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ABSTRACT

A DESIGN FOR A GROUP INCENTIVE REWARD PLAN
IN THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

By

James Lee Honchell

This study was undertaken for the purpose of
generating a group incentive model appropriate for adapta-
tion at the elementary school level. Rationale for the
structural characteristics of the model is based upon
research and authoritative opinion cited in the text of this
thesis. Three basic areas of investigation wére designated
by the writer as relevant to the development of such a
model. The areas so designated include: (1) teacher merit
rating--its historical development, applications in public
education, and present status; (2) the evaluation of
teacher effectiveness--its historical development, applica-
tion in public education, and present status; and (3) the
examination of selected aspects of group dynamics. Included
in this analysis are the reported effects of group rewards
on group behavior, comparisons of the behaviors displayed by
group members in instances of intragroup cooperation and
competition, and the relationships between group rewards and
group productivity or effectiveness.

The descriptive presentation of each characteristic

of the incentive model is accomplished within the context of
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the cited rationale for the given characteristic. A possible
application of the plan is provided in the form of a data
sheet pertaining to a hypothetical elementary school at
which the incentive plan has been implemented.

The incentive model is partially dependent upon a
specific cultural assumption. The assumption being, that in
our society money is meaningful--money possesses cultural
significance. Financial rewards may thus be viewed as pro-
viding the means by which man's materialistic needs and, to
varying degrees, certain of his psychological needs may be
met,

The literature has suggested that merit rating plans
attempted in the educational sphere have been structured to
provide for the allocation of rewards on the basis of indi-
vidual teacher performance. This method of reward allocation
has tended to result in conflict due to the induced competi-
tion among teachers for the rewards. Subjective methods of
teacher evaluation for reward purposes have been the reci-
pients of much criticism. Teacher merit rating plans
have, in general, met with limited success. When applied
in public school settings, merit plans have suffered a high
rate of abandonment.

The allocation of merit incentives is dependent upon
a process of teacher evaluation. The evaluation of teacher
effectiveness has been restricted by a lack of the develop-

ment of sophisticated and accurate evaluative methodology.
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This arrested development is partially due to the failure of
a generally accepted definition of teaching to emerge.
Lacking an acceptable definition of teaching, criteria for
teaching effectiveness have not evolved. The vast majority
of the evaluative procedures have been, and continue to be,
directed toward subjective evaluator judgements pertaining
to teacher behavior and teacher characteristics. This pro-
cess is accomplished with only limited evidence as to which
characteristics or behaviors result in realization of the
school's goals.

Approaches to the evaluation of teacher effectiveness
which are viewed by several authorities as desirable, and yet
difficult to accurately accomplish, are those of evaluation
in terms of measured pupil-growth and evaluation based on
pupil-achievement level. The influences of other teachers,
parents, environment, and peers on student performance have
been identified as obstacles in the accurate determination
of individual teacher contributions. Objective evaluation
of teacher effectiveness in terms of pupil outcomes is fur-
ther hindered by the questionable validity and reliability
of available instruments of measurement. The instruments
generally viewed as most valid and reliable are those
designed to measure student achievement in certain basic
skill areas, such as reading and mathematics.

Selected sociological and social psychological

research has provided evidence which tends to support reward
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allocation on a criterion of group performance. It has been
shown that group incentives may influence various aspects of
intragroup interaction, and that these interaction factors
affect group effectiveness. The allocation of rewards to
individual group members in equal amounts on a criterion of
total-group performance has been found to result in
increased cooperation among group members. Cooperation has
been shown to possess a direct relationship with, and be a
determinant of, the degree of cohesiveness within a group.
The degree of cohesiveness within a given group has been
found to correlate positively with the level of effectiveness
or amount of productivity displayed by the group.

Groups functioning in situations of intragroup
cooperation among members have been found to generally per-
form at higher levels of effectiveness than groups function-
ing in situations of intragroup competition among members.

The writer has attempted to incorporate those aspects
of teacher merit rating, teacher evaluation, and group
dynamics which appear most appropriate, in the development
of a theoretically functional group incentive model. The
salient characteristics of the resultant model include the
following:

1. The elementary school is the unit which is evalu-
ated and the unit to which incentive rewards are allocated.

2. All professional, and designated non-professional,
staff members of a given school are eligible for incentive

rewards.
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3. Qualification for reward is dependent upon a
school's evaluated level of effectiveness.

4., The level of a school's effectiveness is deter-
mined by placement on district-wide rankings on designated
pupil-achievement and pupil-perception variables.

5. The reading and mathematics sections of a

standardized test battery such as the Sequential Tests of

Educational Progress are designated as the instruments for

measurement of pupil achievement. These tests are adminis-
tered to all third and sixth-grade students within the
giveq school district.

Tests such as the teacher and principal sections

of the Student Questionnaire are designated for measure-

ment of student perceptions of teacher and principal expec-
tations. These instruments are to be administered to all
students, grades three through six. A locally developed
non-verbal adaptation of such a test is to be administered

to all students grades kindergarten through two.

6. Equalization factors, based on comparative levels
of prior pupil achievement in reading and mathematics are
computed for each elementary school within a district. These
factors are dependent upon pupil-achievement comparisons
between the local elementary school characterized by the
greatest proportion of high socio-economic pupil composition
and the remaining schools within the district.

7. The annual, measured pupil-performance mean,

added to the computed equalization factor, determines a
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school's total mean achievement score on a given achievement
variable. Student perceptions scores are reported in terms
of a computed mean score for a given school.

8. All elementary schools within a given district
are ranked by mean score on each of the designated variables.
Incentive rewards are allocated to personnel of those schools
placing in the fourth quartile on district-wide rankings on
a given variable. The staff of each elementary school may
thus be eligible to receive a maximum of three incentive
rewards annually.

9. Incentive reward dollar amounts for professional
personnel are designated as a stipulated percentage of the
average annual teachers salary in the given district. All
professional personnel in a school which qualifies for incen-
tive reward on a given variable or variables receive equal
dollar amounts.

Non-professional personnel in qualifying schools
receive some portion of the average annual salary for their

specific job classification.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

The application of the single salary schedule by
school districts in the United States is currently a per-
vasive practice. The National Educational Association has
reported that by 1957, ninety-seven percent of the city
school districts surveyed, functioned under single salary
schedules.1

The typical, basic single salary schedule differen-
tiates teacher salaries on the basis of formal preparation,
in terms of college credit hours, and experience, in terms of
the number of years teaching.

This type of reward structure contains no provision
for allocation of salary on the basis of effectiveness.
Thus, any possible motivation which may result from reward
for effectiveness is restricted.

