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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

With the increasing shortage of teachers and pressures
for more competent teachers, the question of more pay to at-
tract trailned personnel appears greatest upon the horizon.
The mere mention of better pay seems to attract the attention
6f persons who offer panaceas for the teacher shortage prob-
lem. The best known plans are loosely catalogued under the
general heading of merit rating.

Merit rating, so used, 1s simply a method of paying
more money to more competent teachers and less money to less
competent teachers and 1s usually based upon some form of
evaluation of the teacher by one or more persons. For pur-
poses of this thesis the term will be defined more clearly
later; however, as merlt rating 1s generally defined 1t 1is
rating for pay purposes. In a broad sense any evaluation for
any definite purpose 1s an evaluation of merit, becoming a
rating only when a scoring device 1s used.

It seems to be commonly agreed that merit rating
programs are formally developed and adopted plans for the
purpose of determining the degree of efficlency in job per-
formance through a device designed for that purpose. Author-
ities 1n the area of merit rating do not agree with such an

assumptlion. Increasingly research presents statements to



the contrary, similar to that of Lawrence A. Appley:
Merit rating, like employee communication, 1s a

continuing, day-to-day activity--whether we realize
it or not, whether we do it formally or informally--
it occurs in every situation where one person 1s
responsible for, or has reason to be interested in,
the work of another. It need not be a "program" in
order to exist. In fact, as one author.observes
here, merit ratings probably are made as frequently
in washrooms as in personnel offices. We are all

conitantly evaluating the performance of those about
us.

Those who fight for the cause of merit rating in in-
dustry bresent the cause as necessary because of the high de-
gree of specialization. An atmosphere of uncertainty may de-
velop when personnel performing speclal tasks are evaluated
by persons only generally acqualnted with the problems in-
volved in the Job performance. Schools have increased the
scope of the curriculum by adding more and more courses with
more and more speclalizatlion and have taken on thls atmosphere
which demands specialized evaluation. As this has occurred
evaluation has logically been placed in the hands of pro-
fessional rather than lay people, since the complexity of the
task demanded that tralned people perform the duty.

It 1s professionally sound and necessary to evaluate
the teachers' work. Estlmates of teachers' work serve the

two-fold purpose of being a basls for administrative decisions

1Lawrence A. Appley, "Foreword," Rating Employee and
Supervisory Performance (New York: American Management
Assoclatlon, 1I951), p. 5.




and Improving instruction. For purposes of administrative
decisions administrators need some evaluative guides and
skillls to facllitate wise declislions concerning initial em-
ployment and retentlon of teachers. Administrators must ap-
ply tenure and salary laws, promote, demote, transfer, re-
assign and retire teachers for best teacher utlilization 1n
order to facilitate pupll learning. Any change 1n position
or status of personnel 1s usually caused by justifiable
reasons; therefore, some system of evaluatlion appears neces-
sary and sound. Supervisors must know strengths and weak-
nesses in order to help teachers improve thelr efforts for
the benefit of the pupll's academic accomplishments as one
of the purposes for evalﬁating teacher competency.

Because of these intra-professional reasons and the
fact that Industry 1s generally assumed to feel that merit
rating 1s a successful means of evaluating for pay purposes,
lay people are becoming interested in the possibilities of a
merlit pay program for public schools. Public officlals who
are elected to office, seeking means of maintaining low tax
rates and at the same time having good school plants with
equally good teachers, are Interested in merit pay plans.

The above reasons might account for the great amount
of materials published on the subject. There seems to be
articles on nearly every aspect of merit rating plans,

especlally the pros and cons. There are those who find any



plan good and those who find any plan bad. School boards
and other persons interested i1n the tax dollar seem to feel
that merit rating can be successfully applied to educators.
Teachers, through thelir professional organizations and pri-
vately published articles, seem to 1nsist that before merit
rating for pay purposes can be considered, a salary level
must be developed which 1s more realistic and at least a
living wage. Teachers believe that a plan of merit pay must
be over and beyond this living wage.

With all the studies conducted on the reasons for
merit rating, its successes and failures, there 1s still a
great deal of misunderstanding concerning the term, its uses
and possibilities. Authorities seem to feel that the prob-
lem of how to relate, fairiy and successfully, the factor of
meritorious competency to acceptable salaries 1s still one of
the largest unsolved problems in the area of teacher person-

nel.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to examine the factors
involved 1n the establishment and development of merit rating
programs in public school systems, to determine the present
status of merit rating policies and practices in the field of

education.



Sub-problems

l. To trace the development of merit rating plans in
public education in the United States.

2. To 1dentify common elements of merit rating plans
in the fileld of education.

3. To identify the problems involved in the develop-
ment and implementation of policles and practices for merit

rating plans 1n educational systems.

Delimitations

1. This study included only literature covering the
past two decades, except for a brief history of the materials
to that time.

2. Only data within the field of education or having
implications for education were used.

3. Problems in the development and implementation of
merit rating were compiled from a check list completed by

representatives of the school systems which responded.

Basic Assumptions

l. There are certain common elements within most

plans for merit rating.

2. The common elements will reveal the major 1ideas

for considefation within merit rating.



Definitions

Merit rating refers to an evaluatlion of the effective-

ness of teaching, based on a definite scale or collection of
items, usually accepted as legitimate measures for such pur-
pose and used to determine or as a base for the determination
of salary.

Merit evaluation refers to an evaluation of the effec-

tiveness of teaching, based on a definite scale or collection
of 1tems, formally adopted for any purpose except as a base
for salary.

Fixed salary schedule and permanent salary schedule

refer to an established plan for paying salarles according to
a definite scale of Increases depending on length of service
and/or professional preparation.?

Position salary schedule refers to a plan adopted for

the adjustment of salarles according to the position held.>

Acceleration refers to a plan of salary increment,

closely akin to the fixed salary schedule, by which individu-
als are pushed ahead of the regular salary increment for re-
ward of meritorious service or extra duties.

Superior-service maximum and super maximum refer to

2Carter V. Good, Dictionary of Education (1lst ed.;
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, lnc., 1945), p. 258.

3Loc. cit.




7

plans of salary increments which allow individuals who have
reached the maximum salary level to receive additional in-

crements for meritorious service.

Significance of the Study

A number of school systems throughout the United States
have tried, of are trying, the merit rating with varying re-
sults. Other systems have other types of ratings which they
do not term merit but in which merit seems to be present.
Some school systems study merit rating as a possible means
of determining pay; but conclude that no present plan is
suitable or that valld means of recognizing merit are not
availlable. North Carolina, after a lengthy study, concluded
that merit rating was not feasible. Utah 1s presently making
a study on a state-wlde basls to determine the possibilities
of adopting the merit rating plan for the state.

Business appears to be Interested in merit rating for
schoolslin the hope that bétter education for prospective em-
ployees will benefit all concerned. Political interests of
the country are vitally concerned in merit rating, as 1t
migﬁt apply to educators, possibly because of the tax dollar
and a desire to galn the most for each dollar. Professional
organizations and individual members within the fleld of edu-
cation seem to be opposed to the i1dea. Before educators will

accept the 1dea of merit rating much thought and work will



be necessary to find a way to determine what constitutes

merit as well as a method to reward 1t. The great shortage

of teachers demands that something be done to increase the
holding power of the profession and that something be done

to 1nduce better qualified people to enter teaching. Those
who favor merit rating put forth the argument that 1t will ac-
complish this two-fold purpose. Numerous educators question
whether 1t will.

A perusal of the literature on merit rating points up
a high degree of inconsistency with respect to the concept
of merit rating and its utilization. Studies are presented
which concluded that merit rating works, that 1t does not
work, that one type 1s better than another, that no type 1s
better than another, that students can do ratings, that stu-
denté can not do ratings. To sum it up, articles can be
found to reinforce nearly ahy opinion of merit rating.

A study 1s needed which would survey the literature
and present i1deas in use, the pros and cons and the similari-
ties among the various systems, one which would present
problem areas in developing and implementing a plan of merit
rating. This study 1s intended to 1dentify the common ele-
ﬁents in merit rating, to poilnt out the difficulties in-
volved in implementing a merit rating program and to define
& workable set of pollcles and practices for educational ad-

ministration which would be consistent with democratic



concepts of leadership and supervision.

The importance of more studies concerning the nature,
status and value of merit rating in education was stressed by
the National Education Association, through its National Com-
mittee on Teacher Education and Professional Standards re-
port.h .

Over the years the number of teachers has risen until
1,127,845 were reported in the 1950 census.” The total
estimated number of teachers for the 1957-58 school term was
placed at over 1,300,000 by the National Education Associ-
ation.6 The total is so large that teachers can no longer g
bargain on an individual annual basis. There presently ié a
trend toward bargaining only at the policy level for the
group. School systems are dealing with individuals at the
group level, which has helped to revive interest in rating
the effectiveness of teachers as a basls for paying salarles

according to merit. One reason for this interest is that

some school boards seem unwilling to go further in providing

hNational Commission on Teacher Education and Pro-
fessional Standards, The Professional Standards Movement in
Teaching, 1956-1965 (Washington, D. C.: Natlonal Education
Assoclation of the United States, 1956), pp. 11-13.

5U. S. Bureau of the Census, "U. S. Summary," Bulletin
P-C1 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1950), p. 261.

6Research Division, Advenced Estimates of Public Ele-
mentary end Secondary Schools for the Year 1957- ashing-
ton: ﬁational‘ﬁauca Ton Assoclation, November 1957), P. 4.
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blanket salary increases to teachers because of a desire to
hold down expenditures and the tax rate.

In the decades of the past, schools were under a loose
system of districts with trustees responsible for hiring,
evaluating and paying teachers within the districts. A merit-
type evaluation based upon individual bargaining resulted.

As teachers rebelled against inequitles resulting from in-
dividual bargaining, school committees attempted to eliminate
inequities but maintain the former basis of bargalning, that
of payment for service rendered. The position or preparation
salary schedule resulted from this éompromise. To some, this
also has not proved satisfactory, for no rewards for good
service were included. Those who favor merit rating claim
that under set plans teachers who have great potential have
been reduced to mediocrity because no incentive to do better
is provided.

The major concern of critics of the preparational
schedule and kindred plans 1s due to the basic assumption
that all persons with equal training are equal in ability.

The psychological concept of individual differences would
tend to belie this assumption, which 1s not supported by re-
search.

In a study of the relationship between experience

and teaching efficiency, Barthlemess and Boyer7 studiled

‘THarriet M. Barthlemess and Philip A. Boyer, "A Study
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2722 Philadelphia teachers. For purposes of the study en-
tire school faculties were used. The principals ranked
teachers on their staffs according fo efficiency, from high-
est to lowest. All schools were then put together on the
assumption that the distributlion of teaching efficlency was
the same for each school. For elementary teachers a corre-
lation of .272 was found between experience and efficlency,
while a correlation of .355 was found between the same items
for junior high teachers. A similer study by Boyce8 in 1911
resulted in a .43 correlation between teaching efficlency
and experience.

In 1928 Davis and French? reported a correlation of
.23 betﬁeen teaching experience and ratings of teachers by
superintendents and other qualified personnel. A rating
scale recommended by the Pennsylvania State Council of Edu-

cation was the device used.

of the Relation Between Teaching Efficiency and Amount of
College Credit Earned While in Service," Educational Admin-
istration and Supervision, 14:521-535, 1928,

8A. C. Boyce, "Qualities of Merit in Secondary School
Teachers," Journal of .Educational Psychology, 3:144-157,
1912. :

9s. B. Davis and L. C. French, "Teacher Rating,"
University of Pittsburgh, School of Education Journal, .3:57,
60-6L4, 1928. ;
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Knightlo in the same year reported a correlation of
.04 between teaching efficiency and experience. The study
was made with the use of ratings by puplls, teachers involved,
and supervisors,

An earlier study by Ritterll

in Indiena found a higher
correlation between teaching experience and a success grade
which for all purposes was teacher efficlency. Success
grades were determined from a list of general characteris-
tics and an estimation of teaching power from which the
superintendents estimated teacher effectiveness.

Ackerman12

summarized literature concerning teaching
experience and pupil change in 1954. Of those studies found,
the highest correlation of .638 was for that group of teachers
having from one to twelve years of experience. After twelve

years of experience, efficiency measurements, determined by

pupil change, declined.

10p, B. Knight, "Qualities Related to Success in
Teaching," Teachers College, Contributions to Education, No.
120 (New York: Columbia University, 1928).

11z mer L. Ritter, "Rating of Teachers in Indiana,"
Elementary School Journal, .18:750-756, 1918. .

12Wa1ter I. Ackerman, "A Critical Evaluation of Pupil
Changes as a Criterion of Teacher Competency" (Special paper,
Harvard Graduate School of Education, 1954)..
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Brooml3 reported that the correlation between the
number of units‘taken in education courses, excluding prac-
tice teaching, and estimated classroom teaching worth, was
.01 in a group of 243 teachers.
1k

According to the Torgerson and Adams scale of pre-

dictive efficiency of coefficients of correlatlion of varying
magnitude, only two of the listed studies have significance.
The predictive efficlency for Ritter's study with a corre-
iation of .75 1s slightly more than 30 per cent better than
chance, while Ackerman's correlation of .638 1s slightly more
than 20 per cent better than chance.

The studies presented indicate that measurement of
teacher efficlency has been difficult and shows little valid-
ity. Other studies concerning merit rating in education
seem to deal with i1ts overall value, its successes or faill-
ures and 1ts sundry items' validity or worthlessness. Little
seems to have been done céncerning the administrative p}oblems
involved in establishing policies, purposes and developing

and implementing a program of merit rating.

The present study was made to discover what the prob-

lem areas were in merit rating programs used 1n school systems,

13y, E. Broom, "A Note on Predicting Teaching Success,"
Educational Administration and Supervision, 18:64-87, 1940.

l""Theodor'e L. Torgerson and Georgia S. Adams, Measure-
ment end Evaluation (New York: The Dryden Press, 19547, p.
II5. (Edited by Albert J. Harris)
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that some light might be shed on the problem to guide systems
considering the use of some type of plan by which teachers

would be paild on the basis of meritorious service.

Relafed Studies

Studies concerning merit rating are numerous. Of the
many avallable, only a few were found related to this study.
Many writers from 1915 to 1940 included in books, chapters de-
voted to merit iating and formal evaluations. Of those
studies and chapters found to relate to this study, only the
following have direct relationship.

Young15 reviewed the area of merit rating by making a
study of fifty-nine out of a total of seventy-seven school
systems reporting to the Natlonal Education Association 1in
1928, that increments were based upon merit. He covered the
following questions:

l. What principles governing the administration

of merit rating in teachers salary schedules can be
authoritatively justified?

2. How well are these .principles being followed

in the use of merit in salary schedules?

3. How are the merit-rating plans being ac-

complished?

L. What are some of the conditioni accompanying
the use of merit in salary schedules? 6

lsLloyd P. Young, The Administration of Merit-Type
Teachers Salary Schedules (New York: Teachers College,
Columbla University, 1933). :

161p14., p. 6.
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For each of the sub-problems Young set up a series of"
questions with which it was assumed School administrators
were necessarily concerned in evaluating their forms for
merit rating. Each chapter was to answer the questions con-
sidered important. Ail'questions ﬁere answered from the re-
viewed literature.

Twelve Jjustifiable practices and sixfeen unjustifiable
practices were found.l,7 Young18 concluded with thirteen basic
concepts or practices to guide in the establishment of a
merit pay plan.

l. The rating plan should be specific and a deflnite
part of the salary schedule.

2. Superior merit should be rewarded.

3. Contlnued incompetence should be penalized.

4. Merit should be only one of the factors considered
in granting salary increments.

5. Teacher accomplishments should be the basis of
the rating ﬁlan.

6. The scale should be documentary with a standard-
1zed system of scoring.

7. The scale should define, set up standards, and

make mutually exclusive all the factors entering the rating.

17Ibid., PP. 96-98.
181b1d., pp. 94-95.
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8. A final score should result from at least four
different ratings.

9. Not more than five groups or levels should be
used.

10. The number in each group should approach the curve
of normal pfobability.

1l. Only administratlive officers should rate teachers
for pay purposes.

