ED 313 765
AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
SPONS 2GENCY

PUB DATE

NOTE

PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

EA 021 205

Schofer, Richard C.; And Others

The Missouri Career Development and Teacher
EXcellence Plan: An Initial Study of Missouri's
Career Ladder Prcgram. A Technical Report.

Missouri Univ., Columbia. Coll. of Education.
Missouri House of Representatives, Jefferson City.;
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (ED),
Washington, DC.

Jan 87

159p.; Appendices B through E consist of photoreduced
survey forms.

Reports - Research/Technical (143) --
Tests/Evaluation Instruments (160)

MF01/PCO7 Plus Postage.

*Career Ladders; Change Strategies; *Educational
Development; Elementary Secondary Education;
Excellence in Education; =*xIncentives; Motiv.-ion
Technigues; =State Programs; Teacher Employment;
*Teacher Improvement; Teaching (Occupation); Work
Attitudes

sMissouri

The Missouri Plan provides for 4irect participation

of teachers in the planning, development, and ..plementatior of the
district career ladder plan. This study analyzed the appropriateness
of the Missouri teacher incentive plan. In particular, the study
sought to determine why @istricts did or did not choose to implement
career ladder programs; the attitudes of educational pesrsonnel
regarding career ladders; and the potential positive or negative
impact of career ladders on Missouri education. A total of 1,700
surveys were returned; in addition, 50 superintendents were
interviewed by telephone. Findings indicate that school districts

that chose to p

articipate had made the decision to implement a career

iadder plan on the participative model suggested by the state. The
overriding factor in the decision to have a district career ladder
plan was money. The attitudes about career ladders and their impact
on the fucure ©f education wers positive in participating districts,
and a significant number of school districts report that they are
considering implementation. Appended are {1) Missouri Statutes
168.500-168.520; (2) questionnaires; (3) matrix of common questions;
(4) telephone interview instruments; (5) demographic data table; and
(6) Missouri Carrer Ladder Model. (SI)

*******************x*******************x**i*****************x**********
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

*

from the original document. *

LR L LI 2 22 I I I I TT™




THE MISSOURI
CAREER DEVELOPMENT AND
TEACHER EXCELLENCE PLAN:

AN INITIAL STUDY OF
MISSOURI'S CAREER LADDER PROGRAM

A Technical Report
Prepared For
The Missouri House of Representatives
Bob F. Griffin, Speaker

January, 1987

Office of Research aud Development
College of Education

Unlversity of Missouri-Columbia
Richard C. Schofer Jderry W, Valentine Jeanette C. Murphy
Project Director Project Coordinator Research Assoclate




ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

The Missouri House of Representatives contracted with
the Office of Research and Development of the University of
Missouri College of Education to conduct research on the
state career ladder plan and to prepare a technical report
of that research. Funds for the contract were obtained
through a grant to the House by the National Conference of
State Legislatures and the Office of Educational Research
and Imprerment of the U. S. Department of Education.

The House Research Staff has exercised general
oversight of the project, drawing up contract
specifications, reviewing research design and survey

instruments, and editing the report for publication.

B. Darrell Jackson, Director of Research

Anne C. Walker, Assistant Director of

Research and Analyst for Education

Missouri House of Representatives




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purposes of this study of the Missouri Career
Ladder plan were:

(1) to determine why districts chose to implement ox
not implement career ladder programs and the
metheds used to make those decisions;

(2) to determine the attitudes of educational person-
nel across the state regarding career ladders; and

(3) to determine educators' perceptions of the poten-
tial impact of career ladders upon Missouri
education.

To accomplish these goals, school districts
participating and not participating in career ladder
programs were studied. From the 66 participating school
districts, survey data wers gathered from teachers,
principals, superintendents and board presidents to identify
procedures used to make career ladder decisions and to
determine attitudes about s cific issues associated with
career ladders. A nonparticipating group of 66 school
districts was identified to test fq; contrasting
differences. Superintendents and board presidents from all
other school districts in the staté;were also surveyed.
Data descriptive of the size and wealth of each district of

the state were also analyzed to identify characteristics of
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participating and nonparticipating districts and determine
whether there are significant differences. Data for this
study were collected in the months of September, October and
November, 1986, the first three months of implementation of
the Missouri Career Ladder Program.

Over 1,700 surveys were returned, tabulated and
analyzed. In addition, 50 superintendents were interviewed
by telephone. The surveys and interviews give a picture of
what has occurred and is occurring in Missouri school
districts on the career ladder plan.

(1) The school districts which have chosen to
participate have closely followed the direction of the
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, which has
served as the main source of information tc the districts on
the career ladder. These districts have made their
decisions to implement a career ladder plan on the
participative model suggested by the state, involving
teachers, administrators, and patrons in the decision. They
have also adopted the state model plan, with only a few
making modifications in the model.

(2) The overriding factor in the decision to have a
district career ladder plan is money. It is realized by
respondents that instruction may be improved and that good
teachers may be encouraged to remain in the profession as a

result of the career ladder. But the decision was seen by

iii




-

both administrators and teachers as based primarily on the
opportunity to supplement the local salary structure for
teachers. When this supplement would be funded less by
state money than by local money, a district was less likely
to choose to have a career ladder plan. Some districts
sought additional loczl money in the form of a levy increase
and decided nct to implement a career ladder plan when the
district's voters rejected the increase.

(3) Although a number of widely shared attitudes and
characteristics are discovered by the study, there are also
important differences between participating and
nonparticipating districts and among the various personnel
groups. Participating districts are smaller and have less
wealth than nonparticipating districts. The attitudes about
career ladders and their impact on the future of education
were more positive in participating districts. An example
of differences between groups is that far fewer teachers
think the amount of the salary supplements for the three
career ladder stages (1,500, $3,000, and $5,000) are
adequate than do superintendents.

(4) The initial reaction of many to the low
participation rate in this voluntary program was
disappointment. But while there are barriers to 100%
participation by the state's school districts, there are

reasons for believing that the career ladder program will
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grow. A significant number of school districts report that
they are considering implementation. The decision not to
participate in the 1986-87 school year was not only a result
of natural caution about a new program, it was also a result
of the relative inefficiency of the recommended decision
method. A unilateral board or administrative decision can
be made quickly. A broadly based decision takes more time
and effort. There 1s sufficient optimism about the value of
the career ladder that when the decision making process has
more time to work itself out, there will be significantly
more districts participating in this method of recognizing

and retaining the state's best teachers.
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INTRODUCTION

The Anril, 1983, report, A Nation At Risk: The

Imperative for Educational Reform, by the National

Commission on Excellence in Education spawned numerous local
and state studies and several other national studies
analyzing the status of education and the directions
education should take in the latter years of this century.
A rebirth of teacher incentives szemed to occur from these
countless reports. Voluntary and unlimited involvement,
participative management, and differentiated,
productivity-based responsibilities were characteristic of
the new incentive plans, typically called "career ladders."
The characteristics contrasted with the more typical,
previous incentive efforts for teachers. Often described as
"merit pay," the previous plans rewarded a small percentage
of teachers, were non-voluntary, were administratively
managed, rewarded past performance, and often promoted
dissension among the "haves and have-nots." Merit pay has
been minimally successful, at best.

The debates continue in virtually every state and in
most school systems across the United States. How can
education attract and retain quality teachers? Many

suggestions have been made, including more amenable working
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conditions, increased clerical and teaching ussistance in
the classroom, and smaller pupil-teacher ratios. Though no
one who intelligently assesses the career ladder concept
would consider the idea a panacea, it may hold promise for
educational reform. Some states, Missouri included, have
adopted educational plans designed to address the concerns
of teacher quality and retention. Some plarns mandate
participation by all school systems in the state; others
provide for voluntary participation. Some mandate specific
"models"; others permit development of individual models by
the local district.

The Missouri Career Development and Teacher Excellence
Plan provides for voluntary involvement and
district-~developed plans administered through the auspices
of the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education. The Missouri Plan provides for direct
participation of teachers in the planning, development, and
implementation of the district career ladder plan. The
Missouri legislation authorizing this program went into
effect with the beginning of the 1986 school year. Of the
545 school systems across the state, 66 public school
districts presented formal plans to the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education for approval.

In a general sense, this study was designed to analy:e

the appropriateness of the Missouri teacher incentive plan.
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More specifically, the study sought to determine why
districts chose to implement or not implement career ladder
programs, to determine the methods used to make those
decisions, to determine the attitudes of educational
personnel across the state regarding career ladders and to
ascertain the potential positive or negative impact of
career ladders on Missouri education.

In the report which follows, the Missouri Career Ladder
Plan is more fully described, the design of this study is
presented, and the detailed findings are presented. The
findings are presented in three major groupings: (1) the
process which led to the decision to participate or not
participate in the plan; (2) general attitudes of personnel
regarding career ladders and the potential impact of career
ladders upon education; and (3) demographic characteristics
of participating and nonparticipating districts. A summary
provides a listing of the most significant findings and a

discussion of those findings.
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I. LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

The Missouri Excellence in Education Act of 1985 was
passed by the General Assembly in the spring of 1985. A
cooperative effort of the Joint Education Committee of the
Missouri House of Représentatives and the Missouri Senate,
the legislation represented th most comprehensive
educational reform legislation in Missouri history.
Statutory sections 168.500 through 168.520 from the Act
(Appendix A) were the "Career Development and Teacher
Exceiience Plan," commonly called the Missouri Career Ladder
Plan.

The Act makes participation in the Career Ladder Plan
optiona:.. for school districts and teachers. Through
monetary and productivity incentives, the Plan is designed
to retain the experignced teacher, librarian or counselor in
the mainstream of educational learning, i.e., in the
classroom and classroom related activities. Funding for the
program in each district is to be on a shared state/local
basis with a variable matching formula depending upon school
district wealth as measured by adjusted equalized assessed
valuation, a component of the state foundation formula. The
more able the district is to support the program, the less

the match from the state is and vice versa.
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In compliance with legislative provisions, a Missouri
Career Ladder Advisory Committee was appointed by the State
Board of Education to develop operational guidelines and a
suggested career ladder model for the school districts of
the state. The committee met monthly from the summer of
1985 through February, 1986. The committee's work was
approved by the State Board of Education in April, 1986 and
published that same month by the Department of Elementary

and Secondary Education in a manual entitled The Missouri

Career Development and Teacher Excellence Plan: Suggested

Guidelines for Career Ladder Programs in Missouri Public

Schools, typically referred to as the Missouri Career Ladder

Manual.
To meet the provisions of the Excellence in Education
Act of 1985 and the operational guidelines as approved by

the State Board of Education, a district career ladder plan

must meet criteria described in the Missouri Careexr Ladder

Manual. Essentially, these criteria require:

-- involvement of a local career ladder committee to
develop the district career ladder plan;

- statement of goals and purposes of the local career
ladder plan;

-— identification of qualifications and responsibilities

of participants for each stage in the plan;




- linkage with the district's perfcrmance ev~luation
process;
- procedures for appealing career ladder decisions;
-- methods for accommodating teacher mobility;
- periodic evaluation of the career ladder plan;
-- assurances that a quota system will not be use.; and
- implementation of the plan through a district career
ladder committee.
In accordance with the Act a district's career ladder model
must include three career stages, each with increasingly
more significant qualifications and responsibilities. The
first stage provides $1,500 per year for each participating
teacher, the second provides $3,000 and the third provides
$5,000. The district career ladder plan must be approved by
the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education for the
district to receive matching funds from the state. For the
1986-87 school yvear, 66 of the state's 545 school districts
(12%) applied for participation and were beginning
implementation of the program when this study was conducted.
This relatively low percentage of participation (i.e.,
12%) has raised questions about the viability of the Career
Development and Teacher Excellence Plan. As conceived and
being implemented, is the plan appropriate for school
systems? Have schcol systems had adequate time to properly

address the concept and decide about participation? Is the




prevailing financial situation and climate in most districts

such that providing matching monies through a tax referendum
is difficult? Are thera attitudes among educational
personnel that preclude the success of a career ladder plan?
If so, what factors may have shaped those attitudes and what
might be done to promote more receptive attitude.? Are the
attitudes oi =ducators such that incentive plans of any
natura are not considered viable approaches to attracting

and maintaining quality teachers?

IT. PURPOSE AND DESIGN OF THE STUDY

To ccnduct a thorough study of an issue as complex as
the state-wide implementation of career ladders will require
data from several yvears of research. However, initial data
and perceptions can be analyzed in an effort to answer scme
of the questions stated above. This iritial study of the
Missouri Career Ladder Plan was made during the first few
months of the program. Questions asked and issues analyzed
were those deemed most appropriate at the time of the study.

As previously mentioned, the general purpose of this
study was to analyze the appropriateness of the Career
Development and Teacher Excellence Plan. The specific

purposes of the study were:
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(1) to determine why districts chose to implement or
not implement career ladder programs and the
methods used to make those decisions;

(2) to determine the attitudes of educational
personnel across the state regarding career
ladders; and,

(3) to determine educators' perceptions of the
potential ampact of career ladders upon Missouri
education.

To accomplish these purposes, a study was designed to
gather data about participating and nonparticipating school
systems. A detailed set of survey questions were developed
by the research team. Teachers, principals, superintendents
and school board presidents were surveyed using questions
devaloped around the same issues, but worded appropriately
for each survey group. Follow-up telephone interviews were
conducted with randomly selected superintendents. Numerous
demographic characteristics which might be associated with
career ladder issues were also analyzed.

The data collection steps used in this study are
outlined below.

(1) From the 66 school systems which had applied for

participation in the career ladder program for the

1985-87 schecol yvear at the time this study began,




(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(€}

each principal (176), superintendent (66) and
school board president (66) was mailed a
questionnaire.

From the 66 districts applying for participation,
1,000 teachers were randomly selected from the
total population of 4,062 in those districts and
mailed a questionnaire.

From the 479 districts not applying for
participation in the career ladder program at the
time this study began, 66 districts were randomly
selected. Each principal (219), superintendent
(66) and school board president (66) from these 66
districts was mailed a questionnaire.

From the 66 nonparticipating school districts
selected in #3 above, 1,000 teachers were randomly
selected from the population of 6,858 in those
districts.and mailed a questionnaire.

From the 413 school systems not otherwise sampled,
each superintendent (413) and school board
president (413) was mailed a questionnaire.

From the 66 participating school districts, 25
superintendents were randomly selected for

telephone interviews.

13



(7) From the 66 nonparticipating schocl districts
selected in $#3 above, 25 superintendents were
randomly selected for telephone interviews.

{8) From all school systems in the state, specific
demographic data were collected and analyzed,
including data related to district size and wealth
which might be associated with the decision to
pafticipate in career ladders.

In all, 545 superintendents and board presidents, 395
principals and 2,000 teachers were mailed questionnaires and
asked to participate in the study. Table 1 provides a
description of the response rates for each group surveyed.
Also included in Table 1 is the number of responses needed
to have a confidence level of 95%. The Mail column is the
number of persons surveyed, the Need column represents the
desired number of responses for a 95% confidence level, the
Return column is the number of useable responses, and the %
column is the percentage of returns.

As can be seen from Table 1, the highest response rate
occurred in the principal groups of both the participating
and nonparticipating districts and the lowest came from the
board presidents. The participating superintendents and
both board president groups did not provide enough responses
to meet the desired level of confidence for those groups.

However, the 62% and 64% return rates for superintendents




Table 1

Percentage Rate of Survey Returns

Participating Non-Participating
Group Mail Need Return % Mail Need Return 2
Teachers 1,000 278 529 53% 1,000 278 514 51X
Principals 176 123 157 89% 219 140 207 95%
Superintendents 66 57 41 62% 479 214 307 642
Board Presidents 66 57 19 292 479 214 130 277
Table 2

Format of Survey Instrument Forms

Participating School Districts Non-Participating School Districts
(p)* (NP)
Teacher Form (TP) Teacher Form (TNP)
Principal Form (pP) Principal Form (PNP)
Superin.endent Form (SP) Superintendent Form (SNP)
Board President Form (BP) Board President Form (BNP)

*(Note: Throughout the discussion of the findings, the abbreviations in
parentheses in Table 2 will be used with percentages to indicate the group
and category.)

10a
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are large enough to be useful. The return rates for school
board presidents are so low, caution should be exercised in
assuming the responses represent the total population.

The Career Ladder legislation was passed in 1985 for
implementation beginning in the fall, 1986. School
districts were to make application during the summer of
1986, though some applications were still being discussed
and negotiated during late summer and early Z£all. The
survey data for this study were collected during the months
of September, October and November, 1986. Because there
were so few responses from board presidents, a follow-~up
letter was mailed to the board of education presidents.

Subsequent to the beginning of this study, two scho.l
systems either withdrew their applications or were not
approved for ‘“he career ladder program by the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education. Since data collection
procedures were anonymous and had begun by that time, it waé
impossible to identify the data from the two districts.
Because the two districts had to be included in the survey
data, they were included for consistency in the demographic,
non-survey analyses.

Mail survey instruments were developed to obtain data
about specific school district size and wealth issues and
perceptions regarding career ladders in general and

Missouri's Career Ladder Plan specifically. Although the
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majority of questions were common to all four groups of the
participating and nonparticipating school districts,
(Teachers, Principals, Superintendents, Board of Education
Presidents), some Juestions were specific to one group.
Including all items on one form with multiple directions as
to which questions were appropriate to which respondent was
determined by the researchers to be confusing and have the
potential to lead to erroneous data. Therefore, a separate
questionnaire form for each of the four groups of school
personnel within the categories of participating and
nonparticipating districts was developed. As depicted in
Table 2, each group and respective questionnaire form was
identified by a code letter. Because these abbreviated
codes are used throughout this report and on the
questionnaires, they are listed in Table 2. Appendix B
contains a copy of each questionnaire and Appendix C is a
matrix identifying the questions common to all groups or
common to specific groups.

During early December, 1286, fifty superintendents were
randomly selected for follow-up telephone interviews,
twenty-five from the sixty-six "participating" districts and
twenty~five from the sixty-six "nonparticipating"
districts. The interviews were conducted to validate the

questionnaire responses and to gather more specific opinions

and comments about career ladders. A structured interview




focrmat was followed using eleven interview gquestions for the
"participating" superintendents and ten for the
"nonparticipating" superintendents. The same interviewer
was used for all interviews and was trained in the
techniques of telephone interviewing, including probing for
additional data when appropriate. Appendix D includes
copies of the interview instruments.

The surveys mailed to superintendents provider some
demographic data about school district size and wealth.
However, complete data gathered by the Department of
Eleméntary and Secondary Education, School Data Division,
through department classification reports, provided a basis
for specific comparisons between the sixty-six participating
and the remaining nunparticipating districts on a variety
of size and wealth issues possibly related to the decision
to participate in career ladders. Demographic data from
mail-survey respondents are provided in Appendix E.
Demographic duta from the classification reports are

presented and discussed in Section V of this report.
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ITI. DECISION MAKING

Many . actors influence a decision when a complex issue
must be resolved. The decision by a board of education 2nd
schcol system administration to participate in a career
ladder program is a complex decision and should not be
oversimplified. To assess the judgments about participation
or nonparticipation, teachers, principals, superintendents
and board presidents were asked several questions regarding
the process used to determine participation. The questions
were systematic, moving from knowledge about career ladders,
to the influences on the decision and the procedures used to

make the decision.

A. Information Sources

Table 3 lists the sources from which respondents
obtained their initlal information about career ladders and
the Career Ladder Plan. Teachers most frequently gained
their initial exposure through informal discussions with
colleagues. Each certificated group, except the
superintendents, learned from their supervisor, i.e.,
teachers from principals, and principals from
superintendents. Board presidents indicated their

superintendents and professional organization meetings were

14
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Table 3

Information About Career Ladders
(Percentages by Source and Group)

RHEEXZRMERY -====------8=-==B--B-----t-ﬂ-u-----ﬂ--l-‘--ﬂ------‘-=‘=ﬂ==-=====--=

Teachers Principals Board Supts
Source TNP TP PNP PP BNP BP SKP SP
N = 9322 N = 231 N = 166 N = 366
Informal discussions with
colleagues 62 60 52
Professional Organization
meetings 39 38 46 39 51 39
Supervisors (Supt/Prin) 42 58 50 49 57 78
DESE bulletins 47 41 4% 35 73 80
DESE workshops 43 33

Note: All respons2s represent percentages.

Teble &
Influences

Two-Hay ANOVA-GLM Model
Least Squares Heans

N = 1699
e eutd | Peincipal  Superintendent  Tescher
Variable n NP P NP P NP P NP P
Publicity 1685 3.0 3.1 2.8 2.8 -;j6 3.1* 2.7 2.8%
DESE 1686 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.6* 3.4 3.7% 3.0 3.2%
Superintend:-at 165 3.3 4.3*%

Note: Asterisk = significant differences between NP and P groups.

14a
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helpful in learning about the Career Ladder Plan. The
Department‘of Elementary and Secondary Education was an
important source of information to all respondents,
particularly superintendents.

Respondents were asked the "degree to which specific
issues affected their opinions about career laiders."
Superintendents and board presidents were more influenced by
publicity from other districts or states than were teachers
or principals. All groups of respondents were more highly
influenced by the Department than by publicity from other
districts or states. Superintendents had the greatest
influence on board presidents, particularly presidents of
districts which participated in the career ladder program.
The tests of differences between groups indicated
significantly more positive influence by publicity from
other districts and states and by the Department in
districts implementing career ladders. The responses are
summarized in Table 4.

Superintendents, and to a lesser degree board
presidents, were most frequently formally introduced to the
Career Ladder Plan through workshops sponsored by the
Department. In participating distficts, teachers and
principals were intrcduced tharough district workshops, while

most nonparticipating teachers and one-third of the

15
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nonparticipating principals indicated no formal introduction

to the career ladder plan.

B. DeéiSion-Making Process

The process used by school districts to develop a
Career Ladder Program wa~ mandated .hrough the guidelines
established by the Department's Career Ladder Committee and
approved by the State Board of Education. The guidelines
suggested that '"the local board of education should
establish a committee composed of teachers, administrators,
and patrons charged with the responsibility of developing
the District Career Ladder Plan (DCLP}." The guidelines
further suggesited "that teachers select the teachers to
serve on such a committee." As depicted in Table 5,
resprndents from participating districts consistently
indicated that a district committee studied Career Ladder
issues and models and made a recommendation to the board.
Many nonparticipating districts also used a district
committee to study the issue of career ladders and make a
recommendation to participate or not participate to the
board of education. The decision in nonparticipating
districts not to participate was also frequently made by the
central office and recommended to the board without

involvement of teachers and principals.

