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Research Hypothesis Three was designed to determine
whether teachers in three categories of "Employment
Outside School District" differ in their ratings of each

alternative compensation plan.

HO3: Prior to districts’ initiating activities to
develop alternative compensation plans, there is
no significant difference in teacher ratings of
each alternative compensation plan (the rating
portion of items 43 - 48 on the survey) between
teachers in the following categories: (a)
teachers who are not employed outside the school
district, (b) teachers who work outside the
school district for enjoyment or to earn money
for extras, and (c) teachers who work outside
the school district in order to earn money for
necessities (item 9 on the survey).

The average ratings for each plan provided by
teachers in the different categories of attitude toward
chaﬁée are presented in Table 16. Appendix F presents
the results of the analysis of variance test of the null
hypothesis (i.e., for the means for each row of the

table). No statistical significance was found. The null

hypothesis was not rejected.
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Table 16. Pretest average ratings of alternative
compensation plans by categories of employment
outside school district

TYPE EMPLOYMENT OUTSIDE SCHOOL DISTRICT

OF

PLANZ For Enjoyment/

Not Employed To Earn Money To Earn Money
Qutside District For Extras For Necessities
M SD n M SD n M SD n

43 2.68 1.27 208 3.06 1.30 66 2.87 1.35 47

44 1.77 1.00 208 1.98 1.05 66 1.74 .82 47

45 3.72 .99 206 3.83 .99 66 4.00 .78 47

46 3.36 1.04 207 3.23 .93 65 3.21 1.06 47

47 3.56 .92 207 3.58 .90 66 3.66 1.05 47

48 3.85 1.10 207 3.83 .94 66 3.94 .82 47

@ sSurvey item number representing the type of
alternative compensation plan. N = 377

Survey Item No.

Type of Plan

Merit Pay With Salary Schedule
Merit Pay Without Salary Schedule
Monetary Incentives '
Nonmonetary Incentives

Career Ladders

Supplemental Pay.
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Research Hypothesis Four was developed to determine
whether teachers in two categories of "Attitude Toward
Change" differ in their ratings of each alternative
compensation plan.

HO4: Prior to districts’ initiating activities to
develop alternative compensation plans, there
is no significant difference in teachers’
ratings of each alternative compensation plan
(the rating portion of items 43 - 48 on the
survey) between teachers in the following
categories for the variable "attitide toward
change": (a) teachers who describe
themselves as "Enthusiastic" or "Interested"
in changes in their work setting, and (b)
teachers who describe themselves as
"Neutral", "Concerned", or "Very Concerned"
about changes in their work setting (item 11
on the survey).

The average ratings for each plan provided by
teachers in the different categories of attitude toward
change are presented in Table 17. Appendix F presents
the results of the one-way analysis of variance test of
the null hypothesis for each plan (ie., for the means for
each row of the table). Statistical significance was
found in one instance. Teachers who indicated they are
"Enthusiastic" or "Interested" in changes in their work
settings rated "Merit Pay Without Salary Schedule" higher
than teachers who indicated they are "Neutral",
"Concerned", or "Very Concerned" about changes in their
work settings. The test was significant at the .05

level.
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Pretest ratings of alternative compensation

plans by categories of attitude toward change
in the work setting

ATTITUDE TOWARD CHANGE IN THE WORK SETTING

TYPE
OF

PLANZ

M

43 2.87
44 1.92
45 3.85
46 3.39
47 3.62
48 3.83

1

1.

1.

Enthusiastic/Interested

SD n
.28 189
.99 186
.93 187
03 189
.87 188
03 189

Neutral/Concerned/
Very Concerned

SD
1.29

.95
1.00

1.02

144
144%*
144
142
144

143

a Survey item number representing the type of
alternative compensation plan

Survey Item No.

*Significant at the .05 level.

Type of Plan

Merit Pay With Salary Schedule
Merit Pay Without Salary Schedule
Monetary Incentives

Nonmonetary Incentives
Career Ladders

Supplemental Pay.
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Research Hypothesis Five was developed to determine
whether teachers in three categories of "Self-perception
as a Teacher"™ differ in their ratings of each alternative
compensation plan.

HOS5: Prior to districts’ initiating activities to
develop alterntive compensation plans, there
is no significant difference in teachers’
ratings of each alternative compensation plan
(the ratings portion of items 43 - 48 on
the survey) between teachers in the following
categories: (a) teachers who perceive
themselves as "Exceptional", (b) teachers who
perceive themselves as "Above Average", and
(c) teachers who perceive themselves as
"Average" or "Below Average" (item 12 on the
survey) .

The average ratings for each plan provided by
teachers in the different categories of self-perception
as a teacher are presented in Table 18. Appendix F
presents the results of the one-way analysis of variance
test of the null hypothesis for each plan (ie., for the
means for each row of the table). In two instances
statistical significance was found. In the first case,
teachers who described themselves as "Above Average"
rated "Nonmonetary Incentives" higher than teachers who
described themselves as "Average" or "Below Average".

The test was significant at the .01l level. In the second

case, teachers who described themselves as "Above

Average" rated "Supplemental Pay" higher than
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teachers who described themselves as "Exceptional". The

test was significant at the .05 level,

Table 18. Pretest average ratings of alternative

compensation plans by categories of
self-perception as a teacher

TYPE
OF
PLAN®

43
44
45
46
47
48

Ww W W W N W

.03 1.42 37
.05 1.20 37
.68 1.18 37
.22 1.10 36
.54 1.24 37
.43 1.12 37

SELF-PERCEPTION AS A TEACHER

Average/
Exceptional Above Average Below Average
M SD n M SD n M SD n

.72 1.27 265 .97 1.32 29

.78 .94 263 .76 1.09 29
.81 .92 263 .86 1.06 29
.43 .99 264 .76 1.15 29**

.60 .91 264 .45 .78 29

w W w w =N
w W N W =N

.92 1.02 264 .83 .89 29*

2 survey item number representing the type of
alternative compensation plan

Survey Item No. Type of Plan
43 Merit Pay With Salary Schedule
44 Merit Pay Without Salary Schedule
45 Monetary Incentives
46 Nonmonetary Incentives
47 Career Ladders
48 Supplemental Pay.

*Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .01 level.
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Research Hypothesis Six was developed to determine
whether males differ from females in their ratings of
each alternative compensation plan. The plans were rated
from 1 (Highly Undesirable) to 5 (Highly Desirable).

HO6: Prior to districts’ initiating activities to
develop alternative compensation plans, male
and female teachers (item 5 on the survey)
do not differ significantly in their ratings
of each alternative compensation plan (the
rating portion of items 43-48 on the
survey) .

Two-way analysis of variance was used to test the
null hypothesis for each plan (Appendix G). The means
and standard deviations for the ratings of males and
females are shown in the bottom row of Tables 19 through
24. Gender was found to be significant for each of the
four plans as follows: males rated "Merit Pay With
Salary Schedule" higher than females (Table 19); and
females rated "Nonmonetary Incentives" (Table 20) and
"Career Ladders" (Table 21) higher than males (.05 level
of significance); and males rated "Merit Pay Without
Salary Schedule" higher than females (.01 level of
significance) (Table 22). The null hypothesis was

rejected.
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Table 19. Pretest means and standard deviations of a
two~way analysis of variance test of ratings

of "Merit Pay With Salary Schedule" (Item 43)

by gender by grade taught
GRADE GENDER
LEVEL
TAUGHT Males Females Overall

M SD n M SD n M SD n

Elementary 2.60 1.64 15 2.72 1.33 130 1.86 1.22 145
Junior
High 3.09 1.24 23 2.55 1.09 22 1.67 1.25 45
Senior
High 3.12 1.79 44 2.77 1.28 39 1.80 1.42 83
Combination
Of Levels 3.25 1.41 16 2.33 1.30 30 1.78 1.27 46
Overall 3.05 1.34 98 2.66 1.24 221 2.78 1.28 319
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Table 20. Pretest means and standard deviations of a
two-way analysis of variance test of ratings
of "Nonmonetary Incentives" (Item 46) by
gender by grade taught