Attempts to reward teachers through use of various
merit plans have produced a great deal of contro ersy. While

many favor the principle of reward for superior results, they

lNational Education Association, Research Division,
Salaries and Salary Schedules of Urban School Employees,
1956-57, Research Bulletin 35 (Washington, D. C.: The
Association, 1957), p. 68.




also feel this concept cannot be equitably put into practice.
The divisive aspects of competition among teachers for
rewards and the controversial means for determining superior
teachers have emerged as major criticisms of teacher merit
plans.

A review of the literature on teacher merit rating
failed to produce any documented attempt to reward teachers
on the basis of their effectiveness as a building unit or
any other kind of group structure.

The National Education Association reported in 1969
that of 1199 teacher salary schedules analyzed in their sur-
vey, only 11.1 percent mentioned compensation for superior
service. The report made no reference to any type of teacher
group incentive.2

The general public continues to express a concern
that teachers and administrators be held accountable for the
achievement of students. Evidence of this concern is found
in the results of a recent study, designed to measure the
attitudes of the American public toward public schools, con-
ducted by Gallup.3

Included in the survey were items pertaining to

2National Education Association, Research Division,
Merit Provisions in Teachers' Salary Schedules, 1968-69,
Research Report 1969-12 (Washington, D. C.: The Association,
1969), p. 1.

3George Gallup, "Second Annual Survey of the Public's
Attitude Toward the Public Schools," Phi Delta Kappan, 52
(October, 1970), 97-112.




accountability: "Would you favor or oppose a system that
would hold teachers and administrators more accountable for
the progress of students?" A total of 67 percent of the
respondents expressed favor, 21 percent were opposed, and

4
the remaining 12 percent expressed no opinion.

Gallup posed an additional item which was more
directly related to teacher effectiveness: "Should each
teacher be paid on the basis of the quality of his work or
should all teachers be paid on a standard scale basis?" 1In
his analysis of the response to this item, Gallup noted
that:

The principle of paying anyone on a standard basis--
and overlooking his individual effort and success--
runs counter to the prevailing ethos of the nation,
especially in occupations that are regarded as pro-
fessional. The results of this question indicate that
adults regard teachers as they do other professional
groups--58% believe teachers should be paid on "quality
of work" and 36% believg teachers should be paid on a
"standard scale basis."

The Gallup study was replicated on a local basis in
a small region of Missouri. The findings were generally con-
sistent with those of the Gallup study. 1In responding to
the question of accountability, 80 percent of the respondents

indicated that school personnel should be held accountable

for student progress.6

41pid., p. 101.

>Ibid., p. 102.

6James V. Sandrin and Robert F. Steere, "Gallup Poll
Replicated," News, Notes, and Quotes, Newsletter of the Phi
Delta Kappa, 15 (January, 1971), 3.




A comparatively recent trend in the American educa-
tional sphere which has tended to retard the development of
a cohesive school staff has been the collective bargaining
process. This process has often been influential in the
formation of separate organizational affiliations on the
part of teachers and administrators.7 Stipulating a lack of
bargaining experience as a major cause of the conflict which
has resulted between teachers and administrators is somewhat
irrelevant to this thesis. What is more pertinent is that
perhaps steps may now be initiated, through use of rewards,
to promote a unified staff approach to the task of educating
children.

While a host of factors may be instrumental in deter-
mining the level of educational effectiveness at which a
school staff functions, it is conceivable that the aspect of
financial reward has potential as yet unrealized for posi-
tively influencing staff effectiveness.

Although not the specified primary concern of this
thesis, but certainly of importance to any proposal for edu-
cational change, is -identification of the stimuli which have
influenced the proposal.

Callahan has described the position of vulnerability

in which public school administrators have found themselves

7C. R. Young, "The Superintendent of Schools in a
Collective Bargaining Milieu," in The Collective Dilemma:
Negotiations in Education, ed., P. W. Carlton and H. I.
Goodwin (Worthington: Charles A. Jones Publishing Co.,
1962), pp. 104-106.




functioning for the greater part of this century:

. « « I was not really surprised to find business ideas
and practices being used in education.

What was unexpected was the extent, not only of tha
power of the business-industrial groups, but of the
strength of the business ideology in the American cul-
ture on the one hand and the extreme vulnerability of
schoolmen, especially school administrators on the
other. I had expected more professional autonomy and
I was completely unprepared for the extent and degree
of capitulation by administrators to whatever demands
were made upon them. I was surprised and then dis-
mayed to learn how many decisions they made or were
forced to make, not on educational grounds, but as a
means of appeasing their critigs in order to maintain
their positions in the school.

The problem to which this thesis is addressed is
that of conceptualizing a means for recognizing the effect-
iveness of a given school staff through the application of
group rewards. The focus, then, is one of educational
improvement, based on sound management practice and relevant

sociological and social psychological data.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to generate a descrip-
tive construct for a school unit incentive plan appropriate
for implementation at the elementary school level.

Importance is placed upon the development of a school
incentive model which retains a nature of flexibility. No
attempt shall be made to determine what the educational

goals of elementary education should be, what constitutes a

8Raymond E. Callahan, Education and the Cult of
Efficiency (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1962),
preface, pp. 1-2.




good teacher, or what specific instruments best determine
teacher or school effectiveness.

The proposals generated in this study shall be
intended to legitimize the concept of merit rewards applied
to group situations, promote a group approach to educational
endeavors, and suggest those directions which seem appro-

priate in the area of school effectiveness.

Procedure and Methodology

A review of the literature pertaining to the rele-
vant aspects of teacher merit salaries, group dynamics, and
evaluation of teacher effectiveness will be conducted. From
an analysis of this literature and the application of induc-
tive logic on the part of the investigator, a rationale for
the proposed model will be developed. The model to be
generated will be focused toward implementation at the ele-
mentary school level.

The allocation of school unit rewards shall be
dependent upon the level of effectiveness at which the school
staff performs. Criteria for the determination of school
effectiveness will be stipulated. Appropriate instruments
for the measurement of the school's performance on the stipu-

lated criteria will also be included.

Background Information

Likert has cautioned against the apparently pervasive
tendency of individuals to resist alteration of long-standing

procedures:



Many persons approach all social science research with
a healthy skepticism. This is excellent and to be
encouraged. It is, however, at least as important to
examine traditional principles and practices with
skepticism. Long acceptance does not make a matter
right. Common practice does not make it the best
practice.

These observations appear especially pertinent when
examined in relationship to the salary practices which are
presently common in most public school systems.

In the twenties, the single salary schedule appeared
and began its pattern of growth until it has become the most
popular form of salary determination in the public schools.
Fawcett has presented what he discerns as the inappropriate
motivational aspects of the single salary structure:

The policy most common today of having eleven steps in
the scale serves small purposes of motivation. Many
school districts have completely nullified retention
motivation by giving unlimited credit for prior experi-
ence to teachers from other school systems. The large
number of steps in the salary scale has, in today's
market, proved to be ineffective in meeting today's
problems.