16
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Table 5

Process for Decision-Making
Responses in Percentages

SNP  SP

Source TNP TP PNP PP BNP  BP

N = 906 N = 225 N = 162 N = 365
Teacher, Principal,
Central Office Committee 21 86 33 82 26 88 38 88
Principal, Central
Office Committee 5 1 3 1 4 0 5 0
Principal Committee 2 0 1 1 1 0 4 2
District Adminis. 17 3 20 0 19 0 20 0
Board w/o Input g 0 8 0 19 0 5 0

l6a
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C. Decisions on Future Involvement

If districts are not participating in career ladders
during the 1986-87 year, are they studying the issue and
considering participation in the near future?
Superintendents of nonparticipating districts were asked on
the written survey if their district had a committee
currently studying a career ladder system: 44% responded
"Yes" and 56% said "No." These same superintendents were
also asked if they believed their district would implement a
career ladder plan during the 1987-88 school year: 23% said
"yes" and 77% selected "No." Thus, superintendents of
approximately half of the districts now studying the career
ladder issue expect their districts to adopt a career ladder
plan in the 1987-88 year. If those percentages were
generalized to the total population of 479 districts not
currently implementing career ladders, 210 districts would
be currently studying the issue and 110 districts would be
implementing a career ladder program in the 1987-88 school
year. The total number of districts participating in the
program during 1987-88 would, therefore, by this method of
projection, be approximately 175, nearly three times as many
as during the 1986-87 school year. The failure of tax
levies would reduce this number. (Table & below shows that

5% of superintendents in nonparticipating districts list
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Table 6
Reasons for Decision
Chosen Responses in Percentages

TNP

TP

PNP PP BNP BP

SNP SP

Reason N=396 N=538 N=117 N=117 N=140 N=26 N=317 N=51

Because it is
available

25

11 100

Recognition of
teachers

17

26 27

All teachers would
not be recognized 23

21

Just a few would be
recognized

Another way of getting
extra dollars

57

57 50

43

Encourage excellence
in education

39

55 50

71

Would not encourage
excellence in educ. 15

18

Would enhance
stucent learning

11

18 19

35

Would not enhance
student learning 17

15

17a
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Table 6 (Continued)
Reasons for Decision
Chosen Responses in Percentages

Reason

INP TP PNP PP BNP BP
N=396 N=538 N=117 N=117 N=140 N=26

SNP

SP

N=317 N=51

Not certain it would
increase student
learning

25

21

Percent of state
contribution was
a factor

32 51 32 39 37 35

49

Political Pressure

Teachers in favor of
participation

23 28 46

27

Teachers resistance
to participation

41 28

45

Administrators in
favor of
participation

17 14 19

Administrators
resistant to
participation

22 15

Superintendent
recommendation

15 21 20 17 23

-uperintendent
recommended
against it

17

To attract qualified
teachers when
vacancies occur

15

10

Would not help to
attract qualified
teachers

Criteria were not
adsquate

11

12
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Table 6 (Continued)

Reasons for Decision
Chosen Responses in Percentages
TNP TP PNP PP BNP BP SNP SP
N=396 N=538 N=117 N=117 N=140 N=26 N=317 N=51

Reason

Uncertainty about
outcome for low
performance teachers 3 3

Differences in opinicn
among members of the
Board of Education 10 5

Would take too much
time to plan 1 6

Would take too much
time to implement 4 5

. Would create an elite
group of teachers 10 7

Future costs contained
in the Excellence 32 31
in Education Act

The possibility of the
state lowering the 16 17
stipend

Voters voted down the

levy 4 5
Lack of interest shown
by the Board of 9 10
Education
1l7c
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failure of a levy increase as a reason for not
participating.)

When asked in the interview if they believed their
district would implement a career ladder plan in the 1987-88
school vear, 3 of the 25 nonparticipating superintendents
said "Yes," 12 responded "No," 10 responded "Not Sure."

When asked if they believed their district would implement a
career ladder plan sometime in the future, 5 said "Yes," 1l
said "No," and 9 chose "Not Sure." The mcst common reasons
given for selecting "No" were: '"nobody qualifies because of
too many new teachers"; "there's no interest"; "how will I
explain it to those who don't qualify"; and "not if it has |
the same guidelines."

Understanding the types of career plans adopted by
participating districts can be valuable to these districts
considering a career ladder plan in the future. Respondents
were provided with cﬁpies of the Missouri Career Ladder
Model and asked to compare their District Career Ladder Plan
with the state model. Approximately 75% of all respondents
described their district plan as a modified version of the
Missouri Career Ladder Plan Model. Of the twenty-five
participating superintendents interviewed several described
the modifications as changes within the responsibilities

area of Stages II and III. The use of a weighted point
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system for tasks with a certain number of total points to be

earned appeared to be the most prevalent modification.

D. Rationale for Participation

Principals, superintendents, and board presidents of
participating and nonparticipating districts were asked
specifically about the importance of "supplementing teacher
salaries" in the decision. Participating groups were asked
"to what degree was the opportunity to supplement current
Feacher salaries an important factor leading to the decision
to implement a district career ladder plan?" Sixty-eight
percent expressed "highly important" and only 3% indicated
"'not important." The nonparticipating groups were asked to
respond Yes-No to the statement "One of the most important
factors leading to the decision not to implement a district.
career ladder plan was the increased cost to the district in
order to supplement current teacher salaries.' Sixty-four
percent indicated that increased cost was an important
factor in deciding not to particivdte.

All respondents were asked to select three responses
which best described why their district decided to implement
or not implement a career ladder plan. Table 6 gives the
pefcentage of respondents selecting each reason for or

against participation. The primary reason given by all
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respondents in districts implementing career ladder plans
was the "availability" of the plan as a means of '"getting
more (salary) money." Participating and nonggrticipa*ing
respondents from all groups frequently identified the
"percent of state contribution" as a factor. Concern about
"future costs in the Excellence in Education Act" and about
"continued funding" were important factors for many
superintendents and board presidents of nonparticipating
districts. Pedagogical issues commonly selected by
respondents as reasons for participation included "encourage
excellence in education," "recognize teachers," and "enhance
student learning." Teacher "support of" or "resistance to"
the concept of career ladders were important factors.
Follow-up interviews supported the written survey responses
and provided additional insight. As one superintendeut
remarked, "Teachers needed the opportunity (to increase
salaries), so why not?" Several interviewees said key
educatiocnal leaders cautioned them to go slowly and they
received adequate information too late to take action for
this year. Others wanted to see the plan in action first or
wanted more research before participating.

Funding for the Career Ladder Program is on & shared
state/local basis with a variable matching formula depending
on school district wealth. The matching formula was au

important factor in the decision to participate in the
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program. Eight percen: of the superintendents in
nonparticipating districts indicated that they proposed a
tax levy increase. Five percent said their voters rejected
a tax levy that would have enabled them to implement career
ladders. (Table 6) Had those levies passed, as many as
twenty-four more school systems would have implemented
career ladder plans during the 1986-87 school year. Of the
66 participating districts, 26% proposed .. tax levy increase
for the purpose of career ladders. The number Of those
districts passing levies was not ascertained by this study.

Proponents and opponents of incentive pay plans have
agreed that incentives must be adequate or teachers will not
participate. The Missouri General Assembly mandated the
dollar amounts attached to each of the three stages of a
career ladder. Respondents were asked if the salary
supplements allowed by the Excellence in Education Act for
successfully participating in 3 district career ladder plan
are inadequate compensation for the additional work
requiremenis. Twenty-seven percent of the superintendents
in participating districts and 26% in nonparticipating
districts thought the compensation to be inadequate. On the
other hand, 51% of the teachers in participating districts
and 54% in nonparticipating districts believed the

compensation to be inadequate.
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IV. ATTITUDES ABOUT CAREER LADDERS

This section is a presentation of the perceptions of
teachers, principals, superintendents and board presidents
about the concept of career ladders and the future impact of

career ladders on Missouri education.

A. Attitudes and Perceptions

Table 7 provides data about various career ladder
issues obtained through a series of attitudinal questions
using a Likert-type response of 1 for strongly disagree, 2
for disagree, 3 for indifferent, 4 for agree, 5 for strongly
agree. The open ended stem preceding all but the last
fourteen statements in the table was "A district career
ladder plan will tend to:". Though the issues are too
numerous te address individually, general trends and
specific issues will be discussed in the following
paragraphs. Responses for all issues are presented in Table
7 so issues of interest not discussed can be analyzed by the
reader. Asterisks note those pairings which are
significantly different between participating and
nonparticipating groups. For example: responses of
teachers in participating and nonparticipating aistricts omn

the issue of "career ladders tend to be too complicated"
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Table 7
Career Ladder Attitudes
Two-Way ANOVA-C'.M Model
Least Squares Means

N = 1699
Board Principal Superintendent Teacher

VAPIABLE: n NP P NP P NP P NP P
Be tco compliestzd 1677 3.1 2.7 3.2 2.3* 3.0 2.0 3.4 2.8%
Be too political 1678 3.3 2.5% 3.8 2.4% 3.5 2.3% 4,1 3.4%
Foster individual

effort 1680 3.7 3.8 3.7 4.1* 3.7 4. 1* 3.4 3.8
Recognize team

effort 1682 2.8 3.0 2.7 3.3%* 2.6 3.5% 2.4% 3.0
Cauge teachers

to remain in

the classroom 1672 3.1 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.1 3.3 2.6 2.6
Encougage teachers .

to leave the

classroom 1678 2.3 2.0 2.5 11.9% 2.2 1.6% 2.9 2.5*%
Cauge students and

parents to request

only CL teachers 1678 3.2 2.4% 3.4 2.6% 3.2 2.,2% 3.1 2.4%
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Table 7 (continued)

Career Ladder Attitudes

Two-Way ANOVA-GLM Model
Least Squares Means
N = 1699

:===N:::::::==========-================ﬂ==H======B

Bostd Principal

Superintendent

Teacher

VARIABLE: n NP P NP P NP

P

Including only
teachers is
appropriate 1675 3.3 3.4 2.7 2.7 3.3

3.3

Individual choice
to participate
is appropriate 1683 3.9 4.4% 4.2 4.3 4,2

4.4

CLP basically
reward system

for superior
teaching 1675 3.3 3.1 3.1 3.1 2.9

3.2

There is
apathy about
participation 1669 3.4 2.2% 3.7 2.4% 3.5

1.8%

CLP Guidelines for
teachers should
identify what is
expected of tchrs 754 2.6 2.8 4.4 4,6 2.9

i - ov e

M0 should establish
& CL? for Admin. 754 4.3 4.6 3.4 3.9 4.4

Parents should be
included in
development and
implementation

Non-participating
teachers will not
be penalized

753 3.1 3.2 2.7 3.0 3.5

1653 4.2 4.6 4.2 4, 7% 4.4

A dist. should part. to
enhance instruction,

improve. curr. and
student learning 1674 3.2 3.9% 3.1 3.9% 3,2

4.1*
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Table 7 (continued)
Career Ladder Attitudes

Two~Way ANOVA-GLM Model
Least Squares Means

N = 1699
Board Principal Superintendent Teacher
VARIABLE: n NP P NP P NP P NP P

Cauce money and status

to becore more

important than

teaching itself 1680 3.0 2.5 2.9 2.3% 2.9 1.9% 3.4 2.9%
Cause teachers to

spend more time

on administrative

tasks and less time

on teaching 1684 3.1 2.5% 3.0 2.4% 3.0 2.2 3.8 3.6%
Increase student

learning 1681 3.1 3.3 3.1 3.5% 3.0 3.8% 2.7 2.9%
Increase

professionalism

among teachers 1683 3.4 3.8 3.1 3.6¥% 2.9 3.9 2.8 3.2%

Focus on classroom

teaching 1677 3.1 3.2 3.1 3.2 3.0 3.5% 2.6 2.5
Cause non-participants

to be thought of as .

less effective 1678 3.6 3.0% 3.7 2.7% 3.7 2.5 3.8 3.1%

Lower teacher and
student morale 1678 2.7 2.1% 3.0 2.1% 2.9 1.6 3.3 2.7%

Encourage quality
teacher
applicants 1681 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.4% 3.0 3.5« 2.9 3.0

Decrease cooperation
among teachers
with
administrators 754 2.9 2.1%* 3.0 2.3% 2.8 2.0%
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Table 7 (continued)
Career Ladder Attitudes

Two-Way ANOVA-GLM Model
Least Squares Means

N = 1699
Board Principal Superintendent Teacker

VARIABLE: n NP P NP P NP P NP P
Define what it means

to be a good

teacher 1677 2.9 2.8 3.1 2.8 3.1 3.2 2.5 2.4
Create a quota

system 1669 3.3 2.5% 3.5 2.4% 3.2 1.9 3.6 3.2%
Discourage beginning

teachers 1677 2.6 2.4 2.8 2.3%* 2.5 1.7 3.0 2.9%
Increase competition

among teachers 1679 3.7 3.4 3.6 2.8 3.7 2.6 4.1 3.3*%
Increase respect

for teachers 1677 3.1 3.4 2.8 3.3* 2.9 3.8 2.6 2.8%
Discourage sharing

of material and

ideas among

teachers 1685 3.1 2.3* 3.2 2.1 3.1 1.9% 3.6 2.7¥
Cause teachers to be

less cooperative

with each other 1684 3.0 2.0* 3.4 2.1%* 3.1 1.8 3.7 2.7%
Recognize excellence .

in teaching 1685 3.7 3.3 3.2 3.6 J.4 3.8 2.8 2.9%
Create 8 climate

adverse to

student lesrning 1681 2.3 1.9 2.6 1.7 2.4 1.6% 2,9 2.3%
Encourage excellent

teachers to

remain in the

schnol system 1684 .6 3.9 3.5 3.7 3.4 4.0 3.0 3.0
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Table 7 (continued)
Career Ladder Attitudes

Two-Way ANOVA-GLM Model
Least Squares Means

N = 1699
Board Principal Superintendent Teacher
VARIABLE: n NP P NP P HP P NP P
Becauge DCLP promotes
growth, teachers
should particip. 1674 3.4 2.7 3.2 3.5 3.3 3.6 2.8 3.2%

“Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help retain
high quality teachers in Missouri"
1679 3.2 3.5 2.9 3.6% 3.0 3.9% 2.5 2.9*%

“"Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help improve
the quality of instruction for students in Missouri"
1675 3.1 3.8% 3.0 3.7% 3.0 3.9% 2.6 2.9%

"Boyer the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help improve
teacher professionalism in Missouri®
1670 3.2 3.6 3.0 3.7% 3.0 3.8 2.7 3.0%

“Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help improve
student achievement in Missouri"
1668 3.0 3.5 2.0 3.5% 2.9 3.8 2,5 2.8%

(Note: * = gignificant differences at the .05 level)
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Adiffer significantly. Teachers in nonparticipating
districts believe the issues are more complicated than do
teachers in participating districts.

A review of all data in the table indicates teachers,
principals and superintendents in career ladder districts
are significantly more positive about most issues than
comparable groups in nor-career ladder districts. Among the
certificated personnel, teachers tended to be the least
positive (lowest mean scores on the five point scale) and
superintendents tended to be the most positive toward the
variety of issues queried.

Another general trend among the attitudes was the lack
of significant differences between participating and
nonparticipating board presidents. Though presidents of
participating districts tended to be more positive, the
differences were not statistically significant as often as

for the other groups.
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B. Performance Based Evaluation

A linkage between performance evaluation and career
ladders is mandated by the career ladder legislation. To
meet career ladder guidelines, districts must utilize
performance based teacher evaluation and demonstrate that
the criteria in the evaluation process are used as a basis
for determining the effectiveness o. teachers on the career
ladder plan.

A survey question and a follow-up interview question
addressed the performance evaluation issue. Using a one to
five Likert-type scale of 1 for very inappropriate, 2 for
inappropriate, 3 for indifferent, 4 for appropriate, and 5
for very appropriate, respondents were asked: "What is your
opinion about the appropriateness of Performance Based
Teacher Evaluation being a required part of the Career
Ladder Model?" The majority of respondents from each group
who shared an opinion believed a linkage between performance
evaluation and career ladders was appropriate. Board
presidents were more positive, with 92% of those
representing participating districts and 81% representing
nonparticipating districts indicating appropriateness of
the concept. Superintendents were also highly supportive,
with 88% from participating and 78% from nonparticipating

districts supporting the linkage. Principals and teachers
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were less supportive of the issue. For principals, 78% and
62% from participating ,and nonparticipating districts,
respectively, supported the issue. Teachers‘were the least
supportive; 58% from participating districts and 48% from
nonparticipating districts, with 13% and 16% indifferent.
In the follow-up interviews, the participating
superintendents were asked if they believed a career ladder
plan would have a positive or a negative impact upon a
performance evaluation program. For the participating
group, the most typical response was that it will have a
"positive" impact. The typical reason was "Teachers were
involved in the planning and implementation and it was
understood to be a reinforcement for improvement." The
majority of responses from superintendents of
nonparticipating districts indicated "not sure" and several
replied "pressure on administrators/evaluators." Two
typical comments expressed the nonparticipants' feelings:
"forces decision on administrator," and "creates bad

feelings between teachers and administrators."
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C. Perceived Motivators for Participiation

Eighty-five percent of the teachers from participating
districts indicated they are participating or plan te
participate in the career ladder program. Sixty-nine
percent of the teachers from participating districts said
they had a positive attitude about advancement on the careexr
ladder plan. Participating and nonparticipating principals,
superintendents and board presidents were asked to identify
the factors which they believe motivate teachers to
participate in a career ladder plan. Teachers participating
in a career ladder plan described those factcrs which
motivated them to participate during the 1986-87 yvear.
Nonparticipating teachers were asked to identify those
factors which would motivate them to participate. Table 8
summarizes the responses of all groups.

All respondents identified "additional compensation" as
the most significant motivator for teacher participation in
career ladders. However, the percentage of such responses
from teachers was noticeably less than the percentage from
principals, board presidents and superintendents. The
non-monetary reasons of '"challenge," '"recognition," "goal
setting," and "student achievement," were distant selections

behind the "additional monetary compensation." 1In this
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Table 8

Teacher Motivation for
Participation in a DCLP
Responses in Percentages

Teacher Principal Board Superintendent
. N = 934 N = 231 N = 166 N = 368
Variable NP P NP P NP P NP P
Challenge 27 29 37 19 40 42 28 25
Greater
Responsibility 8 7 13 13 5 15 15 16
Opportunity to
participate in
district level
activities 6 9 12 9 6 12 14 20
Recognition 23 20 52 46 59 42 56 45
Additional
compensation 64 79 88 100 92 100 92 98
Self-evaluation
of performance 16 13 18 13 14 8 12 8
Setting own goals 27 29 21 36 26 38 23 29
Student achievement 25 21 22 25 24 23 16 39
26a
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sifluation, clearly the respondents believed money to be a

motivator.

V. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

This section of the report provides ard analyzes data
gathered directly from the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education annual report forms for all school
districts. These data are of particular importance because
they represent factual, as contrasted to attitudinal, data
aboué the school systems in each group. The specific data
analyzed and presented in Table 9 were selected based on the
assumption of a potential relationship of the data to the
decision to participate or not participate in the Career
Ladder Program. The data for participating and
nonparticipating di;tricts were tested for significant
differences. An asterisk is used to note the variables
which were significantly different between participating and
nonparticipating districts. The data reflect the most
current records on computer file as of September, 1986.

They are for the school year 1984-85.

The sixty-six participating school systems are
significantly different from the remaining Missouri school
districts on all but two of the variables selected for

analysis. On eash financial issue, the nonparticipating
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Table 9

Demogrephic Data
Selected Variables
Tested for Differences by P/NP Groups
Usine Parametric and Non-Parametric
Yests for Differences

Non-Participating Participating All Districts
VARIABLE # Means # Means # Means
Per Pupil Expenditure * 477 $2562 66  $2356 543 $2537
Local Percent of
Total Budget * 477 30 66 19 543 29
Proposition C Percent
of Total Budget * 477 17 66 18 543 17
State Percent
of Total Budget * 477 48 66 57 543 49
Federal Percent
of Total Budget * 477 5 66 6 543 5
Nunber of Teachers 477 109 | 66 66 543 104
Number of Teachere -
with Masters & above 477 53 66 26 543 49
Average Teacher Salary ¥ 477 17652 66 16035 543 17455
Average Years
Teacher Experience * 477 13 66 12 543 13
Total Enrollment * 4717 1544 66 943 543 1471
Agsessed Valuation * 477 752582 66 197219 543 685079
Levy * 476 2.34 66 1.91 542 .29
*Note: Asterisk (*) indicates significant difference between participating

and non-participating groups.
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districts were significantly different. The
nonparticipating districts spent more per student; provided
more local support and received less from Proposition C (the
one cent sales tax for education), from the state and

from the federal government; had higher teacher salaries;
had higher assessed valuations; and had a higher tax levy
than participating districts.

On issues related to size, the nonparticipating schools
had more students, more teachers, more teachers with more
yeexrs experience and more teachers with graduate degrees
than the participating districts. The differences on each
of the issues except '"number of teachers" and "number of
teachers with Masters' degrees and above'" were statistically
significant. 1In essence the districts participating in the
career ladder program are generally smaller and less wealthy
than the other school systems of the state.

Another way to observe the correlation of lower wealth
and smaller size with participation in the career ladder
plan is to note the way in which participating districts fit
into the funding formula brackets. Table 10 shcws that most
of the participating districts are those whose low adjusted
equalized assessed valuation gives them hi~h state support
for the career ladder salary supplements. Indeed, almost a

third of the 66 participating districts (19) qualify for the
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Table 10

Distribution of Districts by
Funding Brackets

State/Local 66 Participating 479 NonParticipating All 545
Funds Districts Districts Districts*

Ceow/ix 19 % 5
et/ oa Y 5 :
eowsax s S s
sajase s ® s
Croasos s . s
Cesa/ss s o s
eowjaox s 2 s
ssaass s 2 5
soa/sos > s 5
Casasss > s s
aowfeox o s 5
Cssaes 1 PR 5

N

; * Numbers rounded for distribution purposes

X
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highest state match (90%) and almost half (30) come from the

two highest match rates (90% and 85%).

VI. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Itemized below are the findings of this study which the

researchers consider most worthy to highlight.