12. Rating plans and procedures should be a cooperative
enterprise between teachers and administrators.

13. One official should be held responsible for the
final rating.

Using the thirteen standards for a rule, Young con-
cluded that (1) the methods of rating teacher efficiency were
largely subjective, with a low degree of reliability, and (2)
in order to justify the use of merit rating for salary pur-
poses, every precautlion should be taken to increase the re-
liability of the rating scale.19 The majority of the systems
studled made little or no attempt to improve thelr instru-
ments and the administration of the program.

Youngzo recommended fourteen minimum procedures to be

followed by an administrator in attempting to use a merit

191p1d., p. 99.
20Loc. cit.



17
type salary schedule:

l. The salary schedule should contaln all provisions
showing the effect of ratings upon the amount of the teacher's
salary.

2. Each recognized level of efficiency should receive
a proportional amount for annual increment and maximum salary.

3. The amounts pald should be in line with comparable
communities.

. There should be the same number of increments at
all levels with maximum amounts varying according to ratings.

5. Additional training, travel, and experimentation
and research should Jjustify salary increments.

6. The rating scale should be based upon teacher ac-
complishments rather than personality tralts.

7. The rating should be a standardized form.

8. The items included should be capable of being
me asured wifh standards for each merit group.

9. At least two administrative officers should rate
each teacher twice annually.

10. Persons doing the rating should confer to insure
common understandings and purposes of goal.

11. Groups should be on three or five levels, with
no more than five.

12. Groups should be designated by letters.

13. The number in each group should approach the curve
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of probable distribution.

1. The cooperation of teaching personnel should be
secured by democratic involvement.

_Butsch21 reviewed approximately fifty references on
teacher ratings up to November of 1930. He compiled, under
general headings, the various conclusions and findings of
selected writers up to that date. The studies revealed the
following:

1. Opinions of pupils listed fairness, kindness, in-
structional skill, good discipline and a sense of humor as
the desirable traits for a good teacher.

2. Opinions of educators and others listed discipline,
teaching skill, personality, cooperation, and other items as
those things which were most important in teasching efficiency.

3. Traits appearing on rating blanks most generally
had the roliowing items listed first: (a) teaching technique,
(b) discipline, (c) teaching results, (d) personality and
many other items of lesser importance.

4. Causes of teacher faillure were generally con-
sidered to be due to many items but heading the list were:

(a) poor instruction, (b) lack of discipline, (c) inability
to cooperate, (d) lack of scholarship, (e) lack of preparation,
(f) personality and laziness, and (g) lack of sympathy.

2lRussell L. Butsch, "Teacher Rating," Review of Edu-
cational Research, 1:99-107, .April 1931.
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A listing of statistical correlations of scores on
rating scales from the various studies of rating reliability
had a range of from .32 to .96. The lowest correlation was
that of two supervisors and the highest was that of super-
visors and other teachers. One study reported a range of
correlations from .0l between general merit and health to a
correlation of .56 between general merit and ability to main-
tain order. Another study reported a range of correlations
from .18 between general merit and health to .90 between
general merit and instructional skill. Half of the co-
efficients Butsch found were below .60. The same disagree-
ment was found for studles correlating the following:
l. General and professional training.
‘2. Academic abillity and teaching ability.
3. Intelligence and teaching ability.

Experience and teaching ability.
Age and teaching ability.

6. Salary and teaching ability.
7. Credits earned since the beginning of teaching and
teaching ability.
8. Professional tests and teaching ability.
Butsch also found that the literature seemed to indi-
cate that most raters rated too high, especially so where ac-
quaintances were used as raters. More than 40 per cent of

the cities in the nation used rating scales of some kind, with
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large cities using a higher number.

Barr22

reviewed published references on the measure-
ment of teaching ability in 1940 for the three previous years
and repeated the work for the next three years. Both studiles
were relatively short and the conclusions were essentially
the same, indicating little progress in six years. Barr was
interested in three areas: (1) approaches to measurement of
teaching, (2) teacher attitudes and adjustment, and (3) anal-
ysis of teaching ability. Only twelve usable articles could
be found and each was reviewed.

All twelve of the articles used showed an interest in
the objJective measurement of teaching but 1little about how to
do it. The results in the area were far from satisfactory,
because of such factors as inadequacy of the criteria employed
in the validation of instruments in the field, the absence
of any validated theory of orgenization of human ability and
the fragmentary character of the instruments available.

Barr recommended, on the basis of the material found
and the lack of material to indicate otherwise, that there
was a need for more comprehensive measures of teaching ability,
covering those qualities which compose efficiency, teacher

performance and pupil change.

225, S. Barr, "Measurement of Teaching Ability," Review
of Educational Research, 10:182-184, June 1940.
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The follow-up study of 1943 presented by Barr?3 found
little additional data. There seemed to be more articles
covering more areas or toplcs but essentially the same. infor-
mation was glven and the same conclusions drawn.

Two simllar studles were made by Torgerson in 193h2h

and 193725. In the 1934 study Torgerson selected studies
of the measurement of desirable teacher tralts and gave a
statistical evaluation of the ratings. In the 1937 study
data were selected which dealt with the measurement of
teaching ability for the three-year period following the
first study. Both concluded with findings similar to those
of Barr and Butsch.

Industrial and educational research on merit rating
seem to agree that the rater 1s of necessity a person with
whom ratees must reckon. They further agree that the rater
must know what he 1s dolng as well as why and how. One study—
of teacher rating found a general lowering of scores for

anonymous ratings over signed ratings.26 A correlation of

234, 8. Barr, "The Measurement and Prediction of
Teaching Efficiency,". Review of Educational Research, 13:
218-223, June 1943.

2hy, 1., Torgerson, "The Measurement and Prediction
of Teaching Ability," Review of Educational Research, l:
261-266, June 193l.

25¢, L. Torgerson, "The Measurement and Prediction
of Teaching Ability," Review of Educational Research, 7:
2y2-246, June 1937.

26c, H. Smeltzer and R. S. Harter, "Comparison of
Anonymous and Signed Ratings of Teachers," Educational Out-
look, 8:76-84, January 193l.
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.63 to .79 was found between the anonymous and signed ratings.
Investigators of merit rating seem to agree that
ratings have much dependence on rater skill and are of little -
value as instruments of supervision. A merit program seems
more effective when administrators and personnel make it a
cooperative program and revise the instruments with new 1deas

and data.

Procedures

Since the purpose of this study was to determine the
pr;sent status of merit rating problems and practices, a sur-
vey of literature in the area of merit rating and a review
of programs now in ex;spence was conducted to. achieve the
purpose.

Literature conéerning merlit rating in educational
systems“and industrial systems which might have implications
for educatlion programs were organized and analyzed. Those
studies and writings which involved personal experiences in
merit rating programs were the primary source. Business and
industrial research had much that was considered important
and of potential help to educators setting up a program of
merit rating because the two have made the most extenslve
use and study of merit rating.

Published materials dealing with educational programs

indicated that some school systems adopted merit rating and
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discarded it every year. A group of twenty-five systems
were found which were using merit rating plans within the
past five years. Since literature seemed to indicate that
most merit plans were found in systems of between ten thousand
and one hundred thousand population and that larger systems
were tending to drop merit programs, it was deemed necessary
to contact all systems which might have a program of merit
pay. Desiring to check all possible sources, inquiry was
made of the twenty-five systems found in literature, and 846
other systems of more than ten thousand population.

The 846 systems. were ascertained from Part 2 of the

Educational Directory.27 Postal cards (see appendix) were

sent to the total 871 systems, stating the kind of study
being conducted and asked the system superintendent: (1)
whether or not his system had a merit plan for paying teachers,
and (2) whether or not he would respond to a check list on
the plan.

Of the 871 school systems contacted, 789 complied.
Of the responding group there were fifty-four possible leads,
of which only thirty indicated a definite merit rating plan
for paying teachers. The remaining group indicated that the

Plans under which they'operated had 1limitations which might

27U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Office of Education, Educational Directory, Part 2, 1956-1957
(Washington: TU. S. Government Printing Office, 1957).
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not fit the definitlon of merit accepted for the present
study.

From the literature analyzed a check list (see appen-
dix) of problem areas and policy statements was developed.
The check 1ist was designed for simple checking in either yes
and no columns or checking of statements applicable to the
responding system. Two coples of the check 1list were then
malled to each of the possible respondents along with a letter
(for copy, see appendix) requesting that such other infor-
mation as might be available concerning the individual sys-
tem's plan be enclosed with the check list returned for the
stuéy. The requested information was to supplement and
facilitate iIntelligibility of the check 1list as 1t concerned
the individual programs.

The ma jor problem of finding the present status of
merit rating, specifically its problem areas in administration,
development and policlies, was divided into three sub-problems
to facilitate analysis of the literature and the individual
programs responding for study.

The first sub-problem was to trace the development of
merit rating plans in school systems of the United States.
Merit rating has had a somewhat dublous, fluctuating amount
of success in both industry and education. The years since
its first popularity and today are fraught with critical

writings, many with more emotional appeal than fact.



25

In sub-problem two 1t was necessary to trace references
to rating and evaluation of individuals for pay purposes in
order to see the broad picture of purposes and results. This
procedure assisted in the identification of common elements
in merit rating plans. Although there are numerous plans of
merit rating, 1t was assumed that there would be much in
common among them. Data were gathered from various studies
concerning elements of similarity. The similarity revealed
among the sundry plans were in generél areas of evaluation
and in the components of the general areas. These components
or 1tems, as they were termed by some research persons, were
so numerous that a listing of individual components could be-
come unwieldly.

The third sub-problem was to identify the problems in-
volved in the development and implementation of policies and
practices for merit rating. The numerous articles written
concerning merit rating seem to indicate 1little concerning
problems of development and implementation for educational
programs of merit rating. Problem areas were best analyzed
by industry and rather definite implications for education
could be drawn.

Educational research simply classed problem areas -into
the two general areas of administrational policy making and
practice. The check 1list sent to those responding school

systems was designed to get at these problem areas.
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Organization of the Study

Chapter I of the study dealt with the significance of
the study, the research which has been done and the lack of
information concerning areas which create problems for edu-
cational administrators needing information to implement a
program of merit rating. A section defining terms to facili-
tate comprehension, a statement of the problem and sub-
problems, delimitations and basic assumption were also in-
cluded in Chapter I.

Chapter II dealt with a review of literature con-
cerning research and general articles which dealt with merit
rating in education. The chapter mainly was an historical
development of merit evaluatlion and merit rating in education,
broken into chronological order. The chapter was a general
rather than specific one.

Chapter III was a specific chapter which dealt with
the purposes of mérit rating, the problems in development
and implementation of a program of merit rating, the criti-
cisms of merit fating and a listiné of common elements 1in
merit rating, all as found in literature covering the general
area. The literature from which Chapter III is taken coyered
merit rating in both educational and industrial systems.

Chapter IV dealt with the data collected from the check
list and other iInformation avallable concerning the responding

school systems. The materlal was organized and presented for
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étudy. Common elements found in the systems which responded
and the problem areas each of the systems indicated were pre-
sented.

Chapter V dealt with the materials presented in Chap-
ters III and IV as a basis for conclusions and recommendations
for the'development and implementation of merit rating prog-

rams.



CHAPTER II

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF MERIT RATING IN EDUCATION

Early Programs

Articles appearing iIn educational journals at times
leave the impression that teacher evaluation 1s a relatively
new innovation. Such 1s not the case.

. « o« Since time immemorial teachers have been
evaluated by the general impression method. They
have been "hired and fired" on that basis; likewise
they have been paid, promoted and demoted. During
recent years, however, the need has been increas-
ingly seen for a more accurate and objective method
of evaluation. Consequently, many attempts have
been made to supplant the general impression method
of evaluation with more qualitative and objective
me thods. All these attempts have the general pur-
pose of collecting and organizing information on
the ability and accomplishments 8f the teacher and
all, therefore, have some value.

Each year teachers make an agreement with the public's
school system representative, the school board. This agree;
ment, formally drawn and signed by both teacher and the sys-
tem, 1s called a contract and commits the system to pay the
teacher a certain sum, usually according to a specified rate

or salary schedule, in return for the services of the teacher

in tasks assigned or enumerated by the school board or superin-

tendent.

lyerd G. Reeder, The Fundamentals of Public School Ad-
ministration (3d ed.; New York: The Macmillan Company, 1951),

p. 220.
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Even as.far back as 1789 accusations of discrimination
were thrown at school trustees concerning teacher pay.
Benjamin FranklinZ? made the accusation by writing a complaint
in which he discussed at length how the masters and trustees
had cut the English teacher's pay and increased his dutiles
while increasing the pay and decreasing by one-half the dutiles
of the Latin teacher.

Butts and Cremin state "In general the status and sal-
aries of teachers in the colonial period set the pattern that
persists to the present day . . . ."3 Teachers, then as now,
were thought by the general public to need no more than a
pittance for their-duties. A certain amount of the reward
for teaching was thought to be in the knowledge that the
teacher had helped another person. This was not enough for
the colonial teacher, he further had to control his 1life to
the point of social self imprisonment. Philip Vickers
Fithlan wrote that 1t was advisable for teachers to attend
church regularly, stay home, pursue the scholarly life, read

books and stay totally away from women.k Such was the

colonial merit pay system.

2Thomas Woody, Educational Views of Benjamin Franklin,
quoted in R. Freeman Butts and Lawrence A. Cremln, A Histor
of Education in American Culture (New York: Henry Holt and

Company, 1954), p. 13L.
3Butts and Cremin, loc. cit.

bTp14., p. 135.
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What Mr. Fithian might have saild was that the town
selectmen'; visitations and observations at school were of
secondary importance. These visits were to make sure that a
teacher was carrying out the wishes of the community in
teaching reading, ciphering and writing. Criterla used for
evaluation of the teacher's performance in carrying out these
duties, varied from one sélectman to another. Even if approval
of the teacher's efficiency iIn the classroom were given, the
private life h;d to pass the rigid test set forth by Fithian.
Teachers had to please everyone. The class visifs usually
centered upon the degree of pupil discipline and smoothness
of the subject matter recitations during the time of the
visit. Teacher's pay was dependent, as was the job, on the
extent to which the selectmen were pleased with the teacher's
performance.

It 1s only natural, i1f one considers the requirements
and/or expectations of early teachers, that salary schedules
were of the type now called merit-type pay scale. The school
committee or trustees explicitly stated the quality of ser-
vices expected and paild accordingly. Some teachers were
forced to go to the courts to get the 'amount of pay promised.5

Teachers individually bargained with school trustees

as late as the early 1900's and men always merited more than

5Reeder, op. cit., p. 220.
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women. Even today some systems frankly admit that men have
priority over women for summer work or speclal work of one
type or another; however, this type of masculine priority is
rapidly falling by the wayside because of pressures from
teacher organizations. Rather than payment of a higher sal-
ary because of sex and family responsibllities, tsachers of
special subjects or in hard-to-get-a-teacher areas recelve
salaries above schedules presently.

Research into published data on teacher rating indi-
cate that the desire for more objective evidence of teacher
compe tency began befope the time of the first World War.

Alberty and Thayer6

report the first attempts at arou 4 1910.
One of the more publicized plans was that of Philadelphla,
introduced in 1920.7 This plan consisted of three parts or
main divisions: (1) Iﬁstructiop, (2) Management and Cooper-
ation, and (3) Profeséional Attitude. The welghts assigned
were fifty, thirty, and twenty, respectively.

The plan was revised after two years and used only
wilth teachers having new or at least different experilences.

Two years later, in 1924, the plan was further revised, re-

moving numerical weights and substituting S for satisfactory

6H. B. Alberty and V. T. Thayer, Supervision in the
Secondary School (New York: D. C. Heath and Company, 1931),

P. 143.
_7Loc. clt.
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and U for unsatisfactory.

Another of the full scale merit pay programs was that
of Gary, Indlana, in 1921. The plan called for all teachers
to be classed in one of four categories labeled A, B, C, and
D. Each of the four categories represented a level of
éfficiency. A teacher rated as a B teacher, who had the same
training and experience as a teacher rated A, would recelve
$500 less in salary. A teacher rated as C would receive
$1000 less than the teacher rated A. Teachers rated as D
would be carried at a minimum salary level for two years
then dismissed.