In public school districts most attention is being
paid not to motivational aspects of salary policy, but
to the beginning salary for inexperienced teachers and
to the maximum salary for experienced teachers. A
highly technical problem involving one of the most dif-
ficult aspects of professional administration is being
tested as a public debate question. This problem is
further complicated by the tendency of teacher organi-
zations to utilize the debate over salary levels as a
device to procure and retain members for their organiza-
tions. They use raised salary levels as proof of
their services to their members. These actions ten
to obfuscate the real problems of salary incentive.

9Rensis Likert, The Human Organization: Its Manage-
ment and Value (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967),
preface.

loClaude W. Fawcett, School Personnel Administration.
(New York: Macmillan Company, 1964).







Tye, in his examination of strategy formulation for
planned educational change, suggested that involved schools
ask the question, "do our reward systems foster a sensitivity
toward identifying a needed change, or do they foster a
mainténance of the status quo?"ll The variance in the qual-
ity of the competence, performance, and subsequent effective-
ness of teachers is not rewarded under a single salary
structure. The dominant practice in public schools of dis-
tributing financial rewards on the basis of seniority and
level of formal preparation, tends to negate any stimulus
which salaries might possess for motivating teachers to
strive for increased effectiveness. Research by McCall and
Krause has indicated that the prevalent criteria for finan-
cial reward distribution showed little correlation with merit
and effectiveness.

It is important to note that the benefits to be
derived from the motivational characteristics of financial
rewards are not directed solely toward the satisfaction of
materialistic needs in man. Simon has observed that:

« « « 1in certain spheres of action, the behavior of

men is generally oriented around the "economic motive."
Yet, for most men, the economic gain is not usually an

11Kenneth A. Tye, The Principal and the Challenge
of Change (Melbourne: The Institute for Development of
Educational Activities, Inc., 1968), p. 20.

12William McCall and G. Krause, "Measurement of
Teacher Merit for Salary Purposes," Journal of Educational
Research, 53 (October, 1959), 73-75.




end in itself, but a means for afgaining more final ends;
security, comfort, and prestige.

In a discussion of incentives, Barnard has noted:
As to some individuals, material is required for satis-
faction; as to others, social benefits are required.
As to most individuals, both material and s?zial bene-
fits are required in different proportions.
Following a line of thought similar to that of Simon,
Barnard further states:
There is unlimited experience to show that among many
men, and especially among women, the real value of dif-
ferences of money rewards lies in the recognition or
distinction assumedlgo be conferred thereby, or to be
procured therewith. ~
Leavitt has also examined the influence of financial
rewards from a psychological perspective. He has argued that
money incentives have been awarded a place of significance
because money is "a common means for satisfying all sorts of
diverse needs in our society and because money may be handled
and measured. Money is 'real'; it is communicable." He
further noted that "money incentives fit with our culture's
conception of what work means."16
In responding to survey results which indicate that

employees place financial rewards fourth or fifth among the

rewards obtainable from their work, Leavitt contended that:

13Herbert Simon, Administrative Behavior (New York:
The Free Press, 1957), p. 5.

14Chester I. Barnard, The Functions of the Executive
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968), p. 57.

151pig., p. 145.

16garold J. Leavitt, Managerial Psychology (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1958), p. 171.
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. « » these are misleading findings. Where management
once may have overrated the significance of money (some-
times feeling that this was the only reward due a man
for his labors), these rank-ordering surveys directly
suggest that money is somehow less important than some
other things. The difficulties with this reasoning are
two: the presumption that man's motives can be broken
down into a static order representing his permanent and
unchanging attitudes and the fact that we live in a
society which approves the expression of interest in
working conditions and supervision and disapproves the
the expression of interest in money.

Crystal has also assumed a position in support of
the ability of financial rewards to motivate employees to
perform more effectively. He contended that if some psycho-
logists assume that money is no longer a motivating force
for employees, it is not because money now lacks importance.
Crystal argued that:

Perhaps the psychologists are right. But if they are,
it is for the wrong reasons. If money no longer moti-
vates, it is because of the inept way in which some
companies handle their compensation programs. It is
quite possible that the pigchologists' studies were con-
ducted at such companies.

As previously noted, the numerous attempts at appli-
cation of the teacher merit rating concept to the salary
schedules in public schools have resulted in a divergence of
opinion regarding the feasibility of the merit principle.

An additional fact of importance, which has also been men-

tioned earlier, is that the available literature on teacher

merit rating pertains to the awarding of incentives on an

171pida., p. 172.

18Graef Crystal, Financial Motivation for Executives
New York: American Management Association, 1970), pp. 14-15.
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individual teacher basis.

The NEA Research Division has gathered from a largc
number of sources the major arguments, pro and con, regardin:
teacher merit rating. While either of the positions may be
expanded upon, the following lists serve to provide an
adequate overview of the opposing viewpoints most commonly
expressed:

Pro Merit Rating

l. The principle of merit rating is sound and logical.
Teachers should be paid what they are worth,

2., The good teacher welcomes a merit pay system. Many
poorer teachers hide behind tenure.

3. Merit pay is an incentive for all teachers to work
harder.

4, The public is interested in receiving dividends for
money spent. Merit pay programs will make the pub-
lic more willing to support higher salaries,

5. Merit pay programs will tend to draw and retain
superior teachers who can look forward to financial
rewards on the basis of achievement.

6. Merit rating is used in industry and business: hen::
its application in education is consistent with
general practice.

7. The more adequate financing of public education
requires an examination of salary policies; merit
rating should be considered as a principle.

8. Teachers are already rated daily by pupils, supcr-
visors, parents and fellow teachers. Therc is no
reason why they cannot be rated for salary purposc:.

9. Competent administration can rate with few inequitic:..
This should be a regqular part of adminisgtrative
assignment,



10.

11.

12.

12

Anti-Merit Rating

Objective and valid measures of teaching efficiency
are not available.

Rating of the "human element" (personality, atti-
tudes, consideration, leadership, judgement) cannot
be accurately accomplished.

The effect of one teacher cannot be judged apart
from the effects of other teachers, parents, or
environment.

Judgement of the immediate results of teaching over-
looks the effects that are shown years later.

Merit rating for salary purposes is usually pro-
posed as an administrative technique for controlling
educational costs of instruction rather than as a
means of encouraging better teaching.

Merit pay plans actually increase educational costs
because of the large staff necessary for adequate
administration of the system.

Salaries based on rating tend to lower morale. They
provide an unwholesome sort of competition that
divides a professional group. They tend to reduce
cooperation between teacher and teacher and between
teacher and administrator.