1. The primary source of information about career
ladders to the school systems of Missouri was the
Missduri Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education. Superintendents obtained most of the
information from this source, then served as a
primary resource for information to their
personnel, particularly principals and board
presidents. Principals and colleagues were the
primary sources of information about career
ladders to teachers.

2. The source which most influenced opinioas of
teachers, principals and superintendents about
career ladders across the state was the Department
of Elementary and Secondary Education. Board
presidents indicated they are most influenced by
superintendents.

3. Most districts participating in career ladder

programs during the 1986-87 school year used
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committees of teachers, administrators and others
to study the career ladder issue and recommend
adoption to the board of education. A significant
number of nonparticipating districts also used
committees to study the concept and make
recommendations to the board. Nonparticipation
decisions were also frequently made by
superintendents and/or board members without: input
from other personnel or constituents.

Many respondents indicated their districts did not
have adequate time to address the career ladder
issue for the 1986-~87 school year. Responses
representing over 200 districts indicated they are
currently studying the issue. Based upon
superintendents' projections, about 110 cf those
districts will recommend to their boards of
education that a plan be ad»opted next year. Based
upon data from this study, the number would be
expected to diminish by at least 5% due to defeat
of tax levy increases.

The career ladder plans in place in school systems
across the state resemble the Career Ladder Model
developed by the Department's Career Ladder

Committee and dissemir.ated in the Career Ladder

Manual. Whern differences were described, the
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changes were most typically in the qualifications
and responsibilities for Stages II and III.
Finance appeared to be the overriding ireason why
districts chose to participate and ncc participate
in the career ladder plan. Participating
districts noted the supplement to teacher salaries
as particularly important. Parti iting
districts were significantly different from
nonparticipating districts on each of the "wealth"
relaied issues studied. Participating districts
were mainly districts which received a higher
pe~vcentage of variable-matching funds from the
state. Nonparticipating district personnel noted
"low state contribution'" on the variable-matching
monies as a major reason why their district did
not participate. A few districts did not
participate because tax levies failed to pass.

Few pedagogical or attitudinal issues surfaced as
critical factors for participation or
nonparticipation. The most notable attitudinal
issue was '"teacher support'! or '"resistance'" to the
concep* . The most significant pedagogical issues
were "encourage excellence in education," "enhance

student learning," and "recognize good teachers."
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10.

11.

General attitudes about career ladders and the

impact of career ladders upon Missouril were
clearly more »ositive among personnel firom
districts implementing career ladder plans than
from districts without a career ladder. Among all
respondents, superintendents were the most
positiye and teachers the least positive.

Theough not overwhelming, there is evidence of a
belief in the positive impact of career ladders
across the state over the next five years. The
general belief was that career ladders will
improve the quality of instruction, teacher
prefessionalism and student achievement.
Superintendents were the most positive about this
impact, teachers the least. Persons in career
ladder districts were more positive than those in
non-career ladder districts.

Most respondents believad a career ladder program
should be adopted for administrators. Principals
were the least supportive of this issue.
Respondents, particularly respondents from
participating districts. believed school systems
should participate in career ladder programs to
enhance instruction, improve curriculum

development and increase student Achievement.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

Administrators, particularly superintendents,

believe career ladder plans will aid in retaining

high quality teachers for the classrooms of
:ssouri schools.

Most respondents supported the linkage between

career ladders and performance based teacher

evaluation.

Money was shown to be perceived as a motivator of

teachers by this study.

The 66 participating districts studied were
significantly different from the nonparticipating

districts in Missouri on key issues associated

with district size and wealth.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

Procedures used to decide whether to implement or not
implement career ladders were ;enerally in iccordance with
state regulations for career tadder approval suggesting
faculty, administrator and community development and
supervision. The participative management model was also
used by many districts that eventually decided not to
implement career ladder programs. Experiences with
structured input and involvement through committees of
teachers, principals, central office administrators and
community members may have "carry-over'" effects t+n other
important district issues.

The Department cf Elementary and Secondary Education
played a critical role in the development and implementation
of career iadder plans in participating districts.
Department personnel and publications were the primary
source of information and influence upon educators

hroughout the state regarding career ladder issues. The
sources were generally viewed as supportive and positive in
nature. Though some mention was made, particularly in
follow-up interviews, that educational leaders suggested
caution about involvement during the first year, the impact
of those suggestions appear to have been overshadowed by

fiscal considerations.
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Many respondents indicated their district did not have
adequate time to address the career ladder issues durin~ the
1986-87 school year. This is to be expected. Participative
management of significant change in an organization takes
time to study, develop, nurture and implement. Many
districts, particularly larger districts, may not have had
the timne to adequately study the issue and approve tax
levies before the ipplication deadlines for the 1986-87
year. Data from this study indicated that as many as 105
districts will implement programs during the 1987-88 school
yvear. Excluding significant changes in attitude among
leaders and difficulties at the polls, many new districts
will implement career ladder programs next year. Based upon
data from this study, it is estimated that 170 districts
will have career ladder programs by next fall, approximately
one in every three districts.

Most respondents believed career ladders will have a
positive impact on Missouri education. Persons associated
with career ladder programs were significantly more positive
about that impact. The majority of currently participating
school systems are smaller and less wealthy than most school
systems in the state. The career ladder program is
providing a source of income to those districts that is
worth the time and energy invested. Over a longer term,

those districts expect to observe benefits other than salary
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throuch the retention of quality teachers and the
instructional and curricular impacts asfociated with
responsibilities for each Career Stage. qu those and many
other districts ye*% to apply, the career ladder program is a
positive educational venture. With over 200 districts
studying the issue this year, the Missouri Career Ladder
program appears to be at a crossroads.

The data from this study indicate that districts chose
to implement career ladder programs for monetary, rather
than predagogical reasons. fhe data also indicate that most
respondents view the nmionetary rewards from career ladders as
a primary motivator for participation. This focus on
finance is a commentary on the salary structures in
education and raises the issue of adequate financing of
education.

Educators expressed to the researchers concern that tﬁ;
political fortunes of key legislators could lead to
withering funding for career ladders. Though no funding
category is sacred, a commitment by iegislators co continue
funding of the career ladder plan for a specified number of
vears might encourage participation. On the other hand, if
basic educational funding suffers because monies are placed
in a career ladder category rather than in the state
foundation formula which supplies basic salary monies,

career ladders will become nothing more than a salary
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supplement and move Missouri education further from the use
of career ladders as an incentive in the most professional
sense. Ideally, an incentive plan should xotivate personnel
through the use of intrinsic satisfiers, no' through basic,
survival satisfiers. At present, career ladders are meeting
a need across the state, a moneitary need for most. At some
time in the future, perhaps the Missouri Career Ladaer

Program can meet a higher order need for all.
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Appendix A
Missouri Statutes PP

168.500 - 168.520

Section 168.500. 1. For the purpose of providing career pay, which
shall be a salary supplement for public school teachers, which for the
purpose of section 168.500 through 168.515 of this act shall include classroom
teachers, librarians and guidance counselors, there is hereby created and
established a career advancement program which shall be known as the "Missouri
Career Development and Teacher Excellence Plan", hereinafter known as the
"career plan or program", and shall become effective upon the adoption by
the department of elamentary and secondary education of rules and regulat:ons
for the implementation of sections 168.500 through 168.515 of this act; but
in no case sh.1l this career plan become effective later than September 1,
1986. Participation by local school districts in the career advancement
program established under this section shall be voluntary. The career
- advancement program is a matching fund program of variable match rates. The
general assembly shall make an annual appropriation to the excellence in
education fund established under section 7 of this act for the purpose of
providing the state's portion for the career advancement program.

2. The department of elementary and secondary education, av the
. -ection of the commi.sioner of education, shall study and develop model
career plans which shall be made available to the local school districts.
These state model career plans shall:

(1) Contain three steps or stages of career advancement;

(2) Contain a detailed procedure for the admission of teachers to the
career program;

(3) Contain specific criteria for career step qualifications and
attainment, which criteria shall clearly describe the professional
responsibilities expected of the teacher at each stage of the plan and shall
include reference to classroom performance evaluations performed pursuant to
section 168.128, RSMo;

(4) Be consistent with the teacher certification process recommended by
the Missouri advisory council of certification for educators and adopted by
the department of elementary and secondary education;

(5) Provide that public school teachers in Missouri shall become eligible
to apply for admission to the nareer plans adopted under sections 168.500
through 168.515 of this act, after five years of public school teachirg in
Missouri. A1l teachers seeking admission to any career plan shall, as a
minimum, meet the requirements necessary to obtain the first renewable
professional certificate as provided in section 168.021, RSMo;

(6) Provide procedu .5 for appealing decisions made under career plans
established under cections 168.500 througn 168.515 of this act.

3. The commissioner of education shall cause the department of elementary
and secondary education to establish guidelines for all career plans established
under this section, and criteria that must be met by any school district
which seeks funding for its career plan.

4, A participating local school district may have the option of
implementing a career plan developed by the department of elementary and
secondary education or a local plan which has been developed with advice
from teachers employed by the district anrd which has met with the approval
of the department of elementary and secoicary education. In approving local
career nlans, the department of elementary and secondary educatign may
consider provisions in the plan of the local district for recognition of
teacher mobility from one district to another within this state.
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5. The career plans of local school districts shall not discriminate
on the basis of race, sex, religion, national origin, color, creed, or age.
Participation in the career plan of a local school district is optional, and
any teacher who declines to participate shall rot be penalized in any way.

6. In order to receive funds under this section, a school district
must ‘have a total levy for operating purposes which is in excess of the
amount allowed in section 11(b) of article X of the Missouri Constitution.

168.505. 1. Any teacher receiving career pay under any plan or
program astablished under sections 168.500 through 168.515 of this act,
shall continue to receive the district base pay to whichi he would be entitied
if he were not receiving the career pay provided for in sections 168.500
through 168.515 of this act.

2. Any teacher receiving career pay under any plan or program estab-
lished under sections 168.500 through 168.515 of this act, shall receive any
1oc?1]pay to which teachers with similar training and experience are otherwise
entitied.

168.510, After a teacher who is duly employed by a district qualifies
and is selected for participation under a career plan established under
sections 168.500 through 168.515 of this act, such teacher shall not be
denied the career pay authorized by such plan unless he:

(1) Is dismissed for cause as established under section 168.114, RSMo;
or

(2) Fails to maintain or renew any certificate required by the department
of elementary and secondary education; or

(3) Fails to maintain the performance level as required for the attainment
of the career stage as set forth in the plan effective in the local district
as provided in section 168.500 of this act; and

(4) Has exhausted all due process procedures provided by sutdivision (6)

_of subsection 2 of section 168.500 of this act.

168.515. 1. Each teacher selected to participate in a career plan
established under sections 168.500 through 168.515 of this acc, who meets
the requirements of such plan, shall receive a salary supplement, the
state's share of which shall be provides through the excellence in education
fund established under section 7 of this act, as follows:

(1) Career stage I teachers may receive up tu an additional one thousand
five hundred dollars per school year;

(2) Career stage II teachers may receive up to an additional three
thousand dollars per school year.

(3) Career stage III teachers may receive up to an additional five
thousand dollars per school year;

2. The state shall make payments directly to the local school district
for the purpose of reimbursing the local school district for the payment of
any salary supplements provided for in this section subject to the availability
of funds as appropriated each year and distributed on a variable match
formitla which shall include a bonus provision and shall be determined by a
district's equalized assessed valuation multiplied by the district income
factor established in section 163.031, RSMo, and which shall be known as the
adjusted equalized astessed valuation.




3. In distributing these matching funds, school districts shall be
ranked by the adjusted equalized assessed valuation from the lowest to the
highest into groups, each of which shall contain one-twelfth of the public
school districts. Pursuant to subsection 4, districts in the lowest group
shall receive ninety percent state funding and shall contribute ten percent
local funding. State and local funding portion shall decrease and increase
respectively by incremental brackets of five percentage points pursuant to
subsection 4. Districts in the highest group shall receive thirty-five
percent state funding and shall contribute sixty-five percent local funding.

4, The incremental bickets of five percent are as foliows:

State Funds Local Funds
90% 10%
85% 15%
80% 20%
75% 254
70% 30%
65% 35%
60% 40%
55% 453,
50% 50%
45% 55%
40% ) 60%
35% 65%

5. Any district in any bracket between the eighty-five percent state
funding and fifteen percent local funding level and the thirty-five percent
state funding and sixty-five percent local funding level shall be entitled
to a bonus equal to five percent state funding under this section if such
district has increased its levy after the effective date of this section by *
no less than the amount necessary to pay the total local share of participation
in the career plan.

6. Each school district shall inform the commissioner of education of
the number of duly qualified teachers in the district who are entitled to a
state-paid salary supplement under this section. The commissioner cf
education shall, in accordance with chapter 33, RSMo, execute payment to the
districts.

7. Not less than every fourth year, beginning with calendar year 1988,
the general assembly, through the joint committee established under section 3
of this act, shall review the amount of the career pay provided for in this
section to determine if any increases are necessary to reflect the increases
in the cost of 1iving which have occurred since the salary supplements were
last reviewed or set.

8., To participate in the salary supplement program established under
this section, a school district may submit to the voters of the district a
proposition to increase taxes for this purpose. If a school district's
current tax rate ceiling is at or above the rate from which an increase
would require a two-thirds majority, the school board may submit to the
voters of the district a proposition to reduce or eliminate the amount of
the levy reduction resulting from section 164.013, RSMo. If a majority of
the voters voting thereon vote in favor of the proposition, the board may
certify that seventy-five percent of the revenue generated from this source
shall be used to implement the salary supplement program established under
this section.
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9. In no case shall a local school district use as its matchinc unds
to participate in this career program, any state aid provided pursuant to
section 163.031 RSMO, or sections 6 or 163.171 of this act.

168.520. 1. For the purpose of providing career pay, which shall be a
salary supplement for teachers, librarians and guidance counselors in the
state schools for the severely handicapped, the Missouri school for the
blind and the Missouri school for the deaf, there is hereby established a
career advancement program which shall become effective no later than
September 1, 1986. Participation in the career advancement program by
teachers shall be voluntary. '

2. The department of elementary and secondary education with the
recommendation of teachers from che state schools, shall develop a career
plan. This state career plan shall include, but need not be 1imited to, the
provisions of state model career plans as contained in subsection 2 of
section 168.500 of this act.

3. After a teacher who is duly employed by a state school qualifies
and is selected for participation in th: state cureer plan established under
this section, such a teacher shall not be denied the career pay authorized
by such plan except as provided in subdivisions (1), (2), and (3) of
section 168.510 of this act.

4. Each teacher selected to participate in the career plan established
under this section who meets the requirements of such plan, shall receive a
salary supplement as provided in subdivisions (1), (2), and (3) of
subsection 1 of section 168.515 of this act..

5. The department of elementary and secondary education shall annually
include within its budget request to the general assembly sufficient funds
for the purpase of providing career pay as established under this section tc
those eligivle teachers cmployed in state schools for the severely handicapped,
the Missouri school fur the deaf, and the Missouri school for the blind.
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UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURL-COLUMBIA

College of Education

Office of the Dean

107 ¢ Ha Hop

Columtxa 140 652110211
Teteorone (31¢) 5828311

October 3, 1986

Deir Teacher:

Career Ladders 19 & raw corcept In Missourl. then the Mlssour] State leglslature
parsed the “carecr ladder® leginlation In the spring of 1985, there were oxpectations
that & large percantage of school districts In Mlssowr] would chooes to particlpate In the
program. This hes not been the case durl~y 1986-67, with less than seventy districts
belng involved. To understand why some districts did, or dld not, participate &nd to
understand the attitudes of teschers, princlpals, superintendents and school board
membera regarding carser ladders I critical informatlon for leglslators and educators

as they explore futurs directlons. Ths purpose of the enclosed ourvey Is to ldemity
those reasons and attitudss,

This atudy Is a Jint effort between the Klssourl Houss of Representative- 3 the
Unlversity of Missourl-Columbla, College of Education, Offlce of Re .ch and
Devslopment, with funding trom the Hatlonal Confsrence of State Leglslaturss’
Commlittee on Education and Labor. It Is antlclpated that the results of thls study will
reach beyond Hiseour! to also benefit other states that are studying the lssues of
earetr Jadders and toacher Incentlve programa.

We know that to ask yc:1 to take 20-30 minutes to complete & survey 18 an impogition on
your time; yat, your respanses are essentlal, We would appreclate your niopondlng to
the tems and then returning the srvey In the enclooed onvelope. Your percesn i~ will,
of course, be sncnymous. We need and value your thoughts,

Thank You for your asslstancs.

Sincerely,

LA Sty ol Y
Jecnette C. Murphy erry Valentine
Research Assoclate Project Coordinator

Richard C. Schofer
Prolect Director
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THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY
TEACHER FORM P

PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY IS TO IDENTIFY THE RE.L50NS FOR DISTRICT
PARTICIPATION OR NONPARTICIPATION IN THE CAREER LADDER PRUGRAM AS
SET FORIH IN MISSOURI LAW WITHIN THE EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION AIT
OF 1985.

TO ASSIST YOU WITH YOUR RESPONSES TO THIS SURVEY, A BRIEF OUTLINE
OF THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER PLAN MODEL AS WELL AS A COPY OF THE
ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREER LADDER
TEACHERS ARE ATTACHED.

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.
1. Teaching level: (1) Elementary School

(2) Junior High/Middle School

(3) Secondary School

2. Subject Areca(s):

3. Degree(s): (1) Bachelor 4, Sax: (1) Male
(2) Master (2) Female
(3} Master’s Plus
(4) Speclalist S. Age: (1) 23 or under
{5) Doctorate (2) 24-29
(3) 30-34

6. Years taught {include current): (1) S or less (4) 35-39
(2) 6-10 years (S) 40-44
(3) 11-15 years (6) 45-49
(4) 16 or more (7) 50-54
(8} 55-59
(9) 60 or older

7. Yeara taught in this school (include current): (1) S years or less
(2) 6-10 years
8. Do you have tenure: (1) Yes {3) 11-15 years
’2) ¥o (4) 16 years or more
9. Classification of district in which 10. Salary level:
you teach: (1) Metropolitan (St. Louls City) (1) less than $16,000
(2) Urban (Kansas City, springfleld, (2) $16,000-19,93Y
Independenca, St. Joseph) (3) $20,000-24,999
(3) six-director: Jackson or (4) 25,000-~29,999
St. louls countles (S) $30,000 or more
£') Six-director: containing a city
of 25,000 to 70,700
(5) Six-director: contalning a clty
of 5,000 to 24,999
Six-director: containing a city
of less than 5,000
Special school district

(6

(7
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For

12.

13.

14.

W¥HEN YOU FIRST BECAME AWARE THAT THE STATE OF MISSOURI WAS
CONSIDERING N\ CAREER DEVELOPHENT PLAN FOR TEACHERS AS STATE
POLICY (SUBSEQUENTLY THE CAREER LADDER PLAN), WHICH OF THE
FOLLOWING WAS THE SOURCE OF YOUR INFORMATION. (Please circle
the number of as many responses as are appropriate.)

1. informzl discussion with other teachers

2. newspaper

3. television

4. radio

S. professjonal magazines

6. professional organization meetings

7. supervisors, i.e., Principal, Superintendent

3. legislative meetings

9. legislative communiques
10. Department of Elementary and Secondary Education bullatins
11. Department of Elementary and Secondary Education workshops
12. other (indicate)

questions 12-14, please circle the most appropriate response

IPDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH PUBLICITY FROM OTHER DISTRICTS OR
STATES INFLUENCED YOUR OPINION. ABOUT CAREER LADDEn PLANS.

1 2 3 4 S
highly somewnat no somewhat highly
negative neaat jve influence positive positive
influence iI.  zence influence influence

INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION INFLUENCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS.

1 2 3 4 S
highly somawhat no somewhat highly
negative negat jve influence positive positive
influence influence influence influence

IN WHAT WAY WAS THE CAREER TADDER FLAN FORMALLY INTROCUCED TO YOU IN
YOUR DISTRICT?

1. prosented at a state gponsored workshop
£. presented through a district workshop
3. has not been formally presented to me
4. other (indicate)

YOUR DISTRICT HAS DECIDED TO INPLEMENT A DISTRICYT CAREER LADDER PLAN.
WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES HOW IT ‘SAS DEVELOPED? (Plaase
circle the number of the most appropriate response.)

1. A district committee of teachers, principals, and central
of fice administrators studied Career Ladder issues and models,
developed a plan and made a recommendation to the board.

2. A district comittee of principals and central office
administrators studied Career Ladder issues and models,
developed a plan and made a recormendetion to the boar<.

3. A district comittee of bullding administrators studied Career
Ladder issues and modelg, developed a plan and made a
recawmendation to the board.

4. District udministrators reviewed the state Careu: lLadder Plan
Hodel and recormended that model to the board without formal
cormittee Input from teaching staff.

S. District Board of Education members reviewed the state Career
Ladder Plan Hodel and adopted it fer implementation without
formal committee input from central udministracion or
teaching staff.

6. Other (PLEASE EXPLAIN):

YOUR DISTRICT HAS ADOPTED A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN. IS IT:
(See attachment for assistance with your answer. Please circle °gqe
number of the appropriate responce.)

1. identical to the Missouri Career Ladder Plan Hodel

2. a modified version of the Missourl Career Laddec Flan Model

3. a district created plan not very similar to the Missour. Career
Ladder Plan Model

4. other

I SN
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17. IN YOUR OPINION, THE REASONS WHY YOUR DISTRICT DID DEVELOP A 22. WHO IS PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE FOR TEACHER EVALUATIOHS? (Please
DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN IKCLUDE: (Please circle the rumber circle the number of as many responses as are appropriate)
of no more than 3 responses.)
1. Principal
1. because it is availadble 2. Superintendent
2. recognition of teacher. 3. Assistant Principal
3. another way of gestting extra dollars 4. Supervisor
4. encourage excellence in education S. Teacher Teanms
5. enhsnce student learning 6. Teacher/Adninistrator Team
6. percent of state contribution was a factor 7. other (indicate)

7. political pressure
8. teachers in favor of participation
9. administrators in favor of participation

10. superintendent recommendation USING THE FOLLOYING CODE, PLEASE RESPCND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
11. to attract qualified teachers when vacancies occur THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBE. THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
12, other (indicate) DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree., 3=indifferent, 4=agree, S=strongly agree
18. I PLAN TO PARTICIPATE IN THE DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN.

A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WILL TEND TO:
(1) Yes (2) No

._23. increase cocpetition among tvachers
IF YOUR ANYWER IS NO, PLEASE GO 10 ITEM 21.