The Gary plan 1limited the number of teachers in each
group. ‘Only 25 per cent of the teachers could be in level A.
Only 4O per cent could be classed at the B level. Thirty per
cent had to be classed in the C level. The remaining 5 per
cent had to be classed at D level. EVery teacher was rated
in absolute order ranging from one to eighty. The principal
rated each teacher, deciding whether or not the music teacher
should get one point over the mathematics teacher, or two
points over the science teacher or perhaps less than either
or both. Regerdless of how the principal felt, teachers
had to be 1limited to the preordalned percentages. The plan
was abandoned in 19h1.
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In 1920 Rugg8 reported ‘an adaptation of a scale de-

veloped by W. D. Scott and used by the United States Army.
Rugg adapted thls scale for use by teachers for self rating
or for supervisors to use 1n teacher evaluation. It was a
man-to-man or face-to-face situation and used a filve degree
level of grading which was common at the time; best, better
than average, average, poorer than average, and poorest.
This type of rating was revised by Brueckner Courtes and
others in 1927.7 They divided the original main headings
into descriptions of teaching performsence, the 1deal teacher
type description, for the sundry subject matter areas.

A third type of evaluation used in the early days of
rating attempted to base 1ts criterion upon objective study
of teaching results. The results of teaching were those
degrees of successful learning which the pupils had within
a specific teacher's subject mattér areas. The only known
way to study objectively such phenomenon 1s through the use

of standardized tests. Kentlo presented the best example of

this type of teacher evaluation. The plan gave teachers from

8r. o. Rugg, "Self-Improvement of Teachers Through
Self-Rating: A New Scale of Rating Teachers' Efficiency,"
Elementary School Journal, 20:670-68L, May 1920. .

YA1lbert and Thayer, op. cit., p. 1lhé6.

10R, A. Kent, "What Should Teacher Rating Schemes Seek
to Measure?" Journal of Educational Research, 2:802-807,
December 1920,
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fifty to seventy-filve points based upon the standardized
test results of pupll achlevement in knowledge and skills for
each area of subject matter and other achlevements secured
from measurement of the pupll's study habits, attitudes
toward work, school governmenf (discipline), school organi-
zation, moral questions and life preparation. To the pupil
achlievement qualities Kent added an evaluation of the teacher
as a soclal worker and awarded from twenty to forty points
with a like range in points for efficlency as a teacher. This
plan attempted to cover every aspect of the teacher's work and
the results of the work. Kent's program was, perhaﬁs, too
ambitlious for success.

Knight'sll research into the problem found that the

types of merié rating plans used around 1920 were not able
to produce an objective rating of a teacher's efflcilency,
judged either from the standpoint of traitspor activities or
pupil results. The study concerned the methods of rating
teaching, of determining the significant factors in teaching
abllity and the measurement of such factors. A& total of 129
teachers were rated by supervisors and administrators 1n New
York, using a score card. Correlations of coefficlents were

run of teaching abllity scores with intellectual ability,

llprederic B. Knight, "Qualities Related to Success
in Teaching," Teachers College, Contributions to Education,

No. 120 (New York: Columbia University, 1922).
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skill in class discipline, voice and many other traits for

the effective teachers. After presenting the data the
following conclusions were reached.

Common sense would tell us that the correlation
between voice, defined on the score card as "voice-
pitch, quality, clearness of schoolroom voice," and
interest in community 1is probably zero, but here it
was found to be +.500, while voice and discipline
was +.438, and general intellectual capacity and
voice was +.625. The sizes of the correlations do
not correspond to the importance of the relation-
ship.

In other words a judge has a certain opinion of
a teacher in toto, and his opinlon 1s given according
to his general Impression in answer to any signifi-
cant question about the teacher. Thus, the general
estimate may be taken to permeate all particular
judgments, and conversely, particular judgments are
simply defenses for, or justifications of, general
opinion which hes thus been held.l2

Knight concluded that it would seem fair to say
", . . that in judging particular traits, general estimate
influences the particular estimate to such a degree that
judgments of particular traits are in themselves of little
use."13 Teaching is so complex a task that if one adds to
1t the complexitles of personality and interpersonal re-
lations, one arrives at a multiplicity of complexities almost
impossible to measure with any one device.

Alberty and Thayer add to this another complexity,
that of scilentific methodology in research.

121p14., p. 60.
131p14., p. 10.
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It 1s a well established principle of sclentific
me thod, when conducting an experiment and drawing
inferences, that the values of the elements which
participate be known. Thus if A, B, and C contrib-
ute to the result R, no valid inference can be drawn
regarding the value of A until we know the influence
exerted Ry B and C apart from and in conjunction
with A.1 )

The supervisor who was required to rate for pay pur-

poses found himself in a peculiar position, ". . . as super-

visor he presumably should exercise some influence upon
teaching situations. As an objective appraiser of teaching

merit, he must scrupulously refrain from participation!"ls

The supervisor who was forced to rate was rating a situation
in which he was a partner.

A study of published research in teacher growth and
evaluation usually became involved with a discussion of the

important relatlonship between pupll growth and the teacher's

efficiency. Argument on thls point was perhaps best sum-
marized by Prescott as follows:

The teacher 1s the ultimate agent of education.
No matter what appears in the officlal courses of
study, 1t 1s he who sets the dally tasks for the
puplls, or who helps them to develop a plan of work.
It 1s he who sanctions or condemns thelr habits,
their attitudes, thelr personality qualities. . . .
It 1s his philosophy fg education put into practice
which really matters.

ihAlberty, op. cit., p. 163.
15Loc. clt.

1épaniel A. Prescott, "The Training of Teachers,"

Rutgers University Bulletin, Series IX, No. 8, p. 5, quoted

in E. S. Barr, WX%IIam H. Burton, and Leo J. Brueckner,

Supervision (New York: D. Appleton-Century Company, Inc.,
s P. 323.
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Merit Rating Programs Since 1940

Accepting the concepts of teacher importance, the
complex task of rating and the difficulty in attempting to
measure teacher efficiency, Barr covered the problems in-
volved, using available research and practices up to 1947.
The conclusion reached was that

« « « few have the judiclal temperament and sense
of evidence that one would like for a complex task
of this sort. Evaluation, like improvement, 1s co-
operative enterprise_involving group action and in-
dividual initiative.l

In spite of the difficulties involved Barr inferred
that mefit evaluation was possible and should be done, which
is the reverse of the position taken by Alberty and Thayer18
in an earlier work.

The period following World War II to 1958 seemed to
find mefit rating in education in approximately the same
dilemma as that preceding the war. The discussions presently
center around the issues involved and the arguments pro and
con, which are numerous. The criterion for evaluation has

been refined somewhat and the types of plans can be placed

into categories or general headings. Although each plan

174, s. Barr, William H. Burton, and Leo J. Brueckner,
Supervision (New York: D. Appleton-Century Company, Inc.,

1947), p. 323.
18A1berty and Thayer, op. cit., p. 164.
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will differ slightly from general types, all are simllar in
purpose and design.

Perhaps the most frequently used method of evaluation
of teacher effectiveness or efficlency was through the use
of score cards and scales or lists, similar to those of the
earlier years of merit rating. There were as many different
lists as systems using them. They did appear to have some
common characteristics. Rating forms were desligned to gilve
the administration documentary evidence for rejecting pro-
bationary teachers, placing teachers on tenure, promoting and
providing for additional or speclal tasks. Nearly all sys-
tems have some such device for measuring competency among
teachers. Some go further than others and attach salary in-
crements to these ratings as 1ndustry does and merit pay 1is
then 1n existence.

Recent studles on merit rating did not show any sig-
nificant changes in the approaches to merit rating. The
differences seem to lie in the refinement of the rating tools.
Studies did reveal a decline in the number of systems using
merit rating plans. Reavis and Cooper19 report that they
found studies indicating that 57 per cent of the nation's

school systems reported rating schemes in 1923 with only

19¢1111em C. Reavis and Dan H. Cooper, "Evaluation
of Teacher Merit in City School Systems," Supplementary
Educetional Monographs, No. 59 (Chicago: University of
Chlcego, January 1945), p. 15.
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L6 per cent reporting such in 1930-31 and a decline to L4O
per cent by 1940-41. By 1957 the number declined so that
Davis20 found only 7.3 per cent of the reporting systems with
merit provisions in operation.

In 1945 Reavis and Cooper21 completed a study on
teacher evaluation dealidg with merit in city school systems.
. Replies were received from 123 out of 488 cities polled.
Seventeen replied that no merit rating plan was used within
those systems. Two 6thers rated systematically but did not
send aﬁy forms. Six of the remaining 104 systems used the
merit evaluation in determining pay while the other used
such ratings for other purposes. From the 104 collected
copies of forms and instructions, one of the better studies
of teacher evaluation, still usable, was published.

Reavis and Cooper concluded that teacher evaluation
must attaln the objectiveness of an achlevement test in order
for any two judées (raters) to arrive at the same result.22
The researchers held this to be true_because it was apparent

that teachers who have many outstanding qualitles occasionally

20Hazel Davis, "Facts and Issues in Merit Salary Sched-
ules," The Journal of Teacher Education, 8:131, June 1957.

2lReavis and Cooper, op. cit., p. 17.

221p44., p. 80.
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lose their positions because of a single outstanding de-
fect.23 Based upon this conclusion the recommendation was
made that "the cumulative personnel record system meets the
criteria of a good method of teacher evaluation better than
any known program now in use in city schools."?4  Other re-
search in the fleld has given some support to‘this position.

Recent publications by teacher organizations, while
agreeing that teachers need evaluation, object to connecting
evaluation with pay. The National Education Assoclation has
held that there are both sclentific (objective) and subjective
criteria for judging any plan of rating.25 Ratings should
meet the criteria established for test standardization. There
should be a minimum of embarrassment between rater and ratee.
Supporting evidence should be given or avallable. Democratic
principles should be adhered to in the establishment and appli-
catlon of any system. Any evaluation should be systematic be-
cause such evaluation of teaching makes it more probable that
teachers will get more real help 1n improving themselves.

Teachers feel that any program of evaluation needs

good administration, maintaining that "A good system badly

231bid., p. 83.
Zthid., p. 103.

25Department of Classroom Teachers and Research
Division, Teacher Rati;g (Washington: National Educational
Association, 1954, b
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administered could be more destructive than helpful."26
Teachers felt that supervisors should not do ratings because
the specter of a rating might dampen relations between super-
visors and teachers by placing a premium on the absence of
problems. Teachers recommend that more than one rating be
made by more than one person, that teachers receive a copy
of each rating and have a conference concerning each rating.
Teachers also wanted to know the visits are for the purpose
of an evaluation. Teachers want evidence for any Jjudgments
made. All things considered the Classroom Teachers Organi-
zation recommended as superior to all other forms of evalu-
ation, the cumulative record fille, the best, according to
thelr research.

The Association for Supervision and Curriculum Develop-
ment (A;S.C.D.) recommended a cooperative enterprise ihvolving
pupils, school people and lay citizens for curriculum develop-
ment as the best solution to teacher evaluation plans, be-
cause such involvement will begin where teachers are, help
them to evaluate, see errors and improve instruction effec-

tiveness. 27

261p14., p. 11.

27Commission on Teacher Evaluation, Assoclation for
Supervision and Curriculum Development, Better Than Ratin
(Washington, D. C.: National Education Assoclation, 1950),

p. 67.
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The American Federation of Teachers (A.F.T.) con-

cluded that merit rating creates a false salary maximum for
a few, undermines morale, and pits teacher agalnst teacher.
The A.F.T. recommends a salary schedule set for all and
based upon the idea that the best teaching 1s attainable by
keeping teachers' loads at a reasonable minimum and by sympa-
thetic and understanding supervision.28

The American Assoclation of School Administrators held
that teachers and other school personnel should be paid what
they are wor th.29 Recognizing that up until the statement
was issued, 1958, that no sufficiently valid instrument or
procedure had been developed which would Jjustify a general
adoption of salary schedules based on individual merit ratings,
the organization felt that it was within the realm of possi-
bility end should not be discarded. The association strongly
urged accelerated, systematic experimentation in teacher
evaluation to the end that professional pay could be attached
to professional ratings of merit. Along with the backing
given to experimental programs of merlit rating, the associ-
ation cautioned the profession against adamant opposition to

such experimentation lest 1t place the supposed interests of

28Mary Herrick, Merit Rating--A Dangerous Mirage
(Chicago: American Federation of Teachers, 1956).

2?"Looking Forward," The Nations Schools, 61l:41,
April 1958. (Editorial page)
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the profession above those of the public. The association

also cautioned lay groups against using a concept of merit
pay as a subterfuge by which they could oppose paying
teachers what they are worth.

Chandler and Mathis30 after a study of 61l teachers,
half of whom were in merit pay systems and half of whom were
used for a control group on a mateching basis, concluded that:
(1) merit rating is not detrimental to teacher morale; (2) -
a significant difference in morale exists between schools as
measured by the Chandler-Mathis Attitude Inventory; (3) the
difference in morale was not significant when an arithmetic
‘mean was found for merit rating schools as opposed to set
salary schedule schools; and, () morale is a function of
many varilables and 1s not predictable.

Elsbree and Reutter31 opposed merit rating and recom-
mended the use of group evaluatlon, such an evaluation to be
completed by a speclal team which would assess progress along
a minimum of three lines: (1) staff growth; (2) pupil
achlevements; and (3) coﬁmunity school relationships. It
would be an individual school team with only those system

personnel who directly affect the particular school program

308, J. Chandler, "Study Shows That Merit Rating is not
Detrimental to Teacher Morale," The Nation's Schools, 61l:l,
April 1958. - .

31willard S. Elsbree.and E. Edmund Reutter, Jr., Staff
Personnel in The Public Schools (New York: Prentice-Hall Inc.,

» Po .
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such as teachers, principal, and possibly supervisors who
spend considerable time with the school, students and parents.
This plan was similar to the plan proposed by the Association

for Supervision and Curriculum Development mentioned previous-

ly.

Sunmary

Cipe use of ratings in conjunction with salary incre-
ments for teachers has decreased over the years from 57 per
cent in 1923 to 7.3 per cent in 1956,/ As the larger urban
areas of one hundred thousand or more population abandoned
the use of merit rating in school systems, the smaller school
systems, those with thirty thousand to 99,999 population,
seemed to adopt programs.

More evlidence was found to indicate that merit rating
programs were unsuccessful than were successful. There
seemed to be a lack of common ground among those gfoups who
favor and those who do not favor the use of merit ratings
in school systems. Administrators and school boards belleve e
in the principles of merit rating. Teacher organlzations
disapprove of any evaluation which will serve as a basis
for determination of pay or pay increments. Each has a
different opinion concerning @efinition and feasibllity of
merit rating. Teachers claim that merit rating 1s bad for

morale; at least one study finds that 1t has no detrimental
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effects upon morale. Teachers imply that 1t can never be
done, administrators feel that 1t 1s possible but needs care-
ful experimental development.

Recommendatlions for teacher evaluatlion by those groups
opposing merit rating seemed to fall into two different types:
(1) cumulative files; and (2) group evaluation for an indi-
vidual school. There seemed to be common agreement that what-
ever type of evaluation of teachers was used it should be based
upon democratic principles; teachers should be notified of
individual ratings and conferences held between the teacher
who was rated and the person or persons who did the rating.

There was no agreement on what constituted merit,
teacher effectiveness, and how to measure teacher ability
for merit. Studles presented evidence that there were many
concepts. Programs developed 1n the early twentles have
sinee been abandoned.

There was agreement that in order for merit rating
to be effective and acceptable, it must attain the objective-
ness of a standsrdized-test. Statistical analysis of rating
have not presented sufficient evidence to indicate reliable
or valid instruments for teacher evaluation, but it has not
produced sufficlent evidence to indicate that merit rating
is not within the realm of possibility.

There was agreement that one of the functions of ad-

ministration 1s the evaluation of the services rendered by
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the personnel within the organization. The disagreement
seemed to center around how it should be done, for what pur-

poses and by whom 1t should be done.



CHAPTER III
PROBLEM AREAS IN MERIT RATING

The preceding chapter presented a chronological de-
velopment of early programs of merit rating in education.
Evidence from studies was pointed out which indicated the
early programs were troubled by meny problems. The present
chapter presents a review of educational and industrial
literature concerning merit rating which points up a high
degree of inconsistency with respect to concepts of evalu-
ation and the utilization of evaluations; however, some in-
dications of unity may be found. Many of the school districts
across the country which reportedly claim to operate a merit
rating program do so in a negative manner. Many of the re-
puted merit rating programs are in reality only programs of
teacher evaluation, usually to determine placement on tenure.
Others involve no system of rating, using instead an ac-
cumulation of credit points attainable from varlous sources
to indicate professional growth upon which salary increments
depend.