Cooperative discussion between teacher groups and
boards of education are often inhibited when merit
rating for salary is involved.

Rating for salary purposes takes a lot more time
than the benefits derived warrant--time that could
otherwise be used for assisting teachers.

Rater bias is inevitable. No two raters would weigh
or rate the same.

Teachers would tend to conform to the emphasis of
the rater in hope of financial reward and not for
the purpose of improving instruction.

Parents would pressure to know which teachers were
rated "superior" and insist on having them teach
their children,
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13. It is more important that the general level of
teaching ES elevated rather than a few teachers
rewarded.

The principle of merit incentive continues to be a
current consideration in the State of Michigan. As a segment
of his educational reform package, Governor William Milliken
has included a recommendation providing for the development
of experimental incentive pay programs.

Section 1 of Senate Bill 1083 reads:

A teacher incentive pay demonstration program for
increasing and rewarding excellence in teaching and for
increasing teacher productivity is established in the
department of education in order to develop recommenda-
tions for a statewide teacher incentive pay program.
The demonstration program shall includgoprojects in not
less than four local school districts.

The demonstration programs which have been proposed
are scheduled to begin in the fall of 1971.

A recent editorial in the Detroit Free Press expresscd
severe criticism of the reluctance displayed by teacher org.ai-
zations to become involved in teacher merit rating programs:

The teachers have made it clear, through their unionizas-
tion efforts and their demand for greater public support
of schools, that they expect more of society than in the
past. It seems only fair that society should ask of

them in turn that they accept a modest syEEem of incen-
tives to reward merit and penalize sloth.

19National Education Association, Research Division,

The Arguments on Merit Rating, Research Report 1959-30
(Washington, D. C.: The Association, 1959).

20Senate Bill 1083, Teachers' Incentive Pay: Estah-

lish Demonstration Plan, duplicated by Michigan Association
of School Boards and Michigan Association of School Adminis-
trators (1969).

21Editorial, The Detroit Free Press, March 3, 1971,

p. 6A.
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The editorial also equated merit rating with accounta-

bility, and indicated that the single salary schedule has a
negative influence on teaching:

The schools have too little accountability now, and the

administrators--who ought to be held accountable for

results within a building--have too little discretion.

The system of flat-rate pay increases tend§7to reduce

teaching to its lowest common denominator.“”®

The 1969-70 school year witnessed, in Michigan, the

implementation on a state-wide basis of a testing program
designed for the purpose of assessing the educational
progress of students in selected grade-levels. The public'-
continuing insistence for the procurement of evidence of the
effectiveness of the teaching process has been cited as an
instrumental factor in the realization of such an assessment
program. In September, 1969, the Bureau of Research of the
Michigan Department of Education noted in its initial school
assessment report:

In recent years, it has become increasingly evident

to both professional educators and the general citizenry

that reliable information concerning progress in educa-

tion is scarce. As the costs of education climb and

the property taxes become more burdensome, the demand

for performance indicators in the field of education

increases. Under present conditions, schoolmen are

hard pressed to respond to their communities' questions

regarding the effects that added dollars will Bave upon
the educational performance of their children.

221y54.

23Bureau of Research, Michigan Department of Educa-
tion, Purposes and Procedures of the Michigan Assessment of
Education (Lansing: The Bureau of Research, September, 1969),

p. 1.




15

The passage of the Michigan negotiations statute in
1965 served to produce an organizational schism between
teachers and administrators. Where prior to this legislation,
many teachers and administrators had been committed members
of a single professional organization, the subsequent months
found a polarization of attitudes between the two groups.
Young noted a result of the conflict:
The formal withdrawal of Michigan's principals and super-
intendents from the MEA was not an impulsive act. It
grew out of two years of frustration and abuse. I per-
sonally felt reconciliation would in time be possible,
but the superintendents' vote was overwhelming. The
mood remains anng and irrational. The wounds will be
long in healing.2
It is possible when analyzing the advent and subse-
quent implementation of the negotiation process in Michigan
schools, to, in retrospect, determine factors which were
inappropriately handled. Young has observed:
We now know that laws which fail to give teachers enough
freedom to act will eventually lead to extra-legal
action. But lack of latitude alone cannot account for
the ugliness. 1In Michigan it was ignorance! The law
was implemented before teachers, boards, and adminis-
trators could grasp the meaning, ritual, and tactics
of collective bargaining. As a consequence the state
is still attempting to recover from thisunnecessary ill
will our original ignorance generated.
The background information which has been presented
pertains to areas which may be affected by a school unit

reward plan. Those factors discussed are not viewed as an

all-inclusive listing. Other aspects of the educational

24Young, loc. cit.

251pid., pp. 104-105.
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milieu may conceivably be potentially more responsive to such
a reward plan than those cited.

A significant aspect of this thesis lies in the
unique approach employed for the allocation of financial
incentives in educational settings. This study will attempt
to provide substantial indication that the previously cited
problem areas may be positively influenced through adaptation

of the school unit reward model, herein developed.

Limitations of the Study

The model to be developed as a result of this research
effort will be designed for implementation at the elementary
school level. While it is anticipated that the school unit
incentive concept will be applicable at all levels of public
education, for purposes of presentation and justification,
the plan may be presented in a more clear and concise manner
if described in terms of a specific organizational level.

It is recognized that the merit concept has keen
applied in various forms in business and industrial areas.

The literature reviewed in this thesis will be limited to +%-
merit rating concept as applied to teachers 1in public schaoo - .

Reference shall be made to croup reward structures
and group processes in industrial settings. The purposes ot
such information are to examine the manner in which a group
may function under certain conditions and to describe cer-
tain effects rewards may have upon the group. It is not pro-

posed that industry be equated with education or are data
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relative to industrial incentive plans presented.

An additional limitation of this study is the sub-
jective nature of the generated proposals. Although the prc-
posed plan will be based upon the research and authoritative
opinion presented in prior chapters, the selection and inter-
pretation of the evidence will be arbitrarily designated and

analyzed by this investigator.

Description of Terms

1. Merit pay, merit reward, merit incentive, merit
rating, teacher merit rating, incentive reward, incentive
pay, incentive rating, teacher incentive, individual teacher
merit, and individual teacher merit rating shall be used
synonymously when applied in the text of this thesis.

The NEA has developed a definition of merit reward
which reads:

A plan by which promotion, increase in salary, and
general advancement within a school system are deter-
mined by the degree of efficiency with which teachers
perform their duties. It may be combined with other
plans using experience, training, SEC.. in arriving
at salary increases or promotion.
For purposes of reference to the model to be developed in
this thesis, the degree of efficiency with which teachers
perform their duties is not a prime concern. Merit reoward
when applied to the model shall be concerned with the degre=»

of effectiveness with which the teachers of an elementary

school perform their duties.