24. increase respect for teachers.

19. DO YOU HAVE A POSITIVE ATTITUDE ABOUT ADVANCEMENT ON THE DISTRICT __25. be too complicated.
CAREER JADDER PLAN?

26. be too political.

(1) Yes (2) Mo -
__27. foster individual effort.
20. YOUR DISTRICT HAS A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN AND YOU APZ ___28. recognize teean effort.
TTANNING TO PARTITIPATE. WHAT 3 REASONS BEST DEZSCRIBE YOUR
BJTIVATION? (Please circle th: sppropriate numbers for your __29. d{iscourage sharing of material and ideas among teachers.
response.)

__30 cause teachers to be less open and cocperative with each other.
1. challenge

2. greater responsibility ._31. potivate only those who ere already wotivated.
3. opportunity to participate in district levsl activities
4. recognition 32. recognize excellence fn teaching.
5. additional cocpensation -

. 6. self-evaluation of performance __33. create a climate advers~ to student learning.
7. satting own goals
8. atudent achlevement 34. cause teachers to remain in the classroon.

9. other (indicate) -

35. encourage excellent teachers to remai. in the system.

21. MHAT IS YOUR OPINION ABOUT THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE PERFORMANCE LASED __36. cause money and status to become more important than teaching itself.
TEACHER EVALUATION BEING A REQUIRED PAR? OF THE CAREER LADDER MODEL?
(Pleaso circle the number of the most appropriate response.) __37. encourage teachers to luave the classroom.
1 2 3 4 5 38. cause teachers to spend more time on adninistrative tasks ami leas
very ineppropriate fndifferenZ apprcoriate very - time on teaching.
insppropriate apf rofriate

Q 72
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USIKG THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEXENT 3Y PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLO¥ING STATEMENTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2sdisagree, 3=indifferent, 4=agree, S=strongly agree
A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WILL TEND TO:

39. increase student learning.

40. ’ncrease professionalism among teachers.

__41. cause students and parents to request Career Ladder teachers
rather than those who are not on the Lalder.

42. focus on classroom teaching.

43. cause nonparticipant (o be thought of a6 less effective teachers.

44. define what it means to De a good teacher.

___45. create a quota system relating to the number of teachers who can
participate in each stage of the Plan.

46. low2r teacher and student morale.

___47. discourage beginning teachers v2-ause five years is too long to
wait in order to participate.

48. encourage quality teacher applicants to seek employment in the
district.

USING THE FOLLOMING CODZ, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK TH2 NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBED THE EXTENT T WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DYSAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMERTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=indiffere , 4=agree, S=strongly ajree

___49. Including orly teachers. counselors and librarians for
particivation in the Career Ladder Plan is appropriate.

S0. The saiery supplements allowed by the Zxcellence in Education Act
- of 1985 for successfully participating in a District Career ladder
Plan are inadequate compenzation for the additional work
reyuiremants.

S1. Having an individual choice to participate or not participate in
QA District Career lLedder Plan is appropriate.

vo. The Career Lad2er Plan is basically a reward system for superior
teaching.

¢SING THE POLLOWING CODE, PLEASE PLACE IN THE BLANK, THE NUMBER WHICH BEST
DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE W1TH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMERTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=indifferent, 4=agree, Sestrongly agree

__53. A district should participute 1n a District Career Ladder Plan
because the plan should enhance instruction, improve curriculunm
development, and irprove student learning in the district.

——54. Because a District Career Ladder Plan should be promoting
professional growth, & teacher should participate.

——55. According to the wording of the Missouri law vertaining tu Career
Ladders, “any teacher who declines to participate shall not >e
penalized in any way." Thiy will be honored in our district.

—_56. There is apathy among my colleagues abovt participation in the

District Career Ladder Plan.

—57. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help

retain high quality teachers in Missouri.

—.58. Over the next five years, District Career Lodder Plcns will help

improve the quality of instruction for students in Missouri.

——59. Over the next five years, District (arver Ladder Plans will help

i=prove teacher professionalism in »issourt.

—60. Over the next five years, District Carser Ladder ¥lans will help

icpr /ve student achievement in Missouri.

61. THE PURPOSE OF THE CAREER LADDER PORTION OF THE EXCHLLECE IN
EDUCATION ACT OF 1985 WAS TO RETAIN HIGH QUALITY TE/ICHERS IH MISSOURI
CLASSROCMS. IF YOU BELIEVE THER. % MORE APPROPRINTE WAYS TO
RCHIEWF 73 GOAL, PLEASE DESCRIBE THEN BELON.

TH 70U FOR TAKING TH2 TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.

L
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Coliege of Eoucanon

Mot s e THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY
1 f
; 8 Otice of the Dean PRINCIPAL FORM P
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI.-COLUMEIA 109 114 arpn
Columbra MO 652110211
Tetephone {314) 88> 8311

PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY IS TO IDENTIFY THC REASONS FJR DISTRICT
PARTICIPATION OR NONPARTICIPATION IN THE CAREER LADDER PROGRAM AS
SET FORTH IN MISSOURI LAW WITHIN THE EXCELLENCE IM EDUCATION ACT
OF 1985.

TO ASSIST YOU WITH YOUR RESPONSES TO THIS SURVEY, A BRIEF OUTLINE
OF THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER PLAN MODEL AS WELL AS A COPY OF THE
ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREER LADDER
TEACHERS ARE ATTACHED.

October 3, 1986

Dear Principal: PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.

Career Ladders 18 a new concept In Alzsourl. When the Missouri State Leglslature 1. Admmnistracive level: (1) Elementary School

passed the “career ladder® leglisletlon In the =pring of 1985, there were expectations (2) Junior High/Middle School

that a large percentage of achool districts In Missour] would choze to particlpate In the (3) Secondary School

program. This has not been the case durlng 1986-87, with less than seventy districts

belng Involved. To understand why some dlistricts did, or dld not, particlpate s~d to 2. Degree(s): (2) Bachelor 3. Sex: (1) Male

understand tae attitudes of teachers, principals, superintendents and school board (2) Master (2) Female
members regarding career ladders 1s critical Informatlon for leglslators and educators (3) Master's Plus
as they explore future directlons. The purpose of the enclosed survey 1o to ldentify (4) Specialist 4. Age: (1) 23 or under
those reascns and uttitudes. (5) Doctorate (2) 24-29

(3) 30-34
This study Is a2 lolnt effort Setween the Missowr]l House of Representatlves and ths S. Years teaching experience: (1) S or less (4) 35-39
University of Mlssowri-Columbla, College of Educatlon, Offlce of Research ond (2) 6-10 years {S) 40-44
Devrlopment, with funding from the Natlonal Conference of State Leglslaturzs’ (3) 11-15 years (6) 45-49
Conmmittee on Education and Labor. It 12 anticlpated that the results of this study wlill (4) 16 or more (7) 50-54
reach beyond Minsourl to also benoflt other states that are studylng the losues of (8) 55-59

career ladders and teacher incentiva orocrams,

We inow: that to a5k vou to take 20-30 minutes to cumplete a survey Is an Inpositicn on
your time: ¥1t, your respon®2s are essentlal. We would sppreclate your responding to
the Items 7 x3 ther, returning the sarvey In the enclosed envelope. Your perceptions will,
of courge, te anonymous. We need and value your thoughts,

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
)
N v
¢ 5

Rlchard C. S ,ofer
ProJect Director

QMMMW Jedet

Jeanette C. My /d'crr Valentine
Reseacch ssoclate Project Coordinator

I G SOCUAIy AP

(9) 60 or older

6. Years experience as a Principal: (1) § years or less
(2) 6-10 years
{3) 11-15 year:
(4) 16 years o: more

7. Years Principal in this school (inclué current year) (1) S years or less
(2) 6-10 ‘years
{3) 11-15 year:
8. Classification of district in which you are a (4) 16 years or more
Principal: (1) Hetropolitan (St. Louis City)
(2) Urban (Kansas City, Springfield,
Independence, St. Joseph) 9. Salary level:
{3) six-director: Jackson or (1) less than $20,000
St. Louis counties (2) $20,000-24,999
(4) Slx-director: containing a city {3) 25,000-29,999
of 23,G00 to 70,000 (4) $30,000-34,999
Six -director: containing a city {5) $35,000~39,999
of 5,000 to 24,999 (6) $40,002 r more
(6) Six-director: conta.ning ¢ city
of less than 5,000
Special school district

(s
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10.

12.

Nurber of students enrolled 11. Classification of your district.

in your district ac of (1) ARA
Cctober 1, 198h: (1) 300 or less (2) AR
(2) 301-800 (3yvu

(3) 801-1500
(4) 1501-3020
(5) 3001-50G0
(6) 5001-10000
(7) 10001-:5090
(8) 15001 or more

WHEN YOU FIRST BECAME AWARE THAT THE STATE OF MISSOURI WAS
CONSIDERTNG A CAREER DEVELOPHENT ©"AN FOR TEACHERS AS STATE
POLICY (SUBSEQUENTLY THE CAREER LADDER PLAN). WHIC!! OF THE
FOLLOWING WAS THE SOURCE OF YOUR INFORMATION. (Please cirrle
the number of as many respories as aje appropriate.)

1. informal discussion with other Principals

2. rewspaper

s« television

4. radio

S. professional magazines

6. professionsl organizaition meetings

7. supsrviscrs, i.e., Superintendent

8. legislative meetings

9. legisintive cormuniques

10. Department of Elementary and Secondary Education bulletins
11, Department of Elementary and Secondary Education workshops
12. other (indicate)

For questions 1)-16 please circle the number of the most appropriate
response.

13.

14.

INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH PUBLICITY FROM OTHER DISTRICTS OR
STATES JMFLUENCED YOUR OPINICKS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS.

i 2 3 4 S
highly somewhat no somewhat highly
negative negative influence positive positive
influence influence influence influence

INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DEPA: “MENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION INFLUEF ..» Y 'JR OPINIONS 2~ CAREER LADDER PLANS.

1 2 k) 4 S
highly somewhat nc somewhat highly
negative negative influence positive positive
influence influence influence influence

77

15.

TO WHAT DEGREE WhS THE OSPORTUNITY TO SUPPLEMENT CURRENT TEACHER
SALARIES AN IMPURTANT FACTOR LEADING TO THE DECISION TO IMPLEMEM
A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN.

1 2 3 4 5
not <omewhat highly
important important 1mportant

IN WHAT WAY WAS THE CAREER LADDER PLAN FORMALLY I ITRODUCED TO YOU IN
. WR DISTRICT?

1. presented at a st:'e sponsored workshop
2. presented throegh a dystrict «orkshop
3. has not been formally prese~ted to we
4. other (indicate) __

YOUR DISTRICT HAS DECIDED TO IMPLEMENT A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN.
WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES HOW IT WAS DEVELOPED? (Please
circle the number of the most appropriate response.)

1. A district comittee of teachers, principals, and central
office administrators studied Career Ladder issues and models.,
developed a plan and made a recommendation to the board.

2. A d’strict committee of principals and ceiccral office
administrators studied Career Ladder issues and models.,
developed a plan and made a recommendation to the board.

3. A district committee of building administrators studied Career
Ladder issues and models, developed & plan and made a
recormendaticn to the beard.

4. District administrators reviewed the state Career Ladder Plan
Hodel and recormended that model to the board without formal
comnittee input from teaching staff.

5. District Board of Education members reviewed the state Career
Ladder Plan Model and adopted it for implementution without
formal committee input from central administration or
teaching staff.

6. Other (PLEASE EXPLAIN):




-

22.

O
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YOUR DISTRICT HAS ADOPTED A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN. IS IT.
(See attachment for ass.stance with your anstar. Please circle the
number of the appropriate response.)

1. identical to the Missouri Career Ladder P°an Hodel

2. a modified version of the Missouri Career Ladder Plan Model

3. a district created plan not very simlar to the Missour: Career
Ladder Plan Model

4. other

IN YOUP. "PINION, THE REASONS WHY YOL.X DISTRICT DID DEVELOP A
DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN INCLUDE: (Please circle the number
of no more than 3 responses.)

1. because it is available

%. recognition of teachars

3. another way of getting extra dollars

4, encourage eoxcellence in education

S. aenhance ctident learning

6. percent of state contribution was a factor
7. political pressure

8. teachers in favor of participation

9. administrators in favor of participation
10, superintendent recommendation

11. to attract qualified teacher applicants
12. other (indicate)

'ION MANY TEACHERS ARE ASSIGNED TO YOUR BUILDING?

IN YOUR ESTIMATION, HOW MANY TEACHERS IN YOUR BYILDING WILL BE
ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE CAREER LADDER PLAN?

OF THOSE DESCRIBED IN ITEM 21, WHAT PERCENT DO YOU BELIEVE WILL
APPLY FOR PARTICIPATION IN THE DISTRICT CAREET LADDER PLAN?
A\ N
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23.

24,

25.

CIRCLE THE THREE (3) ITEMS ON THE FOLLOWING LIST WHICH YOU BELIEVE
WILL MOST LIKELY MOTIVATE TEACHERS TO PARTICIPATE IN A DISTRICT CAREER
LADDER PLAN.

challenge
greater responsitility

opportunitly to pacticipate in d:strict level activities
recognition

additional compensation

self-evaluation of performance

setting own goals

student echievenent

other (indicate)

WV ONOWN B WA -

WHAT IS YOUR OPINION ABOUT THE APPROPRIATEWESS OF THE PERFORMANCE BASED
TEACHER EVALUATION BEING A REQUIRED PART OF THE CAREER LADDER MODEL?
(Please circle the number of the appropriate response.)

1 2 3 4 S
very inappropriate indifferent &ppropriate very
inappropr ‘te appropriate

WHO 1S PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE FOR TEACHER EVALUATIONS? (Please
circle the nuzber of ac many responses as are appropriate)

1. Principal

2. Superintendent

3. Assistant Principal
4, Supervisor

S. Teacher Teams

6. Teacher/Administrator Team
7. Other (indicate)

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND O EACH STATEHERT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWI!'G STATEMENTS.

1=gtrongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=indifferent, 4=agree, S=strongly agree

A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WILL TEND TO:

26, increase competition among teachers.

27. increase respect for teachers.

x

28. be too corplicated.
29, be too political.

30. foster individual effoct.




31.

32.

33,

34.

3s.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

»

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

| o
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USING THE FOLLOWING CCDE, PLEASE RESPOND TO BACH STATENENT o7 PLACING IN
N THE BLANK THE NUNBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE
OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS. M
I=strongly disagree, 2«disagree, 3rindifferent. 4ragree, Srstrongly agree

A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WILL TEND TO:

recognize team effort.

discourage sharing of material and 1deas among teachers.

cause teachers to be less open and cooperative with each other.
motivate only those wio are already motivated.

recognize excellence in teaching.

create a climate adverse to student learning.

cause teachers to remain In the classroom.

encourage excellent teachers to remzin i1n the system.

cause money and status to become more important than teaching itself.

encourage teachers to leave the classroom.

cause teachers to spend more time on adminmistr tive tasks and )=zs
time on teaching.

Increase student learning.
increase protesslonqlism anong teachers.

cause students and parents to request Carecr Ladder tcachers
rather than those who are not on the Ladder.

focus on clussroom “ea ting.
cause nonparticipants to be thought of as less effective teachers,
define what it means to be a good teacher.

cre2te a qucta system relating to the number of tecachers who can
participate in each stage of the Plan.

lower teacher and student morale.

81

S0.

S1.

52.

discourage beginning teachers because {ive years 1s too long to
wait in order to participate.

encourage higher quality teachar applicants to geek employmanc In the

district.

decrease cooperativeness among teachers with administrators.

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN

THE BLANK THE HUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YQU AGREE OR

OISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

t2strorgly disagree, 2*disrgree, 3=indifferent, 4vagree, Sestrongly agree

S3.

S4.

SS.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63,

64.

Including only teachers, counselors and 1ibrarians for
participation in the Carcer Ladder Plan is appropriate.

The talary supplements allowed °
of 1985 for successfully partia
Plan are inadequate compensat!
requirements.

~ Excellence in Education pct
w9 In a District Carcer Ladder
v the qdditional work

A teacher having an individual ~hoice to participate or not
participate in a District Cereer Ladder Plan is \appropriste.

The Career Ladder Plan is basically a rfward system for superior
teaching.

A district should participate in a District Career Ladder Plan
because the plan should enhance instruction, improve curriculum
development, and improve student learning In the district.

Because a Districi Career Ladder Plan should be proms*ing
professional growth, a teacher should participate.

According to the wording of the Missouri law perta 1g to Carcer
Ladders, “any teacher who declines to participate \ .1 not be
penalized in any way.” This will be honored in our Jdistric

Thera ic apathy among my colleag.  about participation in the
District career Ladder Plan.

Career Ladder Plan guidelines should be drawn up 80 that teachers
know what is expected of them.

Provisions should be made for additional compensation for
Adninistrators to recognize the increase in work and paper load.

The State of Mi_souri should establish a Career Ladder Plan for
Administrators.

Parents ghould be included in the development and fmplementation
of a District Career Ladder Plan.

R2




USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE PLACE IN THE BLANK, THE NUMBER'WHiCH BEST
DESCRIBES THE EXTEWT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=indifferent, 4=agree, S=strongly agree

65. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
retain high quality teachers in Missouri.

66. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Pians will help
improve the quality of instruction for students in Missouri.

67. Over the uext five years, District Career Ladder Planr wi  help
improve teacher professionalism jn Missour.

68. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
improve student achievement in Missouri.

69. THE PURPOSE OF THE CAREER LADDER PORTION OF THE EXCELLENCE IN
<~DUCATION ACT OF 1985 WAS TO RETAIN HIGH QUALITY TEACHERS IN
MISSOURI CLASSROOMS. IF YOU BELIEVE THERE ARE MORE APPROPRIATE
WAYS 1O ACHIEVE THIS COAL, PLEASE DESCRIBE THEM BELOW.

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.

o 83
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UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI COLUMBIA

Cotlege of Educahon

Ofiice of the Dean

109 114 Ha Mg
Columdxa MO 65211 0211
Teiephone {314) 832 8311

Q

October 3, 1986

Dear Superintendent:

Career Ledders 13 a new concept in Missourl. when the Missourl State Leglslature
passed the “career ladder” leglslation In the spring of 1985, there were exr2ctations
that & lirge percentage of school districts In Mlasour] would choose to particlpate In the
program. This has not been the case during 1986-87, with 1223 than seventy dlstrlct=
belng Involved. To underatand why some districts did, or did nat, particlpate and to
understand the attituces of teachers, princlpals, superintendents and school boaird
members regarding career ladders 13 critical Information for leglslaters and educaters
23 they explore future dlrectlons. The purpose of the enclosed swrvey is to identify
those reasons and attitudes,

This study Is a Joint effort between the Mlzsourl Hi uce of Representatives and the
Unlvarsity of Missourl-Columbla, Coilege of Education, Offlce of Rescarch and
Devalogmont, with funding Zom the HNatlonal Conference of Stete Legislatures’
Committze on B¢ :atlon and Labos. It Is antlclpated that the results of this study will
Jeach beyond Misscurl to also beneflt other states that are studying the Issues of
career ladders and teacher Incantlve programs.

We know that to ask you to take 20-30 minutas to complete a survey s an Imposlition on
your time: yet, Your resoonses are essertlal. We would 2ppreclate yous revponding to
the 1tems and then raturning the survey In the enclusad envelope, Your oercestlons will,
of course, be anonymous. We need and value your thoughts.

Thank you for your asslstance.

Sincerely,

dof e S

Richard C. Schofer
Project Dirsctor

%wm%

Jeanette C. Murphy /
Reacarch Assoclate

ercy’Valentine
Project Coordinator

L T oV
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THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY
SUPERINTENDZENT FORM P

PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY 1S TO IDENTIFY THE REASON:. FOR DISTRICT
PARTICIPATION OR NONPARTICIPATION IN THZ CARFER LADDER PROGRAM AS
SET FORTH Il'! MISSOURI LAW WITHIN THE EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION ACT
OF 1985.

TO ASSIST YOU WITH YOUR RESPONSES TO THXIS SURVEY, A BRIEF OUTLINE
OF THE MISSOURI CA<EER LADDER PLAN MODEL AS WELL AS A COPY OF THE
ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREE.c LADDER
TEACHERS ARE ATTACHED.

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.

1. Degree(s): (1) Bachelor 2. Sex: (1) Male
(2) Master (2) Female
(3) Master's Plus
(4) Specialist 3. Age: (1) 23 or under
(5) boctorate (2) 24-29
{3) 30-34
4. Years teaching experience. (1) 5 or less (4) 35-39
(2) 6-10 years (5) 47 44
(3) 11-15 years (6) 45-49
(4) 16 or more (7) 50-54
(8) 55-59

(9) 60 or older

S. Years experience as a Superintendent: {1) 5 years or less
(2) 6-10 years
(3) 11-15 years
(4) 16 years or more

6. Years Superintendent in this aisirict (1) S years or less
(include cutrrent year) (2) 6-10 years
(3) 11-15 years

(4) 16 yeais or more

7. Classification of district in which you are the Superintendent:
(1) Metropolitan (St. Louis City)
(2) uUrban (Kansas City, Springfield,
Independence, St. Joseph) 8. Salary level:
(3) sir-director: Jackson or (1) less tkan $20,000

St. Louis counties

(2) $20,000-24,999

(4) Six-director: containing a city (3) 25,000-29,999
of 25,000 to 79,000 (4) $30,000-34,999
(5) Six-director: containing a city (5) $35,000-39,999
of 7,000 to 24,999 (6) $40,000 or more
(6) Six-director: containing a city
of less than 5,000
(7) Special school district
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9. Nurber of students enrolled 10. Class:fication of your district:
in your district as cf (1) aar
October 1, 1986: (1) 300 or less (2) AA
(2) 301-800 () u

(3) 801-1500
(4) 1501-3000
(S) 3061-5000
(6) 5001-10000
(7) 10001-15000
(8) 15031 or more

11. WHAT IS THE CURRENT YEAR’S TEACHER/STUDENT RATIO (CLRSS SIZE)
In YOUR DISTRICT?

1 2 3 4 S
1 teacher/ 1 teacher/ 1 teacher/ 1 teachor/ 1 teacher/
10 or less 11-20 21-25 26-30 31 or more
students students students students students

12. HHAT WAS THE AVERAGE PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE (EXCLUSIVE OF CA2ITAL
CUTLAY) FOR EACY STUDENT IN YOUR DISTRICT DURING THE 1985-86 SCHOOL

YEAR?
1 2 3 4 S 6
$500 $501 $1001 $1501 $2001 $2501
ez less $1000 $1500 $2000 $2500 or more

13. WHEN YOU FIRST BECAME AWARE THAT THE STATE OF M1SSOUR! WAS
CONSIDERING A CAREER DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR TEACHERS AS STATE
POLICY (SUBSEQUENTLY THE CAREER LADDER PLAN), WHICH OF Thé
FOLLOWING WAS THE SOURCE OF YOUR INFORMATION. (Please carcle
the number of as many responses as are appropriste.)