Authoritative research indicates that there are but two
basic plans of teacher evaluation for pay purposes which

might be termed merit rating.l The first of the two 1s the

lHazel Davis, "Facts and Issues in Merit Salary Sched-
ules," The Journal of Teacher Education, 8:131, June 1957.
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acceleration method, which refers to the practice of giving
either double or larger than normal Ilncrements to a teacher's
pay based upon a formal rating device. By this method the l
teacher reaches the meximum salary faster than the average
teacher; making the total 1life earqings slightly higher than
that of the average teacher. This type of plan may be
authorized with the board reserving the right to act when it
desires, or 1t may be authorized for use at stated intervals
within the pay scale. .

Second of the two types 1s the superior-service maxi- -
mum or super-maximum plan which provides certain promotional
steps above the normal maximum salary schedule, in recog-
nition of outstanding service. Thls plan 1s not a system
of paying extra or above schedule rates for extra duty ser-
vice such as coaching, sponsoring classes, school papers or
clubs. Superior-service maximums are awarded only after
teachers have reached the top salary offered through normal
progression and have been adjudged superior through exami-
nation of performance or formal ratings.

Many references to merit rating programs are some-

- pointed out that plans sometimes

times misleading. Davis
considered or reputed to be merit pay schedules are not.

The professional growth pay plan, such as found in Grosse

2Tpid., p. 129.
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Point, Michigan, has been termed a merit plan by some author-
ities but 1s not according to Davis. The professional
growth plan requires certaln evidences of professional im-
provement as a basis for pay raises. Such growth or im-
provement 1s evidenced by extra college credits, travel,
research, committee work or other specified areas of endeavor.
Some merit plans do incorporate principles of professional
growth but such evidence 1s used to supplement the formal
ratings which are the primary basis for salary increases.

Another plan of pay sometimes confused with merit pay
plans 1s that of pay penaltlies, commonly termed demerit.
This type of plan provides that when service 1s considered
unsatisfactory, increments are withheld or reduced to either
penalize such service or warn of dismissal at the end of a
set period unless improvement 1s made. TUnless such a plan
1s coupled with a plan to reward superior service, 1t can
not be considered a true merit plan. Dav133 reports that
irf a negative type of plan were considered a merit plan then
at least one in four teacher pay schedules would be merit
plans since most school systems have provisions to allow
withholding of increments for unsatisfactory service.

At the present time no state minimum salary law for
teachers provides for a merit rating pay provision. Dela-

ware repealed a merit provision in 1947. New York repealed

3Ibid., p. 128.
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the 1948 merit provision in 1956. North Carolina appointed
a commission to study the possibllities of merit rating for
salary purposes but no plan was found workable. A school
merit rating study commission was appointed in Utah in 1953
and plans to present its findings in the early part of 1959.
Authorization by local boards of education constitute the
legal authority for merit provisions.

Local authorization of merit rating was found in only
thirty-seven systems by Davis.u 0Of those authorized eleven
were making no use of the authorization; however, the
authorization was maintained in the event that the system de-
sired to make use of it. Six systems used the authorization
for less than 1 per cent éf the total personnel. One system
with a super-maximum provision paid all teachers who reached
the maximum that amount authorized for meritorious service,
discriminating against no one; therefore, Davis concluded
that merit pay did not exist, although i1t was authorized.

The number of systems abandoning or adopting merit
rating programs has been unstable, changing from year to
year. During the 1956-57 school term thifteen systems dropped
the supérior-service maximum program while seven added the

provision.

hLoc. cit.



51
Implications from Industrial Research

Industrial experiences in merit rating appear to have
much to offer the field of education. Bittner5 presented a
series of steps by which a merit rating program should be
developed. The steps followed a logical type of development,
going from the establishment of purposes to instrument items.
Mahler6 presented a similar set 6f procedures and problems.
Other authorities generally supported these concepts of merit
development.

Authorities on industrial merit ratings did not pre-
tend that merit rating has been successful in industry, at
least to the degree that many lay people assume. The oft- —
repeated idea that industry makes merit rating work, so why
can't the schools, appeared frequently ip articles favoring
merit rating programs for education. Evidence ususally was
found that the writer of such articles used more emotion
than logic in the presentations.

Industrial merit rating was found to be nearly as

controversial in personnel research as was educational merit

5Reigh Bittner, "Developing Employee Merit Rating Pro-
cedures," Rating Employee and Supervisory Performance, edited
by M. Joseph Dooher and Vivienne Marquls (New York: American
Management Association, 1950), pp. 20-36.

bwalter R. Mahler, "Lets Get More Scientific in Rating
Employees." 1Ibid., p. h9..
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rating. Mahler reported that
Employee rating plans have come and employee
rating plans have gone. This 1s an oft-repeated
sequence in many companies. Mention employee
rating to 10 1ndustrial relations executives, and
nine of them will shake their heads and say, "My
experience with employee rating has been dis-
couraging. I realize it is important, but . . . ."
The tenth one will say, "It certainly has worked .
for us," or "We wouldn't know how to get along
without.1t. "7 H
Mahler's8 research presented sufficient data to con-
clude that the lack of a sclentific approach to the entire
problem 1s the root of discouraging fallures. Authorities in
education had presented similar evidence. The elimination
of trlal and error approaches in favor of an up to date
scientific approach might help industry (and education) to
find a type of rating which 1t can use effectively. Bittner?
presented the following steps which should be accomplished
before any forms of rating could be developed except by trial
and error methods.
1. The aims and purposes of the anticipated program
should be established.
2. A method to inform the persons rated of how they

were rated should be established.

TIb1d., p. 50.
eLoc. clt.
9Bittner, op. elt., p. 20.
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3. Persons should be designated to do ratings who

have abllity and are willing.

k. The persons doing the rating should have suffici-
ent time to rate and perform regular duties.

5. The traits to be measured should be determined.

6. Criterion should be established by which traits
may be determined.

7. The type of rating form to be used should be es-
tablished.

8. Whether or not the traits would be weighted should
be determined.

An area of great Importance in industry seemed to be
the degree of skill in rating within raters. Educatlonal re-
search revealed similar concern. The only way industry felt
that rater skill could be insured was through a specilal

training program for raters. Bittnerlo

stated that "A merit
rating program must include specific plans and proceéures for
training the raters." After completion of the preliminary
steps outlined by Biétner, conslderation should be given to
implementation of the program.

Richardson11 recommended six such considerations for

implementing the program which education might use:

101p44., p. 28.

llMarion W. Richardson, "Forced Choice Performance
Reports’" Ibido’ pp- Lm-'-l-éo
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1. Secure a qualified technician to be given specific

responsibillity for administering the program.

2. Secure an understanding and acceptance of the
program by administration and general personnel.

3. Devise methods for assisting administration in
formulating written standards of performance.

4. Develop methods of utilizing rating information in
various phases of the personnel program.

S. Develop methods to handle rating grievances and
appeals.

6. Evaluate the program at regular intervals for
revision and clarity.

Mahlerl?2 presented four basic reasons for using a
sclentific approach in developing and implementing merit
rating programs, based upon research in industrial programs,
which could assist education. The reasons were:

l. To develop an undersfanding of the fundamentals
underlying the rating process.

2. To develop a systematic procedure for the develop-
ment of a rating plan.

3. To develop trained personnel to install and ad-
minister the program.

4. To attain the support of management (school admin-

istrators) during the developmental stages of the program.

12Mahler, op. c¢it., p. 50.
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The desired understending of the fundementals in-
cluded two basic premises: (1) the ability to rate; and (2)
the willingness to rate. Ability to rate was based upon the
extent of rater opportunity to observe ratee performance and
the rater's consciousness of the prospective rating during the
observation periods. Abllity to rate should be judged by the
personal characteristics of the rater, his training and ex-
perience in translating observations into judgments and the
facility with which the rating form permitted the rater to
record judgments.

Authorities seemed to believe that ability to rate was
insufficient unless willingness to rate was also a qualifi-
cation. Persons who have ability to rate might have no desire
to perform the task and therefore be prone to make errors.
Authorities seemed to believe that willingness would tend to
create a more objective attitude within the rater and increase
reliabllity and validity.

Willingness to rate should be based upon an understand-
ing of the entire program. The rater must accept the stated
purposes of the program and reflect the attitude of manage-
ment (administration). The raters experiences in applying
the rating to personnel under his jurisdiction (supervision)
should be considered in determining willingness to rate.

Systematic procedures usually begin with a purpose, so

should the development of a merit program. After the purposes
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for a merit rating program are established the components
(1tems) of the rating form should be prepared tentatively.
Authorities believe that instrument components should be
basic and have a definite connection with purposes. In con-
sideration of the components, a method for determining rank
or degree of efficiency should be established 1n order that
statements and questions might facilitate scoring. One of
the types of ranking such as the check scale plan should be
adopted.

Second in a systematic procedure for merit rating es-
tablishment should be a program title. Mahlerl3 felt that
a title descriptive of the program and acceptable to the per-
sonnel involved was necessary. This would logically lead to
the third procedure which would be interpreting the program
to all concerned and initiation or implementation of the
program. Mahlerlh did not state but the implication was
given that a democratic method of group involvement was
desirable.

Fourth, in a systematlic development should be the
number and time of the ratings. Decisions should cover the
time of the year best for evaluation, the number of ratings

which should be made and whether or not rating done by more

131p14., p. S51.
thoc. elt.
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than one person should be averaged or that all should be
responsible for only one rating.

Who would be rateq, by whom, and the qualifications
necessary for the rater should be determined next according
to Mahler'sl5 proposal for program development. Some plans
should be 1nitiated for training of raters and informing
persons rated of thelr ratings. Since even the best of raters
are honestly golng to evaluate differently on the most ob-
Jective forms, some adjustment for varliations between raters
should be made.

One essential of the systematic procedure was that
those who develop a merit plan must realize that it 1s im-
possible to determine the varlables or combinations of
variables necessary for each individual program. All plans
should be based upon study of existing successes and fallures,
research evidence, visits to systems using merit at the time,
and the advice of tralined personnel. Any plan resulting from
such efforts should be tentative until it 1s tried and proven
effective for the system which plans to use 1it.

Authorities believe that after the tentative program
plan 1s tried, 1t should be evaluated. Evaluations of the
program should center around the reliability and validity of

the total and individual item scores. The distribution of the

151p14., p. 52.
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individual ratings was considered important because some dis-
crimination at the lower and upper levels would be vital. 1In
short a complete analysis of the merit rating program should

be made before final adoption of any specific plan.

Purposes for Merit Rating

Before any other plans are developed for merit rating
programs, research indicates that aims and purposes for a
specific program must be developed. Industrial research
specifically indicated that statement of purposes was de-
sirable. Research into educational programs indicated pur-
poses neglected or poorly developed; however, purposes did
exist and have been developed. The following list i1s repre-
sentative of the sundry purposes for educational programs of
merit rating.

1. Merit rating will facilitate and serve as a baslis
for administrative decisions.

2. Merit rating will serve as a basis for improve-
ment of instruction and supervision.

3. Merit rating will provide a rellable and valid
measurement of teaching efficlency and as such will establish
a higher morale level.

4. Merit rating will help the profession to hold good
teachers by making salaries competitive with those in indus-

try and other professions.
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Merit rating programs appeﬁr to have several reasons
for the individual purposes. Usually such reasons as were
found turned out to be purposes for teacher evaluation or
rationalization for an existing program rather than a founda-
tion for such a program. The following list 1s representa-
tive of the many reasons given by the groups supporting merit
rating:

1. The public demands that money be spent for' the
most efficient teachlng service possible.

2. Merit salaries are in harmony with the principles
underlying efficiency in public service.

3. Merlt salaries stimulate quality work.

4. Merit salary schedules are flexible.

5. Merit salaries provide stimuli and recognition for
teachers to go beyond the usually accepted plateau of maximum
efficiency.

6. Merit salary programs stimulate teﬁchers-to be
critical of thelr own work.

T. Merit salaries, to insure continued maximum effi-
clency, provide for those teachers who do not make hither pro-
motional hurtles because of limited number of openings.

Even the best plans fall if a favorable environment is
not provided. School boards and administrators need to pro-
vide sufficient funds and time to develop, implement, and

evaluate a merit rating program. School boards and
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administrators must give encouragement and moral support to
the program. Administrators must assist personnel in compre-
hension of the program. Teaching personnel must be willing
to test the program, and assist in the program evaluation.
All persons involved must have an open mind concerning the
program. Studies into merit programs in public schools 1n;’-

dicated that there are about seven environmental conditions
which help make a program successful. These seven conditions
were summarized thusly:

1. Teachers must accept the premise that the program
1s designed to help teachers succeed and improve on the job.

2. Administrators must be well tralned.

3. Administratorg must be given sufficient time to
work closely with teachers.

4. The principal or department head-teacher ratio
must be about one to fifteen and the teacher-pupil ratio not
over one to thirty.

S. All teachers must be provided with a good basic
salary, sufficient for professional levels; with merit incre-
ments above the basic amount.

6. The gchool board should provide environmental con-
ditions favorable to development of the 1ndividual system's
program.

7. Teachers should be invited to develop and regularly

evaluate the entire program.
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Merit Rating Arguments, Pro and Con

Englemanl6 presented three broad factors creating
difficulties or problems for merit rating which separate edu-
cational programs from those of industry. The first of the
three problem areas dealt with the exceedingly complex charac-
ter of teaching, which waé, perhaps, the most frequently used
point by those who oppose merit rating programs for edu-
cational systems. The second problem area was the great range
of specilalization inherent in a modern school, the practice
or need for specially prepared persons in each of the subject
matter areas. The third problem area concerned the difficulty
of finding raters of abllity to do the ratings. The three
problem areas were used 1n arguments pro and con éoncerning
merit rating in many of the articles reviewed.

The issues involved in merit rating have been broken
into mahy differenf sub-1ssues by writers, many seemingly with
an emotional bird to pick on a specific pro or con involved
in merit pay schedules. The difficulties, advantages and
disadvantages are welighed and positions are taken by edu-
cational writers, similar to that of personnel men in indus-
try. For this reason it was found that there were implications

which could be drawn from industry for education concerning

16pin1s E. Engleman, "Difficulties and Obstacles In-
herent in Merit Rating for Teachers," The Journal of Teacher
Education, 8:136, June 1957,




62
merit rating programs. Industrial research which deals with
job analysis, purposes for rating, development of devices for
rating and group involvement seem definitely to provide guild-
ance for educators.

Authorities seem to agree with Davisl7 that there were
but three main 1issues concerning merit rating for teachers.
These 1ssues appeared to be:

1. Can the quality of teachers' services be rated so
as to glve a valid basis for classification of teachers?

2. If the first 1ssue 1s true, should salaries Se
based on the quality of teaching?

3. If salaries should nof be based on quality of
service, should salaries for all teachers be set at levels
similar to other professions?

Problems involved in ﬁerit rating seem to be centered
around these 1ssues. How groups and individuals answer the
above questions largely determines the basis for the pro and
con discussions concerning merit rating.

Those who approve of merit rating and present argument
and evidence in favor of rewards for meritorious service
generally accept all of the reasons and purposes previously
listed. The pro arguments were usually based upon one or

more of the following points:

17pavis, op. cit., p. 113.



63

1. Merit ratings are just, because every teacher 1s
pald according to the worth of individual contributions.

2. Payment of salary based upon merit evaluation keeps
teachers alert and on their toes.

3. Merit ratings make higher maximum salaries possible
since not every teacher 1s assured of reaching the maximum.

4. Merit rating conforms to practices established and
considered inherent in a capitalistic economy.

S. Merit ratings work for industry and government
services.

6. Merit ratings improve teacher morale because 1t
recognizes a job well done, through objective evaluation of
individual work and creates within individual teachers knowl-
edge that each can increase hls living standards through hard
work.

7. Merit rating will give objective evidence of needs
within the staff for in-service programs and stimulate experi-
mentation.