GRADE ' GENDER
LEVEL
TAUGHT Males Females Overall
M SD n M SD n M SD n

Elementary 3.13 .95 15 3.61 .98 130 3.56 .92 145

Junior

High 3.04 1.10 23 3.41 .90 22 3.22 .98 45
Senior

High 3.25 1.00 44 3.08 .87 39 3.17 .95 83
Combination

Of Levels 2.56 1.12 16 3.57 .94 30 3.22 1.03 46
Overall 3.07 1.09 98 3.49 .92 221 3.36 .87 319
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Table 21. Pretest means and standard deviations of a
two-way analysis of variance test of ratings
of "Career Ladders™ (Item 47) by gender by
grade taught

GRADE GENDER
LEVEL
TAUGHT Males Females Overall
M SD n M SD n M SD n

Elementary 2.73 1.03 15 3.65 .92 130 3.55 .97 145

Junior
High 3.48 1.00 23 3.45 .90 22 3.47 .92 45
Senior
High 3.66 .98 44 3.67 .89 39 3.66 .92 83

Combination 3.50 1.04 16 3.80 .99 30 3.70 .90 46
Of Levels

Overall 3.45 1.01 98 3.65 .90 221 3.59 .93 319
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Table 22. Pretest means and standard deviations of a
two-way analysis of variance test of ratings
of "Merit Pay Without Salary Schedule" (Item
47) by gender by grade taught

GRADE GENDER
LEVEL
TAUGHT Males Females

M SD n M SD

Elementary 2.13 1,00 15 1.82 .95

Junior

High 1.83 1.05 23 1.50 .90
Senior

High 1.95 1.10 44 1.62 .92
Combination

Of Levels 2.06 1.11 16 1.63 .91
Overall 1.97 1.09 98 1.73 .92

130

22

39

30
221

1.

1.

1.
1.

86

.67

80

78
80

Overall
SD n
.97 145
.95 45
1.03 83
.91 46
.97 319
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Table 23. Pretest means and standard deviations of
two-way analysis of variance test of ratings
of "Monetary Incentives" (Item 45) by gender
by grade taught

GRADE GENDER
LEVEL
TAUGHT Males Females Overall
M SD n M SD n M SD n

Elementary 3.47 1.00 15 3.77 .93 130 3.74 .96 145

Junior

High 4,17 1.04 23 3.55 .98 22 3.87 .99 45
Senior

High 3.84 .98 44 3.64 1.04 39 3.75 1.02 83
Combination

Of Levels 4,25 .90 16 3.73 .80 30 3.91 .84 4s¢

W

Overall .93 1.00 98 3.72 .94 221 3.78 .96 319
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Table 24. Pretest survey results of two-way analysis of
variance test of ratings of "Supplemental Pay"
(Item 4) by gender by grade taught

GRADE GENDER
LEVEL
TAUGHT Males Females Overall

M SD n M SD n M SD n

Elementary 3.67 1.05 15 3.82 .95 134 3.81 1.00 149

Junior

High 4.04 1.01 23 3.71 .99 21 3.89 1.03 44
Senior

High 3.96 1.07 45 3.88 1.01 41 3.92 .94 86
Combination

Of Levels 3.88 .97 16 4.00 1.03 31 3.96 .98 46
Overall 3.92 1.03 99 3.85 .98 227 3.87 .99 326

Research Hypothesis Seven was developed to determine
whether teachers at various grade levels differ in their
ratings of each alternative compensation plan. Grade
level taught refers to the following four categories:

(a) elementary, (b) middle school or junior high, (c)
high school, or (d) a combination of levels. Ratings of
each alternative compensation plan refers to teachers
ratings of six alternative compensation plans from 1 (the
most desirable type of plan) to 6 (the least desirable

type of plan).
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HO7: Prior to districts’ initiating activities to
develop alternative compensation plans,
teachers’ ratings of each alternative
compensation plan (the rating portion of
items 43-48 on the survey) do not differ
according to the grade level at which they
teach (item 6 on the survey).

Two-way analysis of variance was used to test the
null hypothesis (Appendix G). The means and standard
deviations for the ratings of grade level taught are
shown in the right hand columns of Tables 19 through 24;
The variable grade level taught was not statistically
significant in any of the tests.

Research Hypothesis Eight was developed to determine
whether there is an interaction effect between gender and
grade level taught for the dependent variable of
teachers’ ratings of each alternative compensation plan.
Grade level taught refers to the following four
categories: (a) elementary, (b) middle school or junior
high, (c) high school, or (d) a combination of levels.
Ratings of each alternative compensation plan refers to
teachers’ ratings of six alternative compensation plans
from 1 (the most desirable type of plan) to 6 (the least
desirable type of plan).

HO8: Prior to districts’ initiating activities to
develop alternative compensation plans, there

is no interaction effect between gender and
grade level taught when examining teacher
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ratings of each alternative compensation plan
(the rating portion of items 43 - 48 on the
survey) .

The means and standard deviations for the ratings of
males and females by grade level taught are shown in
Tables 19 through 24. Two-way analysis 6f variance was
used to test the null hypothesis (Appendix G). An
interaction of the two variables was significant at the
.05 level in two instances. In the first case, female
elementary and female junior high teachers and those who
taught a combination of levels rated "Nonmonetary
Incentives" higher than males who taught at those levels;
however, males who taught at the senior high level rated
"Nonmonetary Incentives" higher than females at that
grade level (Table 20).

The second interaction effect was found at the .05
level for ra;ings of "Career Ladders" (Table 21).
Females who taught at the following three grade levels:
elementary, senior high, and a combination of levels,
rated "Career Ladders"™ higher than males who taught at
those grade levels. However, male junior high teachers
rated "Career Ladders"™ higher than female junior high
teachers.

Research Hypothesis Nine was designed to determine

whether teachers who participate in the development of
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their district alternative compensation plans (the
experimental group) change their ratings of each
alternative compensation plan after participating in the
development of their district’s alternative compensation
plan.

HO9: Teachers who are members of their districts’
committees to develop alternative compensation
plans (item 4 on the survey) indicate no
significant changes in their ratings of each
alternative compensation plan (the rating
portion of items 43 - 48 on the survey) before
and after the development of the plans.

A t-Test Groups was run using the experimental and
control groups’ pretest survey ratings for each type of
alternative compensation plan. The results indicated
there were no significant differences between the two
groups’ ratings of any plan prior to the development of
the district alternative compensation plans.

A t-Test Pairs was used to test the null hypothesis
(Table 25). Changes at the .05 level of significance
were found in teachers’ ratings of "Merit Pay With Salary
Schedule" and "Monetary Incentives". Teachers who
participated in the development of their district’s
alternative compensation plans rated "Merit Pay With

Salary Schedule" and "Monetary incentives" significantly

higher on the posttest than on the pretest survey.
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Table 25. Pretest and posttest results of the t~Test
(pairs) of ratings (1 - low to 5 - high) of alternative
compensation plans for experimental and control groups

Experimental (N=45) Control (N=267)
Type of t- t-
Plan® M SD Value Prob. M SD Value Prob.
43
Pre® 2.67 1.41 -2.04 .048* 2.79 1.26 -1.83 .069
Post® 3.09 1.13 2.94 1.25
44
Pre 1.73 1.03 -1.71 .09%5 1.83 .98 .94 ,347
Post 1.93 1.13 1.76 .93
45
Pre 3.87 .87 2.38 .022* 3.79 .96 -.15 .884
Post 3.51 1.16 3.81 1.00
46
Pre 3.42 1.10 -.39 .701 3.33 1.02 -2.63 .009%*%*
Post 3.49 1.06 3.52 .93
47
Pre 3.64 .96 -.17 .868 3.57 .95 -.59 .554
Post 3.67 .88 3.61 .94
48
Pre 3.89 1.15 -.50 .617 3.85 1.01 -4.13 ,000%**x*
Post 3.98 1.00 4,13 .89
4@ survey item number for type of plan
Survey Item No. Type of Plan
43 Merit Pay With Salary Schedule
44 Merit Pay Without Salary Schedule
45 Monetary Incentives
46 Nonmonetary Incentives
47 Career Ladders
48 Supplemental Pay.
bpre = Results of prestest survey.

