merit will provide
incentive to better one's teaching and will thus
result in impr oved services tv boys and girls , .

¢ 9. Systematic evaluation of the quality of
service is necessary if teachers are to provide
the pupil with the best teaching possible . . . .

+ 10, The recognition of quality of service as a
factor in salary determination will attract
higher caliber people to the profession + . . . .

, e Parents have a right to demand evidence
of the quality of service being rendered by
anyone on the teaching staff . « « « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« « &

*12. A merit rating will remove bias from judg-
ments that are being made by administrators as
wellaslaypeople................

»13. Merit rating will provide for the defensihle
-elimination of poor teachers +« « o« ¢« « o v o & « &

¢ 14, Merit rating will build the prestige of the
teaching profession by providing objective
evidence that professional service is being
rerldered * . L] L] L] [ ] . * . L J [ ] L] * - . L] L] * - . *

‘15, Merit rating will resolve itself into a play
for personal popularity with the person(s)
responsible for the rating « « « v ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o &

v16. Rating teachers will destroy feelings of
mutual respect among faculties « « « o o ¢« o o &
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.17. Granting power to classify teachers according
to merit will lead toabuse « « « ¢+ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 o e 0

18, No persa or group of persons is capable of
determining the quality of one's teaching
SeI'ViCE . . . . . * . . * . L) » . . . L ) - L) . ] L]

119, To attempt a rating of teaching merit would
be frustrating to the teacher and result in im-
paimd efficieHCY - * L] L] - . L - ’. . - . L] . * . L]

20. Merit rating will result in lowered standards
to create the impression that phe teacher is
reaching a higher achievement/. . . « « ¢« « &+ & o

Please use the back for any further comment you would care to make con-
cerning this problem of merit rating.
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Table 25. Total tabulation of per cent of agreement for all statements
and all classifications
‘Rating Age
Total] Ex. | Gde | Fr. | Fe. | 20-9 | 30-9 | L0-9 | 50-9 } 60-9
+3 | 412 | +1 ] =24 |+ o l+9 | +16 | +8 | +}
22 | =23 | =22 | =23 | +27 | 3L |-23 | -11 | -18 | + 2
12 | +43 +40 | +hly | +#56 | +38 | 453 | +52 | +3L | +5k
#2 | +26 | +2h | +12 | 450§ +16 | +38 | +1L4 | +32 | +54
+16 | #17 | 19 | 10 | #27 | +# 7 | +22 | +20 | +16 | +37
-8 | =L | -6} =29 -5} -10 |+11 | -3 -10 0
-l | <11 | -13 | =26 | -18]| -8 | -6 | -6 | 19 | -17
+1 | +7) =3} <10 | +5] +8 |+12 | +20 | =11 | -2
+17 | +22 | +15 | + 6 0] +17 | +30 | +28 | +8 | +24
+3 +1l' + 2 <21 | -9 +8 +1h +6 | -2 + 7
+35 | +L3 | 36 | +14 | -1k ;h7 j 38 | +28 | +22 | +31
47 | -LO | =L | -58 | =82 -Lh2 | -38 | <41 | -52 | -Lb
-8 -3} =11} -14 0o -2 o | +8 | -17 | -12
=15 1 =11 | -l | =37 | + 5] <18 }+2 | +5 | <25 | +7
+61 +59 +59 +73 +68 | +53 +61 +66 +hl +65
+45 | b2 | bl ] +67 | 36| +36 | 43 | +47 | +32 | +43
+51 | #L6 | +53 1 +68 | +36 | +29 | +LhlL | +53 | +51 | +lk
+30 | 39 | #39 | +64 | +#18 | +38 | +29 | +35 | +3h | +lk
+25 | +19 | +25 | +58 | 14| +18 | +21 | +29 | +3u | +22
-7 =17} +1 | #19 | =27 -5 | =-3 | =19 | -9 | +2




Table 25 (cont.)

o B ow

-3

10

S

&

15
16
17
18
19

20

75

Degree Certification Sex

Non B. M. A. E. S. E=S M. Fe
+5 +1 + 9 0 -11 +26 -11 +26 -6
-10 | =25 -12 -15 -20 -20 -8 -26 -19
+50 | +37 +6L +146 +25 +66 +30 +57 +36
+2h | +2k4 +28 +17 + 7 +49 +18 +16 +18
+20 | +13 +ﬁl +17 + 6 +33 +3 +32 +9
+3 -1l +17 + 2 -2 +19 -28 +17 -18
-16 | -17 +5 -2 =26 +3 =47 +8 -2l
-2 | =2 +23 +13 -10 +21 =21 +21. | -9
+31 +14 +29 +33 +6 +38 +16 +27 +13
+5 | +3 +5 +13 -6 +20 +18 +21 -3
+37 +3L +5h +28 +35 +36 +28 +39 +37
-b9 | -2k -35 -L5 =52 -35 -58 -30 =52
+1L -10 +10 +15 -1 + 7 -3k +6 -13
=19 =19 +18 - L -1i -2 -17 +5 ~23
+63 +59 +49 +69 +91 +48 +78 +18 +66
+60 | +45 +25 +58 +55 +20 +63 +25 +53
+50 | +53 +41 +16 +55 +39 +66 +35 +58
+51 | +40 +13 +2l +50 +22 +,6 +20 +48
+33 +29 -8 +15 +41 + 2 +hily + 2 +36

0 -5 -16 -6 +1 -26 +16 =17 -1
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Experience
0=k 5-9 ! 10-L | 15-9 | 20-4 | 25-9 | 30-4L | 35-9 { LO-L
1l + )4 +11 +16 + 2 =20 -11 +3 +39 + 6
2| -3 -18 -30 =12 -15 =10 -8 +3 +11
3] +39 +58 +48 +43 +35 +30 +28 +58 +33
bo+23 | +31 | #31 | 22 | 429 | +3 | 417 | +53 | 467
gl +17 | +22 +21 +23 -1 +12 +19 +25 +39
6] +3 +5 +15 -17 -33 -13 .-18 +28 -6
71 -1 -8 -5 -26 =31 -23 =26 0 -12
8| +19 +5 +12 -13 -12 -6 -12 +1l 0
9f +2L +18 +35 +1 +19 +1l 0 +31 | +28
10[ +18 +8 +10 -11 -10 -6 -11 +36 +22
11f  +L5 +40 +51 +30 +23 +37 +18 +36 +35
12| -8 =54 -26 ~53 ) -8 -6l -38 -39
13| -8 + 8 +2 -10 -23 -25 -13 -19 -11
W -3 -8 + U =30 -34 -17 -25 +12 -17
15] +51 +6l +60 +66 +71 +6l +50 +56 +83
16 +30 | +57 | e | +52 | 450 | b5 | 433 | 32| 56
17} +3L +55 +56 +61 +61 +6l +32 +42 +Ll
18] +29 +46 +31 +49 +48 +42 +27 +33 +§6
9 +8 +3L +17 +35 +43 +27 +15 +17 | +uk
20 =12 -7 -1k +2 +5 ~13 -8 -1 +11
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