26National Education Association, op. cit., p. 1.
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2, School unit and elementary building unit will
refer to the total staff of an elementary school.

3. School unit incentive, school unit reward, ele-
mentary building unit incentive, elementary school unit
reQard, and teacher incentive model will refer to the merit
rewards as applied to the total staff of an elementary schcol

4, A group shall be considered an aggregate of two
or more people interacting, in which the existence of all is
utilized for the satisfaction of some needs of each.

5. Group productivity shall ke viewed as a cirect
outcome of task performance. It shall refer to the degree
to which a group succeeds in the realization of group
goals.

6. Group effectiveness shall be viewed as a direct
outcome of group productivity. The degree of group produc-
tivity shall determine the degree of effectiveness. A pro-
ductive group shall be assumed to be an effective group.

Group effectiveness shall be determined by student
testing results in the following areas: (a) Reading and
mathematics achievement. The reading and mathematics sec-
tions of a standardized battery such as the Sequentizl

Tests of Educational Progress shall be used for mea-

surement of achievement in these basic skill areas;

(b) Student perceptions of teacher and principle

27C. Gratton Kemp, Croup Process (Boston: Houghtcn
Mifflin Company, 1964), p. 27.

28Ralph M. Stogdill, Individual Teacher and Groun

Achievement (New York: Oxford University pPress, 195%),
p. 202.
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expectations. Teacher and principle expectations shall refer
to the expectations and norms of school learning for students
held by teachers and principals. These expectations shall
be measured in terms of student perceptions. The measurement
instrument to be employed shall be a perceptions test such

as the Student Questionnaire

7. Group morale is defined as a direct outcome of
freedom of action granted its individual members in the per-
29
formance of their group defined roles.

8. Group motivation is defined as any impulse or

desire that moves the group to action.

Overview of the Study

Chapter I will consist of an attempt to establish
the importance of and need for the study, describe the pur-
puse of the study, detail the procedure to be followed, pro-
vide background information, delimit the study, and define
the terminology to be used.

Chapter II will contain a review of the 1literature
pertaining to teacher merit rating.

Chapter III will contain a review of the literature
in the area of evaluation of teacher effectiveness. Atten-
tion will be directed to the methods and instruments which
appear most applicable for adaptation to the measurement of
the effectiveness of a total elementary school staff.

Chapter IV will contain a review of the pertinent

291pid., p. 212.
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literature in the area of group dynamics. Comparisons of
group and individual performance on various tasks; the
effects cooperative and competitive situations have upon
group effectiveness and productivity; the influences which
group rewards have upon various aspects of the group process;
and practical application of a group reward system will
receive attention.

Chapter V will consist of three sections. 1In section
one a rationale for a group incentive structure applicable
for public school implementation at the elementary level will
be presented. The rationale will be developed from informa-
tion cited in Chapters II, III, and IV of this thesis.

Also included in section one will be criteria for
determination of school effectiveness, dollar amounts of
rewards, measurement procedures, bases for reward allocation,
and procedural considerations.

Section two will be intended to provide an illustra-
tion of the financial considerations pertinent to the model
incentive plan. The mode of presentation will be an
itemized financial tabulation as applied to a hypothetical
elementary school.

Section three will be the presentation of a summary
of the study and writer observations pertaining to selected

aspects of the study.



CHAPTER II

TEACHER MERIT SALARIES

Historical Development

The existence of individual teacher merit salary
provisions is not a recent phenomenon in American public
education. Early teacher salaries were determined through a
process of individual bargaining between the teacher and
the board of education.l

The relative worth of a given teacher's performance
was established by a principal, supervisor, or superinten-
dent through a process of direct observations. These
observations provided a basis for the establishment of the
amount of the annual salary offer by the board of education.
Theoretically, those teachers who displayed a higher quality
of service were recipients of comparatively higher wages.

Teachers discovered that this method of salary
determination resulted in numerous inequities. Eastmond has
described the concerns expressed by teachers as a result of

the individual negotiation procedure:

lNew England School Development Council, Merit-
Salary Committee, Teacher Competence and Its Relation to
Salary (Cambridge, Mass.: The Council, Spaulding House,
July, 1956), p. 1.

21pid.

21
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This practice amounted to a type of bargaining in which
the fluctuations of the economy and of supply and demand
of teachers frequently reacted against the best interests
of the teacher. Salaries were regulated in such a way
that the most aggressive, nervy, or "apple polishing"
teachers frequently profised while the more modest and
retiring fared less well.

The subsequent adoption of salary schedules by boards
of education was aimed at correction of the disadvantages
produced by individual bargaining. The salary schedule
method of teacher wage regulation was viewed as advantageous
by both teachers and school boards. Rationale for the con-
version to teacher salary schedules has been noted by
Eastmond:

Salary schedules were developed to help solve some of
the injustices which tend to accompany individual bar-
gaining, such as favoritism for relatives, overemphasis
on personality, sex, religion, etc. Schedules were
favored by teachers because they eliminated these
injustices and the insecurities and frustrations that
so often accompanied irregular and haphazard conditions.
Boards of education likewise favored them because they
simplified the estimates of budget needs and anticipated
expenditures, and thus made4possible the long-term
planning of school finance.

Initial salary schedules were so designed as to dif-
ferentiate between the level of the salaries paid to elemen-
tary teachers as compared with wages received by secondary
teachers. It was generally assumed that the teachers of
elementary grades were faced with a much less demanding

educational task than were those teachers of secondary stu-

dents. The comparatively highly salaries paid to secondary

3Jefferson N. Eastmond, The Teacher and the School
Administration (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1959), p. 360.

41pid.
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teachers also served to discriminate against women, since
most teachers of elementary grades were female. Increased
acceptance of the concept that teaching young children is
as demanding and difficult as instructing children of
secondary school age, coupled with pressure from teacher
organizations, assisted in influencing rapid adoption of the
single salary schedule. Single salary schedules are
designed to differentiate the annual wages of teachers on
the basis of formal preparation and years of teaching experi-
ence.5

The application of teacher merit rating programs for
salary purposes has declined since the advent of the single
salary schedule in the 1920's. The National Education Asso-
ciation reported in 1923 that data provided by 941 cities
indicated that teachers were rated in 57 per cent of the
responding school districts.6 Merit rating was used for
salary purposes in 36 per cent of the districts.? A survey
for similar purposes conducted in 1969, again by the National
Education Association, determined that of 1199 teacher salary

schedules analyzed, 11l.1 per cent stipulated provisions for

SIbid., p. 361.