Those who oppose merit rating reject the previously
given reasons and purposes and develop a slightly different
definition substituting the word subjective for objective when
defining evaluation. Arguments against merit rating usually
begin with

Merit rating i1s a subjective, qualitative judg-

ment of a teacher, made administratively by one or
more persons, with or without the participation or
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knowledge of the pergon rated, for the purposes of
determining salary.l

Those articles which do not argue from the standpoint
taken by the Department of Classroom Teachers usually con-
sider the complexities of teaching. The American Federation
of Teachers considered merit rating as impossible because
the American Federation of Teachers considered educational
purposes and teaching techniques as being intangible, un-
measurable qualities and concluded thusly:

The child himself 1s the end product of teaching.
The aims of the public school are: To impart to
him knowledge--that part of the heritage of man which
is important to his living; to teach him to think--
to use the knowledge which he acquires; to instill
proper attitudes and moral standards; to secure right
social behaviour. All of these, with the exception
of the first, to some degree, are intangibles. . . .
The results of teaching are often not immedlately
apparent. . . . Unfortunately, there 1s neither com-
plete agreement on what good teaching is nor on what
1t should achieve.

There 1s even greater disagreement regarding the
me thods and procedures by which the objectives of edu-
cation can be achieved. . . . Teaching 1s a complex
art in which no single method has been demonstrated to
be right or best. Since there 1s no agreement on what
1s to be measured, there can be no accord on the cri-
terlia of the measurement.

18Department of Classroom Teachers, Classroom Teachers
Speak on Merit Rating (Washington: National Education Assocl-

atlon, 1957J), P. 5.

19Maiy Herrick, Merit Rating--A Dangerous Mirage (Chi-
cago: American Federation of Teachers, 1956), pp. 3-l.
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Gale R086,20 Research Director for the Utah School —
Merit Study, reported that 75 per cent of the systems claiming
to have merit programs, provide only for the penalization of
unsatisfactory service which 1s usually done by withholding
an increment on an automatic salary schedule. The conclusion
was that such a program could be the reason teachers do not
think much of merit rating programs. ; -

To summarize the criticims of merit rating in education,
the foliowing points are presented as representative of pub-
lished opinions:

l. Teaching can not be evaluated out of the context
of 1ts environment and the environmental influences upon the
pupil. These environmental influences consist of peer groups,
home and religious concepts and academic ability.

2. Rating devices must provide a constant measure of
what they purport to measure and present day devices are in-
capable of measuring the intangible aspects of teaching.

3. An effective program of teacher efficiency for
merit increments would take more time than supervisors can
give without harm to the program.

4. An effective program would be costly and time con-

suming for the entire system.

20Gale Rose, Research Director, Utah School Merit Study
Commission, Quoted in Education U.S.A. (Washington: National
Education Association, March 1958), p. 3.
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5. Merit rating tends to lower morale, create pro-
fessional jealousy, destroy the cooperative spirit between
teachers and administrators, and place supervisors into the
position of evaluating persons with whom they work, creating
yes men not strong teachers.

6. Merit rating tends to produce mediocre teachers
by forcing teachers of higher potential to conform to precon-
celved 1deas of some one person or group of persons and dis-
courages experimentation thereby.

7. Merit rating would set teacher evaluation and

salary schedules back many years.

Common Elements in Merit Programs

Research into data presented concerning programs of
merit rating used in public sechool systems reveal that each
pPlan differs from others, but each 1s also simllar to others
in many ways. These simllarities may be simply termed common
elements found in educational programs of merit rating.
Similarities were found in reasons, purposes, types of scales
and 1tems within scales, and welighting of 1tems.

Reavis and Cooper21 found rating instrument items for

check scales to include a list of 1538 different items, which,

2144111am C. Reavis and Dan H. Cooper, "Evaluation of
Teacher Merit in City School Systems," Supplementary Edu-
cational Monographs, No. 59 (Chicago: The University of
Chicago, January 19 , Pp. 25-28.
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for the sake of clarity, were grouped under general headings
according to relatlonships. The general grouping included:

1. Sixty different 1tems to ascertain teacher co-
operativeness.

2. Fifty-nine different items concerning social at-
tractiveness.

3. Fifty-three different l1tems under the general
hqading of discipline and guidance.

4. PFifty-two different items concerning professional
growth.

5. PForty-four different items concerning participation
in "extra-curriculum and other school activities."

¥ 6. Forty-two different items concerning the fitness
state of the teacher, mental and physical.

The above items were further reduced to 168 different
items due to the fact that many were different wordings in-
tended to measure the same thing such as health and vitality,
and health and physical vigor. Analysis of the 168 géneral
items revealed seven general areas 1n which teachers were ex-
pected to ascertaln desirable competencles. The seven areas

22

which Reavis and Cooper established were:

1. Personal Characteristics. This category headed a

group of 1tems designed to reveal the teacher's physical and

221514., p. 29.
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mental condition, personal appearance, ethical behaviour,
command of language, judgment and many other different charac-
teristics.

2. Socilal Relations. This area included a group of

items designed to reveal the teacher's cooperativeness, social
attractiveness, leadership, and other social qualities.

3. Professional Qualifications. Thils category in-

cluded a group of items designed to reveal the teacher's com-
mand of subject matter, professional growth and preparation,
philosophy of education and other professional ties.

4. Habits of Work. This category included a group of

items designed to reveal the teacher's initiative, punctual-

ity, industry, efficlency and other habits which affect the

abllity to beglin a task and carry through to i1ts completion.
5. Instructional Skill. This area included a group

of 1tems designed to reveal the teacher's abllity to prepare,
present and evaluate a lesson and an assignment. Other 1tems
included the use of teaching aids, pupll involvement, main-
tenance of a learning atmosphere and use of instructional
materials.

6. Non-instructional School Service. The instruments

include a group of items designed to reveal the teacher's
extra-curriculum activities, discipline and guldance of pupils
and frugal use of supplies and equipment.

7. Pupil Results. Of least consideration in merit
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rating was the effect of the teacher upon the behaviour of
pupils. The items included the pupil's scholastic and social
achievement, attitudes toward school and teachers, work habits,
ability to think, assume self-responsibility and other be-
havioral results.

Soclal relations contained the largest number of items
with a total of 329. The smallest total number of items were
the 146 which concerned pupil results.

All but one of the 104 school systems Reavis23 studied
relied upon some form of rating plan for part or all of the
teachers' evaluations. Various combinations of plans were
used for-final evaluations for sundry purposes with the
various teachers. The rating plans were grouped by the in-
vestigators into five general types of rating instruments:

1. The check scale, which was a listing of several
attributes of teachers and their work, each of which was to
be evaluated. The check scgle was the most frequently used
plan.

2. The guided comment form required the rater to
write out his comments on a number of leading questions or
suggested topics. The gulided comment plan was used most
frequently in combination with check scales. The combination

was used by the second largest group.

231p1d4., pp. 18-19.
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3. The characterization report ranked third. This
type of rating form requested the rater to characterize his
total Impression of the teacher's merit wlth a single de-
scriptive adjective. _

4. The descriptive report plan was fourth in fre-
quency of use. This type of rating required the rater to
write a paragraph or two describing the teacher's merit.

5. Ranking, as a rating device, was lasé on the list.
The ranking plan of rating required the rater to list the
teachers in a school in order of excellence, from the best
to the poorest.

The persons to be rated by the various scales proved
difficult to decipher because sixty-five made no comment
designating which persons would be rated. Sixteen were for
probationary teachers and one each for tenure, non-degree
personnel, unsatisfactory teachers and other levels.

The purposes for the evaluatlive scales were equally
varied.. The greatest number, forty-seven, had no stated
purpose. In twenty-three systems the scales were used for
re-employment purposes; fourteen were for change in assign-
ment; eleven were for transfers; six were for salaries; five
were for tenure; and, four were for promotion. Others were
for maintenance of tenure, retirement, supervision and

various other purposes.
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Examination of the material submitted by the 104 sys-
tems revealed that raters were most frequently principals,
supervisors second, and undesignated persons third. Examil-
nation of other materlals revealed not much change for the
ten years following the 1945 study.

Little was found as to required qualifications for
raters. No evidence of a qualification requirement could be
found in more than half of the scales studied. The one
qualification which was most frequently required was the
length of time the person rated had been under the rater's
supervision. ‘

Teachers were notified of results through various
means. Some were required to sign the form, but the largest
percentage (82 per cent) had no stated policy for informing
teachers of the rating results.

In the 104 rating devices Reavis and Cooperzh evalu-
ated, much of the materlal was considered questionable. The
material revealed that many of the criticisms of merit rating,
at the time, had some baslis. The material which was found of
value and did not appear questionable was similar to cumu-
lative records. The investigators concluded that the best

type of record for teacher evaluation was the cumulative

record file.25

241p14., p. L6.

25Loc. cit.
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Summary

Chapter III has presented an analysis of educational
and Industrial literature concerning merit rating. Evidence
has shown that a high degree of inconsistenecy existed with
respect to the recommendations for program development and 1m-
Plementation, and actual practlces. Studles indicated that
there were but two basic plans of teacher evaluation for merit
pay: (1) the acceleration plan which allowed merit incre-
ments at specified periods throughout the teaehing career; and
(2) the super-maximum plan which allowed merit increments
only when the teacher had reached the maximum salary level.

A number of systems which use merit pay combine the two baslc
Plans.

Studlies seemed to Indicate that merit rating programs
should be based upon definite purposes; however, Investigation
into actual practices did not give evidence that this was
done. Evidence indicated that a systematic procedure must be
used to develop and implement a program of merit rating.
Evidence did not indicate that systematic procedures had
been used. Studles indicated that programs of merit rating
should continually be revised. Evidence indicated that
merit programs were not continuously revised.

Authorities Indicated that raters should be required
to meet certain qualifications and/or undergo special

training and have sufficient time to rate and perform other
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dutles. Evidence did not indicate such was the case. Author-
itles believed that plans should be developed for specific
groups but evidence indicated that usually one plan was used
for all groups of teachers.

There were five different types of rating forms used
in teacher evaluatlion; however, two were used by the majority
elther alone or in combination. The two types most fre-
quently used were the check scale plan and the gulded comment
plan.

There were seven general categorles of concern used
in the various rating instruments designed for teachers.

The general areas were: (1) Personal Characteristics; (2)
Social Relations; (3) Professional Qualifications; ()4) Habits
of Work; (5) Instructional Skill; (6) Non-instructional
School Services; and (7) Pupil Results.

Investigatlion of industrial studles on merit rating
revealed that a systematic or sclentific approach of pre-
planning and experimentation was the best way to develop a
program of merit rating; that there should be a minimum of
sub jectivity; and that approval of and belief 1n any program
by the raters and the ratees seemed to be necessary for
success.

Authorities seemed to agree that programs of merit
rating, 1n order to insure success, would have to consider

the following questions and arrive at answers acceptable to

—
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all involved persons:

1. What constitutes merit?

2. What type of instrumenf was best for formal evalu-
ation?

| 3. What welghts should be awarded to individual 1tems
in the instrument?

k. What rélationship did pupll achlievement have to
teacher efficiency?

5. What pefson or persons should rate teachers?

6. What educational purposes can be achieved bi link-
ing teacher efficlency and pay?

7. What reliability and valildity can a set pattern of
teacher evaluation have?

There appeared to be little evidence of common under-
standing and research among the groups opposing and approving
merit rating programs. Studles indicated that evidence thus
far nelther prove nor disprove either side. Evidence seemed
to indicate that a successful way to increase teachers' sal-
aries by formal evaluation may be developed, but that care-
ful study and experimentatlion willl necessarily precede success.

Summﬁries of studies presented in this chapter have
shown that recommended procedures for the establishment of a
merit rating program do not agree with evidence showing actual
practice. It has been shown that merit rating programs seem
established on a trial and error baslis rather than a sclentific,

systematic set of procedures as recommended by authorities.,



CHAPTER IV
CURRENT POLICIES AND PRACTICES IN MERIT RATING

The preceding qhapter presented the problem areas in
development and implementation of merit rating programs.
Material was presented which showed that criticisms of merit
rating programs have had reasons to exist. The actual prac-
tices were more in line with trial and error procedures than
with sclentific procedures. This chapter deals with the same
problems and 1s based upon investigation of materials con-
cerning specific programs. The data were collected through
correspondence.

A group of twenty-five school systems was found to
have merit rating programs from a study of literature. Further
study of literature concerning merit rating revealed that the
larger city school systems were dropping merit programs and
smaller city systems were using merit programs. Desiring to
check as many programs as possible the writer felt that all
school systems utilizing merit rating programs should be con-
tacted. Such a task was greater than the possible results
might warrant; therefore, only systems of ten thousand to
two hundred thousand in school population and those known to
have merit programs were contacted.

The method of initial contact was a double postal card
which stated who was conducting the study and for what pur-

pose 1t was belng conducted. The postal card requested that
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the school superintendent check yes or no to two questions.
The responses would indicate whether or not the system had a
merit plan as & basis for paying teachers and whether or not
the superintendent would be willing to respond to a check
1list on the policlies and practices involved in the program.

A total of 871 postal cards was sent out.

Of the 871 school systems contacted by postal cards
789 responded. Of the total responding school systems, fifty
responded no to both questions, 380 responded no to the first
question and left the second question blank. Of the total
789 school systems 298 responded no to the first question but
yes to the second. There were fifty-four systems which
checked yes to both questions. Seven systems returned the
postal cards unchecked and enclosed copies of salary policles.

Of the fifty-four positive responses seven qualified
the first question, indicating that programs were 1n develop-
mental stages or that a difference of opinion might exist be-
tween the writer and the system regarding the definition of
merit. One of the fifty-four was eliminated on the basis of
a definition difference. Since fifty-three had indicated a
willingness to cooperate with the study a check list was sent
to each one.

The check 1list contalned items concerning the develop-
mental, implemental and administrational procedures which

might concern merit rating programs. The check 1ist further
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requested specific information concerning uses of rating in-
struments and persons involved with the programs from de-
velopmental stages to the date of the check list. Forty-two
of the fifty-three systems returned completed check lists.
Nine systems returned the check list unanswered explaining
that the merit definitlion that seemed to apply for this study
would not include a program such as theirs. Two did not
respond.

Along with the check list a letter was sent to each
of the fifty-three school systems which had responded posi-
tively to the postal card. The letter requested that the
system send coples of salary policles, rating instruments,
rating procedural policles and such other information which
might be pertinent. The purpose of the request for such in-
formation was to give.the researcher evidence to validate
responses on the check list.

Of the forty-two systems which responded to the
chedk list, nineteen were found to have a program which could
not be classifled as a merlt program. The remaining twenty-
three programs were considered to fulfilll the accepted
definition of merit rating. Table I, page 78, presents the
programs submitted for study By typés of salary program.
Definitions for the types came from literature concerning
teacher salary plans. As described in the footnote to the

table, one each of the acceleratlion and super-meximum merit
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TYPES OF SALARY PROGRAMS AVAILABLE

78

Type of Program

Number

Non-Merit Rating Programs

Demerit

Extra duty pay

Professional growth plan

Other non-merit plans
Insufficient data to classify
Plan authorized but not used

Merit Rating Programs

Acceleration only
Super-maximum only

Both

Program in developmental stage

Insufficlent data to classify
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rating programs was in an experimental stage. Two systems
definitely had merit rating programs but did not send suf-
ficient data to classify by type.

As pointed out on Table I, one system had had a merit
program authorized but was not using the authorization and
was, therefore, considered to be operating without merit pro-
visions. Twenty-two salary programs were considered meri-
torious by the school systems but did not conform to the
definition established for this study. These twenty-two
programs were various combinations of plans. Most of the
non-merit plans were negative in approach, with four of the
twenty-two being for penalization purpose only and were re-
ferred to as demerit plans. Only nine of the programs ap-
proached salary in a positive manner. The nine positive
plans were deflned as professional growth and extra duty
plans. Professional growth plans based salary upon a system
of credits allowed for basic training, travel, extra study,
committee work and other specific activities. Extra duty
Plans allowed salary increments above the salary schedule
on a definite scale, for the coaching of teams, plays, clubs,
for sponsoring classes and other activities considered be-
yond a defined normal duty load.

Data from the check list were tabulated by item and
sub-item. Those school systems which responded did not all

respond to all items; therefore, totals did not always add
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up to twenty-three respondents. Some systems had written
comments on the check list, others had written letters which
were returned with the check list. Two did not send suf-
ficlent materials with the check 1list to classify but that
materlial which was sent was included wherever possible.