Cpost = Results of posttest survey.
*Significant at the .05 level.

**gignificant at the .01 level.

***Significant at the .001 level.
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Research Hypothesis Ten was designed to determine
whether teachers who do not participate in the
development of their district’s plan (the control group)
significantly change their ratings of each alternative
compensation plan after the development of their
district’s plans.

HO10: Teachers who are not members of their
districts’ committees to develop alternative
compensation plans (item 4 on the survey)
indicate no significant changes in their
ratings of each alternative compensation plan
(the rating portion of items 43 - 48 on the
survey) before and after the development of the
plans.

A t-Test Pairs was used to test the null hypothesis
(Table 25). Teachers who did not participate in the
development of their districts’ plans (the control group)
rated "Nonmonetary Incentives" higher on the posttest
than they had on the pretest (.01 level of significance).
Additionally, they rated "Supplemental Pay" higher on the
posttest than they had on the pretest (.001 level of

significance).
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Increasing numbers of school districts are moving
beyond the traditional salary schedule and implementing
various types of alternative compensation plans for
teachers (Bray et al., 1985). The most prevelant types
of plans include: merit pay, monetary incentives,
nonmonetary incentive;, career laddders, and supplemental
pay (Duttweiler & Ramos~Cancel, 1986). Performance-based
pay plans base teachers’ pay wholely or partly on work
quality or performance and include all of the
aforementioned types of plans except supplemental pay.
Supplemental pay is generally regarded as extra pay for
extra work (Tyler, Texas Independent School District,
1984) .

Authorities have indicated that teacher input is an
essential element in the development of a successful
alternative compensation plan (Flannelly & Palaich, 1985;
Boyles & Vrchota, 1986). However, few studies have
closely examined the issue of teachers’ opinions of
alternative compensation plans.

The purposes of this study were: (a) to determine
teachers’ ratings of alternative compensation plans and

of their reward and evaluation components; (b) to
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determine whether teachers with certain characteristics
prefer different types of alternative compensation plans
than téachers with other characteristics; and (c) to
ascertain whether teachers’ ratings of alternative
compensation plans change after the development of their
districts’ plans.

Conclusions Related to Teachers’ Ratings of Alternative
Compensation Plans and Their Reward And Evaluation
Components
The first objective of the study was to determine
teachers’ ratings of the reward components of alternative

compensation plans prior to the development of their
district alternative compensation plans. The reward
component which was rated highest (on a scale of 1 =
Detrimental to 5 = Enhancing) on the pretest survey was
"Increased compensation to teachers for continued
professional growth". The component which was rated the
lowest was "Additional compensation to educators in a
subject area where there is a present shortage of
teachers".

The second objective of the study was to determine
teachers’ ratings of the evaluation components of
alternative compensation plans prior to the development

of their district alternative compensation plans.
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Teachers’ highest rated evaluation component on the
pretest survey was "Professional growth and improvement
of instruction is stressed". The lowest rated evaluation
component was "An evaluation process is used that is
different for those teachers whose performance is
unsatisfactory".

The third objective of the study was to determine
teachers’ ratings of six alternative compensation plans
prior to the development of district alternative
compensation plans. Following is the list of the six
plans based on teachers’ ratings (from highest to lowest)
on the pretest survey: "Supplemental Pay"; "Monetary
Incentives"; "Career Ladders"; "Nonmonetary Incentives";
"Merit Pay With Salary Schedule"; ﬁMerit Pay Without

Salary Schedule".

Discussion
Teachers preferred reward and evaluation components
which stressed professional growth. These results appear
consistent with previous research which indicates that
teacher attrition is related to a lack of opportunity for
professional growth (Rosenholtz & Smylie, 1983; District
of Columbia School District, 1984; and Flannelly &

Palaich, 1984).
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The teachers’ responses may suggest that they regard
themselves as inadequately prepared in certain areas,
and/or that they view alternative compensation programs
as viable opportunities for enhancement of their
professional skills.

The teachers were least supportive of components
which focused on issues other than professional growth
such as extra pay for working in an area in which there
is a teacher shortage, a different evaluation system for
unsatisfactory teachers, and tests of subject matter
knowledge. Teachers may have perceived these components
as secondary to or interfering with an emphasis on
professional growth and, therefore, rated them
unfavorably.

The teachers’ ratings of alternative compensation
plans were consistent with reports of teachers’ ratings
of plans nationwide. Merit pay was rated lowest on this
survey as it has been in other studies (Gallup; Ogletree;
1984, 1985). The glaring absence of successful merit pay
programs to serve as prototypes may have led the
participants in this study to oppose developing such
plans in their districts. Additionally, the teachers may
have regarded the potential negative effects of merit pay

(e.g., competitiveness, inadequate evaluation, lowered
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morale, etc.) to outweigh the potential benefits (e.g.,
additional money for outstanding teachers, a compensation
system which is similar to other professions, etc.).

Conclusions Related To Teacher Characteristics and

Ratings of Alternative Compensation Plans

The fourth objective of the study was to determine
whether teachers with certain characteristics differ in
their ratings of alternative compensation plans from
teachers with other characteristics. Hypotheses 1
through 8 were included in this objective.

The teacher characteristic examined in Hypothesis 1
was "Years Teaching Experience". Four categories of this
variable were studied: 0-4 years experience; 5-11 years
experience; 12-19 years experience; and 20-41 years
experience. There were no significant differences among
categories for ratings of alternative compensation plans.

The teacher characteristic examined in Hypothesis 2
was "Number of Professional Courses or Workshops Taken
Per Year". The two categories of this variable were:
0-1 courses or workshops per year; and 2 or more courses
or workshops per year. Teachers who participated in no
courses or workshops or one course or wofkshop per year

rated "Supplemental Pay" higher than teachers who
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participated in two or more courses or workshops per
year. Additionally, ﬁeachers who participated in two or
more courses or workshops per year rated "Merit Pay
Without Salary Schedule" higher than teachers who took no
courses or one course or workshop per vear.

"Employment Outside the School District"™ was the
teacher characteristic studied in Hypothesis 3. The
three categories of the variable were: "Not Employed
Outside the District"; "Employed Outside the School
District for Enjoyment or in Order to Earn Money for
Extras"; and "Employed Outside the School District in
Order to Earn Money for Necessities"™. There were no
significant differences between categories for ratings of
alternative compensation plans.

The teacher characteristic studied in Hypothesis 4
was "Attitude Toward Change in the Work Setting". The
two categories of the variable were: teachers who
described themselves as "Enthusiastic" or "Interested";
and teachers who descirbed themselves as "Neutral",
"Concerned", or "Very Concerned". Teachers who indicated
they were "Enthusiastic" or "Interested" in changes in
their work setting rated "Merit Pay Without Salary
Schedule" higher than teachers who indicated they were

"Neutral", "Concerned", or "Very Concerned".
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"Self-perception as a Teacher" was the teacher
characteristic studied in Hypothesis 5. The three
categories of the variable were: "Exceptional"; "Above
Average"; and "Average" or "Below Average". Teachers who
described themselves as "Above Average" rated
"Nonmonetary Incentives" higher than teachers who
described themselves as "Average" or "Below Average".
Additionally, teachers who described themselves as "Above
Average" rated "Supplemental Pay" higher than teachers
who described themselves as "Exceptional™.

Gender was the teacher characteristic studied in
Hypothesis 6. Males rated "Merit Pay With Salary
Schedule" and "Merit Pay Without Salary Schedule" higher
than females. And females rated "Nonmonetary Incentives"
and "Career Ladders" higher than males.