1. informal discussion with other Superintendents

2. newspaper

3. television

4. vadio

S. professional magazines

6. professional organization meetings

7. legislative meetings

8. legislative communiqu.s

9. Department of Elemes ury and Secondary Education bulletins
10. Department of Elementary and Secondary Education workshops
11. other (indicate)
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For questions 14-17 please circle the nusber of the most appropriate -
response.

14. INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH PUELICITY FROM OTHER DISTRICTS OR
STATES INFLUENCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS.

1 2 3 4 5
highly somewhat no somewhat highly
negative negative influence positive positive
inf luence inf luence influence influence

15. INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION INFLUENCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER TLANS.

1 2 3 4 S
highly soewhat no somevhat highiy
negative negative influence positive positive
influence influence influence influence

16 7O WHAT DEGREE WAS THE OPPOPTUNITY TO SUPPLEMENT CURRENT TEACHER
SALARIES AN IMPORTANT FACTOR LEADING T™ THE DECISION TO IMPLEMENT '
" DISTRTCT CAREER LADDER PLAN.

1 2 3 4 S
not somewhat highly
important important important s

17. IN WHAT WAY WAS THE CAREER LADDFX PLAN FORMALLY INTRODUCED TO YOU IN
YOUR DISTRICT?

1. presented at a state sponsored workshop
2. presented through a district workshop
3. has not been formally presented to me
4. othsr (indicate)

—

18. YOUR DISTRICT HAS DECIDED TO IMPLEMENT A DISTRICT CARZER LADDER PLAN.
WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES HoW IT WAS DEVELOPED? (Please
circle the number of the most appropriate response.)

1. A district comnittee of teachsrs, principals, and central ’
office administrators studied Career Ladder issues ad models, ¢
devoloped a plan and made a recommendation to tie board.

2. A district committee of principals and central office
administrators studied Career Ladder issues and mndels,
developed a plan and made a recommendation to the board.

3. A district committee of building administrators studied Carser

Ladder issues and models, developed a plan and msde a
recormendation to the board.
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19.

20.

Q
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4. District administrators reiewed the state Career Ladder Plan
Hodel and recommended that model to the board without formal
committee input Fros teaching staff.

5. District Board of Education membérs reviewsd the state Career
Ladder Plan Bodel and adopted 1t for implementation without
formal committee input from central admiristration or
teaching staff.

6. Ovher (PLEASE EXPLAIN)-

YOUR DISTRICT HAS N\DOPTED A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN. IS IT*

(See attachment fi assistance with your answer. Please circle the

nurber of the appropriate response.)

1. identical to the Missour:i Career Ladder Plan Model

2. a modified version of the Missoura Career Ladder Plan Model

3. a district created ,lan not very sim'lpr to the Missoury Career
Ladder Plan Model

4. other

IN YOUR OPINION, THE REASONS WHY YOUR DISTRICT DID DEVELOP A
DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN INCLUDE: (Please circle the numer
of no wore than 3 responses.)

1. becsuse it Is available

2. recognition of teachers

3. another way of ¢etting extra dollars

4. encoiurage excelience in educaiion

€. enhante student learning

6. percent of st .e contribution was a factor
7. political pressure

8. teachers in favor of participation

9. administrators in favor of participation
10. superintendent recommendation

11. to attract qualified teacher applicants
12. other (indicate)

s M IV

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

HOW HALY CLASSROOM TEACHERS ARE EMPLOYED IN YOUR DISTRICT?

OF THIS NUMBER, APPROXIMATELY HOw .s.NY TEACHERS IN YOUR DISTRICT
MEET THE REQUIREMENT OF TEACHING 5 YEARS AND ARE THUS ELIGIBLE TC
APPLY FOR PARTICIPATION IN A CAREER LADDER PLAN?

OF THOSE DESCRIBED IN ITEM 22, WHNT PERCENT DO YOU BELIEVE WiLL
APPLY FOR PARTICIPATION IN THE DIST,ICT CAREER LRDDER PLAN?
s,

DID YOUR DISTRICT ADOPT A LEVY INCREASE TO SUPPLRT THE CAREER LADDER
PLAN?

l. Yes 2. No

IF NOT. DOES YOUR DISTRICT PLAN TO SUBM'T A LE\Y PROPOSAL IN
ORDER TO SUPPORT THE CAREER LADDER PLAN?

1. Yes 2. Ko 3. Undecided

CIRCLE THE THREE (3) ITEMS ON THE FOLLOWING LIST WHICH YOU BELIEVE
WILL MOST LIKELY MOTIVATE TEACHERS TO PARTICIPATE IN A DISTRICT
CAREER LADDER PLAN.

1. challenge
2. greater responsibility

2. opportunity tc participate in aistrict level activitius
4. reco.nition

5. addi. “onal compensation

6. self-evaluation of performance

7. setting own goals

8. student achievement

9, other (indicate)

WHAT YOUR OPINION ABOUT THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE PERFORMANCE BASED
TEM . EVALUATION BEING A REQUIRED PART OF THE CAREER LADDER MODEL?
(F _.se circle the number of the appropriate response.)

-

1 2 3 L 5
very inapp:cpriate indifferent appropriate ver;
inappropriate appropriate

WHO IS PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE FOR TEACHER EVALUATIONS? (Pleasa
circle the number of as many responses as are approjciate)

1. Principal

2. Superintendent
3. Assistant Principal

4. Supecsvisgor

5. Tescher Teams

6. Tcacher/Administrator Team
1.  Other (*niicate)
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USING THE FOLLOWING COr , PLEASE RESPOND TO EALT STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THF EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
PISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

l=strongly disagsee. 2-disagree. 3-indifferent, 4-.gree, S-strongly agree
A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WILL TEND TO:

__29. increase competition among teachers.

30. increase respect for teachers.

31. be too complicated.

__32. be too political.

33. foster individual effort.

34. recognize team effort.

35, digcourage sharing of mater 3l and 1deas amonq *eachers.

36. cGause teachers to be levs rpen o - doperarive with #ach »ther,
37. motivate only those who are already marivated.

JR, recognize excellence in teaching.

39. create a climate adverse to student learning.

_40. cause teachers to remain 1n the clissroom.

41. encourage excellent teachers to semain in the systenm.

43 encourage teachers to leave the classroom,

45. cause teachers to spend more time on admimistrative tasks and less
time o= teaching.

45. Increase student learning.
46. increase professionalism among teachers.

47. cause students and parents to request Career Ladder teachers
rather than these who are not an the Ladder

48, focus on classroom tea hing.

4.  fause NORPArt 1,1pants ta 6o thuaht ol Ay feoy effert e togchere,
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42. cause money and status to beCome more .mportant th 1 tea~hing 1tself.

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE. PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TG WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

1-strongly disagree, 2-di .agree. 3 indifferent, 1 agree, % strongly agree
A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WILIL TFND TO:

50. define what it means to be a good teacher.

Sl. create a quota system relating to the nuiber of teachers who can
participate 1n each stage of the Plan. —

52. lower teacher and s'ndent morile,

53. discourage beginning teacher because five years 15 tog 3 to
wait in order to participate.

54, encourage higher quality teacher applicants to seek employment in the
district.

___55. decreas~ cooperativeness among teachers with adminssirators.

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE. PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH S.ATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH TuU ASREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2=disayree. 3=1ndifferent, 4sagree, 5zstrongly agree

56. icluding only teachers, counselors and librarians for
participation 1n the Career Ladder Plan 1s appropriate.

57. The salary = lements allowed by the Excellence in Education Act

of 1985 for »ssfully participating in a District Career Ladder
Plan are 1in. 13te compensation for the additional work
requirement”

58. A teacher having an indiv.dual cnoice to participate or not
participate in a District Caveer Ladder Plan 1s appropriate.

59. The Career lLadder Plan 1s basically a reward system for superior
teaching.

60. A district chould participate in a District Career Lauder Plan
because the plan should enhance instruction, improve curriculum
development, and improve student learning in the district.

61. Because a District Career Ladder Plan shov d be promoting
professional growth. a teacher should participate.

62. According to the wording of the Missouri law pertaining to Career

Ladders, "any teacher who declines to gparticipate shall not be
penal .ed 1n any way.” This will be honored in our district.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE PLACE Ii! THE BLANK., THE NUMBER WHICH BEST
DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS .

1sstrongly disag-ee, 2xdisagree, : fferent, 4=agree, S=strongly agree

__63. There 15 apathy among our teachers about participation 1n the
District Career Ladder Plan.

%4. The State of Missour: should establish a Career Ladder Plan for
ARdministrators.

__b5. Parents should be included 1n the wavelopment and implementation
of a District Career Ladder Plan.

66. Career Ladder Plan guidelines should be drawn up so that teachers
know what is expected of them.

67. Provisions should be made for additional compensation for
Administrators to recognize the increase 1n work and paper load.

68. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
retain high quality teachers in Missouri.

69. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans wiltl help
improve the qual .ty ¢f nstruction for students in Missouri.

70, Over the next five years, District Csreer Ladder Plans will help
improve teacher professicnalism 1n Missoura.

71. Over the next five years. District Career Ladder Plans will help
improva student achievement in Missvuri,

72. THE PURPOSE OF THE CAREER LADDER PORTION OF T“E EXCELLENCE IN
EDUCATIUN ACT OF I985 WAS TO RETAIN KIGH QUALITY TEACHER., IN
MISSOURI CLASSROOMS. IF YOU BELIEVF THERE ARE MORE APPROPRIA™E
WAYS TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL, PLEASE DESCRIBE THEM BELOW.

THANK YOU FOR TAFING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.
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UNIVERSITY OF MiSSOURI-COLUMBIA

Colleqe of Education

Oftice of the Dean

1O 114 5401 Han
Cokming MO H5211 0211
Tvephone (314) RS2 811Y

October 3. 1986

Dear Presldent. Board of Lducation®

Career Ladders is a new concept In Hissourl. When the Hissour] State Leglﬂatuf{
passed the "career ladder® leglslation In the spring of 1985, there were expectations
that a large percentage of school districts In Hissourl would choose to Particlpate in the
program. This has not been the case durlng 1986-87, with less than seventy districts
being Involved. To understand why some districts did, or did not, Participate and to
understand the attitudes of teachers, princlpals, superintendents and school board
members regarding career ladders is critical Informatlion for leglslutors and educators
as they explore future directions. The purPose of the enclosed survey Is to Identlfy
those reasons and attjtudes.

This study 1s a Joint effort between tha Missouri House of Representatives and the
University of Mlssourl-Columbla, Coi. jse of E¢ .atlon, Offlce of Researck and
Development, with funding from the Natlonal Conference of State Leglslatures’
Committee on Education and Lat v. It I3 anticlpated that the results of this study will
reach beyond Missour] to also beneflt other states that are studying the lswues of
career ladders and teacher Incentlve programs.

We know that to ask you to take 20-30 ninutes to complete a survey 13 an Imposition on
your time: yet, your responses are essentlal. We would appreclate your responding to
the Items and then returning the survey In the enclosed envelope. Your perceptions will,
of course. be anonymous. We need and va''ie your thoughts.

Thank you for your aaslistance.

Sincerely,

I cSH b

Richard C. Schofer ¢ Jearette C. Murphy
Project Director Research Associate

erry/Valentine
Project Cocrdinator
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THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY
BOARD OF EDUCATION FORM P

PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY IS TO IDENTIFY THE REASONS FOR DISTRICT
+ ARTICIPATION OR NONPARTICIPATION IN THE CAREER LADDER PROGRAM AS

SET FOl;TH IN MISSOURI LAW WITHIN THiL EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION ACT
OF 1985.

TO ASSIST YOU WITH YOUR RESPONSES TO THIS SURVEY, A BRIEF OUTLINE
OF THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER PLAN MODEL AS WELL AS A COPY OF THE
ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREER LADDER
TEACHERS ARE ATTACHED.

PLEASE (. LE THE NUMBER OF THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.

1. Education. (1) high school diploma
(2) college degree 4. Sex: (1) Male
(3) vocational traininy (2) Female

(4) other (indicate)

S. Age: (1) 23 or under

(2) 24-29
(3) 30-34
2. Years served on Board of Education: (4) 35-39
(1) 3 years or lers (5) 40-44
(2) -6 years {6) 45-49
(3) 7-9 years (7) 56-54
(4) 10-12 years (8) 55-59
(5) more than 12 years (9) €0 nr older

3. Frofession or occupation

6. Classification of district in which you are a Board Member:
(1) Metropolitan (St. Louis City)
(2) Urban fKansas City, Springfield,
Indepzndence, St. Joseph)

(3) Six-director: Jackson or
St. louis counties

(4) Six-tirector: containing a city
of 2%,000 to 70.000

(S) six-director: contalning a city
of 5,000 to 24.999

(6) six-director: containing a city
of less than 5,000

(”. Special school district




7.

WHEN YOU FIRST BECAME AWARE THAT THE STATE OF MISSOURI WAS
CONSIDERING A CAREER DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR TEACHERS AS STATE
POLICY (SUBSEQUENTLY THE CAREER LADDER PLAN), WHICH OF THE
FOLLOWING WAS THE SOURCE OF YOUR INFORMATION. (Please circle
the numbir of as many responses as arc appropriate.)

1. nformal discussion with other members of Boards of
Fducation

2. newspaper

3. television

4. radio

5. professional magazines

6. professional organization mectings

7. dastrict administration

8. legislative meetings

9. legaslative communigues

10. Department of Elementary and Secondary Education bulietins

11. Department of Elementary and Secondary Education workshops

12. other (indicate)

For questions 8-11. please circle the number of the most appropriate
response,

8.
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INDICATE THE EXTENT Tu WHICH PYBLICITY FROM OTHER DISTRICTS OR
STATES INFLUENCED YOUR OFINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDFR PLANS.

1 2 1 4 5
haighly somewhat. no somewhat highly
negative negat ive inf luence posi-ave positive
influence 1nf luence inf luonce 1nf luence

INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DEPARTHMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION INFLUENCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDEK PLANS

1 2 3 4 S
highly somewhat o somewhat highly
n¢ ative negattve 1nfluence positive positive
influence influence inf luence inf luence

13.

INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOUR SUPERINTENDENT INFLUENCED fOUR
OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS,

1 2 3 4 S
highly somewhat no s ewhat highly
negat tve negative inf luence pos it tve positave
influence inf luenre tof luence inf luence

[N WHAT WAY WAS THE CAREER LADDER PLAN FIRST FORMALLY INTRODUCED TO YOU
IN YOUR DISTRICT?

1. presented at a state sponsored workshop
?. presented through a district workshop
1. has not been formally presented to me
1. other {1ndicate)

YOUR DISTRICT HAS DECIDED TO IMPLEMENT A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN,
WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES HOW 1T WAS DEVELOPED? (Plcase
circle the number of the most appropriate response.)

1. A district commitiee of teachers, principals, and central
office administrators studied Career Ladder issues and models,
daveloped a plan and made a recormendation to the board.

2. A district committee of principals and central office
administrators studied Carcer Ladder issues and models,
developed a plan and made 8 recommendation to the board.

¥ A district committec of building administrators studied Cavecer
Ladder issuas and models, devecloped a plan and made a
recormmendation to the board.

4. District administrators reviewed the state Carcer Ladder Plan
Hodel and recommended that model to the board without formal
committee input {rom teaching staff.

». District Board of Education members reviewed the state Career
Ladder Plan Model and adopted it for implementation without
formal committee input frem central administration or
teaching staff,

6 Other {(PLEASE EXPLAIN):

YOUR DISTRICT HAS ADOPTED A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN. IS IT:
(See attachment for assistance with your answer. Please circle the
nurber of the appropriate response.)

1. identical to the Missouri Carcer Ladder flan Model

2. a modified version of the Missourl Carcer Ladder klan Model

3. & district created plan no' very similar to the Missour! Carcer
Ladder Plan Hodel

4. I don'"t know -
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14. IN YOUR OPINION, THE REASONS WHY YOUR DISTRICT DID DEVELOP A 19 WHAT 1S YOUR OPINION ABOUT THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE PERFORMANCE BASED
DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN INCLUDE: (Please circle the number TEAChER FV% 2+ ON BEING A REQUIRED PART OF THE CAREER LADDER MODEL?
of no more than 3 responses.) (Pl~ise carcle the number of the appropriate response.)

I. because it 1s available 1 2 3 4 5
2. recognition of teachers very inappropriate indifferent appropriate very
3. another way of getting extra dollars nappropriate appropriate
4. encourage excellence in education
S. enhance student learning 20. WHO IS PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE FOR TEACHER EVALUATIONS? (Please
6. percent of state contribution was a factor circle the number of as many responses as are appropriate)
7. political pressure
8. teachers in favor of participation 1. Principal
9. administrators in favor of participation 2. Superintendent
10. superintendent recommendation 3. Assistant Princapal
11. to attract qualified teachers when vacancies occur 4. Supervisor
12. other (indicate) S. Teacher Teams
6. Teacher/Administrator Team
For questions 15-17, please circle the number of the most appropriate 7. oOther (1indicate)
response.

15. TO WHAT DEGREE WAS THE OPPORTUNITY TO SUPPLEMENT CURRENT TEACHER

SALRRIES AN IMPORTANT FACTOR LEADING TO THE DECISION TO IMPLEMENT USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN. THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE CKTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.
1 2 3 4 [
not sorewhat highly 1 strengly disagree, 2-disagree, 3=indifferent, 4:agree, S=strongly agree
important important 1mportant
A DISTRICT CRREER LADDER PLAll WILL TEND TO:
16. DID YOUR CISTRICT ADOPT A LEVY INCREASE TO SUPPORT THE CAREER LADDER __21. 1ncrease competition amorg teachers.
PLAN?
__22. 1ncrease respect for teachers.
1. Yes 2. No

23. be too complicated.

17. IF NOT, DOES YOUR DISTRICT PLAN TO SUBMIT R LEVY PROPOSAL IN

ORDER TO SUPPORT THE CAREER LADDER PLAN? __24. be too political.
1. Yes 2. No 3. Undecided __25. foster individual effort.
18. CIRCLE THE THREE (3) ITEMS ON THE FOLLOWING LIST WHICH YOU BELIEVE __26. recognize team effort.
WILL MOST LIKELY MOTIVATE TEACHERS TO PARTICIPATE IN A DISTRICT CAREER
. LADDER PLAN. ___27. discourage sharing of material #nd ideas among teachers.
1. challenge 28, cause teachers to be less oper and cooperative with each other.
2. greater responsibility -
3. opportunity to participate in district level activivies 29 motivate only those who are already motivated.
4. recognition T
5. additional conpensatfon 30. recognize excellence in teaching,
6, self-evaluaticn of performance -
7. setting own goals 31. create a climate adverse to student learning.
8. student achievement -
3. other ({indicate) 32. cause teachers to remain in the classroon.

33. encourage excellent teachers to remain in the system.

Q .
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USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATENENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

Izstrongly disagree, 2=djsagree. 3=indifferent, 4=agree, S=strongly agree
A DISSRICT CAREER LADDER WILL TEND TO:

—.35. encourage teachers to leave the classroom.

—36. cause teachers to spend more time on administrative tasks and less
time on teaching.

37. increase student learning.
38. increase professionalism among teachers.

39. cause students and parents to request Career Ladder teachers
rather than those who are not on the Ladder.

40. focus on classroom teaching.
41. cause nonparticipants to be thought of as less effective teachers.
42. define what 1t means to be a good teacher.

43. crea%e § quota system relating to the number of teachers who can
participate in each stage of the Plan.

—44. lower teacher and studen morale.

—45. discourage beginning teachers because five years ic too long to
wait in order to participate.

46. encc:rage quality teacher applicants to seek employment in the
district.

47. decrease cooperativeness among teachers with administrators.

O
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I

34. cause money and status to becom: more important than teaching itself.

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THF NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree., J=indifferent, 4:agree, Sastrongly agree

48.

49.

SD.

Si.

S2.

S3.

54.

SS.

56.

57.

S8.

59.

6D.

Including only teachers, counselors and librarians for
participation in the Career Ladder Plan 1s appropriate.

The salary supplements allowed by the Excellence i1n Education Act of
1985 for successfully participating in a District Career Ladder Plan
are inadequate compensation for the additional work requireme:ts.

A teacher haviny an individual choice to participate or not
participate in a District Career Ladder Plan is appropriate.

The Career Ladder Plan 1s basically a reward system for superior
teaching.

A district should participate in a District Career Ladder Flan
because the plan should enhance instruction, improve curriculum
developrent, and improve student learning in the district.

Becautse a pistrict Career Ladder Plan should be promoting
professional growth, a teacher should participate.

According te the wording of the Hissouri law pertaining to Career
Ladders, “"any teacher who declines to participate shall not be
penalized in any way.” This will be honored in our district.

There is apathy among our teachers about participation in the
District Carcer Ladder Plan.

The State of Missour: should establish a Career Ladder Plan for
Administrators.

Parents should be included in the cevelopment and implementation
of a District Career Ladder Plan.

Career Ladder Plan guidelines shorld be drawn up so that teachers
know what is expected of them.

Provisions shovld be made for additional compensation for
Adnministrators to recognize the increase in work ancd paper load.

Over the next five years, District Career Ladder plans will help
retain high quality teachers in Missouri.




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE PLACE IN THE BLANK, THE NUMBER WHICH BEST
DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS.

I=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=indifferent, 4=agree, 5=strongly agrae

61.

62.

63.

64.

Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
wrprove the quality of instruction for students in Missour:.

Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
wmprove teacher professionalism in Missour:.

Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
improve student achievement in Missour:.

THE PURPOSE OF THE CAREER LADDER PORTION OF THE EXCELLENCE IN
EDUCATION ACT OF 1985 WAS TO RETAIN HIGH QUALITY TEACHERS IN
HISSOURI CLASSROOMS. IF YOU BELIEVE THERE ARE MORE APPROPRIATE
WAYS TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL, PLEASE DESCRIBE THEM BELOW.