The materials from each respondent were kept together
in separate files. Each flle was numbered in consecutive
order from one to forty-two, as received. The materlials were
studied and analyzed according to the definitions previously
presented. Those which were not classified as programs of
merit rating.were so noted and eliminated from the analysis.
The remaining group of twenty-three were tabulated 1tem by
1tem to find the total number of respondents which checked
the varlous possible areas of concern.

The iInformation returned with the check list was ex-
amined for clarification of check list items and to present
evidence for the 1tems checked. In some cases there was
insufficient evidence to indicate that a check list item was
correctly indicated, in some cases evidence indicated that
the check 1list item had been misinterpreted; therefore such
items were either corrected or omitted, as the case deter-
mined.

The infofmation presented in this chapter was then
compiled from the check list, as completed by the respondents

and general information available concerning the responding
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systems of merit rating.

The Programs Examined

Programs of merit rating appear to vary according to
individual system demands. Concepts of ﬁerit rating, as in-
dicated by the data for this study, differed in statements of
purpose, policles, and practices. These differences were more
peripheral than central. There were many basic common
groupings. The similarities were: (1) types of programs,

(2) types of instruments, (3) items designed to indicate
teacher effectiveness and general purposes, (L4) raters,

(5) problems, and (6) other characteristics.

Types of Program Instruments

Methods of evaluation have been classified by general
type with various names and in various ways. 1In ofder to
facilitate the procedure of categorization the 1nstruments
reviewed were classified according to the types presented by
Reavils and Cooper.1 The rating instruments used by the
twenty-three respondihg school systems were then classified
into six groups: (1) check scales, which were used by ten

of the systems; (2) guided comment rating forms, used by five

ly4111am C. Reavis and Dan H. Cooper, "Evaluation of
Teacher Merit in City School Systems," Supplementary Edu-
cational Monographs, No. 59 (Chicago:. The University of
Chicago, Jenuary 1 i ‘De 46, .
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of the systems; (3) a combination of check scale and guided
comment forms, used by one system; (l4) characterization forms,
used by two systems; and (5) ranking form plan, used by one
system. The one using a conference method for teacher rating
had no standardized form, using instead a guide for the
supervisors of the individual belng rated. The conference
resulted in a composite evaluation determining the salary
increment. One system required a certailn score on a
standardized test as well as the rating form for establish-

ment of an increment based upon merit.

Persons Responsible for Ratings

Ratings were made most generally by the school prin-
cipal; however, other personnel were held to be equally
responsible for the initial rating in some systems. Six sys-
tems required the superintendent to rate teachers initially.
Six systems held supervisory personnel responsible for evalu-
ating. Seven systems required the department head to serve
as an evaluator. Two systems required the individual teacher
to assist in his own evaluation, while one system utilized
a fellow teacher as an initlal evaluator.

Persons held to be responsible for the final rating
likewlse differed. The superintendent of schools was held
solely responsible for the final rating in six systems. 1In
seventeen systems the superintendent and one or more persons

were held equally responsible for final ratings. One system



83
used a systematic plan of responsibility with the superintend-

ent being mainly responsible for flnal ratings with the super-
visor and principal following. The remalining eight systems
had various other combinations of position to be responsible
for final ratings. One held that an agreement of three out
of four positions, including department heads, supervisors,
principals and the superintendent was necessary for a flnal
rating. Another held a committee of administrators, teachers
and school board members responsible for final evaluation.
Three systems included board members as evaluators. One sys-
tem held the adminlstratlve staff to be responsible for the
final evaluation. One system held an administrative co-
ordinator to be equally responsible with the principal,

supervisor and superintendent for final evaluation.

Qualificetions for Reters

Qualifications for raters were not defined in the
materlials covering nineteen of the responding systems. Evi-
dence was found for only three systems which desired specific
qualifications for raters. As stated above specific persons
were designated to do the rating; however, the only general
qualification was evidently a personal acquaintance with the
ratee. One of the respondents required that raters be school
administrators but did not define the term. The three sys-
tems which had requirements speciflied that the raters should

have observed the teacher rated, or know the teacher
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personally or both; however these would not indicate ability

to rate.

Manner of Performing Ratings

The initial ratings were based upon several different
ways for raters to complete the rating instrument. The check
list contained five possibilities for gaining information
upon which to base ratings. When the data were studled 1t
was found that several comblnations of ways were used, but
that the general overall manner was simply an acquaintance
with the ratee.

The responding systems combined many of the means pre-
sented by the check 1list. Five of the systems used three
different ways of completing ratings; four required two
different methods; two required five different methods and
one required four different methods. The methods used by
the responding school systems were based upon personal
knowledge of the individual being rated in nineteen of the
total twenty-three. Seventeen systems rated after class-
rooms visits. Sixteen systems rated after a series of
classroom visits for supervisory purposes. Filve systems
rated teachers after classroom visits and consultation with
the teacher's peers. Four systems rated after consultation
with colleagues and/or students. One system used a con-

ference plan in which rater and ratee completed the rating
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instrument together during a conference held for that pur-

pose.

Evidences to Validate Judgments

Evidences required to validate ratings were specified
by seven systems, according to data made avallable. One
system did require evidence but did not specify the kind of
evidence. A final rating was acceptable with no validating
evidence or general statements of behavi?nr by one system.
Thirteen systems required objective evidence according to
the check 1ist. Fifteen systems required a general statement
of behaviour. Three systems required other types of evidences
for valldation of evaluation. Objectlve evidence was con-
sidered to be examples of work or affidavits of work by

authoritative sources such as the principal or the teacher.

Utilization of Instruments

Final rating results were used with or without other
information or evidence, for many purposes. Table II, page
86, presents a comparison of the different ways the instru-
ments were used. To determine promotion of personnel, three
systems used the rating lnstrument without other data, whille
fifteen used 1t with other data. To determine demotions,
thirteen systems used the rating instrument alone while ten

did not. To determine retention or rejection of probationary

or non-tenure teachers, six systems used ratings alone while
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TABLE II

USE OF RATING RESULTS BY RESPONDING SYSTEMS

Without With
Other Other
Utilization Data Data
To determine promotion 3 15
To determine demotion 13 10
To determine retention or re jection
of probationary or non-tenure
personnel 6 11
To determine amount of salary
increment 9 1h

To determine full salary 1 2
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eleven did not. Nine systems used ratings without other data
to determine the amount of salary increment, while fourteen
utilized other data. One system reported using rating re-
sults without other data to determine the full amount of
salary. Two systems reported using the rating results with
other data to determine the full amount of salary.

The data used with rating results to determine merit
increments were utilized in various ways with different com-
binations. Table III, page 88, presents the analysis of
responses concerning other factors used with rating instru-
ment results for determination of merit. Those systems which
used other data with rating results usually used more than
one and usually allowed specific credits for each other
factor which would determine the final decision. Individual
school or speclal committee work was credited most frequently
as data to be used with rating results for determination of
merit. Equal use of credits based upon system-wide committee
work and extra duty responsibilitles was made by the re-
sponding school systems. Equal use was also made of credits
based upon college credit hours, travel and work experiences
within the field of educatlion but other than teaching.

Non-credit study, experlences outside the field of
education anq-experimentation, were less frequently used
with ratings for determination of merit. Less than half of

the total twenty-three responding school systems gave credit



TABLE III

OTHER FACTORS USED WITH RATING INSTRUMENTS
IN DETERMINING MERIT

88

Number Number

Factors Using Not Using
Individual school or specilal

committee work 19 1l
System-wide committee work 18 1
Extra duty (above normal

expectations) 18 1
Special awards (outside school

system) 16 1
In-service training AT 5
College credit hours 16 6
Travel 16 3
Experience with field of education

but outside of classroom 15
Non-credit, private study 13
Experience outside fileld .of

education 12 5
Experimentation and research 10
Other data (such as tests and

community life) » 0
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to teachers for experimentation and research. Other data
such as standardized tests and judgments of observed be-
haviour 1in commueity life were used with rating results by
some systems. As evidence that teachers' activities in com-
munities were considered important in’estimating teacher
- merit, the number of systems which gave consideration to.
speclal awards received outside the school system and to ex-

periences outside the area of education, should be noted.

Program Development

The programs studied were developed b& a committee of
administraters, school board members and teechers in thir-
teen systems. One of the thirteen systems also had:a repre-
sentative of the local Parent-Teacher Association on the com-
mittee. In two systems the plan originated and was developed
by syetem level administrators (adminietrative personnel
other than school principals). Five systems had programs
originated and developed by classroom teachers. System level
administrators and school boards originated and developed the
program 1n two systems. One system did not knew who had
originated the plan, which was an old one but did indicate -
that all personnel had helped revise the blan througﬁ fhe
years. | |

Of the twenty-three responding systems, nineteen felt
that provisions were spelled out sufficlently in statements
of salary policy, while four did not. Sixteen included
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levels of merit increments in reproduced coples of salary
schedules which were avallable to personnel, while seven did
not. Twenty systems made coples of salary schedules and
merit increments avallable to all personnel while three did
not.

Personnel within the system were not informed who re-
celved merit increments and the reasons for the awards, in
eleven systems. Eleven systems did so inform the personnel.
One system did not respond to the check list items which
asked whether or not personnel were informed concerning which
persons received merit increments for whatever reasons the
system awarded merit. Several respondents stated that such
information was considered confidentlial while others felt
such action had no place in a merlt program. Many noted
that usually such informéfibn was learned through gossip.
Those systems which informed personnel ;f merit awards
granted, did so by bulletin, other publications and through

school principals.

Program Approval

The responses to two check list items concerning esti-
mated pércentages of staff and personnel approval of merlt
ratings brought two types of responses: (1) estimates; and
(2) results of polls conducted to determine exact percentages.
Table IV, page 91, presents the tabulated results of the two
i1tems. Sixteen systems estimated that 100 per cent of the
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TABLE IV

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF PERSONNEL AND ADMINISTRATORS APPROVING,
DISAPPROVING AND INDIFFERENT TO THE PROGRAMS

System Percentage of Administrators Percentage of Teachers
Re- Approv- Disapprov- Indiffer- Approv- Disapprov- Indif-
spond. ing . ing ent ing . ing ferent
A 100 0 0 - 10 -
B 100 0 0 70 20 10
C 100 0] 0 - - -
D 100 0 0 70 10 20
E 0 0 Lo 0
F 100 0 0 439 30 go
G 100 0 0 90 1
0
H 60 20 20 Lo 20 EO
I 65 9 30 75 1
J 100 0 0] 60 lg ég
K 100 0 0 5 0
L 100 0 0 100 0 93
M 100 0 0 90 10
N 90 10 0 60 10 38
0 100 0 0
= - 20
» 60 10 30 60 10 30
Q 100 0 0 25
0
R 100 0 0 67 4%5 3O
S 90 0] 10 50 2
2
: 100 0 6] 85 u? g
U 100 0 0 85
\'s 90 0] 10 75 1? %8
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administrators approved of the programs of merit rating used
by the individual systems. Three systems estimated that 90
per cent of the administrators approved; two estimated that
50 per cent approved; and one estimatea that 60 per cent ap-
proved. More administrators were indifferent to merit prog-
rams than disapproved of them. Estimated percentages of ad-
ministrators disapproving of merit were: one estimation of
5 per cent; two estimations of 10 per cent; and one esti-
mation of 20 per cent. Administrators who were indifferent
to merit rating were estimated to number 4O per cent of one
system; 20 per cent of one system; 12 per cent of one system;
"and 10 per cent in another system. The range of teaching
personnel approving, disapproving.and indifferent to merit
rating programs was great. Fifteen respondents estimated
from 50 to 100 per cent of.the classroom teachers approved
of the program. One system estimated only § per cent of the
teaching personnel approved of merit rating; one estimated ,
that 25 per cent of the teachers qpproved and one estimated
that 4O per cent approved. The respondent which indicated

only 5 per cent approval by teachers, estimated that 95 per
cent of the teachers were indifferent to the program. All

other estimated indifference was 4O per cent and below with
five estimations at 10 per cent.
Those systems which did not respond were either 1in the

experimental stages, and as a result felt that even an estimate
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was Impossible at the time or refused to give such an esti-
mate. Reasons given by the respondents concerning esti-
mates indicated that two systems had taken votes, one of
whieh required approvel by the personnel as a prerequisite
to the establishment of the program. Another respondent
stated, "In my opinion, most gripes came from the teachers
who got the largest raises." Another felt that the dis-
approving percentage were tﬁose who did not show evidence of
intent to improve professionally. One respondent felt in-
difference to be centered in that group of teachers with less
than flve years of experience. Three systems had no evidence
to base estimates upon, while one responded that such a
question was "impossible to answer."

Problem Areas

Evidence indicated that problem areas in developing a
plan of merit rating differed with each system. Using prob-
lem areas found in the literature examined, as a basis, item
fourteen on the check 1list requested the responding systems
to check the degree of difficulty for such problem areas as
were related to the individual system. The levels of diffi-
culty were placed at: (1) major, or that which created great
difficulty; (2) moderate, or that which created less than |

great difficulty; and (3) little, or that which created
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enough difficulty to warrant special attention. There were
seventeen problem areas listed concerning program develop-
ment. There were nine problem areas listed concerning pro-
gram implementation.

Table V, page 95, presents the problem areas con-
cerning program development with the number of systems which
had problems, as the difficulty level was checked by the
respondents. Some respondents did not check some of the
areas, indicating that there had been no problem or that the
program had not developed that far. The tabulated results
showed that none of the respondents had major difficulties
wilth acceptance of the plan by school boards and adminis-
trators. Sixteen systems had 1little difficulty with ac-
ceptance by school administrators, twenty-one had little
difficulty from sechool boards. The greatest difficulty
seemed to be that of getting teaching personnel to accept
a program of merit rating with five systems 1ndicating major
difficulty, ten iIndicating moderate difficulty and seven
indicating 1little difficulty.

Determination of when ratings should be made and
finding persons willing to rate seemed to have given little
difficulty to most of the respondents. Only two school sys-
tems Indicated that securing persons with abllity to rate was
a problem area of major Importance. Two systems also in-

dicated major difficulty with establishing a program to train
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FREQUENCY AND DEGREES OF DIFFICULTY FOR PROBLEM AREAS IN.
DEVELOPMENT OF MERIT RATING PROGRAMS

Degree of Difficulty

Moder-

Problem Areas Major ate Little
Acceptance of the plan by the school

administrators 0 6 16
Acceptance of the plan by the school

board 0 1 21
Acceptance of the plan by the school

personnel 5 10 7
Establishing purposes for merit

rating program - B 11 10
Determining what should constitute

merit 12 7
Establishing the items for the

rating form 6 11 5
Welghing of the items on the rating

form 6 8 7
Method of initlating the

plan 3 7 13
Determining the time of

ratings L 5 13
Determining method of informing ratees

of results L 9 10
Establishing groups or levels of

personnel rated 3 10 8
Determining the time of ratings 0 : 4 16
Securing persons with willingness

to rate 0 6 17
Securing persons with ability or

skill to rate 2 9 11
Developing a method of rater education

for skill 2 15 n
Standardizing the form for minimum

variation 5 11 3
Evaluation of ratings for revision 0 12 6
Other problem areas not mentioned

above n 0 0
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raters while fifteen indicated a moderate problem concerning
such rater education. One system considered the establish-
ment of program purposes a major problem. None of the
responding systems considered evaluation of the program to
be a major problem area.

The problem of major importance was that of deter-
mining what should constitute merit. Establishing and
welghing items for the rating Instruments were the second
ma jor problem areas to most of the respbndents. Establishing
a program for education of raters and standardizing the
rating forms, for the control of rater yariation, to‘insure
a minimum amount of rellabllity were problems of moderate
concern. The respondents indicated that eétgblishment of"
merit levels was also a pfoblem of ﬁoderate difficulty.

The problem areas which created least aifficulty for
the responding school systems in order of frequency were:

(1) acceptance of the program by the school boara;V(Z)
securing persons with willingness to rate; (3) determining
the time to rate and acceptance oflthe program; (l4) deter-
mining a method of initiation for the program; and (5) the
frequency of ratings.