The teacher characteristic addressed in Hypothesis 7
was "Grade Level Taught". The four categories of the
variable were: elementary; middle school or junior high;
high school; and a combination of levels. There were no
significant differences between categories for teacher
ratings of alternative compensation plans.

Hypothesis 8 examined the interaction between gender
and grade level taught for ratings of alternative

compensation plans. Female elementary and junior high
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teachers and females who taught a combination of levels
rated "Nonmonetary Incentives" higher than males who
taught at those grade levels. However, male senior high
teachers rated "Nonmonetary Incentives" higher than
female senior high teachers.

Additionally, female elementary and senior high
teachers and those who taught a combination of levels
rated "Career Ladders" higher than males who taught at
those levels. However, male junior high teachers rated

"Career Ladders" higher than female junior high teachers.

Discussion

The results of the tests involving teacher
characteristics indicate that some characteristics are
significant factors in teachers’ ratings of alternative
compensation plans. "Number of Professional Courses or
Workshops Taken Per Year", "Attitude Toward Change in the
Work Setting", and "Self-perception as a Teacher" were
statistically significant factors; however, "Years
Teaching Experience" and "Employment Outside the
District" were not significant factors.

"Years Teaching Experience" was not found to be a
significant factor in this study; however, other

researchers have concluded that teachers’ attitudes
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towards a variety of issues change during different
stages of their careers (Fuller & Brown, 1975; Newman,
1979; Peterson, 1979). One may speculate that because
the whole notion of alternative compensation plans was
relatively new to most teachers in the study, even
experienced teachers had not had time to formulate, test,
and reformulate their opinions of the concept. Perhaps
because both novice and experienced teachers were
considering this issue for the first time, their ratings
were closer than they might have been on a number of
other issues.

The findings of the test involving "Professional
Courses or Workshops Taken Per Year" substantiate the
work of Burden (1985) which indicates that teachers’
attitudes change as a result of involvement in
professional growth programs. Teachers who participated
in two or more professional courses per year rated merit
pay significantly higher than teachers who were less
involved in professional growth activities. Perhaps
teachers taking professional courses acquired information
about merit pay plans which influenced them favorably
towards it. Or perhaps the teachers who participate in
professional growth activities are more open to merit pay

because they are less threatened by evaluation, more
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committed to the profession, more self-confident, or
simply superior educators than teachers who do not
participate in many professional growth activities.

The results of the test involving "Employment Outside
the School District"™ do not appear to be consistent with
Wisniewski and Kleine’s (1983) finding that teachers who
have trouble providing necessities for their families
will do almost anything to supplement their incomes.
Perhaps the participants in this study viewed
performance-based pay as less desirable than holding
second jobs.

The test involving "Attitude Toward Change in the
Work Setting" substantiates previous research indicating
that teachers with a high receptivity to change are
willing to consider new ideas and take greater risks than
teachers with a low receptivity to change (Wangen, 1982;
Runkel, 1980).

The findings of the test involving "Self-perception
as a Teacher"™ may indicate that teachers with above
average self-concepts are reinforced more by intrinsic
motivators ("Nonmonetary Incentives") than are teachers
with average or below average self-concepts. Or perhaps
teachers with lower self-perceptions are simply not

accustomed to receiving nonmonetary rewards in their
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jobs and, therefore, have little appreciation for their
importance.

A second finding of the test may indicate that
teachers with very high self-concepts do not view
"Supplemental Pay" as an important aspect of their
careers (perhaps most of their time and effort goes into
classroom/lesson preparation) while teachers with above
average self-concepts perceive extra duty pay as a viable
option in their careers.

The results of the test involving gender were
consistent with Miller’s (1980) conclusion that job
rewards for women come from the "challenge and interest
inherent in tﬁe tasks themselves..." ("Nonmonetary
Incentives™). Additionally, the findings involving
gender indicate that womem may be more open to a total
restructuring of the system ("Career Ladders™) than men
and/or that women view "Career Ladders" as a means of
opening doors to advancement within an administratively
male-dominated system. Furthermore, the results of this
test may suggest that men are more open to competitive
plans ("Merit Pay Without Salary Schedule") than are
women.

Because there were no significant differences between

the ratings of teachers at different grade levels, one
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may assume that teachers at all levels share similar
perceptions about the different types of plans and that
the impact of the plans is seen as affecting teachers at
all grade levels in similar ways. This is consistent
with Lee’s (1987) findings.

The results of the first interaction effect could
suggest that female elementary and junior high teachers
and male senior high and combination-level teachers are
more competitive, more self-confident and/or have more
confidence in their administrators’ abilities to
successfully implement merit pay plans than do male
elementary and junior high teachers and female senior
high and combination-level teachers.

The results of the second interaction effect could
suggest that male elementary and senior high and female
junior high and combination teachers are more motivated
by professional growth opportunities and recognition than
are female elementary and senior high and male junior
high and combination-level teachers.

Conclusions Related to Pretest and Posttest Ratings of
Alternative Compensation Plans

The fifth objective of the study was to determine

whether teachers change their ratings of alternative

compensation plans after the development of district




98

alternative compensation plans. Hypotheses 9 and 10 were
included in this objective.

Hypothesis 9 examined the pretest and posttest
ratings of teachers who participated in the development
of their districts’ alternative compensation plans (the
experimental group). These teachers rated "Merit pay
With Salary Schedule" and "Monetary Incentives" higher
after the development of their districts’ alternative
compensation plans than they had before the development
of their districts’ alternative compensation plans.

Hypothesis 10 examined the pretest and posttest
ratings of teachers who did not participate in the
development of their districts’ alternative compensation
plans (the control group). These teachers rated
"Nonmonetary Incentives" and "Supplemental Pay" higher
after the development of their districts’ plans than they

had before the development of the plans.

Discussion
The results of Hypothesis 9 provide support for
utilizing inservice programs as a means of facilitating
changes in teachers’ attitudes. The alternative
compensation workshops conducted by Dr. James Sweeney of
Iowa State University emphasized merit pay and monetary

incentive plans. Both of these types of plans showed
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significant increases in ratings by teachers who attended
the workshops.

The results of Hypothesis 10 suggest that teachers
who are not directly involved in developing a district
alternative compensation plan are affected by the
process. Although these teachers did not change their
attitudes towards "Merit Pay" or "Monetary Incentives" as
did the experimental group, they did increase their
ratings of two other types of alternative compensation
plans, "Nonmonetary Incentives" and "Supplemental Pay".
It may be speculated that the process of change in which
the districts were engaged along with the second-hand
workshop information gained from teachers actively
engaged in the process contributed to a generally more
positive attitude towards alternative compensation plans.
The general improvement in attitude may have been
reflected on the posttest surveys by higher ratings of
"Supplemental Pay" and "Nonmonetary Incentives" -- the
two types of plans which could be regarded as the least
threatening or as presenting the least changes to thg

traditional system.

General Discussion
The results of this study suggest several noteworthy

considerations regarding teachers’ opinions of
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alternative compensation plans. First, teachers want a
plan that focuses on professional growth. They reject
reward and evaluation components which address other
types of issues.

Secondly, teachers prefer the type of alternative
compensation plan with which they are most familiar
("Supplemental Pay"). Third, some characteristics of
teachers are significant in determining their preference
for alternative compensation plans. Those
characteristics include their gender, the interaction of
gender and grade level taught, the number of professional
courses or workshops they take annually, their attitude
toward changes in the work setting, and their
self-perceptions as teachers.

Fourth, the process of developing an alternative
compensation plan appears to affect teachers’ opinions of
such plans. Attendance at workshops emphasizing "Merit
Pay" and "Monetary Incentives" improved teachers’ ratings
of thése two types of plans. Teachers not attending the
workshops did not change their ratings of these two types
of plans; however, they did increase their ratings of two
other types of plans ("Supplemental Pay" and "Nonmonetary
Incentives"). One could speculate that this was due to

the increased focus on alternative
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compensation within the district. Although these

teachers were not influenced by the workshops to

reconsider the merits of "Monetary Incenctives" and

"Merit Pay", the emphasis on developing a new plan may

have influenced them to regard the more familiar types of

plans more favorably.