6National Education Association, Report of the Salary

Committee, Teachers Salaries in 1923, p. 52, cited by Lloyd
P. Young, The Administration of Merit-Type Teachers' Salary
Schedules (New York: Teachers College, Columbia University,

1933), p. 5.
71bid.
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added compensation based on superior teacher performance.8

Barr, writing in 1926, attributed the decline of
merit systems to insufficient professional development on
the part of the teacher:

Merit ratings as bases for salary and promotion appeared
in the field long ago and have been tried in many places.
There are isolated instances of considerable degree of
success, but on the whole the scheme has met with indif-
ferent success.

The fact must be faced that many teachers are opposed
to merit rating because they lack sufficient professional
vision and are afraid to trust their colleagues. This is
not to be wondered at, nor is it as severe and harsh an
indictment of the teaching body as it sounds. It really
points to the fact that the teaching body is still largely
made up of immature and untrained people who are not
capable of entertaining the requisite professional stand-
ards. It must be emphasized, of course, that there are
many splendid examples of high professiongl idealism to
be found among teachers the country over.

Barr concluded that reticence on the part of adminis-
trators to become involved in merit plans was an additional
limiting factor in the growth of merit rating:

Many administrators also lack the courage to try this
system out. This too is not to be wondered at when it

is considered, on the one hand, that all sorts of poli-
tical manipulation is likely to result, unfair pressure
brought to bear, and a general state of discord engen-
dered. Again, on the other hand, it is to be noted that
many courageous leaders have been ab}s to obtain the con-
fidence of teachers in such schemes.

8National Education Association, Merit Provisions in
Teachers' Salary Schedules, 1968-69 (Research Memo 1969-12)
(Washington, D. C.: The Association, 1969), p. 1.

9A. S. Barr and William H. Burton, The Supervision
of Instruction (New York: D. Appleton and Co., 1926), p. 452.

101pbid., pp. 452-453.
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While teacher merit rating has been under considera-
tion by educators and the public for some time, the litera-
ture does not appear to reveal a systematic investigation of
the concept. There is, in fact, a divergence of opinion
regarding the content of the literature dealing with teacher
merit rating. Karam found merit writings to be deficient in
a pragmatic sense:

A careful review of the literature on merit-rating pay
plans revealed that a major portion of the writings

were merely opinions either for or against the princi-
ple of merit rating for salary purposes. A surprisingly
limited amount of material was available concerning the
mechanics of the plans and suggested teigniques for
developing and administering the plans.

Mitchell, in contrast, found a sufficient quantity of
information dealing with various merit programs but felt that
the aspect of research had been virtually ignored:

Few generalizations can be safely made about the subject,
but one of the safest is this: There has been a great
deal of trial and error experimentationlgut very little
of what could be called basic research.

The trend toward widespread adoption of salary
schedules in lieu of individual teacher bargaining did not
serve to eliminate consideration of the "merit principle."
Early in the growth period of the salary schedule, Cubberly

voiced concern over the increasing failure to reward teachers

in terms of exceptional performance:

1rvin A. Karam, "Merit-Rating Salary Plans in Pub-
lic School Systems of the United States, 1955-57," Journal
of Educational Research, 53 (December, 1959), 144-148,

12Jerry B. Mitchell, "Merit Rating: Past, Present,
and Perhaps," Phi Delta Kappan, 42 (January, 1961), 139-142.




26

A uniform salary schedule assumes that all of equal
rank and experience are approximately of fgual worth--
a condition that is never found to exist.

Types of Teacher Merit Pay Plans

A hindrance in attempting to examine available litera-
ture pertaining to teacher merit rating is the lack of
general agreement on the use of merit terminology.

In an attempt to clarify this issue, Davis has cate-
gorized merit plans from a functional perspective. She has
argued that factors such as professional growth requirements,
salary penalties, and extra pay for extra service are not
merit provisions.1

According to Davis, only two devices, with varying
details, may be added to a salary schedule in order to incor-
porate merit provisions. These devices are described as:

(1) acceleration through the salary schedule, which refers

to the practice of alloting either double increments or a
larger-than-normal increment as the teacher advances from the
minimum to the maximum salary; and (2) superior-service maxi-
mums, which provide for promotional steps above the normal
maximum salary. Either of these methods are to be applied

. ) 15
only as a reward for superior service.

13E. P. Cubberly, Public School Administration
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1929), p. 377.

14Hazel Davis, "Facts and Issues in Merit Salary
Schedules," The Journal of Teacher Eduation, 8 (June, 1957),
126-135.

15

Ibid., p. 128.
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The National Education Association has attempted to
classify merit provisions in terms of common methods of
implementation. The salary survey published by the NEA in
1969 defined the three major categories of merit plans which
were determined:

The first, and most frequent type, is the reservation
of authority by the board of education to exceed the
schedule for "outstanding" or "meritorious" service by
teachers and sometimes by other members of the instru-
mental staff. This is usually a blanket statement pro-
viding no detailed information as to the methods of
implementation.

A less frequent reference to merit is in the form of
a statement granting the board of education power to
accelerate the progress of outstanding teachers on the
regular schedule by granting double increments, or the
like, but usually not to exceed the regularly scheduled
maximums of the salary classes contained in the basic
schedule.

The third major type of merit provision . . . deals
with provisions for exceeding the teacher salary schedule
by definite dollar amounts. Generally, these merit sup-
plements are granted either before or after the regu-
larly scheduled maximum has been reached. Requirements
for eligibility vary from system to system, but most
merit provisions providing definite dollar amounts are
applicable only after several years of service in the
system; many apply only after the regularly scheduled
maximum has bign reached through normal progression on
the schedule.

Closely associated with the misconceptions generated
by varied definitions of merit terminology is the confusion
as to whether or not a school district actually has merit
provisibns within the salary structure. Karam found in a
sample of 224 school districts, fifty-six of the superinten-

dents stated that they "did not have and never did have a

16NEA, Merit Provisions in Teacher's Salary Schedules,

1968-69, op. cit., p. 1.
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merit pay plan, even though it had been claimed that they did
have." Superintendents in sixty-five of the districts
reported that their salary schedules contained merit provi-

. . 17
sions which were seldom or never used.

Opposing Views on Teacher Merit Salaries

Evidence of the durability of the conflict often pro-
duced when teacher merit rating is under consideration may
be demonstrated by a comparison of opposing positions. Con-
temporary arguments regarding merit rating have been detailed
earlier in this thesis (see pp. 11-13). Opposing views,
expressed earlier in this century, reveal a great deal of
similarity to current arguments. In a study conducted by
Young in 1933, the following points were presented as repre-
sentative of the opposing schools of thought on merit salaries
for teachers:

Pro Individual Merit

l. The public demands that the money which it has given
be used to secure and retain the most efficient
teaching service.