Problems not included in the check list, which troubled
the responding school systems were: (1) the approval of local,
state and national teacher organizations, and (2) finding

sufficient time for raters to observe teaching.
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Table VI, page 98, presents the problem areas and the
degree of difficulty for each area involved in the imple-
mentation of the school merit rating programs. Tabulation of
the frequency of the checked items indicated that the greatest
problem area was that of adjustment for variation in rater's
evaluations. The least amount of difficulty was in gaining
cooperation of staff and administrators.

Examination of the other problem areas indicated
rather close divislion among the levels of difficulty. Nearly
half of the systems indicated little difficulty and the re-
mainder indicated major or moderate difficulty in all aress
except the two mentioned asbove. The implication seems to be
that about helf of the programs found difficulty of a greater
degree in implementation of the program concerning utili-
zatlon of results of the rating instrument and with the per-
sonnel 1nvolved as raters and ratees.

The two problem areas added to the group presented in
item fifteen of the check 1list were directly concerned with
the administration of the program. More time was needed for
raters to do an effective job and for the staff as a whole to
understand the program. Evldence was not found in the in-
formational materials of the various programs to indicate that
the programs were continuously evaluated and revised. The
materials implied that programs once established continued

as they were originally established.
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FREQUENCY AND DEGREE OF DIFFICULTY FOR PROBLEM AREAS IN
IMPLEMENTATION OF MERIT RATING PROGRAMS

]

Degree of Difficulty

Moder-
Problem Areas Major ate Little
Rater knowledge of the program in
general 2 6 Ly
Evaluation of effectiveness of
rating form 3 10 L
Ad justments for variations in
rater's evaluatlons 0 13 L
Cooperation of staff and adminis-
trators 1 2 17
Utilization of rating results for
personnel considered ineffective 0 8 9
Consultations with ratee and rater
after ratings ' 2 7 9
Revision and improvement of the
program 2 8 10
Coordinating ratings with personnel
data on file 2 5 13
Other problems not listed above 2 0]
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Purposes for Merit Program

Data covering purposes for the merit rating programs
of the responding systems were taken from the materials re-
turned with the check 1list. Most of the systems stated pur-
poses for the existing program were for pay, one program had
no other stated purpose. Eleven of the responding systems
had certaln purposes other than pay, all of a very general
nature, usually concerning improvement of instructilon.

Seven systems were for the specific purpose of improving in-
struction. There were insufficient data to determine

whe ther one éystem had any purpose outside of the supposed
purpose of determining the amount of salary increment
teachers were to receive. One system maintalned a salary
difference between the sexes. Men received nearly $200 more
at each level than women, for which there was no stated pur-

pose.

Rating Instrument Components

All of the systems rated teachers while only three of
the group which responded rated principals. The rating in-
struments indicated a wilde range of concepts concerning what
constituted efficlency for the teachers and the principals.
The total different items found on the various rating instru-

ments numbered 610. Analysis of the 610 different items
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indicated that many were different statements of the same
thing. The analysis presented evidence indicating that the
items could be further divided into sixty-eight different
sub-1tems.

By grouping the sub-1tems which seemed to be related
into larger groups, termed categories of general concern, it
was found that there were seven areas which the responding
systems seemed to consider when rating personnel for merit
awards. These areas of concern could be easier understood by
comparing'the intent of the area with the general categories
presented by Reavis and Cooper.2 Using the areas of concern
in this manner, the responding systems were found to be con-
cerned with: (1) instructional skills of teachers, first;
(2) social skills possessed by teachers, second; (3) the
teacher's personal characteristics, thirdly; (4) the teacher's
professional qualifications, fourth; (5) the teacher's work
habits, fifth; (6) the non-instructional school services which
teachers must do were sixth; and (7) the results of the
teacher's work as measured through the pupils were seventh.

The instruments varied in length and in category
importahce. Many rating instruments were only one or two
pages in length, others were five or more. The definitlons

given for items and categorles were usually found in policy

2Tp1d., p. 29.
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statements rather than on a specific instruction sheet or
the evaluation instrument.

The general categorles of concern found in the rating
instruments of the responding twenty-three school systems are
presented in Tables VII through XIII. The tables are pre-
sented according to the number of 1tems found to be used.

Table VII, page 102, presents the instructional skill
category. There were twenty systems which used 129 1items
concerning the skill teachers possessed in classroom in-
struction. The items of major concern as indicated by the
rating Instruments appeared to be the skillls teachers
possessed 1n the areas of classroom organization, achlevement
of growth in pupils, and the maintenance of a learning atmos-
phere within the classroom. About one-half of the responding
system's rating instruments had 1tems concerning pupill
evaluation, formulation of ob jectives and utilization of
psychological principles of learning. Of less concern were
the teachers' abllity to plan lessons, stimulate pupils, use
instructional materials and present lessons.

Table VIII, page 103, presents the category of concern
labeled social relations. Eighteen of the responding school
systems used 129 different i1tems which were placed under the
general heading of soclal relations. The areas of major con-
cern in social relations were the teachers' abllity to deal

effectively with parents and cooperate with coworkers. About
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TABLE VII

INSTRUCTIONAL SKILLS CATEGORY, COMPONENTS AND FREQUENCY
. OF USE BY THE RESPONDING SCHOOL SYSTEMS

Number Frequency of
of Use 1in the
Systems Responding
Category and Components Using Instruments
Instructional Skill 20 129
Classroom orgeanization 19
Achieving pupil growth 18
Maintaining a learning atmosphere 15
Pupil evaluation 1l
Use of psychological principles
of learning 13
Formulating objectives 12
Lesson planning 11
Stimulating pupils 11
Use of instructional materials 9

Lesson presentation T
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TABLE VIII

SOCTIAL RELATIONS CATEGORY, COMPONENTS AND FREQUENCY
OF USE BY THE RESPONDING SCHOOIL SYSTEMS

Number Frequency of

of Use in the
Systems Responding
Category and Components Using Instruments
Social Relations 18 129
Relations with parents 16
Cooperativeness 15
Relations with pupils 13
Participation in community activities 12
Relations with collegues 12
Command of soclal graces 12
Socilal attractiveness 11
Loyalty to system and school 10
Tactfulness 9
Attitudes toward pupills 6
Sense of justice and fair play 5
Leadership L
Ability to accept criticism 2
Ability to give criticism 2
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half of the responding school systems were concerned with the
teachers' relations with pupils, participation in community
activities, relations with collegues, command of the social
graces, and general soclal attractiveness. Less than half
were concerned with the teachers' loyalty to the individual
school and system and the tactfulness with which the teacher
handled awkward situations. Of least concern to the responding
school systems were teachers' attitudes toward puplls, sense
of Justice, soclal leadership and the ability to accept or
give criticism.

Table IX, page 105, presents the general category of
personai characteristics which was used by thirteen of the
twenty-three responding school systems in eighty-nine differ-
ent 1tems. The major concern was the teacher's personal
appearance. Slightly less than half of the s&stems were con-
cerned with the teacher's command of English, voice, stabllity
of character, abllity to judge and sense of humor. Less than
one-third of the instruments contalned items concerning the
teacher's physical health, enthuslasm, and general attitude
toward life.

Table X, page 106, presents the category of concern
labeled professional qualifications. Sixteen of the re-
sponding school systems used eighty-three different 1ltems
to determine the professional qualifications of teachers.

The areas of major concern were the teacher's professional
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TABLE IX

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS CATEGORY, COMPONENTS AND FREQUENCY
OF USE BY THE RESPONDING SCHOOL SYSTEMS

Number Frequency of
of Use 1n the
Systems Responding
Category and Components Using Instruments
Personal Characteristics 13 89
Personal appearance 13
Mental health 11
Command of English 11
Volce 10
Stability of character 10
Abllity to judge 10

Sense of humor
Physical health

Enthusiasm

w Vi =N 90

Attitude toward life
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TABLE X

PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS CATEGORY, COMPONENTS AND
FREQUENCY OF USE BY THE RESPONDING SCHOOL SYSTEMS

Number Frequency of
of Use in the
Systems Responding
Category and Components Using Instruments
Professional Quelifications 16 83’
Professional attitude 12
Participation in professional groups 12
Utilization of up-to-date techniques 11
Knowledge of sub ject matter 13
Professional growth 8
General cultural knowledge 5
Experiences other than teaching L
Professional preparation L
Professionally ethical 3
Contributions to profession 3
Accepted philosophy of education 1l
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attitude, participation in professional groups, utilization
of up-to-date teaching techniques and knowledge of sub ject
matter. About one-third were interested in the amount of
outside activities which could be termed professional growth.
The teacher's knowledge of the cultural aspects of civili-
zation, non-educational experiences, initial preparation and
professional ethics were of lesser concern. Three systems were
interested in specific contributions to the profession by in-
dividual teachers. One system desired that teachers have a
certaln philosophy of education.

Table XI, page 108, presents the category of concern
labeled habits of work. Sixteen responding school systems
used seventy-six different 1tems concerning the teacher's
abllity to work systematically. The areas of major concern
were the teacher's punctuality, ability to assume responsi-
bility, resourcefulness and dependability. The areas of
secondary concern were the teacher's ability to adapt in new
sltuations of work and the 1n1tiative or aggressiveness
necessary to forge ahead on projects. Of third concern were
the teacher's abllity to create, organize and be efficlent
in working situations.

Table XII, page 109, presents those determinants of
teacher efficiency which were categorized under the general
heading of non-instructional school services. Seventeen

responding school systems had rating instruments which were
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TABLE XI

HABITS OF WORK CATEGORY, COMPONENTS AND FREQUENCY
OF USE BY THE RESPONDING SCHOOL SYSTEMS

 Number Frequency o?
of Use in the
Systems Responding
Category and Components Using Instruments
Habits of Work 16 76
Punctuality 11
Responsibility 11
Resourcefulness 10
Dependability 10
Adaptability 8
Initiative 8
Creativeness 6
Organizational ability 6
Clerical efficiency 6
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TABLE XII

NON-INSTRUCTIONAL SCHOOL SERVICE CATEGORY, COMPONENTS AND
FREQUENCY OF USE BY THE RESPONDING SCHOOL SYSTEMS

Number Frequency of

of Use in the

Systems Responding

Category and Components Using Instruments
Non-Instructional School Service 27 66
Discipline and guldance 17
éare and use of classroom equipment 15l
Clerical efficiency 11
Direction of extra-curricular groups 10
éare and use of school property 9

Attention to routine details 8
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concerned with sixty-six different items of non-instructional
service to the schools. The major concern was that of the
teacher's abllity to maintain discipline and counsel students.
Slightl& less than half of the responding school systems were
concerned with the teacher's care and use of classroom equip-
ment, clerical efficiency and direction of extra-curricular’
activities. About one-third of the responding school sys-
tems were concerned with the teacher's care and use of school
property and attention to routine details.

Table XIII, page 111,.presents those components con-
sidered by the responding school systems to constitute measure-
ment.of pupils which determine teacher efficiency. Pupil re-
sults were the items which were least considered by the re-
sponding system's rating instruments. Fourteen school sys-
tems of the total twenty-three responding used thirty-eight
different i1tems to record pupil results. There were six
different 1tems to determine the results of teaching as
me asured by pupils which were concerned with the pupil's
soclal and academic achievement, and attitudes toward school
and teachers. There were five different items concerning
the pupil's abllity to study, work, think appraise his own
work and to discipline himself.

The seven tables show that the rating instruments
studied indicate that most evaluators of teacher's efficiency

were first interested in instructional skills and socilal
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PUPIL RESULTS CATEGORY, COMPONENTS AND FREQUENCY

OF USE BY THE RESPONDING SCHOOL SYSTEMS

Number Frequency of
of Use in the
: Systems Responding
Category and Components Using Instruments
Pupil Results 1L 38
Soclal achievement 6

Academic achievement

Attitudes toward school and
teacher

Ability to study and work
Ability to discipline self
Abllity to think

Ability to appraise own work

vi v v v o
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Secondly, the responding school systems were in-

in the teacher's personal characteristics. Of

least concern to the evaluators of teacher merit were the

items based upon pupil results.

Summary

This chapter has presented the practices and policiles

in school merit rating programs. The data were collected

through check lists and a review of materials concerning the

responding school systems. Data were presented which indi-

cated the

responding school éystems had problems and pro-

cedural practices 1n common.

Although the school systems which responded to the

check 1list had many concepts of what constituted merit, there

were enough simllarities to conclude with seven general cate-

gorlies of concern. The seven areas used to determine teacher

efficlency for merit purposes were:

1.
2.

Instructional skills of teachers

Soclal skills possessed by teachers

Personal characteristics of teachers
Professional qualifications of teachers
Teachers work habits

Non-instructional school services performed by
teachers

Teacher efficlency as determined by pupll results.
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Most of the responding school systems used elther a
check scale ratling instrument or a guided comment 1nstru-
ment. A combinatlion of the two types of rating instruments
were used by one school system. Other school systems used
characterlstic and descriptive statements, ranking of person-
nel, and supervisor's conference to rate teachers.

Few of the responding school systems had definite pur-
poses for rating teachers other than as a method of deter-
mining salary increment. Few also had requirements for
raters other than that ratings should be made by adminis-
trators.

Teachers were rated after the rater had become ac-
quaintea with them personally through supervisory visits and
after visits to the classrooms for the specific purpose of
completing a rating. Ratlngs could be used without valldating
evidences. Most systems permitted submission of evidence
with the rating instruments to valldate judgments made by
raters but few required i1t. Half of the responding school
systems had no means of informing teachers of how the teachers
were rated. Those school systems which did inform teachers
of rating results did so through publications and conferences.

Most of the responding school systems had programs
approved by the larger percentage of personnel. The programs
were most frequently developed by a committee which involved

all persons concerned with the school system, which could
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cause greater approval by the grbup.
The following chapter willl present a summary of the
findings as reported in this chapter and compare the findings
with the recommended procedures as found in literature and

reported in Chapters II and III.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine the factors
involved in the establishment and development of merit rating
programs in public school systems; to determine the presgnt
status of merit rating policles and practices in the field of
education. To achieve the purpose 1t was necessary to:

(1) trace the development of merit rating plans in public edu-
cation in the United States; (2) 1dentify common elements of
merit rating plans in the field of education; and (3) identi-
fy the problems involved in the development and implementation
of policies and practices for merit rating plans in education-
al systems. Since little research had been conducted re-
lating to the development and implementation of merit rating
programs in education, a study was made of literature con-
cerning industrial research which might have implications for
education.

The study was limited to an investigation and anaiysis
of literature pertalining to merit rating‘p;ograms and to an
analysis of information from check lists and policy statements
furnished by cooperating school systems. The cooperating

school systems were ascertained through correspondence. The



116
original contacts with public school systems numbered 871
postal cards from which there were 789 replies. From the
789 postal card returns a total of fifty-three possible merit
rating programs were sent check lists and a letter requesting
coples of policles, rating instruments, and other materials
which might assist the researcher to interpret the check
1list properly. PFrom the fifty-three sent check 1lists forty-
two replies were recelved. Twenty-three of the replies had
a merit program as deflned for this study.

Chapters II and III reported the findings from an
analysis of literature studied concerning educational merit
rating programs and industrial research into merit rating.
Chapter IV reported the findings concerning merit rating

programs in the responding school systems.

Merit Rating in Education

Evidence was presented that teachers' salaries have
evolved through three stages: (1) individual bargaining,
(2) position-type schedules, and (3) single salary schedules.
Historically it was not possible to draw lines of demarcation
which would denote periods of the stages, but general eras
have been 1dentified. By the early 1900's merit ratiﬁg be-

came Important in Industry and began to spread to educatlon.

Merit pay plans for teachers came to the forefront in
the early 1920's. The early plans generally ranked personnel

on the normal distribution curve. Some rigidly held to
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1imited percentages for each level. -As a result some
teachers were always rated as ineffective and were subse-
quently penalized. Only one system reported a merit program
in which teachers were ranked, according to the data col-
lected for the present study; however, many salary programs
approached teacher evaluation negatively.

'The complexities of teaching and specialization of
sub ject matter areas have made agreement on what should con-
stitute teacher efficiency somewhat difficult. Concepts of
teacher efficiency seemed to be as varied and as numerous
as programs. Studies have shown very little correlation be-
tween teacher competency and the various 1tems considered
important 1n good teaching. The only agreements seemed to
be that merit rating for teachers, in order to be effective,
should attaln the objectiveness of a standardized test; and
that administrators should evaluate the services of personnel
within the school system. Authorities in the area of edu-
cational evaluation concluded that supervisors of instruc-
tion should evaluate only for purposes of improvement of in-
struction and that supervisors' evaluations should not be
used for determination of salary.