Recommendations

This project leads to three recommendations for

research in the study of alternative compensation plans.

1.

This study examined teachers’ opinions of
alternative compensation plans before and after
the development of their districts’ plans. A
similar study of their opinions after the plans
have been in operation for a year or two would
provide a valuable addendum to the study.
Preference for alternative compensation plan was
found to be dependent upon gender. Additional
studies examining this va;iable more closely
could explain why such differences persist at a
time when sexual equality is supposedly being
addressed in education today.

The effect of teacher inservice workshops was
studied in this project. Experimental studies of

the impact of such training on teacher
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attitudes and behavior could provide districts
with helpful information regarding strategies

for implementing changes within a district.
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APPENDIX A:

PRETEST SURVEY
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ARROWHEAD AEA 5 PHASE III PROJECT SURVEY

Please write the last 4 digits of your social
security number: (This is used
only for statistical coding purposes and will not be
used to identify you by name.)

Building:

School District:

Please circle the appropriate answer.

Are you a member of your district’s Phase III
committee? (1) Yes (2) No

Sex: (1) Male (2) Female

Grade level: (1) Elementary (2) Middle/Junior
High (3) High School (4) Combination of 1, 2
and/or 3

Total number of years teaching experience as of
June 1, 1987:

In general, to what extent do you participate in
professional growth activities outside contract
hours? (e.g., college and staff development
courses, workshops, etc.)

(1) 0-1 courses/workshops per year (2) 2-5
courses/workshops per year (3) 6 or more
courses/workshops per year

If you are employed outside the school district
(summer or during school year), what is the primary
purpose for such employment?

(1) I am not employed outside the district (2) For
enjoyment/professional satisfaction (3) To earn
money for "extras" (4) To earn money for
necessities




10.

11.

12.
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To what extent do you find teaching personally
satisfying?

(1) Always satisfying (2) Frequently satisfying
(3) Occasionally satisfying (4) Seldom satisfying
(5) Never satisfying

In general, how receptive are you to changes in your
work setting (e.g., sudden change in teaching
assignment, change in principal, etc.)? Which
characteristic most accurately represents your
feelings?

(1) Enthusiastic (2) Interested/open
(3) Sometimes positive/sometimes negative
(4) Concerned (5) Very concerned

How do you perceive yourself as a teacher?

(1) Exceptional (2) Above average
(3) Average (4) Below Average

~.E’ERI:"ORMAN('JE--BASED AND SUPPLEMENTAL PAY COMPONENTS

Following are components of performance-based and

supplemental pay plans. If you were developing a plan,
how would you rate each component? Use the following
scale.

Detrimental - Counterproductive to a workable and
desirable plan. (1)

Somewhat Detrimental - Generally negative effects.
Not recommended for a workable and desirable
plan. (2)

Uncertain - Unsure of effects on plans. (3)

Somewhat Enhancing - Generally positive effects.
Recommended for a workable and desirable plan.
(4)

Enhancing - Very beneficial to a workable and
desirable plan. (5)

13. Compensation made on a basis other than a fixed
salary schedule.

14. Recognition and appreciation expressed by the
administration.




15.
16I

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.
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Tuition paid for graduate or college courses.

Experienced teachers paid to function as
"mentors": help new teachers improve their
skills and knowledge.

Participation in a teacher exchange program
with other districts or schools (e.g., teacher
in district A changes positions with teacher in
district B).

Opportunities for expanded roles/new dimensions
for teachers (e.g., shared positions, special
projects, etc.).

Increased opportunities for professional
growth.

Non-monetary recognition for professional
growth.

Increased compensation to teachers for
continued professional growth.

Additional compensation to educators in a
subject area where there is a present shortage
of teachers.

Advanced study sabbaticals (at a reasonable
funding level).

Incentives for individuals or groups to work on
special projects.

Opportunities for sharing a staff position,
each with part-time responsibilities.

Staff development opportunities outside the
school day.

Released time for staff development activities.

A cash bonus for outstanding performance in a
particular area.

Opportunities for participation in planning and
decision-making (e.g., programs, curriculum,
textbooks, etc.).
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31.

32.
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Opportunities to counsel/advise students or
groups of students.

Opportunities to observe other teachers to help
them with classroom instruction, management and
other concerns.

Extended contracts for staff to work on

school-related matters (e.g., curriculum,
textbook selection, staff development, etc.).

COMPONENTS OF EVALUATION SYSTEM

Following are components of various
supervision/evaluation systems. Please rate the effect
of each component on an evaluation system.

33.

34.
35.

36.
37.

38.

39,
40.
41.

42.

Professional growth and the improvement of
instruction is stressed.

Appropriate student growth is considered.

Professional growth objectives are jointly set
by the staff member and the evaluator.

An evaluation process is used that is different
for new teachers than experienced teachers.

A test of teachers’ knowledge of subject matter
is included.

An evaluation process is used that is different
for those teachers whose performance is
unsatisfactory.

An evaluation of staff is made only by
administrators.

Peer evaluation is included with administrator
evaluation. ’

Evaluation by students in included with
administrator evaluation.

Evaluation of staff by trained evaluators
outside of the district is included.
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PERFORMANCE-BASED AND SUPPLEMENTAL PAY PLANS

Following are 6 examples of performance-based and

supplemental pay plans. On the left, please rank them
from 1 (the plan which is least desirable) to 6 (the plan
which is most desirable).

RANK

43,

44,

45,

46.

47.

Merit Pay With Salary Schedule: Pay for all
teachers is based on teaching effectiveness in
the classroom. Salary is determined by a
combination of evaluation of teaching
performance and the salary schedule.

Merit Pay Without Salary Schedule: Pay for all
teachers is based on teaching effectiveness in
the classroom. Salary is determined annually
by evaluation of teaching performance. Pay is
based only on performance.

Monetary Incentives: Pay is based on the
salary schedule, but additional pay may be
earned for meeting certain established
objectives (e.g., reducing staff absenteeism,
accepting difficult teaching assignments,
increasing student test scores, etc.). The
money may be earned by individual teachers or
by an entire staff for meeting school-wide
goals.

Non-monetary Incentives: Pay is based solely
on the salary schedule. However, opportunities
are available for professional growth,
recognition, and expanded roles for teachers
who meet certain goals or objectives.

Career Ladders: Pay may be based on the salary
schedule. However, a teacher may elect to
enter the career ladder structure. 1In this
case pay is based on the level achieved on the
lader (e.g., master teacher, apprentice, etc.).
Higher levels are earned through teaching
experience, evaluations of performance,
professional growth, out-of-class contributions
to the district, etc.
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Supplemental Pay: Pay is based on the salary
schedule. However, additional pay may be
earned for work outside contract hours (e.q.,
supervision of students before or after school,
work on curriculum committees in the summer,
coaching, etc.). Pay is not based on
performance.
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APPENDIX B:

POSTTEST SURVEY
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ARROWHEAD AEA 5 PHASE III PROJECT SURVEY - (POSTTEST)

1. Please write the last 4 digits of your social
security number: (This
is used only for statistical coding purposes and will
not be used to identify you by name.)

2. Building:

3. School District:

Post test: numbers 4 through 12 are deleted.

PERFORMANCE-BASED AND SUPPLEMENTAL PAY COMPONENTS

Following are components of performance-based and
supplemental pay plans. If you were developing a plan,
how would you rate each component? Use the following
scale.