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.
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' Coliege of Education
I ' Office of the Dean

. UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-COLUMBIA

c W%a‘zmgﬂ THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY
1"
Telophone (314) 8828311 TEACHER FORM N

PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY IS TO IDERTIFY THE REASONS FOR DISTRICT
PARTICIPATION OR NONPARTICIPATION IN THE CAREER LADDER PROGRAM AS
: SET FORTH IN MISSOURI LAW WITHIN THE EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION ACT

OF .
October 3, 1986 1985

TO 2SSIST YOU WITH YOUR RESPONSES TO THIS SURVEY, A BRIEF OUTLINE
OF THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER PLAN MODEL AS WELL AS A COFY OF THE
ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREER LADDER

Dear Teacher: TEACHERS ARE ATTACHED.

Cereer Ladders 1S & new concept In Klssourl, When the Missourl State Laglslature PLEAS NUMBEPR. O SE.

passcd the “carser ladder® legislation In the spring of 1985, there were expectations E CIRCLE THE ER OF THE APPROPRIATE RESPON

that a large percentege of echool diatricts In Missourl would choose to particlpate In the 1. Teaching level: (1) Elementary School

program. This has not been the casa durlng 1986-87, with less than ssventy districts (2) Junior High/Middle School

belng Involved. To understand why some districts did, or did not, participate end to (3) Secondary School

underatand the attitudes of trachers, princlpals, superintendents and achool board

mambers regarding career ladders 13 critical Information for legislators and educators Z. Subject Area(s):

as they explore futurs directions. The purpose of the enclosed survey 13 to ldentlfy

those reasons and attitudes. 3. Degree(s): (1) Bachelor 4. Sex: (1) Male
(2) Master (2) Female

This study Is a Jint effort between the Mlzsourl House of Representatives and the (3) Master's Plus

Unlv ity of Missouri-C:‘umbla, Colisge of Educatlon, Offlce of Research and 4) Specialist 5. Age: (1) 23 d
Develupment, with fundus from the Natlonal Conference of State Leglslatures’ :5; &:o:at: s¢ 22; 24-2; under
Committee o Egucation and Libor. It 1S antlclnated that the results of thls study will (3) 30-34

reach beyord Missourl to also beneflt cthar states that ars studying the lesues of 6. Years taught (include current): (1) § or less (4) 35-39

cereer ladders and teacher Incentlve programs. (2) 6-10 years (5) 40-44

3 - r 6) 45-49
We inow that to a3k you to take 20-3C minutes to complete a survey Is an Imposition on :4; }é ‘1’3 :::: 27; 50-~54

your time; yet, your responses are essentlal, We would azpreclate your responding to (8) 55-59
the Items and then returning the survey In the enclosed envelope, Your percsptions will, (9) 60 or older
of course, be anonymous, Wa need and value your thoughts.

7. Years taught in this school (include current): (1) S5 years or less

Thari you for your dgglatance. (2) 6-10 years

_ 8. Do you have tenure: (1) Yes (3) 11-15 years
Sincerely, . {2) No (4) 16 years or more
¢ %‘ 9. Classification of district in which 10. Salary level:
¢ you teach: (1) Metropolitan (St. Louis City) (1) less than $16,000

* g"’ 2 ﬁ" :W9 ' (2) Urban (Kansas City, Springfield 2) $16,000-19,999

Richard C. Schofer Jeanstte C, Murphy erry Valentine Independence, st,y'- p;)g ' 23; Szo:ooo-zc:e99
Project Director Reoearch hsooclate Project Coordinator (3) Six-director: Jacl'son or (4) 25,000-29,999

St. louis counties (5) $30,000 or more

(4) Six-director: containing a city
of 25,000 to 70,000

(S) Six-director: containing a city
of 5,000 to 24,999 .

(6) Six-Qdirector: containing a city
of less than 5,000

(7) Special school district

09 630 WOy FeAE
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15.

11. WHEN YOU FIRST BECAME AWARE THAT THE STATE OF MISSOURI WAS
CONSIDERING A CAREER DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR TEACHERS AS STATE
POLICY (SUBSEQUENTLY THE CAREER LADDER PLAN), WHICH OF THE
FOLLOWING WAS THE SOURCE OF YOUR INFORMATION. (Please circle
the number of as many responses as are appropriate.)

1. informal discussion with other teachers
2. newspaper
3. televigion
) 4. radio
S. profossional magazines
6. professional organization meetings
7. supervisors, i.e., Principal, Superintendent
8. legislative mectings
9. legislative communiques
10.  Department of Elementaly and Secordary Educaticn bulletins
11. Department of Elementary and Secondary Education workshops
12. other (indicate)

For questions 12-14, please circle the most appropriate response.

12. INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH PUBLICITY FROM OTHER DISTRICTS OR
STATES INFLUENCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS.

1 2 3 4 S
highly somewhat no somewhat highly
negative negat ive influence positive positive
influence influence influence influence

13. INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DEPARTMENT OF ELEMEN{ARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION INFLUENCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS.

1 2 3 4 S
highiy scmevhat nc somewhat highly
negative negative influence positive positive
influence influence influence influence

14. 1IN WHAT WAY WAS THE CAREER LADDER PLAN FORMALLY INTRODUCED TO YOU IN
YOUR DISTRICT?

presented at a state sponsored workshop
presented through a district workshop
has not been formally presented to me
other (indicate)

H WK
s e »
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16.

YOUR DISTRICT HAS DECIDED HOT TO IMPLEMENT A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN
DURING THE 86-~87 SCHOOL YEAR. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES HOW
THAT DECISION WAS REACHED. (Please circle the number of the most
appropriate response.)

1. A district committee of teachers, principals, and central
office administrators studied Career Ladder issues and models
and made a recommendation to the board.

2. A district comittee ~f principals &nd central office
administrators studiea Career Ladder issues and models
and made a recommendation to the board.

3. A district cormittee of building administrators studied Career
Ladder issues and modals and made a recomnendation to the
board.

4. District administrators reviewed the state Career Ladder Plan
Kodel and made a recommendation to the board without formal
cormittee input from teaching staff.

S. District Board of Education members reviewed the state Career
Ladder Plan Model and made the decision not to participate
without formal committee input from central administration or
teaching staff.

6. Other (PLEASE EXPLAIN):

IN YOUR OPINION, THE REASONS WHY YOUR DISTRICT DID NOT DEVELOP A
DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAM INCLUDE: (Pleaso circle the number
of no more than 3 responses.)

1. all teachsre would not receive recognition
2. would not encourage excellence in education
2. would not onhance etudent learning

4. percent of etate contribution was a factor
S. political pressure

6. teachers resistance to participation

7. adminietrators resistance to participation

8. superintendent recc dation
9. would not help to attract qualified teachers
10. other (indicate) -

b o




17. YOUR DISTRICT DOES NOT HAVE A DISTRICT CAREER LADOER PLAN BUT
YOU WOULD LIKE TO PARTICIPATE IN ONE, WHAT 3 REASONS BEST DESCRIBE
YOUR MOTIVATION? (Please circle the appropriate numbers for your
response.)
1. challenge ’
2. greater responsibility
3. opportunity to participate in district lev.i activities
4. recognition
S. additional compensation
6. self-evaluatinn of performance
7. setting own goals
8. student achievement
9. other (indicate)

18. WHAT IS YOUR OPINION ABOUT THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE PERFORMARCE BASED
TEZACHER EVALUATION BEING A REQUIRED PART OF THE CAREER LADDER MODEL?
(Please circle the number of the most appropriate response.)

1 2 3 4 S
very inappropriate indifferent appropriate very
{nappropriate appropriate

19. WHO IS PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE FOR TEACHER EVALUATIONS? (Please
circle the number of as many responses at are appropriate)

1. Principal

2. Superintendent
3. Assistant Principal

4. Supervisor

S. Teacher Teams

6. ‘feacher/Administrator Tean
7. other (indicate)

USING THE POLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

l;u'ttonqu disagree, 2=disagree, 3=i{ndifferent, 4=agrce, S=strongly agree
A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WILL TEND TO:

20. increase corpetition among teachers.

21. increass respect for teachers.

22. be too complicated.

23. be too political.

24. foster individual effort.

o 106

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMINT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANX THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2sdisagree, 3=inaifferent, 4=agree, S*strongly agree
A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WILL TIND TO:
_25. recognize team effoct.

26. discourage gharing of material and id:as amor j teachers.

27. cause teachers to be less open and cooperati.t with each other.

28. motivate only those who are already mot{vatad.

29. recognize excellence in teaching.

30. create a climate adverse to student learning.

—31. cause teachers to remain in the classroom.
—32. encourage excellent teachers to remain in the system.
—=-33. csuse money and status to become more important than teaching itself.

34. encourage teachers to leave the classroom.

__35. cause teachers to spend more time on administrative tasks and less
time on teaching.

36. increase student learning.

37. increase professionaliszam among teachars.

__38. cauce students and parents to request Career Ladder teachers
rather than those who are not on the Ladder.

39. focus on classrooam teaching.

__40. cause nonparticipants to be thought of as less effective teechers.

41. define what it meanz to be a good teacher.

__42. rroate a quota system relating to the number of teachers who can
participate in each stage of the Plan.
43. lower teacher and student morale.

___44. discourage beginning teachers because five years is too long to
wait in order to participate.

__A45. encourage quelity teachelr applicants to se¢k esployment in the
district.

167
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USIRG THZ FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE MUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WilICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

lsgtrongly disagree, 2:disagree, 3zindifferent, 4-agree, S=strongly agree

46.

47.

Including only teachers, counselors and librarians for
participation i{n the Career Ladder Plan is appropriate.

The salary supplements allowed by the Excellence in Education Act
of 1985 for successfully participating i{n a District Career Ladder

- plan ere inadequate compensation for the additional work

48.

49.

S0.

S1.

S2.

53,

54.

SS,

requirements.

Having an indI-"idual choice to participate or not participate in
a District Career Ladder Plan is appropriate.

The Career Ladder Plan is basically a reward system for superior
tsaching.

A district should participate in a District Career Ladder Plan
because the plan should enhance instruction, improve curriculum
development, and improve student learning in the district.

Because a District Career Ladder Plan should be promoting
professional growth, a teacher should participate.

Acc rding to the wording of the Nissouri law partaining to Career
Lazdders, "any teacher who declines to participate shall not be
penalized in any way." This will be honored in our district.,

There is apathy among my colleagues ahout participation in the
District Career Ladder Plan.

Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
retain high quality teachers in Missouri.

Over the next five years, District Career Lidder Plans will help
improve the quality of instruction for students in Missouri.
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USING THE FOLLOMING CODE, PLEASE PLACE IN THE BLANK, THE NUMBER WHICH BEST
DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS .

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=indifferent, 4=agree S=strongly agree
—56. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
inprove teacher professionalism in Missouri.

—S7. Over the next five years, District Carder Ladder Plans will help
improve student achievement in Missouri.

S8. THE PURPOSE OF THE CAREER LADDER PORTION OF THE EXCELLENCE TN
EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 WAS TO RETAIN HIGH QUALITY TEACHERS XN MISSOURI
CLASSROOMS. IF YOU RELIEVE YHERE ARE MORE APPROPRIATZ WAYS TO
ACHIEVE THIS GOAL, PLEASE DPSCRIBE THEM BELOW.

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESEOWD TO THIS SURVEY.




: Cotlege ot Education
. Oflice of the Dean
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-COLUMBIA 109 114 saa 332

Columbea MO 65211 0211
Telephone (31€) BA2 831

October 3, 1986

Dear Princlpal:

Career Ladders 13 a rew concept In Hissourl, When the Missourl State Leglslature
passed the “career ladder® legislation In the spring of 1985, there were expectations
that a large percentage of school districts in Hlasour] would choose to particlpate In the
program. This has not bean the case durlng 1986-87, with less than seventy districts
teing Involved. To understand why some districts did, or dld not, particlpate and to
understand the attltudes of teachers, princlipals, =uperintendents and school board
members regardlng career ladders 1s critical Informatlon for leglslators and educators
a3 they explore iuture directlons. The purpose of the enclosed survey Is to ldentlfy
those reasons and attitudes,

This study Is a oint effort between the Hlssourl House of Representatlves and the
Unlversity of Mlssourl-Columbla, College of Educatlon, Offlce of Reszarch and
Development, with fundlng from the Natlonal Conference of State Leglslatures’
Comnmlttee on Education and Labor. 1t 1s antlclpated that the results of thls study will
reach beyond Mlssour]l to also beneflt other states that are studylng the lssues of
career ladders and teacher Incentlve programs.

We know that to ask you to take 20-30 mlnutes to complete 2 survey Is an Impcsition on
your times yet, your responses are essentlal. We would appreclate your responding to
the Items and then returning the survey In the enclosed envelope, Your perceptions will,
of course, be 2nonymous, We need and value your thoughts.

Thenk you for your assistance,

Sincerely,

Rlchard C. Schofer Jerr Valentlne,
Project Dlrector Research Assoclate PrOJec! Coordlnator

2 D FOCA 2y S o L4
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THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER IMPLEMENT/TION SURVEY
PRINCIPAL FORM H

PURPOSE ©F THE SURVEY IS TO IDENTIFY THE REASONS FOR DISTRICT
PARTICIPATION OR NONPARTICIPATION IN THE CAREER LADDER PROGRAM AS
SET FORTH IN MISSOURI LAW WITHIN THE EXCELLENCZ IN EDUCATION ACT
OF 1985.

TO ASSIST YOU WITH YOUR RESPONSES TO THIS SURVEY, A BRIEF OUTLINE
OF THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER PLAN MODEL AS WELL AS A COPY OF THE
ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREER LADDER
TEACHERS ARE ATTACHED.

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.
1. Administrative level: (1) Elementary School

(2) Junior High/Midile School
(3) Secondary School

2. Degree(s): (1) Bachelor 3. Sex: (1) Hale
(2) Haster (2) Female
(3) Master’s Plus
(3) Specaalist 4. Age: (1) 23 or under
(5) Dboctorate (2) 24-29
(3) 30-34
S. Years teaching experience: (l) 5 or less (4) 35-39
(2) 6-10 vears (5) 40-44
(3) 11-15 years (6) 45-49
(4) 16 or rore (7) S0-54
(8) 55-59

(2} 60 or older

6. Years experience as a Principal: (1) S years or less
(2) 6-10 years
(3) 11-15 years
(4) 16 years or more

7. Years Principal in this school (include current year) (1) 5 years or less
(2) 6-10 years
(3) 11-15 years
8. Classification of district in which you are a (4) 16 years or moreo
Principal: (1) Metropolitan (St. Louis City)
(2) Urban (Kansas City, Springfield,

Jndependence, St. Joseph) 9., Salary level:
(3) gix-director: Jackson or (1) less than $20,000
St. Louis countier (2) $20,000-24,999
*4) Six-director: containing a city (3) 25,000-29,999
of 25,000 to 70,000 (4) %$30,000-34,999
(5) Six-director: containing a city (S) $35,000-39,999
of 5,000 to 24,999 (6) $40,000 or more

(6) Six-director: containing a city
of less than 5,000
(7) Special school district
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10. HNumber of students ¢nrolled 11. Classification of your distric
in your district as of {1) AMA
October 1, 1956: (1) 390 or less 2) AR
(2) 301-800 (3> v

(3) 801-1500
(4) 1501-3000
(5) 3001-5000
(6) S001-10000
{7) 10001~15000
(8) 15001 or more

12. WHEN YOU FIRST BECAME AWARE THAT THE STAYE OF MISSOURI WAS
CONSIDERING A TAREER DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR TEACHERS AS STATE
POLICY (SUBSEQUENTLY THE CAREER LADDER PLAN), WHICH OF THE
FOLLOWING ¥AS THE OURCE OF YOUR INTORMATION. (Please circle
the nuxber of as nany responses as are appropriate.)

1. informal discussion with other Principals

2. newspaper

3. television

4. radio

5. prefessional ragazines

6. professional organization meetings

7. supervisors, i.e., Superintendent

G. legislative meetings

9. 1legislative communiques

10. Department of Eiementary and Secondary Education bulletins
11. Dspartmunt of Elemantary and Secondary Education workshops
12. other (indicate)

For questions 13-16 please circle the number of the most appropriate
response.

13. INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH PUBLICITY FROM OTHER DISTRICTS OR
STATES INFLUENCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS.

1 2 3 4 S
e highly somawhat no sormewhat highly
negative negative influence positive positive
influence influence influence influence

14. INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION INFLUENCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS.

1 2 3 4 S
highly somewhat no somcwhat highly
negative negative influence positive positive
influence influence influence influence

112 ‘

15.

16.

17.

(PN

ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT FACTORS LZADING TO THE DECISION NOT TO
IMPLEMENT A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WAS THE INCREASED COST TO
THE DISTRICT IN ORDER TO SUPPLEMENT CURRENT TEACHER SALARIES.

1. Yes 2. HNo

IN WHAT WAY WAS THE CAREER LADDER PLAN FORMALLY INTRODUCED TO YOU IN
YOUR DISTRICT?

1. presented at a state sponsored workshop
2. presented through a district workshop
3. has not been formally presented to me
4. other (indicate)

YOUR DISTRICT HAS DECIDED NOT TO IMPLEMENT A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER
PLAN DURING THE 86~27 SCHOOL YEAR. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST
DESCRIBES HO¥ THE DECISION WAS REACHED? (Please circle the nuzber
of the most appropriate response.)

1. A district comittee of teachers. principals, and central
office administrators studied Career .adder issues and models
and made a recommendation to the board.

2. A district coomittee of principals and central office
administrators studied Career Ladder issues and models
and made a recomwendation to the board.

3. A district committee of building administrators studied Career
Ladder issues and models and made a recommendation to the
board.

4. District administrators raviewed the state Carcer Laddar Plan
Model and msde a recommwendation to the board without formal
cormittee -uput from teaching staff.

S, District Board of Education members reviewed the state Carser
Ladder Plan Kodel and made the decision not to participate
without formal cormittee input from central administration or
teaching staff.

6. Other (PLEASE EXPLAIN):




19.

20.

21,

22,
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IN YOUR OPINION, THE REASONS WHY YOUR DISTRICT DID ROT DEVELOP A
DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN INCLUDE: (Please circle the number
of no more than 3 responses.)

!. all teachers would not receive recognition

2. wouid not encourage excellence in education

3. would not enhance student tearning

4. percent of state contribution was a factor

S. political pressure

6. teachers resistance to participation

7. administrators resistance to participatjion

8. superintendent recommendation

9. would not help to attract qualified teacher applicants
10. other (indicate)

HOW MANY TEACHERS ARE ASSIGNED TO YOUR BUILDING?

IN YOUR ESTIMATION, HOW MANY TEACHERS IN YOUR BUILDING WOULD BE
ELIGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE CAREER LADDER PLAN?

OF THOSE DESCRIBED IN ITEM 20, WHAT PERCENT DO YOU BELIEVE WOULD
APPLY FOR PARTICIPATION IN JHE DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN?
S,

CIRCLE THE THREE (3) ITEMS ON THE FOLLOWING LIST WHICH YOU BELIEVE
®OULD KOST LIKELY MOTIVATE TEACHERS TO PARTICIPATE IN A DISTRICT CAREER
LADDER PLAN.

1. challenge

2. greater responsibility
3. opportunity to participate in district level activities
4. recognition

S. additional compensation

6. self-evaluation of performance

7. satting own goals

8. student achievement

9. other (indicate)
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23.

24.

WHAT IS YOUR OPINION ABOUT THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE PERFORMANCE BASED
TEACHER EVALUATION BZING A REQUIRED pART OF THE CAREER LADDER MODEL?
(Please circle the number of the appropriate response.)
1 2 3 4 S
very inappropriate indifferent appropriate very
inappropriate appropriate
WHO IS PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE FOR TEACHER EVALUATIONS? (Please

circle the number of as many responses -as are appropriate)

1. Principal

2. Superintendent
3. Assistant Principal

4. Supervis -~

S. Teacher ieams

6. Teacher/Administrator Team
7. Other (indicate)

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLERSE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=indifferent, 4=agree, Sx=strongly agree

A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WILL TEND TO:

25. increase competition among teachers.
26. increase respect for teachers.

27. be too complicated.

28. be too political.

29, foster individual effort.

30. recognize team effort

31. discourage sharing of material and ideas among tcachers.

32. cause teachers to be less open and cooperative with each other.
33. motivate only those who are already motivated.

34. recognize excellence in teaching.

35. create a climate adverse to student learning.




36.

ar.

as.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

S0.

SI.
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USINC THE FOLLOWING CODS, PLEASE RESPONT TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBEK WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=indifferent, 4:agree, Sxzstrongly agree

A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WILL TEND TO:

cause teachers to remain in the classroom.

encourage excellent teachers to remain in the system.

cause money and status to become mote important than teaching itself.
€ncourage teachers to leave the classroom.

cause teachers to spend more time on administrative tasks and less
time on teaching.

increase student learning.
increase professionalism among teachers.

cause students and parents to request Career Ladder teachers
Tather than those who are not on the Ladder.

focus on classroom t2aching.
cause nonparticipants to be thought of as less effective teachers.
define what it means to be a good teacher.

create a quota system relating to the number of teachers who can
Participate in each stage of the Plan.

lower teacher and student morale.

discourage beginning teechers because five years is too long to
wait in order to participate.

encourage higher quality teacker applicants to seek employment in the
district.

decreare cooperativeness among teachers with administrators.
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USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESFOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

Izs*rongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=indifferent, 4:agree, S=strongly agree

52.

53.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

Including only teachers, counselors and librarians for
participation in the Career Ladder Plan 1s appropriate.

The salary supplements allowed by the Excellence in Education Act
of 1985 for successfully participating in a District Career Ladder
Plan are inadequate compensation for the additional work
requirements.

A teacher having an individual choice to participate or not
participate in a District Career Ladder Plan is appropriate.

The Career Ladder Plan is basically a reward system for superior
teaching.

A district should participate in a pistrict Career La‘ider Plan
because the plan should enhance instruction, improve curriculum
development, and improve student learning in the district.

Because a District Career Ladder Plan should be promoting
professional growth, a teacher should participate.

According to the wording of the Hissouri law pertaining to Career
Ladders, "any teacher who declines to participate ghall not be
penaiized in any way." This will be honored in our district.