The various groups within or concerned with the area
of education fall to agree on the value and use of merit
rating. School boards and administrators seem more willing

to consider merit rating. The organizations which represent
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school boards and administrators have published general sup-
porting statements and expressed interest in merit rating.
Teachers' organizations generally do not approve of connecting
ratings of teacher efficlency with salary. Teachers have
generally held that the complexities of teaching make any
evaluation sub jective and 1s therefore not a stable base for
salary determination.

The arguments pro and con generally center around
three main issues: (1) Can the quality of teachers' services
be evaluated in such a way that a valid basis for classifi-
cation according to efficiency level 1s attained? (2) Should
teachers' salaries be based upon the quality of feaching
efficionéy ascertained by'means of a rating instrument? (3)
Should teachers' salaries be set at levels similar to fhose
of the professions?

The argumenés usually have been based upon personal
experiences and generalizations drawn from those experlences,
with 1ittle statistical evidence to prove or disprove either
side. A case in point 1s that of teacher morale. Those in
favor of merit rating have argued that merit rating improved
teacher morale, those opposed have taken the opposite view.
Research evidence has shown that merit rating has 1little 1if
any effect upon teacher morale. Those who favor merit rating
have argued that it would increase experimentation and re-

search. No studies have been made to determine which
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viewpoint 1is true; however, the data collected for this study

showed that experimentation and research was given little

consideration in determination of merit.

Programs of Merit Rating

Evldence presented indicates that many school systems
have been reputed to have merit rating programs. PFurther
evidence was presented to indicate that the definition of
merit was somewhat loosely used. Evidence was presented
which indicated that 1f negative orvgeneral programs of
teacher evaluation were considered merit programs then one
in four programs in the United States would be so considered.

There were several programs of teacher evaluation
which were reputed to be, or claimed to be, merit rating
programs which cooperated with this study. Many of those
systems which were reputed to have merit rating programs
were in reality systems which penalized or awarded increments
based on professional growth and extra duty.

There were but two basic programs of merit: (1) the
acceleration program which allowed personnel to move ahead
on a set schedule either at set periods or yearly so that
the maximum salary was reached earlier; and (2) the super-
maximum program which allowed personnel who had reached the
maximum salary to be awarded additional increments based
upon evaluation of merit. The plans can and have existed

together and nearly as many use such a combination as used
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elther plan'among the school systems responding to the check
1list for thils study. (

The basic plans were implemented by five different
methods of evaluation which utilized seven different .cate-
gorles for instrument components. The five methods of evalu-
ation were: (1) the check scale method, which was a listing
of several attributes of teachers which were checked by the
rater according to a set pattern; (2) the guided comment
me thod which required the rater to write out his comments on
a number of leading questions or topics; (3) the characteri-
zation method which required the rater to characterize his
total impression of the teacher's merit with a single adjec-
tive; (4) the descriptive methoé which required the rater to
write a paragraph or two describing the teacher's merit; and
(5) the ranking method which required the rater to list the
teachers in a school in order of excellence. One of the
systems which cooperated with the present study used a con-
ference of all the supervisors of any specific teacher rather
than a set form to determine merit.

The seven different categories of concern which the
rating instruments commonly used to determline meriltorious
efficiency were:

1. Personal characteristics of teachers

2. Soclal relations

3. Professional qualifications
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4. Efficient habits of work

5. Classroom instructional skills

6. Non-instructional school services

7. Pupll results

Programs of merit rating were concerned with abllity
and willingness of raters; however, few of the responding
school systems had specific réquirements for raters. Most
of the responding systems did require a specific person to

do the rating. Usually raters were administrators, however,

fellow teachers were raters in some of the responding systems.‘,/f

¥
The policles which were common to school systems

having merit programs were found to be:

1. Designation of administrators as raters without
required qualifications.

2. Allowance of evidence presentations to lend sup-
port to rater judgment but with few evidences required.

3. Allowance of credits toward a merit increment for
evidences of professional growth, which were not considered
on the rating instrument.

4. TUtilization of the evaluation in irregular me thods
(either with or without other evidence or information) to make
personnel changes gnd to supplement pay.

S. Development of programs by committees composed of

administrators, teachers, and board members.
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From an examination of the literature the following
policles for merit rating programs were recommended:

1. Programs of merit rating should be designed to
fit one 1individual system.

2. Programs should be developed only after much time
has been spent studying other programs and research evidence.

3. Programs should be developed by group action.

4. Programs should be developed through a scientific
approach which would reduce trial and error.

5. To implement the program the system should have
cooperation‘and understanding among the school board, admin-
istrators and teachers.

6. To implement the program and attain cooperation,
me thods should be designed for handling grievances and appeals.

T. To develop and implement a program the system
should realize that it 1s not possible to determine varilables
or combinations of variables. The results of a program must
therefore be consistently and carefully evaluated and revised.

Recommendations from research to assist effective im-
plementation of a program of merit rating were:

1. Personnel should accept the premise that the prog-
ram 1s designed to help teachers succeed and improve on the
Job.

2. Administrators must be capable and have sufficient

time to work closely with teachers.
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3. The personnel supervised by a principal and the
number of puplls assigned to teachers must be moderate to
allow for meximum efficlency.

4. All personnel who are affected by merit ratings
must be provided with a good basic salary.

5. The school board should provide environmental and
economic conditions under which the program can develop to
satisfaction.

b, Peréonnel affected.by the program should be in-

vited to asslist in the program development and evaluation.

Problems in Merit Rating

Evidence presented indicated that there were many
common problems in educatlional merit rating programs. Those
problems which concerned school systems were:

1. Getting teachers to accept the program.

2. Determination of what should constitute merit.

3. Determination of purposes which were best attain-

able by merit rating.
4. Determination of an instrument which would fit
the purposes.
5. Determination of persons who will and can rate.
6. Training raters.
7. Adjustments for varlatlons among raters.
8. Standardization of the rating instrument.

9. Establishing levels of efficiency, once ratings
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have been made.

Little - difficulty seemed to occur in getting adminis-
trators and school boards to accept merit rating. Most of
the programs cooperating with this stﬁdy indicated very
little difficulty in evaluating the program's success. More
problems of greater degree were encountered in program im-

plementation than in program development.

Conclusions

Merit rating programs are not numerous. Those prog-
rams whieh do exist in the public school systems which are
termed merit, or reputed to be merit, usually approach merit
from the negative standpoint. These programs do not usually
award salary increments based upon professional growth or on
the basis of extra duty. A merit salary program approaches
merit from a positive standpoint, considering evidences of
satisfactory or better work as well as unsatisfactory work.
From the evidence presented in this study the following con-
clusions were reached:

1. Merit rating has not been completely successful
in either industry or education. Evidence presented showed
that the use of trial and error methods were probably behind
failures.

2. Programs which succeed in school systems are those

which involve all personnel within the system.
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3. The ratings of programs which appeared to be most
satisfactory requiréd evidence to support the judgment of
the rater.

4. The successful programs seemed to be those which
considered the many variables in teaching and did not set
up a program to last indefinitely without revision.

S. Arguments that merit rating does or does not im-
prove teacher morale do not stand up under examination.
Evidence 1ndicated that merit rating has no determinable
effect upon teacher morale in either a positive or negative
manner.

6. The argument that merit rating determines the
worth of contributions made by teachers did not hold up
under the light of research evidence. There were too many
variaebles involved to credit one device with completeness.

7. Merit rating 1s costly and time consuming; however,
so 1s any program of evaluation which 1s not superficilal.
Evidence did not indicate that sufficient financlal assist-
ance was given for development of the program.

8. Evidence did not indicate that merit rating tended
to set back teacher evaluation, neither did it indicate that
evaluations and salaries moved forward.

9. School systems have not given sufficient concern
in merit rating programs to the development of purposes,

qualifications, interest of raters, and conferences with
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ratees concerning the evaluations. made.

10. Findings of this study indicated that school sys-
tems utilizing.merit rating did not use scientific pro-
cedures in developing or implementing the programs.

1l. There was little evidence of revisions or plans
of evaluation for program revision. Programs once completed
and on paper seldom changed or grew, remaining rigid as
established.

12. The practice of ranking has faded from the fore-
front. Teachers are not compared in merit ratings but evalu-
ated in the light of individual accomplishments. Levels of
merit no longer 1limit personnel to percentages based upon the
normal distribution curve.

13. Teacher effectiveness 1s usually measured by evalu-
ation of pefsonal characteristics, social relations, work
habits, instructional skills, non-instructional school ser-
vices, professional qualifications and pupil results.

14. The practice of requiring evidence to support
rater's judgments appears to be increasingly important in
merit programs. Most programs permit submission of justi-

fying evidence and some require 1it.

Recommendations

Evidence has been presented to indicate that certain

steps should be taken to insure a measure of success 1in
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developing and implementing merit rating programs. The
following recommended procedures might be used as guide
lines for program development:

l. Teachers, principals, supervisors, superintendents,
and school board members should be involved in preliminery
research and development of a merit rating program.

2. Specific program purposes should be determined.

3. Agreement should be made concerning what con-
stitutes teaching merit, based upon observability, universal-
i1ty, and distinguishability.

4. A type of instrument should be determined and if
welghts are to be used, decision should be made as to the
amount and type of welght.

5. The frequency and time of ratings must be deter-
mined.

6. Sufficient time and money must be allocated to
cover cost of the program.

7. Persons with ability and willingness to rate
should be determined. Supervisors of instruction should not
be raters.

8. A program to insure rater ability and reduce rater
variation should be established.

9. A procedure to Inform ratees of ratings should be
established. An individual conference of rater and ratee 1s

recommended.
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10. The program should be an experimental one with
all plans belng tentative and subject to change after a trial
run. A complete and statistlical analysis of the program
should follow the trilel run.

11. The rating instrument's results should be used
with other material in personnel files for award of meritori-
ous salary increment.

12. All decisions should be liable to appeal.

13. Provisions should be established for continuous
evaluation and revision of the established program.

1l4. The results of final ratings should be suitable
for and used for other personnel practices in addition to

salary purposes.
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(Copy of double postal card sent
to public school systems)

January 11, 1958

Dear Superintendent:

The Department of Educational Administration and
Supervision, University of Tennessee, is con-
ducting a study concerning policles and practices
involved 1n merit rating for pay purposes in pub-
lic schools. We hope to contact all systems
having a merit plan. Please check the statement
which applies to you, on the attached postal card
and return it to us. - '

Sincerely yours,

John W. Gilliland
Professor of Education

James L. Keeney
Graduate Student

1. Our system has a merit plan for paying
teachers.

Yes No

2. We will respond to a check sheet on our
policles and practices and return same to
you.

Yes No

System

Superintendent
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

KNOXVILLE
College of Education

Department of
Educational Administration
and Supervision

February 3, 1958

Dear 2

We appreclate your indication of interest in the study
of merit rating which we are doing. The study should be com-
pPleted by June of this year. A summary of our results will
be sent to you upon completion of the study.

Attached to this letter are two coples of the check
1ist which you indicated you would complete for us. One copy
is for your flles, the other should be returned to us 1n the
addressed and stamped envelope.

We also request that you include any materilals which
you may have such as coples of evaluation forms, pay sched-
ules and policles or other information which has any relation-
ship to your merit rating plan.

Sincerely yours,

John W. Gilliland
Professor of Education

James L. Keeney
) Graduate Student
JLK:ed
Enclosures
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Check List on Merit Rating in Public Schools

School System reporting

Person reporting
Position

Address

Directions:

Yes

No

Place a Check (/) mark in the appropriate blank.

Are your merit provisions spelled out in salary
policy statements? (please enclose a copy)

Are levels of merit increments included in repro-
duced coples of your salary schedule? (please
enclose a copy)

Are coples of the salary schedule and merit in-
crements avallable to all personnel?

Do all personnel know the name and number of
persons who receive merit lncrements in your
system?

If so, how are they informed?

Do all personnel know the reasons for merit in-
crements for those who receive them?

If so, how are they informed?

Do those persons who do not receive merit incre-
ments know the reasons for their not being
awarded the increment?

Check the person responsible for the initilal
evaluation of teachers 1n which your rating in-
struments are used.

a. Superintendent
b. Supervisor



i

bkl

10.

11.

Ce.

e.
.

The

a.
b.
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Principal

Department head

Fellow teacher

If other please state position (s)

initial rating is made

through classroom visits for that purpose
through personal knowledge of the individual
by raters

after a series of classroom visits for super-
visory purposes

after classroom visits and consultation

with teacher's peers

after consultation with colleagues and/or
students.

A final rating is acceptable with

a.
b.
c.

d.

objective evidence validating each item
general statements of teacher behaviouyr

no validating evidence or general statement
of behaviour

if other please state

Check the person or persons held responsible for

the

a.
b.
c.
d.

©.

final rating of personnel.

Superintendent

Supervisor through the Superintendent
Prineipal through the Superintendent
Principal through the Supervisor and Superin-
tendent

If other than above state position

What person or group originated the plan and de-
veloped it to the final stage of acceptance and

use?

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Administrators at system level
School Board

Classroom teachers

Principals

Committee of all of above

If other state position (s)
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12. In the blank spaces to the left please estimate
the percentage of administrators who are

a. 1indifferent to your program of merit rating
b. eapprove of your program of merit rating
c. disapprove of your program of merit rating

13. In the blank spaces to the left please estimate
the percentage of teachers who

a. are indifferent to your program of merit
rating -

b. eapprove of your progream of merit rating

c. disapprove of your program of merit rating

14. Check, in the space provided, the difficulty
level of those areas which confronted you with
problems in developing the merit plan your system
uses.

Difficulty Level
Ma jor Moderate Little
a. Acceptance of the plan by the school

administrators

b. Acceptance of the plan by the school
board

c. Acceptance of the plan by the school
personnel

d. Establishing purposes for your merit
rating program
e. Determining what should constitute

merit

f. Establishing the items for the rating
form

g. Welghting of the items on the rating
form

h. Method of initiating the plan

1. Determining the frequency of ratings

J. Determining method of informing ratees
of results

k. Establishing groups or levels of per-
sonnel rated

1. Determining the time of ratings

m. Securing persons with willingness to
rate

n. Securing persons with ability or skill
to rate

o. Developlng a method of rater edu-
cation for skill




1. (continued)

Difficulty Level
Ma jor Moderate Little

p.

q.
r.
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Standardizing the form for minimum
varlation among raters

Evaluation of ratings for revision
Other problem areas not mentioned

above are?

15. Check level of difficulty for those problems which
confronted you in the implementation of your prog-
ream of merit rating.

Rater knowledge of the program in
general

Evaluation of effectiveness of rating
form

Adjustments for variations in rater's
evaluations

Cooperation of staff and adminis-
trators

Utilization of rating results for
personnel considered ineffective
Consultations with ratee and rater
after ratings

Revision and improvement of the
program

Coordinating ratings with personnel
data on file :

Other problems not listed above are:
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16. Final results from the evaluation form are used
without other data

No
a. to determine promotion
b. to determine demotion

c. to determine retention or rejection of proba-
tionary or non tenure persons

d. to determine amount of salary increment

e. If other please state

17. Final results from the evaluation form are used
with other personnel data on fille. Together these
data

a. determine promotion
b. determine demotion

c. determine retention or rejection of probationary
or non tenure persons

d. determine the amount of salary increment

e. If other please state

18. The data coupled with rating results to determine
Justification for merit increments are:

a. College credit hours
b. In-service training

c. Non-credit, private study, either in groups or
individually

d. Experimentation and research
e. Travel

f. System-wide committee work



Yes

18.

No

19.
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(continued)
g. Individual school or special committee work
h. Extra duty, any type above the normal duty
expectations
i. Special awards (honors received from other than
school system for outstanding work in any field)
jJ. Experience within field of education but outside
teaching
k. Experience within areas other than field of edu-
cation
1. Other areas not covered by the above are:
If the materials you enclose with this check 1list

(as requested in the letter attached to this form)
do not cover the following points state briefly
those things which will clarify your system's
handling of:

(1) Procedures for processing data

(2) Method of completing evaluation

(3) Other:
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