Detrimental - Counterproductive to a workable and
desirable plan. (1)

Somewhat Detrimental - Generally negative effects.
Not recommended for a workable and desirable
plan. (2)

Uncertain - Unsure of effects on plan. (3)

Somewhat Enhancing - Generally positive effects.
Recommended for a workable and desirable plan.
(4)

Enhancing - Very beneficial to a workable and
desirable plan. (5)

13. Compensation made on a basis other than a fixed
salary schedule.

14. Recognition and appreciation expressed by the
administration.

15. Tuition paid for graduate or college courses.
16. Experienced teachers paid to function as

"mentors": help new teachers improve their
skills knowledge.




17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.
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Participation in a teacher exchange program
with other districts or schools (e.g., teacher
in district A changes positions with teacher in
district B).

Opportunities for expanded roles/new dimensions
for teachers (e.g., shared positions, special
projects, etc.).

Increased opportunities for professional
growth.

Non-monetary recognition for professional
growth.

Increased compensation to teachers for
continued professional growth.

Additional compensation to educators in a
subject area where there is a present shortage
of teachers.

Advanced study sabbaticals (at a reasonable
funding level).

Incentives for individuals or groups to work on
special projects.

Opportunities for sharing a staff position,
each with part-time responsibilities.

Staff development opportunities outside the
school day.

Released time for staff development activities.

A cash bonus for outstanding performance in a
particular area.

Opportunities for participation in planning and
decision-making (e.g., programs, curriculumn,
textbooks, etc.).

Opportunities to counsel/advise students or
groups of students.




31.

32.
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Opportunities to observe other teachers to help
them with classroom instruction, management and
other concerns.

Extended contracts for staff to work on

school-related matters (e.g., curriculum,
textbook selection, staff development, etc.).

COMPONENTS OF EVALUATION SYSTEM

Following are components of various
supervision/evaluation systems. Please rate the effect
of each component on an evaluation system.

33.

34.
35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

Professional growth and the improvement of
instruction is stressed.

Appropriate student growth is considered.

Professional growth objectives are jointly set
by the staff member and the evaluator.

An evaluation process is used that is different
for new teachers than experienced teachers.

A test of teachers’ knowledge of subject matter
is included.

An evaluation process is used that is different
for those teachers whose performance is
unsatisfactory.

An evaluation of staff is made only by
administrators.

Peer evaluation is included with administrator
evaluation.

Evaluation by students is included with
administrator evaluation.

Evaluation of staff by trained evaluators
outside of the district is included.




each plan.

114

PERFORMANCE-BASED AND SUPPLEMENTAL PAY PLANS

RATING

Following are 6 examples of performance-based and
supplemental pay plans. Please rate the desirability of

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

Merit Pay With Salary Schedule: Pay for all
teachers is based on teaching effectiveness in
the classroom. Salary is determined by a
combination of evaluation of teaching
performance and the salary schedule.

Merit Pay Without Salary Schedule: Pay for all
teachers is based on teaching effectiveness in
the classroom. Salary is determined annually
be evaluation of teaching performance. Pay is
based only on performance.

Monetary Incentives: Pay is based on the
salary schedule, but additional pay may be
earned for meeting certain established
objectives (e.g., reducing staff absenteeism,
accepting difficult teaching assignments,
increasing student test scores, etc.). The
money may be earned by individual teachers or
by an entire staff for meeting school-wide
goals.

Non-monetary Incentives: Pay is based solely
on the salary schedule. However, opportunities
are available for professional growth,
recognition, and expanded roles for teachers
who meet certain goals or objectives.

Career Ladders: Pay may be based on the salary

schedule. However, a teacher may elect to
enter the career ladder structure. In this
case pay is based on the level achieved on the
ladder (e.g., master teacher, apprentice,
etc.). Higher levels are earned through
teaching experience, evaluations of
performance, professional growth, out-of-class
contributions to the district, etc.
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Supplemental Pay: Pay is based on the salary
schedule. However, additional pay may be
earned for work outside contact hours (e.g.,
supervision of students before or after school,
work on curriculum committees in the summer,
coaching, etc.). Pay is not based on
performance.
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APPENDIX C:

RATINGS OF REWARD COMPONENTS OF ALTERNATIVE
COMPENSATION PLANS
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Table C.1. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component

"Compensation Made on a Basis Other Than a

Fixed Salary Schedule" (Item 13 on survey).

N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 47 12.5
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 61 16.2
(3) Uncertain 127 33.7
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 102 27.1
(5) Enhancing 34 9.0
Pretest Mean: 3.04 std. Dev.: 1.15

Table C.2. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component

"Recognition and Appreciation Expressed by

the Administration" (Item 14 on survey). N =

277

Rating £ %

(1) Detrimental 24 6.4
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 37 9.8
(3) Uncertain 47 12.5
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 117 31.1
(5) Enhancing 150 39.8

Pretest Mean: 3.89 Std. Dev.: 1.22
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Table C.3. Teachers’ Ratings of the Rewards Component
"Tuition Paid for Graduate or College
Courses" (Item 15 on survey). N = 377
Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 12 3.2
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 19 5.0
(3) Uncertain 30 8.0
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 102 27.1
(5) Enhancing 3 .8
Pretest Mean: 4.29 Std. Dev.: 03
Table C.4. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Experienced Teachers Paid to Function as
"Mentors" (Item 16 on survey).
Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 8 2.1
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 27 7.2
(3) Uncertain 96 25.5
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 173 45.9
(5) Enhancing 70 18.6
Pretest Mean: 3.72 std. Dev.: .92
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Table C.5. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Participation in a Teacher Exchange Program
with Other Districts or Schools" (Item 17 on
survey). N = 377

Rating £ %

(1) Detrimental 28 7.4

(2) Somewhat Detrimental 38 10.1

(3) Uncertain 173 45.9

(4) Somewhat Enhancing 104 27.7

(5) Enhancing 33 8.8

Pretest Mean: 3.20 Sstd. Dev.: .92

Table C.6. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Opportunities for Expanded Roles/New
Dimensions for Teachers (e.g., Shared
Positions, Special Projects, etc.)" (Item 18
on survey). N = 377

Rating £ %

(1) Detrimental 6 1.6

(2) Somewhat Detrimental 9 2.4

(3) Uncertain 97 25.7

(4) Somewhat Enhancing 20 54.1

(5) Enhancing 60 15.9

Pretest Mean: 3.81 Std. Dev.: .99
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Table C.7. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Increased Opportunities for Professional
Growth" (Item 19 on survey). N = 377

Rating £ %

(1) Detrimental 2 .5

(2) Somewhat Detrimental 4 1.1

(3) Uncertain 14 3.7

(4) Somewhat Enhancing 183 48.5

(5) Enhancing 172 45.6
Pretest Mean: 4.39 Std. Dev.: .66

Table C.8. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Nonmonetary Recognition for Professional
Growth" (Item 20 on survey). N = 377

Rating f %
(1) Detrimental 25 . 6.6
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 41 10.9
(3) Uncertain 103 27.3
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 146 38.7
(5) Enhancing 59 15.6

Pretest Mean: 3.46 std. Dev.: 1.09
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Table C.9. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Increased Compensation to Teachers for
continued Professional Growth" (Item 21 on
survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 3 .8
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 3 .8
(3) Uncertain 24 6.4
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 153 40.6
(5) Enhancing 192 51.2
Pretest Mean: 4.40 Std. Dev.: .72

Table C.10. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Additional Compensation to Teachers in a
Subject Area Where There Is a Present
Shortage of Teachers". (Item 22 on survey).