There is apathy among my colleagues about participation in the
District Career Ladder Plan.

Career Ladder Plan guidelines should be drawn up so that toachers
know what is expected of them.

Provisions should be made for additional ¢xpensation for
Adrinistrators to recognize the increase in rork and paper load.

The State of Hissouri should establish a Career Ladder Plan for
Administrators.

Parents should be included in the development and implementation
of a District Career Ladder Plan.

Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans wil) help
retain high quality teachers in Missouri.

Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
improve the quality of instruction for students in Missouri,

o




USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE PLACE IN THE BLANK, THE NUMBER WHICH BEST
DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS.

1=gtrongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=indifferent, 4=agree, Skgtrongly agree

—66. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
fmprove teacher professionalism in Misgouri.

—-67. Over the next five years, pistrict Career Ladder Plans will help
improve student achievement in Missouri.

68. THE PURPOSE OF THE CAREER LADDER PORTION OF THE EXCELLENCE IN
EDUCATION ACT OF 1985 WAS TO RETAIN HIGH QUALITY TEACHERS IN
MISSOURL CLASSROOMS. IF YOU BELIEVE THERE ARE MORE APPROPRIATE
WAYS TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL. PLEASE DESCRIBE THEM BELOW.

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.,
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UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURL.COLUMBIA

Colieg~ of Education

Othce of ihe Dean

1) Vid g
Coumba MO 65211 0211
Telephone {314) 882 8311

THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY
SUPERINTENDENT FORM N
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Octubrer 3, 1906

Dear Superintendent:

Career Ladders 1s a new concePt In Hissourl. When the Mlssourl State Legislature
Psssed the “cereer ledder™ leglslation In the spelng of 1985, there were expectations
that a large percentage of school districts In Hissour]l would choose to particlpate In the
Program. This has not been the case during 1986-87, with less than seventy districts
belng 1nvolved. To understand why some districts did, or dld not, participate and to
understand the attitudes of teachers, princlPals, superintendents and achool board
memberd regarding career ladders Is critlcal Information for leglislators and educators
as they explore future directlons. The purpose of the enclosed survey 13 to ldeniity
those reasons and attitudes.

This otudy 1= a bint eifort between the Hissourl House of Representatives and the
University of Mlssouri-Columbla, College of Educatlon, Offlce of Resesrch and
Development, with funding from the HNatlonal Conference of State Leglslatures’
Commlttee on Education and Labor, It 13 anticlpated that the results of thls study will
reach beyond Missourl to also beneflt other states that are studying the Issues of
career ladders and teacher Incentive Programs.

We know that to a3k you to take 20-30 minutes to comPlete a survey s an impoaltion on
your time: yet. your responses are essentlal, We would appreclate your responding to
the 1tems ang then returning the survey In the enclosed envelope. Your perceptions wlill,
of course, be anonymous. We need and value your thoughts,

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

fefeSH

Richard C. Schoter
Project Director

IR -

ercy’Valentlne
Project Coordinator

¢ ) ot C.7 0 sl
Jeanette C. Murphy
Research Associate

o Pha AT g
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PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY IS TO IDENT'FY THE REASONS FOR DISTRICT
PARTICIPATION OR NONPARTICIPATIOR IN THE CAREER LADDER PROGRAM AS
SET FORTH IN MISSOURI LAW WITHIN THE EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION ACT
OF 1985,

TO ASSIST YOU WITH YOUR RESPONSES TO THIS SURVEY, A BRIEF OUTLINE
OF THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER PLAN MODEL AS WELL AS A CoPY OF THE
ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREFR LADDER
TEACHERS ARE ATTACHED.

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.

1. Deqree(s): (1) Bachelos doo fexs (11 Hale
(?) Master (2) Femalz
()) Haster’s Plu.
(1) Bpecaalant 1 Aqge: (1) 23 or under
{%1 bortorate . (2) 24-29
(1) J0-34
1o Years teacinng experience: (1) 9 o1 less (4) I5-39
(1) 610 years (%) 40-44
(3) 11-1% years (6) 45-49
(4) 16 ot more (1) %0-54

(8) 95-59
(9) 60 or alder

. Years expertence 3s 4 Superintendent: (.) 9 years or less
()} 6-10 years
(*) 11+1% years
(1) 16 years or more

6 Years Supetintendent an this distriet (1) S years or less
{1nc lude current year) (2) 610 years
(3) 11-15 years

(4) 1b years or more

7. Classification of district in which you are the Superintendent:
(1) Hetropolitan (St. Louis City)
(2) Urban (Kansas City. Springfield,

Independence. St. Joseph) 8. Salary level:
(3) Six-director: Jackson or (1) less than $20,000
St. Louis counties (2) $20,000-24.999
(4) Six-director: containing a city (3) 25.000-29,999
of 25,000 to 70,000 (4) $30,000-34,999
(5) Six-director: containing a city (5) $35.000-39,999
of 5,000 to 24,999 (6) $40,000 or more

{6) Six-director: <containing a city
»f less than 5.000

(1) Special school district
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9. HNumber of students enrolled 10. Classification of your district:
in your district as of (1) AAA
October L, 1986: (1) 300 or less (2) AA
(2) 301-600 (N u

12.

13.

ERIC
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(3) 801-1500
(4) 1501-13000
(5) 13001-5000
(6) S001-10000
(7) 10001-15000
(8) 15001 or more

WHAT IS THE CURRENT Y.AR'S TEACHER/STUDENT RATIO (CLASS SIZE)
IN YOUR DISTRICT?

1 2 3 4 S
1 teacher/ I teacher/ 1 teacher/ 1| teacher/ I teacher/
10 or less 11-20 2125 26-30 31 or more
students students student s students students

WHAT WAS THE AVERAGE PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE (EXCLUSIVE OF CAPITAL
OUTLAY) FOR EACH STUDENT IN YOUR DISTRICT DURING THE 1785-86 SCHOOL
YEAR?

1 2 3 4 9 6
$500 $501 $1001 $1501 $2001 $2501
or less $1000 $1500 $2600 $2500 or more

WHEN YOU FIRST BECAME AWARE THAT THE STATF OF MISSOURE WAS
CONSIDERING A CAREER DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR fEACHERS AS STATE
POLICY (SUBSEQUENILY THE CAREER LADDER PLAN). WHICH OF THE
FOLLOWING WAS THE SOURCE OF YOUR ENFORMATION. (Please circle
the number of as many responses as are appropriate.)

1. informal discussion with other Superintendents

2. newspaper

3. television

4, radio

S. professional magazines

6. professional organization meetings

7. legislative meetings

8. legislative communiques

9. Department of Elementary and Secondary kducation hulletins
10. Department of Elementary and Secondary kdue at ton workshops
11. other (irdicate)

121

For questions 14-17 please circle the number of the most appropriate
response. .

14. INDICATE THE EXTENT TO wtluli ?.BLICITY FROM OTHER DISTRICTS OR
STATFS TNFLUFNCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CARFER LADDER PLANS.

1 P4 3 4 S
highly somewhat no somewhat highly
negative negative 1nf luence positive positive
1inf luence influence inf luence :nfluence

15. INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DEPARTMENT OF ELEMFNTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION INFLUENCED YGUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS.

1 2 3 4 5
highly somewhat no somewhat highly
negative negative inf luence positive positive
influence influence influence 1nf luence

16. ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT FACTORS LEADING TO THE DECISION TO NOT
IMPLEMENT A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WAS THE INCREASED COST TO THE
DISTRICT IN ORDER TO SUPPLEMENT CURRENT TEACHER SALARIES.

1. Yes 2. No

17. 1IN WHAT WAY WAS THE CAREER LADDER PLAN FORMALLY INTRODUCED TO YOu IN
YOUR DISTRICT?

1. presented at a state sponsored workshop
2. presented through a d.strict workshop
3. has not been formally presented to re
4. other (indicate)

18, YOUR DISTRICT HAS DECIDED NOT TO IMPLEMENT A DISTRLICT CAREER LADDER
PLAN DURING THE 86-87 SCHOOL YEAR. WHICK OF THE FOLLOWING BEST
DESCRIBES HOW THIS DECISION WAS REACHED? (Please circle the number
of the most appropriate response.)

1. A district commi tee of teachers, principals, and central
office administrators studied Carcer Ladder 1ssues and models
and made a recommendation to the board.

2. A district committee of principals and central office
administrators studied Career Ladder 1ssues ond rnodeli
and made a recommendation to the board.

3. A district committee of building adwministrators studied Career

Ladder 1ssues and models and made a recommendation to the
board.
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1.
2.

10.
11.
12.
13.
| 14.
| 15.
16.
17.

1.

4
4. District administrators reviewed the state Career Ladder Plan 2.
Model and made a recoamendation to the board without formal
committee input trom teaching staff.
: §. District Board of Education merbers reviewed the state Career ’4.
tadder Plan Hodel and made the decision Not 9 part wcipate
without formal cocmittee input from central adainistration or
teaching staff
25.
6. Other (PLEASE EXPLAIN):
26,
19. DOES YOUR DISTRICT HAVE R COMMITTEE CURRENTLY STUDY1HG A CAREER
LADDER SYSTEM?
1. Yes 2. No 27.

20. DO YOU BELIEVE YOUR DISTRICT WILL IMPLEMENT A CAREER LADDER PROGRAM
NEXT YEAR (1987-88 SCHOOL TERM)®

Yes 2. RNo

21. 1IN YOUR OPINION, THE REASONS WHY YOUR DISTRICT pID NOT DEVELOP A
DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN INCLUDE: (Please circle the number
of no more than 3 responses.)

teacher resistance

percent of state contribution was a factor

criteria were not adequate 28.
uncertainty about outcome for low performance teachers

political pressure

differences in opinion among merbers of the Board of Education

would take too such time to plan

would take too much time to 1mplement

not certain it would increase student learning

would create an elite group of teachers

1ust a few would be recognized

future costs contained in the Excellence 1n Education Act 29.
the possibility of the state lowering the stipend

voters voted down the levy

superintendent recommended against 1t

lack of 1nterest shown by the Board of ¥ducation

other (indicate)

22. HOW MANY CLASSROOM TEACHERS ARE EMPLOYED IH YOUR DISTRICT?

o 123
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OF THIS NUMBER. APPROXIMATELY HOW MANY TEACHERS IN YOUR DISTRICT
MEET THE REQUIREMENT OF TEACH'NG S YEARS AND WOULD BE ELIGIBLE TO
APPLY FOR PARTICIPATION 1N A CAREER LADDER PLAN?

OF THOSE DESCRIBED IN ITEHM 23, WHAT PERCENT DO YOU BELIEVE ®WOULD
APPLY FOR PARTICIPATION IN THE DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN2

.
DID YOUR DISTRICT PROPOSE A LEVY INCREASE TO SUPPORT THE CAREER LADDER
PLAN"

1. Yes 2. HNo

IF NOT. DOES YOUR DISTRICT PLAN TO SUBMIT A LEVY PROPOSAL IN
ORDER TO SUPPORT THE CAREER LADDER PLAN?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Undecid:d

CIRCLE THE THREE (3) ITEMS ON THE FOLLOWING LIST WLICH YOU BELIEVE
WOULD MOST LIKELY MOTIVATE TEACHERS TO PARTICIPATE IN A DISTRICT
CAREER LADDER PLAN.

V. challenge
2. greater responsibility

3. opportunmity to participate in district level activities
4. recognition

S. additional compensation

6. self-evaluation of performance

7. setting own goals

8. student achievement

9, other (indicate)

WHAT IS YOUR OPINION ABOUT THE APPROPRIATENEGS OF THE PERFORMANCE BASED
TEACHER EVALUATION BEING A REQUIRED PART OF THE CAREER LADDER MODEL?
(Please circle the number of the appropriate response.)

1 2 3 4 S
very inappropriate indifferent appropriate very
inapprupriate appropriate

WHO 1S PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE FOR TEACHER EVALUATIONS? (Please
circle the number of as many responses as are apprepriate)

1. Principsl

2. Superintendent
3. Assistant Principal

4. Supervisor

S. Teacher Teams

6. Teacher/Administrator Team
7. Other (1indicate)

D




USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE CR

DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

l=strongly disagree, 2:=disagree, 3=indifferent, 4-agree, S:strongly agree

A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN W'LI, TEND TO:

30.

31.

az.

33.

3.

: 3s.

36.

317.

38.

Lo 39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

4S.

46.

47.

48.

49.

S0.
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increase competition among terachers.

increase respect for teachers.

be too complicated.

be too political.

foster 1ndividual effort.

recognize team effort.

discourage sharing of material ond ideas among teachers.
cause teachers to be less open and cocperative with each other.
motivate only those who are already motivated.
recognize excellence 1n teaching.

create a climate adverse to student learning.

cause teachers to remain in the classroom.

encourage excellent teachers to remain in the system.

cause money and status to become more important than teaching itself

encourage teachers to leave the classroom.

cauge teachers to spend more time on administrative tasks arnj less

time on teaching.
increase student learning.
increase professionalism among teachers.

cause students and parents to request Career Ladder teachers
rather than those who are not on the Ladder

focus on classroom teaching,

cause nonpart IC1pants to be thought of ag less eftecrive teachers.

USING THE FOLLOWING (ODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

t:strongly disagree. 2-disagree, 3-indifferent, 4-agree, S=strongly agree

A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PIAN WILL TEND TO:

Sl.

56.

define what 1t means to be a Good teacher.

create a quota system relating to the number of teachers who can
participate 1n each stage of the rian.

lower teacher and student morale.

discourage beginning teachers because five years 15 too long to
wait in order to participate.

encourage higher quality teacher applicants to seek employment 1n the
distract.

decrease cooperativeness among teachers with administrators.

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

1=strongly disagree. 2=disagree, 3aindifferent, 4=agree. S=strongly agree

57.

S8.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

Including only teachers, counselors and librarians for
participation in the Career Ladder Plan 1s appropriate.

The salary supplements allowed by the Excellence in Education Acl
of 1985 for successfully participating i1n a District Career Ladder
Plan are 1nadequate compensation for the additional work
requirements.

A teacher having an individual choice to participate cr not
participate in a District Career Ladder Plan is appropriate.

The Career Ladder Plan is basically a reward system for superior
teaching.

A district should participate in a District Career Ladder Plan
because the plan should enhance instruction. lmprove curriculum
development, and improve student iearning 1n the district.

Because a District Career Ladder Plan should be promoting
professional growth, a teacher should participate.

According to the wordlng of the FK.ssour: law pertaining to .areer
Ladders, "any teacher who declines to participate shall not be
penalized in any way."” This will be honored in our district.
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USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE PLACE IN THE BLANK, THE NUMBER WHICH BEST
DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS.

I=stro '‘gly disagree, 2=disagree. 3=indifferent, 4-agree, S-strongly agree

__6a. There is apathy among our teachers about participation 1in the
District Career Ladder Plan.

—.65. The State of Missouri should establish a Career Ladder Plan for
Rdministrators.

—.66. Parents should be included 1n the development and 1mplementation
of a District Career Ladder Plan.

—.67. cCarcer Ladder Pian guidelines should be drawn up so that teachers
know what is expected of them.

—-68. Provisions shovld be made for additional compensation for
Administrators to recognize the increase in work and paper load.

—-69. Over the next five years. District Career Ladder Plans will help
retain high quality teachers in Missouri.

—710. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
improve the quality of instruction for stucents in Missouri.

7l. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
improve teacher professionalism in Missouri.

—-72. Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
improve student achievement i1n Missouri

73. THE PURPOSE OF THE CAREER LADDER PORTION OF THE EXCELLENCE iN

EDUCATION ACT OF 1985 WAS TO RETAIN HIGH QUALITY TEACHERS IN
HISSOURL CLASSROOMS. IF YOU BELIEVE THERE ARE MORE APPROPRIATE
WAYS TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL, PLEASE DESCRIBE THEM BELOW.

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESFOND TO THIS SURVEY.

1
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USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE PLACE IN THE BLANK, THE NUMBER WHICH BEST
DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THZ FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS.

I=strongly disagree, 2:disagree, 3=1indifferent, 4-ragree, 5-strongly agree

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

There is apathy among our teachers about participation in the
District Career Ladder Plan.

The State of Missour: should establish a Career Ladder Plan for
Administrators.

Parents should be included i1n the development and implementat 1on
of a District Career Ladder Plan.

Career Ladder Plan guidelines should be drawn up so that teachers
know what is expected of them.

Provisions should be made for additional compensation for
Administrators to recognize the increase 1n work and paper load.

Over the next five years, pistrict Career Ladder Plans will help
retain high quality teachers in Missouri.

Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
improve the quality of instruction for students in Hissour:.

Over the next five years, pistrict Career Ladder Plans will help
improve teacher professionalism in Missour:.

Over the next five years, pistrict Career Ladder Plans will help
improve student achievement 1n Missour:.

THE PURPOSE QF THE CAREER LADOER PORTION OF THE EACELLENCE IN
EDUCATION ACT OF 1985 WAS TO RETAIN HIGH QUALITY TEACHERS IN
MISSOURI CLASSROOMS. [IF YOU BELIEVE THERE ARE HORE APPROPRIATE
WAYS TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL. PLEASE DESCRIBE THEM BELOW.

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.

O
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College of Educanon

J l Ottice of the Qean

UNIVERSITY Of MISSOURI COLUMBIA 10 11

Cokumina MO 65218 0211
Telephone (114) 882 8311

THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY
BOARD OF EDUCATION FORM N

October 3, 1986 -

Dear Presldent, Board of Education:

Career Ladders i3 3 new concept In Mlasourl. When the Missourl State Leglsiature
pessed the "career ladder” leglslation In the spring of 1985. there were expectations
that 2 large percentage of schocl dlstrlcts In Hissour] would choose to participate in the
program. This has not been the case durlng 1986-87, with less than seventy districts
being involved. To understand why some dlstricts did, or dld not, particlpate andg to
understand the attitudes of teachers, principals, suwperintendents and school board
members regarding career lzdders s critical Information tor-leglslators and educators
as they explore future directlons. The purpose of the enclosed Survey 13 to ldentify
those reasons and attitudes.

This study Is a joint effort between the Missourl House of Representatives and the
University of Mlassourl-Columbla, College of Education, Offlce of Research and
Davelopment, with funding from the National Conference of State Leglslatures’
Committee on Education and Labor. It Is anticlpated that the results of this study will
reach beyond Mlissour! to also beneflt other states that are studylng the lssues of
career ladders and teacher Incentlve programs.

We know that to ask you to take 20-30 minutes to complete 3 survey s an imposltion oh
your time: yet, your responses are essentlal. We would appreclate your responding to
the Items snd then returning the survey in the enclosed envelope, Your perceptions will,
of course. be anonymous. We need and va' e your thoughts.

Thank you for your assistance.

tncerely,

ﬂ\‘/{ b (J/A/ - (0
Coddly Q) pmidli LS
Richard C. Schofer Jeaneite C. Murphy
Project Director Research Associate

ey Lo
(‘%ﬁ’zueﬁnt Ine

Project Coordinator

TR TE SRR 4
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PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY IS TO IDENTIFY THE REASONS FOR DISTRICT
PARTICIPATION OR NONPARTICIPATION IN THE CAREER LADDER ":'OGRAM AS
SET FORTH IN MISSOURI LAW WITHIN THE EXCELLENCE IN EDUCAIION ACT
OF 1985.

TO ASSIST YOU WITH YOUR RESPONSES TO THIS SURVEY, A BRIEF OUTLINE
OF THE MISSOURI CAREER LADDER PLAN MODEL AS WELL AS A COPY OF THE
ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR CAREER LADDER
TEACHERS ARE ATTACHED.

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.

1. Education. (1) high schoo! diploma
(2) college degree 4. Sex: (1) Hale
(3) vocational training (2) Female

(4) other (1indicate)

S. Aqge! (1) 23 or under

(2) 24-29
(3) 30-34
2. Years served on Board of Education: (4) 35-39
(1) 3 years or less (5) 40-44
(2) 4-6 years (6) 45-49
(J) 7-9 years (7) 50-54
(4) 10-12 years (8) 55-59
(S) more than !2 years (9) 60 or older

3. Profession ~r occupation

6. Classification of distrfct in which you are a Board Member:
(1) Hetropolitan (St. louis City)
(2) Urban (Kansas City, Springfield,
Independence, St. Joseph)

(3) Six-director: Jackson or
St. Louis counties

(4) Six-director: containing a city
of 25,000 to 70,000

(5) Six-director: containing a city
of 5,000 to 24.999

(6) Six-director: ccntaining a City
of less than 5,000

(7) Special school distisct
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WHEN YOU FIRST BECAMFE AWARE THAT THE STATE OF MISSOURI WAS
CONSXDERING A CAREER DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR TEACHCRS AS STATE
POLICY (SUBSEQUENTLY THE CAREER LADDER PLAN), WHICH OF THE
FOLLOWING WAS THE SOURCE OF YOUR INFORMATION. (Pledse circle
the number of as many responses as are appropriate.)

1. informdl discussion with other members of Boards of
Education

2, newspsper

3., television

4. radio

5. professional magazines

6. professional organization meetings

7. district administration ’

8. legislative meetings

9. legislative communiques

10. Department of Elementary and Secondary Fducation hulletins

11. Department of Elementary and Secondary Fducation workshops

12. other (indicate)

For questions 8-11, please circle the numbar of the most appropriate
response,

INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH PUBLICITY FROM OTHFR DISTRICTS OR
STATES INFLUENCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS.

1 2 3 4 5
highly somewhat no somewhat highly
negative negat ive tnf luence positive postt ive
influence influence influence tnf luence

INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DEPARTHFNT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION INFLUENCED YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS.

1 2 3 4 5
highly somewhat no somewhat highly
negat jve negative tnfluence postttve positive
influence influence tnf luence tn(luence

INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOUR SUPERINTENDENT INFLUENCED YOUR

OPINIONS ABOUT CAREER LADDER PLANS. R

1 2 3 4 5
highly somewhat no some hat highly
negat ive negative tn{luence positive posttive
influence influence inf luence tnf hitence
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IN WHAT WAY WAS THE CAREER LADDER PLAN t(RST FORMALLY INTRODUCED TO YOU
IN YOUR DISTRICT?

1. presented at a state sponsored workshop
2. presented throngh o distrier work:hop
Yo han not been tormally presented to me
4 other (indicate)

YOUR DISTRICT HAS DECIDED NOT TO IMPLEMENT A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN
DURING THE 86-87 SCHOOL YFAR. WIICH OF THE tOLLOWING BEST DESCRIBES How
THAT DECISION WAS RFACIED. (Please circle the number of the most
dppropriate response.)