2, Merit schedules are in harmony with principles under-
lying efficiency in public service; namely, salary
dependent upon a service rendered.

3. A merit salary schedule is based upon a fundamental
principle of a salary schedule; it should be such as
to stimulate and encourage individual improvement

and to reward exceptional merit.

4, Merit salary schedules are flexible so that they may
be applied to the exceptional teachers.
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5. They stimulate teachers to be critical of their own
work.

]

6. Merit schedules provide the stimulus and recognition
necessary to advance teachers beyond the usual point
or plateau of maximum efficiency.

Anti Individual Merit

1. There is no agreement as to just what constitutes
merit, or efficient teaching.

2. No reliable, scientific instrument has been developed
to measure the varying degrees of teacher efficiency.

3. Merit rating destroys the esprit de corps and morale
of the teaching force.

4, It hinders the proper relationship between supervisor
. and teacher.

5. A teacher's work is hampered by merit rating, and
she is prevented from expressing her own individuality.

6. Merit rating tends to unionize the teachers, anta-
gonize the admigistration, and ggtracize teachers who
meet the promotional standards.

Stirling examined the opposing positions on merit
rating from the perspective of their relationship to the
improvement of teacher effectiveness. He concluded that the
only justification'for the institution of merit salary pro-
grams is to reward evident improvement of teacher effective-
ness.19

Justman, Brighton and Hannan, Eastmond, Chandler and

Petty, and Nygaard and Roelfs have treated their presentations

18Young, op. cit., pp. 3-4.

19Thomas Stirling, "What is the Case For and Against
Merit Rating for Teachers?" Bulletin of the National Asso-

ciation of Secondary School Principals, 44 (April 1960),
92-95,
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of teacher merit salaries in similar fashion. They have
examined the divergent opinions regarding merit rating and
have derived generalizations descriptive of existing pro-
grams. The more specific threads of commonality apparent in
these writings are the attempts to focus on the difficulties
inherent in the determination of effective teaching and
accurate, objective, teacher evaluation.20
In the opinion of Castetter, the controversy over
teacher merit salary programs will probably never be com-
pletely resolved:
That professional performance as a factor in teachers'
salaries will neither be universally accepted nor
rejected appears to be a reasonable assumption. It is
to be anticipated that experimentation in relating com-
pensation to performance will continue. The continuing
controversy over "merit rating" points to the need for
increasing research and experimentation to test, to
refine, analto improve procedures which have been
developed.
Lieberman argued that a major factor involved in
attempted teacher merit programs is the interpersonal con-

flict which often results:

20Joseph Justman, Merit Rating: A Survey of the
Recent Literature, Publication No. 137 P.N.R. 109 (New York:
Board of Education, 1958); Stayner Brighton and Cecil
Hannan, Merit Pay Programs for Teachers (San Francisco:
Fearon Publishers, 1962); Eastmond, op. cit., pp. 389-401;
B. J. Chandler and Paul V. Petty, Personnel Management in
School Administration (New York: World Book Co., 1955), pp.
248-253; Joseph Nygaard and R. M. Roelfs, "Personnel Poli-
cies and Public School Finance" in The Theory and Practice
of School Finance, by Warren Gauerke and Jack Childress
{Chicago: Rand McNally, 1967), pp. 337-341.

21William B. Castetter, Administering the School
%grsonnel'Program (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1962), pp.
6-297.
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Teacher organizations and probably most school admin-
istrators are opposed to salary differentials among
teachers on the basis of merit or alleged merit. Merit
rating is usually a divisive factor among teachers them-
selves, because there appears to be no commonly accepted
precedent to implement it. If school administrators
decide who gets the merit raises, teachers become unduly
subservient to the administrators and there is always

the possibility if not the fact of favoritism in awarding
merit increases. Many school administrators do not
relish the task of singling out the "better" teachers for
salary purposes, especially if they have to work with
those who are turned down for merit increases. If
teachers decide who get thezQerit raises they end up
wrangling among themselves.

Prior to any attempt to reward teachers on a merit
basis, Campbell, Corbally and Ramseyer proposed that a
preparation process is necessary:

In recent years, lay citizens and school board mem-
bers in many school districts have demanded that teaching
performance be evaluated for salary purposes. This issue
has been debated more than it has been studied. We are
convinced that if merit performance is to become a factor
in salary determination, most school districts have
long process of "getting ready" for such a program.

Filbin detailed the rationale for the teacher merit

salary plan in Lincoln, Massachusetts. The program was

based on the "merit principle"--reward for superior perform-
ance. Filbin elected to support merit rating from a defensive
stance. He argued that the chief antagonists in merit con-

troversies were usually teachers. 1In choosing to denounce

evaluation and rating by their peers, Filben felt that

22Myron Lieberman, "A Foundation Approach to Merit
Pay," Phi Delta Kappan, 16 (December, 1959), 118-122,

23Roald F. Campbell, John E. Corbally and John A
Ramseyer, Introduction to Educational Administration (New
York: Allyn and Bacon Inc., 1958), p. 1l06.
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teachers thus refuted a major factor represented in their
teaching--the recognition of individual differences in chil-
dren and the manner in which teachers acknowledged these
differences.24

Smith focused upon one of the common arguments
against merit rating in his refusal to accept the concept
when applied to teaching. He perceived teaching as a situa-
tion which is dependent upon cooperation. The necessary
cooperation is not viewed as possible due to the competitive
nature of merit systems in which a "minority" of the teachers
are rewarded while a majority are not. Merit rating is, in
addition, perceived by Smith as being politically oppressive
since the individuals whom it directly affects are not those
individuals who originate, put into operation, and administer
the plan.25

In contrast, Lieberman asserted that merit rating
encompasses a cluster of problems. He contended that a work-
able plan for such rating must resolve the issues of who shall
do the rating, what shall be the criteria for rating, at what
intervals the rating should occur, who shall be rated, what
portion of the salarf budget shall be used for rating, and

how large shall the differentials paid for merit be in terms

24
Robert L. Filbin, "Merit Salary--A Realistic
Approach to Upgrading the Teaching Profession," School Board
Journal, 150 (April, 1965), 11-12.
25Currien C. Smith, "Why Teachers Dislike Merit
Rating," Overview, 1 (February, 1960), 41-44.
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of performance level.

In responding to the contentions raised by many
critics that merit rating is a device to reduce school
budgets, Lieberman observed that:

It is a historic fact that the economic position of
teachers has been declining for several decades and that
this decline has taken place during a trend away fxom
merit rating and towards single salary schedules.

As a conclusion to his analysis of the status of
teacher merit rating, Lieberman noted that the variance both
in the types of merit programs attempted and the degree of
success realized by these programs does not provide justifi-
cation for blanket condemnations of merit rating:

. « o even those who criticize current proposals for
merit rating should be exerting every effort to develop
a feasible way of implementing it. Certainly we should
not waste any time on those who believe that gogg
teachers are immune to economic considerations.