N = 377
Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 49 13.0
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 87 23.1
(3) Uncertain 110 29.2
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 80 21.2
(5) Enhancing 49 13.0

Pretest Mean: 3.00 Std. Dev.: 1.22
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Table C.11. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Advanced Study Sabbaticals (At a Reasonable
Funding Level)" (Item 23 on survey). N =

377
Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 8 2.1
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 18 4.8
(3) Uncertain 110 29.2
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 175 46.4
(5) Enhancing 65 17.2
Pretest Mean: 3.72 Std. Dev.: .88
Table C.12. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Incentives for Individuals or Groups to
Work on Special Projects" (Item 24 on
survey). N = 377
Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 3 .8
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 7 1.9
(3) Uncertain 36 9.5
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 209 55.4
(5) Enhancing : 121 32.1

Pretest Mean: 4.17 Std. Dev.: .73
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Table C.13. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Opportunities for Sharing a Staff Position"
(Item 25 on survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 8 2.1
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 36 9.5
(3) Uncertain 156 41.4
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 127 33.7
(5) Enhancing 47 12.5
Pretest Mean: 3.45 Std. Dev.: .91

Table C.14. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Staff Development Opportunities Outside the
School Day" (Item 26 on survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 11 2.9
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 46 12.2
(3) Uncertain 86 22.8
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 184 48.8
(5) Enhancing 46 12.2

Pretest Mean: 3.56 Sd. Dev.: .96
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Table C.15. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Released Time for Staff Development
Activities" (Item 27 on survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 1 .3
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 8 2.1
(3) Uncertain 29 7.7
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 194 51.5
(5) Enhancing 141 37.4
Pretest Mean: 4.24 Std. Dev.: .71

Table C.16. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component "A
Cash Bonus for Outstanding Performance in a
Particular Area" (Item 28 on survey). N =

377
Rating . £ %
(1) Detrimental 49 13.0
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 54 14.3
(3) Uncertain 105 27.9
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 93 24.7
(5) Enhancing 72 19.9

Pretest Mean: 3.23 Std. Dev.: 1.28
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Table C.17. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component

"Opportunities for Participation in Planning
and Decision-making" (Item 29 on survey). N

= 377
Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 2 .5
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 3 .8
(3) Uncertain 23 6.1
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 220 58.4
(5) Enhancing 127 33.7
Pretest Mean: 4.24 Std. Dev.: .65

Table C.18. Teachers’ Ratings of the Rewards Component

"Opportunities to Counsel/Advise Students or
Groups of Students" (Item 30 on survey). N

= 377
Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 4 1.1
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 7 1.9
(3) Uncertain 140 37.1
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 166 44.0
(5) Enhancing 57 15.1

Pretest Mean: 3.70 Std. Dev.: .78
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Table C.19. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Opportunities to Observe Other Teachers to
help Them With Classroom Instruction,
Management and Other Concerns" (Item 31 on
survey). N = 377

Rating £ %

(1) Detrimental 17 4.5

(2) Somewhat Detrimental 32 8.5

(3) Uncertain 137 36.3

(4) Somewhat Enhancing 142 37.7

(5) Enhancing 45 11.9
Pretest Mean: 3.45 Std. Dev.: .98

Table C.20. Teachers’ Ratings of the Reward Component
"Extended Contracts for Staff to Work on
School-related Matters" (Item 32 on survey).

N = 377
Rating £ %
(1)'Detrimental 3 .8
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 6 1.6
(3) Uncertain 22 5.8
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 155 41.1
(5) Enhancing 190 50.4

Pretest Mean: 4.39 Std. Dev.: .74




127

APPENDIX D:

PRETEST RATINGS OF EVALUATION COMPONENTS OF ALTERNATIVE
COMPENSATION PLANS




128

Table D.1l. Teachers’ Ratings of the Evaluation Component
"Professional Growth and the Improvement of Instruction
is Stressed" (Item 33 on survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 1 .3
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 9 2.4
(3) Uncertain 31 8.2
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 215 57.0
(5) Enhancing 119 31.6
Pretest Mean: 4.18 std. Dev.: .70

Table D.2. Teachers’ Ratings of the Evaluation Component
"Appropriate Student Growth is Considered"
(Item 34 on the survey). N 377

Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 12 3.2
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 36 9.5
(3) Uncertain 103 27.3
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 164 43.5
(5) Enhancing 60 15.9

Pretest Mean: 3.55 Std. Dev.: .97
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Table D.3. Teachers’ Ratings of the Evaluation Component

"pProfessional Growth Objectives Are Jointly
Set by the Staff Members and the Evaluator"
(Item 35 on survey). N = 377 :

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(3)

Rating £ %
Detrimental 3 .8
Somewhat Detrimental 11 2.9
Uncertain 60 15.9
Somewhat Enhancing 186 49.3
Enhancing 115 30.5
Pretest Mean: 4.06 Std. Dev.: .81

Table D.4. Teachers’ Ratings of the Evaluation Component

"An Evaluation Process Is Used that Is
Different for New Teachers than Experienced
Teaqhers" (Item 36 on survey). N = 377

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(3)

Rating £ %
Detrimental 21 5.6
Somewhat Detrimental 59 15.6
Uncertain 145 38.5
Somewhat Enhancing 104 : 27.6
Enhancing 46 12.2

Pretest Mean: 3.25 Std. Dev.: 1.04
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Table D.5. Teachers’ Ratings of the Evaluation Component
"A Test of Teachers’ Knowledge of Subject
Matter is Included" (Item 37 on survey). N
=377
Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 70 18.6
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 65 17.2
(3) Uncertain 153 40.8
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 66 17.5
(5) Enhancing 21 5.5
Pretest Mean: 2.74 Std. Dev.: 1.12
Table D.6+~ Teachers’ Ratings of the Evaluation Component
"An Evaluation Process Is Used That Is
Different for Those Teachers whose
Performance Is Unsatisfactory™ (Item 38 on
survey). N = 377
Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 68 18.0
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 93 25.0
(3) Uncertain 152 40.9
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 42 11.1
(5) Enhancing 17 4.6

Pretest Mean: 2.59 Std. Dev.: 1.05
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Table D.7. Teachers’ Ratings of the Evaluation Component
"An Evaluation of Staff Is Made Only by
Administrators" (Item 39 on survey). N = 377

Rating £ %

(1) Detrimental 61 16.2

(2) Somewhat Detrimental 105 27.9

(3) Uncertain 100 26.5

(4) Somewhat Enhancing 88 23.3

(5) Enhancing 20 5.3
Pretest Mean: 2.74 Std. Dev.: 1.15

Table D.8. Teachers’ Ratings of the Evaluation Component
"Peer Evaluation Is Included with
Administrator Evaluation" (Item 40 on
survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 56 . 14.9
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 57 15.2
(3) Uncertain 114 30.2
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 132 35.0
(5) Enhancing 15 4.0

Pretest Mean: 2.98 Std. Dev.: 1.13
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Table D.9. Teachers’ Ratings of the Evaluation Component
"Evaluation by Students Is Included with
Adnministrator Evaluation" (Item 41 on
survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Detrimental 65 17.2
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 88 23.3
(3) Uncertain 130 24.5
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 80 21.8
(5) Enhancing 9 2.4
Pretest Mean: 2.68 Std. Dev.: 1.07

Table D.10. Teachers’ Ratings of the Evaluation
Component "Evaluation of Staff by Trained
Evaluators Outside of the District Is
Included" (Item 42 on survey). N = 377

Rating bl %
(1) Detrimental 33 8.8
(2) Somewhat Detrimental 48 12.7
{3) Uncertain 128 34.0
(4) Somewhat Enhancing 119 31.6
(5) Enhancing 46 12.2

Pretest Mean: 3.26 std. Dev.: 1.11
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APPENDIX E:

PRETEST RATINGS OF ALTERNATIVE COMPENSATION PLANS
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Table E.1. Teachers Ratings of the Alternative
Compensation Plan "Merit Pay With Salary
Schedule" (Item 43  on the survey). N = 377

Ratings £ %
(1) Highly Undesirable 70 18.6
(2) Undesirable 80 21.2
(3) Uncertain 68 18.0
(4) Desirable 84 22.3
(5) Highly Desirable 31 8.2

Table E.2. Teachers’ Ratings of the Alternative
Compensation Plan "Merit Pay Without Salary

Schedule”. (Item 44 on the survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Highly Undesirable 172 45.6
(2) Undesirable 76 20.2
(3) Uncertain 58 15.4
(4) Desirable 23 6.1

(5) Highly Desirable 1 .3
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Table E.3. Teacher ratings of the Alternative
Compensation Plan "Monetary Incentives",
(Item 45 on the survey. N = 377

Rating f %
(1) Highly Undesirable i3 3.4
(2) Undesirable 15 4.0
(3) Uncertain 69 18.3
(4) Desirable 163 43.2
(5) Highly Desirable 71 18.8

Table E.4. Teacher Ratings of the Alternative
Compensation Plan "Nonmonetary Incentives"
(Item 46 on the survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Highly Undesirable 18 4.8
(2) Undesirable 55 14.6
(3) Uncertain 80 21.2
(4) Desirable 150 39.8

(5) Highly Desirable 28 7.4
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Table E.5. Teacher Ratings of the Alternative

Compensation Plan "Career Ladders" (Item 47 on the
survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Highly Undesirable 11 2.9
(2) Undesirable 25 6.6
(3) Uncertain 103 27.3
(4) Desirable 147 39.0
(5) Highly Desirable 46 12.2

Table E.6. Teacher Ratings of the Alternative
Compensation Plan "Supplemental Pay" (Item 48
on the survey). N = 377

Rating £ %
(1) Highly Undesirable 12 3.2
(2) Undesirable 23 6.1
(3) Uncertain 59 15.6
(4) Desirable 143 37.9
(5) Highly Desirable 95 25.2
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APPENDIX F:

PRETEST RESULTS OF ONE~WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
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Table F.1l. Pretest results of analysis of variance tests
of ratings of alternative compensation plans
by years teaching experience

Sum of Mean F F
Type of Plan df squares square Ratio Prob.
Merit Pay With
Salary Schedule
Between Groups 3 1.05 .35 .21 .890
Within Groups 322 537.76 1.67
Total 325 538.81
Merit Pay Without
Salary Schedule
Between Groups 3 1.08 .36 .38 . 767
Within Groups 319 309.41 .97
Total 322 310.51
Monetary Incentives
Between Groups 3 2.81 .94 1.03 .381
Within Groups 320 291.33 .91
Total 323 294.14
Nonmonetary
Incentives
Between Groups 3 1.77 .59 .55 .646
Within Groups 320 340.88 1.07
Total 323 342.65 .88
Career Ladders
Between Groups 3 3.57 1.91 1.35 .257
Within Groups 321 282,12 .88
Total 324 285.70

Supplemental Pay
Between Groups 3 2.02 .67 .64 .590
Within Groups 321 338.29 1.05
Total 324 340.31
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Table F.2. Pretest results of analysis of variance tests
of ratings of alternative compensation plans
by professional courses or workshops taken

per year
Sum of Mean F
Type of Plan df squares square Ratio Prob.
Merit Pay With
Salary Schedule
Between Groups 1 4.19 4.19 .53 .113
Within Groups 329 545.27 1.66
Total 330 549.46
Merit Pay Without
Salary Schedule
Between Groups 1 7.29 7.29 .77 .006*%*
Within Groups 326 306.02 .94
Total 327 313.31
Monetary Incentives
Between Groups 1 .07 .06 .07 .791
Within Groups 327 301.88 .92
Total 328 301.95
Nonmonetary
Incentives
Between Groups 3 .21 .21 .19 .658
Within Groups 327 345.98 1.06
Total 328 346.19
Career Ladders
Between Groups 3 .33 .33 .37 .543
Within Groups 328 287.97 .88
Total 329 288.29
Supplemental Pay
Between Groups 1 4.12 4,12 .95 .048%*
Within Groups 328 341.47 1.04

Total 329 345.59

*Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .01 level.




140

Table F.3. Pretest results of analysis of variance tests
of ratings of alternative compensation plans

by employment outside school district

Type of Plan

Merit Pay With

Salary Schedule
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Merit Pay Without

Salary Schedule
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Monetary Incentives
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Nonmonetary

Incentives
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Career Ladders
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Supplemental Pay
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

df

315
317

316
318

316
318

317
319

317
319

Sum of
squares

277

.76
528.
536.

17

.62
306.
309.

30

.11
292.
295.

50

.18
330.
333.

11

.41
.79
278.

20

.36
339.
339.

39

Mean

square

1.31
.97

1.55
.93

.21
.88

.18
1.07

F
Ratio

2.30

1.34

I24

.17

Prob.

.099

.262

.188°

.354

.790

. 846
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Table 4. Pretest results of analysis of variance tests
of ratings of alternative compensation plans by
attitude toward change

Sum of Mean F F
Type of Plan df squares square Ratio Prob.
Merit Pay With
Salary Schedule
Between Groups 1 3.54 3.54 2.14 .145
Within Groups 331 548.02 1.66
Total 332 551.56
Merit Pay Without
Salary Schedule
Between Groups 1 5.77 5.77 6.06 .014%
Within Groups 328 312.43 .95
Total 329 318.20
Monetary Incentives
Between Groups 1 1.19 1.19 1.30 .255
Within Groups 328 302.25 .92
Total 329 303.44
Nonmonetary
Incentives
Between Groups 1 .66 .66 .63 .429
Within Groups 329 348,38 1.06
Total 330 349.05
Career Ladders
Between Groups 1 .84 .84 .96 . 327
Within Groups 330 288.12 .87
Total 331 288.05 :
Supplemental Pay
Between Groups 1 .42 .42 .40 .530
Within Groups 330 347.21 1.05
Total 331 347.63

*Significant at the .05 level.
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Table 5. Pretest results of analeis of variance tests
of ratings of alternative compensation plans by
self-perception as a teacher

Sum of Mean ¥ F
Type of Plan df squares square Ratio Prob.
Merit Pay With
Salary Schedule
Between Groups 2 4.07 2.04 1.22 .296
Within Groups 328 546.83 1.67
Total 330 550.90
Merit Pay Without
Salary Schedule
Between Groups 2 2.58 1.29 1.34 .264
Within Groups 326 314.97 .97
Total 328 317.55
Monetary Incentives
Between Groups 2 .69 .35 .37 .690
Within Groups 326 302.67 .93
Total 328 303.36
Nonmonetary
Incentives
Between Groups 2 12.33 6.17 5.98 .003*«*
Within Groups 326 336.17 1.03
Total 328 348.50
Career Ladders
Between Groups 2 .65 .33 .37 .691
Within Groups 327 287.80 .88
Total 329 288.45
Supplemental Pay
Between Groups 2 7.88 3.94 3.80 .024*
Within Groups 327 339.70 1.04
Total 329 347.59
*Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .01 level.
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APPENDIX G:

PRETEST RESULTS OF TWO-~WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE




Table G.1.
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Pretest survey results of analysis of

variance test of ratings of alternative
compensation plans by gender by grade level

taught

Type of Plan

Merit Pay With

Salary Schedule
Gender
Grade Level Taught
Interaction

Merit Pay Without
Salary Schedule
Gender
Grade Level Taught
Interaction

Monetary Incentives
Gender
Grade Level Taught
Interaction

Non-monetary
Incentives
Gender
Grade Level Taught
Interaction

Career Ladders
Gender
Grade Level Taught
Interaction

Supplemental Pay
Gender
Grade Level Taught
Interaction

df

w W wwe= wwe wWweE wWwwE

w Wk

Sum of
squares

8.07
1.61
6.63

6.70
4.01
1.00

2.81
1.34
6.47

5.42
4.15
10.25

4.19
3.25
7.96

.06
.89
1.74

Mean
Square Value

8.07
2.21

6.70
1.34
.03

2.81
2.16

5.42
1.38
3.42

4.19
1.09
2.65

.06
.30
.58

F-

5.00
.33
1.37

7.02
1.40

.03
3.04

2.34

5.59
1.43
3.53
4.88
3.09

.06
.55

F

Prob.

*l
.802
.258

* %

026

.008
.242
.990

.082
.700
.074

.019
.235
.015

.028
.287
.027

.808
.839
. 647

*Significant at the .05 level.
**Significant at the .01 level.
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