The confidence expressed by those who support
teacher merit pay systems was viewed by Vander Werf as being
based upon four assumptions, all of which he felt to be par-
tially or completely false. He cited the assumptions, which
propose:

1. That teaching can be accurately measured.

2. That administrators can be objective in their judge-
ments.

3. That individual competitive situations encourage com-
petence and high morale.

26Lieberman,'oE.' cit., p. 118.
27

- Ibid., p. 119,

281pbid., p. 120.
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4, Thgt tgachigg staffs lie on the curve of normal dis-
tribution.

Partial support for Vander Werf's contentions may be
found in an opinion survey reported by Doyle. The Arizona
Commission on Teacher Education and Professional Standards
polled teachers employed in Arizona school districts which
had functioning merit salary programs. The purpose of the
survey was to determine teacher attitude regarding the merit
plans. The findings indicated that the teachers were
basically dissatisfied with the merit programs by a ratio of
five-to-one. The prime source of concern was found to be a
perceived failure to identify and measure true teacher pro-
fessional merit.

Kleinman contended that the promotion of creative
teaching cannot be accomplished through the use of financial
incentives. As an alternative to the use of merit salaries
as a means of improving education, Kleinman promoted the
raising of standards for admission to the profession. The
application of positive methods of teacher evaluation was
viewed as an essential additional factor in improving the

. . 31
teaching profession.

29Lester Vander Werf, "Trouble With Merit Systems,"

School Board Journal, 12 (August, 1952), 17-18.

30Roy P. Doyle, "Upgrading Professional Competence--
Is Merit Rating the Answer?" Arizona Teacher, 49 (November,

31Jack H. Kleinman, "Merit Pay--The Big Question,"
NEA Journal, 52 (May, 1963), 42-44,
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The Committee on Merit Payments of the New York
State Teachers Association concurred with the stand taken by
Kleinman regarding the use of merit salaries for improvement
of instruction. The Committee concluded that salary poli-
cies should reflect attempts to attract the most competent
individuals available into the teaching profession.32

Engleman analyzed the rating of teachers for salary
purposes in terms of the obstacles and difficulties commonly
met in attempts to develop and implement such programs.

The implementation of teacher merit programs is
hindered by three major factors according to Engleman. The
first factor is the complex character of the professional
task of the teacher; the second is the large range of
specialization found in a modern day school system; and the
third factor is the difficulty present in locating merit
raters who possess the ability to rate with validity and
fairness. Due to these factors, Engleman felt that a rating
system that allows broad, generalized comparisons of one
teacher with another was extremely difficult to develop.3

In 1958, the Citizens Advisory Committee on Teacher

Salaries in Winnetka, Illinois reported on their extensive

32New York State Teachers Association, Committee on
Merit Payments, Teacher Merit and Teacher Salary (Albany:
The Association, 1957).

3Finis E. Engleman, "Difficulties and Obstacles
Inherent in Merit Ratings for Teachers," Journal of Teacher
Education, 8 (June, 1957), 136-139.

341pi4., p. 136.
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investigation to determine the feasibility of a teacher merit
rating program. The Committee observed that:
Superficially, the idea of merit rating is appealing.
We are inclined to assume that since human beings differ
in their competencies, they should be rewarded according
to their worth. This would call for some device which
objectively measures teaching competency, even though
this goal hgg been vigorously pursued by educators for
many years.

The Winnetka Committee included among its member-
ship, executives from the business and industrial spheres of
the community. Merit plans in industry and business were
examined as a part of the investigation. The Committee con-
cluded that even in business situations, where individual
performance is more easily measured in an objective manner,
merit rating can find only limited application. The salary
differentials between individuals in similar job categories
were seen as more a reflection of relative length of service
than of objectively determined difference in performance.
While not viewed as being as easily observed, the practices
in business and industry were seen as similar to the general
practices in education.

In declining to recommend individual teacher merit

rating for the Winnetka faculties, the Committee cited

several points which had influenced their decision:

35Report of the Citizens Advisory Committee on
Teachers Salaries, Winnetka, Illinois, cited in The Phi
Delta Kappan, 42 (January, 1961), 161-163,.

361pid.
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l. We do not feel that good teachers now giving all
the energy they can offer to children, will some-
how discover more energy under a merit system.

Nor do we feel that teacher with less devotion and
concern will necessarily struggle to do better for
reasons of such limited financial differential as
can be incorporated in a merit salary device.

2. We do not feel that the competitive implications of
merit awards are consistent with the cooperation
and mutually helpful practices which now characterize
our faculty.

3. We do not think the role of the superintendent as a
leader and stimulator and object of faith and good
will would be enhanced if he were also the rater,
the distributor of financial awards, the judge and
jury, as well as counsel.

4, If it is our purpose . . . to design compensation
policies that will produce a better product, a
better program, a better educational design for
Winnetka, Ve do not believe this would be achieved
by merit.3
Katz voiced opposition to what he has described as

"selective merit pay." He contended that a completely fair
and honest merit pay system "is inherently impossible," due
to the perceived inability of anyone to accurately determine
degrees of merit. Katz also argued that teacher merit pay
has produced "discontent, discord and friction within a
school staff.“38
Behavior displayed by certain administrative per-
sonnel involved in merit programs has, in the opinion of

Katz, proved detrimental to those teaching staffs. A merit

37Ibid.

38Irving Katz, "Why I Oppose Selective Merit Pay,"
Phi Delta Kappan, 42 (January, 1961), 161-163.
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program administered by a "strong" principal, superintendent,
or board president has often resulted in unquestioning
teacher obedience. Katz viewed such reactions on the part
of teachers as evidence of a weakening of critical attitudes
and the spirit of inquiry.39
Katz succinctly expressed his position on teacher
merit rating when he noted that merit pay "is a chéap scheme
to make teachers' salaries seem to be higher than they are

in actuality."40

The alleged purpose of merit rating as viewed by

Rozzell "to identify superior teachers and pay them accord-

ingly"41

has not, in his opinion, occurred in practice. 1In
his comparison of merit purpose and merit practice, Rozzell
observed:
I know of no school district in America where conditions
are such that merit rating actually realizes that pur-
pose. The grand strategy of the moment for merit rating
is to develop a technique by which certain groups seek
to avoid the inigitability of increasing tax support for
education . . .
On a conceptual basis, Burke found basic agreement
with merit salaries for teachers. He has, however, observed

that serious drawbacks are inherent in attempts to develop

391pid., p. 161.

401p3i4., p. 162.

41Forrest Rozzell and others, "Satisfactory Pay
Should Prece