1. A district committee of teachers, principals, and central
office administrators studied Career Ladder issues and models
and made a recommendation to the board.,

2. A district committee of principals and central office
administrators studied Career Ladder issues and models
and made a recommendation to the board. b

3. A district committee of butlding administrators studied Career
Ladder 1ssues and models and made a recormendation to the
board.

4. District administrators reviewed the state Carcer Ladder Plan
Model and made a recommendation to the board without f{ormai
committee input from teaching staff. ,

S. District Board of Education members reviewed the state Career
Ladder Plan Model and made the decision not to participate
without formal committee tnput f{rom central administration
or teaching staff.

6. Otiher (PLEASE EXPLAIN):
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13. IN YOUR OPINION, THE REASONS WHY YOUR DISTRICT DID NOT DEVELOP A
DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN INCLUDE: (Please circle the number
of no more than 3} responses.)

1. teacher resistance

2. percent of state contribution was a factor

3. «riteria were not adequate

4. uncertainty about outcome for low performance teachers

5. political pressure

6. differances 1n opinion among members of the Board of Education
7. takes 100 much time to plan

8., takes too much time to implement

9. not certain it will increase student learning

10. too limited

11. creates an elite group of teachers

12. )Just a few would be recognized

1). (future costs contained in the Excellence in Education Act
14. the possibility of the state lowering the stipend

15. voters voted down the levy

16. superintendent recosmended against it

17. lack of interest shown by the Board of Education

18. other (indicate)

For questions 14-16, plcase circle the number of the most appropriate
response.

14. ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT FACTORS LEADING TO THE DECISION NOT TO
IMPLEMENT A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN WAS THE ADCITIONAL COST TO
THE DISTRICT IN ORDER TO SUPPLEMENT CURRENT TEACHER SALARIES.

1. Yes 2. No

1S. DID YOUR DISTRICT PROPOSE A LEVY INCREASE TO SUPPORT THF CAREER LADDER
PLAN?

1. Yes 2. Mo

16. IF HOT, DOES YOUR DISTRICT PLAN TO SUBMIT A LEVY PROPOSAL IN
ORDER TO SUPPORT THE CAREER LADDER PLAN?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Undecided

17. CIRCLE THE THREE (3) ITEMS ON THE FOLLOWING L,IST WHICH “OU BELIEVE
WOULD MOST LIKELY MOTIVATF TEACHERS TO PARTICIPATE IN A DISTRICT CAREER
LADDER PLAN.

1. challenge

2. greater responsibility

3. opportunity to participate in district level activities
4. recognitinn

5, additional compensation

6. self-evaluation of performance

7. setting own qoals

f. student achievement

9, other (indicate)
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WHAT 1S YOUR OPINION ABOUT THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE PERFORMANCE BASED
TEACHER ZVALUATION BEING A REQUIRED PART OF THE CAREER LADDER KODEL?
(Please circle the number of the appropriaste response.)

1 2 1 1 S
very inappropriate ndillerent sppropriate very
1nappropriate appropriate

19, WHO 1S PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE FOR TFAVHER FVALUATIONS® {Plrase
circle the nurber ol as many responses a. are sppropriate)

1. Principal

2. Superinteadent
). Assistant Principal

4. Supervisor

9, Teacher Teams

6. Teacher/administrator Team
7. Other (indicate)

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE. PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEHMENT BY PLACINC IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLIOWING STATEMENTS.

1-strongly disagree, 22disagree, 3:indi(ferent, 47agree, S3strongly agree
A DISTRICT CAREEfl LADDER PLAN WILL TEND TO:

__20. increase competition among teachers.

21. increase respect (or teaclers

2. be too complicated

23, Dbe too political.

24, (foster individual effort.

29. recognize team é{{ort.

26, discourage sharing of material and ideas among teachers.

27. cause teachers to be less open and cooperative with each other.
28. rotivate only those who are already mot 1vated.

29. recogaize excellence 1n tedching.

30. ecreate a climate advarse to studeni learning

31. cause teachers to remain in the classroom.

32. encourage excellent teachers to remain 1in the system.

I




USING THE FOLLOWING CODE., PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMENT BY PLACING IN
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST OESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

lsstrongly disagree, 2=disagree. 3=indif{ferent. 4zagree. 5-strongly agree

USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE RESPOND TO EACH STATEMFNT BY PLACING I
THE BLANK THE NUMBER WHICH BEST DESCRIBES THE EXTENT To WHICH YOU AGREE OR
DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

l=strongly disagree, 2 disagree, 3-indifferent, 3-agree, % strongly agree

A DISTRICT CAREER LADDER WILL TEND TO:

__33. cause money and status to become more important than teaching itself
., __34. encourage teachers to leave the classroom.

_35. cause teachers to spend more time on admimstrative tasks and less
time on teaching.

__36. increase student learning.

__37. increase professionalism among teachers.

__J)8. cause students and parents to request Career Ladder teachers
rather than those who are not on the Ladder.

_39. focus on classroom teaching.

__40. cause nonparticipants to be thought of as less effective teachers.

41, define what it means to be a good teacher.

__42. create a quota system relating to the number of teachers who can
participate in each stage of the Plan.

__43. lower teacher and student morale.

__44. discourage beginning teac™ers because five years 15 too long to
wait in order to participate.

__45. encourage quality teacher applicants to seek employment in the
district.

__46, diccrease cooperativeness among teachers with administrators.
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47 Including only teachers. counselors and hibrarians tor
participation in the Career Ladder Plan 1s appropriate.

48, The salary supplements allowed by the txcellence 1n Education Act of
1985 for successfully participating in a District Career Ladder Plan
are 1nadequate compensation for the additional work requirements.

—-49. A teacher having an 1ndividual choice to participate or not
participate 1n a District Career Ladder Plan 1s appropriate.

—.50. The Carcer Ladder Plan 1s basically a reward system for Superior
teaching.

—51. A district should participate in a Dirstrict Career Ladder Plan
because the plan should enhance instruction. improve curriculum
development. and improve student learning 1n the district.

__.52. Because a District Career Ladder Plan should be promoting
professional growth. a teacher should participate.

~—-53. Arcording to the wording of the Missour: law pertaining to Career
Ladders. "any teacher who declines to participate shall not be
penalized 1n any way.” This will be honored 1n our district.

—.54. There 15 apathy among our teachers about participation in the
District Career Ladder Plan.

55. The State of Missour: should establish a Career Ladder Plan for
Administrators.

—.56. parents should be included 1r the development and implementation
of a District Career Ladder Plan.

_57. Career Ladder Fian guidelines should be drawn up so that teachers
know what is expected of them.

___58. Provisions should be made for additional compensation for
Administrators to recognize the increase in work and paper load.

59. Over the next five years. District Career Ladder Plans will help

retain high quality teachers in Missouri.
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USING THE FOLLOWING CODE, PLEASE PLACE IN THE BLANK, THE NUMBER WHICH BEST
DESCRIBES THE EXTENT TO ¥HICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING
STATEMENTS.

1=strongly disagree, 2:disagree, 3=indifferent, 4zagree, S=strongly agree

60.

61.

62.

63.

Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
improve the quality of instruction for students in Missouri.

Over the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
improve teacher professionalism in Micscuri.

. ¢ the next five years, District Career Ladder Plans will help
improve student achievement in Missoura.

THE PURPOSE OF THE CAREEK LADDER PORTION OF THE EXCELLENCE IN
EDUCATION ACT OF 1985 WAS TO RETAIN HIGH QUALITY TEACHERS IN
MISSOURI CLASSROONS. IF YOU BELIEVE THERE ARE MORE APPROPRIATE
WAYS TO ACHIEVE THIS GOAL, PLEASE DESCRIBE THEM BELOW.

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO RESPOND TO THIS SURVEY.
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Questionnaire Matrix
Non-Participating
66 Districts

Appendix C

Participating
66 Districts

TNP PNF SNP BNP P PP Sp BP
i i 1 1 1 1
2 2
3 2 1 o 3 2 1
4 3 2 4 4 3 2 4
S 4 3 5 3 4 3 S
6 5 4 ;_‘ 6 5 4 2
7 6 2 7 6 5
8 7 6 3 8 7 6 3
o 2 8 7 6 2 B 7 6
10 2 ] 10 9 8 -
10 2 10 2
11 10 11 i0
11 11
12 12
o 11 12 13 7 ) 11 15__ 13 7 N
12 i3 i4 8 12 13 14 8
o 13 14 15 2 13 14 15 9
o 14 16 17 11 14 16 17 11
13 16 14 15 16 15




Questionnaire Matrix
Farticipating
&6 Districts

Non=-Participating
6u Districts

|

TNP PNF SNF BNP TF FP SP E®
10 10
15 17 18 12 13 17 18 12 N
17 22 27 17 20 23 26 18 o
19 20
20 21
z1 22
18 23 28 18 21 24 27 19
19 24 29 19 22 _25 28 20
19
29 o
z2 21
23 22 .
24 23
25 15 24 -__;; _____
26 16 25 17
20 25 30 20 23 26 29 21
21 26 31 21 24 27 30 22
22 27 32 22 25 28 31 23
23 28 33 23 26 29 32 24
24 29 34 24 27 30 33 25
25 30 35 25 28 31 34 26
26 31 36 26 29_— 32 35 27
27 32 37 27 30 33 36 28




Non-Farticip

ating

Questionnaire Matrix

Participating

66 Districts 66 Districts
TNP FNP SNF BNP L FP sP BP

28 33 38 28 31 34 a7 29
29 34 39 29 a2 35 ® 30

30 35 40 30 33 36 39 31

31 36 41 31 43 37 40 32

32 37 42 3z 35 38 41 3
Etc 38 43 33 36 39 42 34

34 39 44 34 37 40 43 35

35 40 45 - 35 38 41 44 36

36 41 46 36 39 42 45 37

37 2z 47 37 40 43 46 38

38 43 48 38 41 44 47 39

39 44 49 39 42 45 48 40

40 4s 50 40 43 46 49 41

41 46 51 41 44 47 50 42

42 47 52 42 45 48 51 43

43 48 53 43 46 49 32 44

44 49 54 44 47 50 53 45

45 50 55 45 48 51 54 46

51 56 46 52 55 a

52 57 47 49 53 56 48

47 s3 58 48 50 54 57 49

48 54 59 49 51 55 58 50

49 55 60 50 52 56 59 st




Non-Participating
&6 Districts

Cuestionnaire Matrix

Farticipating
66 Districts

50 56 61 51 =3 57 60 52
st 57 62 a2 e 58 61 53
52 _—_—_— 63 53 55 s e sa
s s 64 st 56 60 63 55
0 67 57 e w8
61 68 58 62 67 s
62 £s 55 63 6 S0
63 66 %6 64 65 57
s 64 69 59 57 65 68 o0
. 85 65 0 60 o8 b6 69 61
3;- 66 71 i 61 59 67 70 62
57 67 72 62 60 68 7 63
- 68 73 63 61 JU 64
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December, 1986
Districts With

Discrict:
Person:

DISTRICTS THAT IMPLEMENTED CAREER LADDERS THIS YEAR
STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

Dicections:

Ask for the Superintendent: 1f not available then Assistant
Superintendent 1f the district has one---ask for these people by
name .

State the Purpose for calling:

*] am call1ng from Dr. Jercy Valentine's office at the University
of Missour! in Columbia. We are In the final stages of a
state-wide study of career ladders. As a part of that study we
surveyed all superintendents and Other key educational leaders
across the state. We then randomly selected flifty
superintendents for a brief follow-up tnterview. You were one of
the fifty persons selected for a follow-up telephone 1nterview.

{ will only be asking you a few quick questions about career
ladders. Your responses and all other responses in thls study
will be treated anonymously and will be kept confidential. Wit
you answer a few general guestions regarding career ladders for
us?*

(IF ASKED for more speciflcs about the purpoge of the study, you
should explaln that the sStudy Included Surveys to teachers.
princlpals, superintendsnts and board of education pregldents
from across the state. The specific purpose of the Study was to
determine why some districts chose to jmplement career ladder
programs and others did not: to ldentify the methods used In the
districts to mcke those dectsions: and to determine the attitudes
of educat ional personnel across the State regarding career
ladders., Funding for the study Is from the U.S. House of
Representatives. The study 1is a joint preject between the
University of Hissour1-Columbta College of Education Research
Off 1ce and the Missouri House of Representatives Research
Office.)

Questions:

1. Do you recall receiving a survey from Dr. Valentine and the
UMC office of research 1n the past month?

yes no

2. Did you compiete and return that survey?

yes no do not recall
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Districts With Career Ladders, Page 2

3. According to our listing of districts that Implemented career
ladder plans this year. your district i(mplemented a career
ladder plan this year. 1ls that correct?

yes no (1f no. use other survey)

4. Why did your district decide to adopt a career ladder plan
this year? <(lnterviever: This 13 a critical questions--take
time with 1t and probe 1 f appropraite.)

S. Would you please hriefly describe how you and your district
made the DECISION TO HAVE a career ladder program? In other
words: (lnterviewer: Circle the appropriate response)

a. Was i1t a joint decision to have a plan after discussions
between ynu and the Board?

b. Was It an adminlistrative decislion from your offlce which
you recommended to the Board?

c. Was a commlittee of teachers, adminlstrators and others
appointed to study the 1ssue and make a recommendation
to the board?

d. Did the Board of Education decide without Input from you
or a commlttee and then tnform you?

e. Was |t decided In a cifferent manner? [f so, please
describe.
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Districts With Career Ladders, Page 3

Was your career ladder PLAN DEVELOPED by a commlittee of
teachers, administrators and others?

If not developed by a comnlttee, then how was it

A MODEL Career Ladder Plan was developed last year by a State
Department of Educatlon committee.
best describes the degree to which your district plan
resembles the state MODEL.

~)

Which of the following

state model .
Simtlar to the atate model, with only a few minor

Very ditferent from the state model.

----1f different from the Model. how different?

----What were the reasons for developing and adoptlin9 a
that was dlfferent from the state model?

Do you belleve your caceer ladder Plan wlll positively or
negatively impact upon your PERFORMANCE EVALUATION program”

Why do you feel that way?

+rlotricts With Career Ladders, Pagpe 4

9. What do you feel are the BENEFITS your district wil) gain
from your career ladder plan?

10. What do you feel are the NEGATIVE ASPECTS of caresr ladders?

Districts With Career Ladders, Page S
A final question:

11. What advise would you give to other district personnel who
are trying to decide whether or nct to impl.ment a career
adder program next year?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND FOR SHARING YOUR THOUGHTS.
We hope to have the rescarch Study completed by Christmas. [‘m
sure you will be hearing the results at professional meetlngs, in
state professional publications, and through the media.
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December. 1986 Districe:
Districts Without Person:

DISTRICTS THAT DID NOT IMPLEMENT CAREER LADDERS THIS YEAR
STRUCTURED INTERVIEW OUESTIONNAIRE

Dicections:

Ask for the Superintendent: |f not avallable then Assistant
Superintendent 1f the district has one---ask for these people by
name.

State the Purpose for callling:

1 am calling from Dr. Jerry Valentine’s office at the Universlty
of Missour! In Columbia. We are in the final stages of a
state-wide study of career ladders. AS a part of that study we
surveyed all superintendents and other key ecucatlonal leaders
across the state. We then randomly selected filfty .
superintendents for a brief follow-up Interview. You were one of
the fi1fty persons selected for a follow-up telephone interview.

1 Wwill only be asklng you a few quick questlons about career
laogders. Your responses and all other responses in this study
will be treated anonymously and will be kept confidentlai. Wil
you answver a few general questions regarding career ladders for
us?°

¢IF ASKXED for more 3peclflcs about the purpose of the stui you
should explaln that the study included Surveys to teachers.
principals, superintendents and board of education prestdents
from across the state. The 3pecific purpose of the study was to
determine Wwhy some districts chose to implement career laddec
programs and others did not: to ijdentify the methods used iIn the
districts to make those decisions: and to determine the attitudes
of educatlonal personnel across the state regardingQ career
ladders. Fundlng for the study 1s from the U.S. House of
Representatives. The study I3 a Joint project oetween the
University of Missouri-Columbia College of Educatlon Research
Office and the Missour: House of Representatlves Research
Office.)

Quesatgionn:
1. Do you recall receiving a survey f}om Dr. Valentine and the
UMC offlce of research In the past month?

yes no

2. Did you complete and return that survey?

yes no do not recall
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Districts Without Career Ladders. Page 2

3. According to our listing of districts that Implemented career
laader plans this year, you district DID NOT IMPLEMENT a
career ladder plan thi1s year. I3 that correct?

yes. that 13 correct no (1f no. use other Survey)

4. Why did your district decide NOT to adopt a career |adder
plan this year? (lInterviever: This {3 a critlca!l
question-=take time With it ano probe tf{ appropriate.)

S. Would you please briefly describe HOW you ang your dlstrict
made the DECISION NOT to have a career ladder program? In
other words: (Intreviewer: clrcle the appropriate response)

d. Was 1t a yjoint declsion not to have a plan after
discussions between you and the Board?

b. Was It an adninlstratlive decClslon from your offlce which
you recomnended to the Board?

c. Was a commlttee of teachers., aaminlstrators and others
appolnted to study the lssue and make a recommendatlon
to the board?

d. Did the Board of Education decide without input from you
or a comittee and then Inform you?

e. Was It decided in a dlfferen” manner? I1f so. please
describe.
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6. Do you belleve your district will Implement a career ladder 9. what do you feei are the POSITIVE ASPECTS of career ladders?
plan next year?

yes no not sure at this time

a. Why (or why not)?

7. Do you believe your district will 1mplement a career Jadder
plan at some polnt in time after next year 1f the State
contlnues to fund career ladders iIn the same manner career

ladders are now funded? (lf #6 was YES. skip thi1s question.) 1. What do you teei are the NEGATIVE ASPECTS of career ladders?
yes no not sure at th!s time
a. WYWhy (or wny not)? .

8. Do you belleve career ladder plans willl positively or
negatlively Impact upon PERFORMANCE EVALUATION programs tn
districts acorss the state?

Positively Negatlvely Not Sure

a. Why do you feel that way?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND FOR SHARING YOUR THOUGHTS.
) We hope to have the research study completed by Chrilstmas. I‘m
sure you will be hearing the results at professional meetings. In
state professional publications. and through the media.

Q
. ERIC
-
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DEHOGRAPHIC DATA
CONTRASTING

Appendix E

PARTICIPATING AND NON-PARTICIPATING SCHOOL SYSTEHS

Teachers
== 2m=c = :c;:: ==== == = =
Participating Particlpating
Varlable n % n 5 N
Years Taught
S or less 45 11.57 72 13.58
N 6 - 10 years 75 19.28 123 23.21
B 11 - iS5 years ) 114 29.31 139 26.2;- o
——-;;—or more vears 195 39.88 196 3;.98 )
i Totals 389 42.33 B 530 57.67 9;;
Population Classification
Hetro 1 5.26 1 0.19
i U;ban ] 74 19.47 126-_ 23.26
i Jackson, St. Louls 38 10t00 29 5.62 )
25,000 - 70,006-— 15 3.95 N 3 0.58
5,000 - 24,999 o 118 3:.05 65 o 12.60
Less than 5.000---- 124 32.63 ] ;81 --;4.46 o
Special school dist, 10 2.63--- _;; 3?5; --------
i *Totais 380 42.41 516 57.59 8;;




~/

Principals

Non
Farticipating farticipating
Variable n % n 4 N
Years Teaching Experience
S or less 9 8.26 10 .35
6 - 10 years 19 17.43 24 22.43
11 - 15 years 26 23.85 23 21.50 o
16 or more years 55 50.46 S0 46.73
Totais 109 50.46 107 49 .54 21;.
Population Classification
Urban 6 5.36 12 16,71
Jackson, St. Louis 11 ?.82 o 7 6.25
25,000 — 70,000 () 5.36 1 .89
5,000 - 24,999 29 25.89 7 6.25
Less than 5,000 59 52.68 85 75.89
Special school dist. 1 0.89 0 0,00
112 50,50 112 S0.00 22;-

%#Totals




Board

Non
Farticipating Participating
Variable n Y4 n 4 N
Education
H. S. Diploma 48 34.29 6 23.08
Coliege Degree 71 i 50,71 18 69.23 )
Vacational Trng. 9 6.43 i 3.85
Other 12 8.57 1 3.85
Totals 140 84 .34 26 15.66 166
Years on Board
3 or less 22 15,94 7 26.92
4 - 6 years 49 35.51 8 30.77
7 - 9 vears 39. 28.26 b 23.08
10 - 12 vyears 17 12.32 3 11.54 o
12 or more . i1 7.97 2 7.69
Totals 138 84.15 26 15.85 164
Population Classification
Urban 3 Z2.16 0 0.00
Jackson, St. Louis 10 7.19 i . 3.85
25,000 - 70,000 L] 3.60 0 Q.00
5,000 - 24,999 z4 17.27 3 11.54
Less than 5,000 93 68.35 22 84.62 N
Special school dist. 2 1.44 0 Q.00 i
Totals 139 84.24 26 15.76 165




Superintendent
Non
Participating Farticipating
Variable n 4 n % N
Years Teaching Experience
S or less 42 14,05 5] 10.42
6 - 10 years 38 12.74 3 6.25
11 - 13 years 40 13.38 9 18,75
16 or more years 179 59.87 31 64.58
Totals 299 86.17 48 13.83 ;Z;
Population Classification
Metro 1 0.32 0 0.00
Urban 2 .63 Z 3.92
Jackson, S5t. iLouis 21 6.77 1 1.96
25,060 - 70,000 8 2.58 )] 0.00
9,000 - 24,999 42 13.23 2 3.92
Less than 5,000 236 73.13 46 90.20 :
Special school ;:st. 1 0.32 0 .00
Totals 310 85.67 51 14.23 3¢’
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Superantendent

Non
Farticipating farticipating
Variabte n % n % N
Student Enroliment
300 or less 51 16.24 6 11.76
301 - 800 112 35.47 24 47.06
801 - 1500 58 16.47 i2 23.53
) 1501 - 3000 49 15.61 ] 9.80
3001 - 5000 19 6,09 2 3.92
5001 - 10,000 14 4.46 1 1.96
10,000 - 13,000 7 2.23 { 1.96 -
15,000 or more 4 1.27 0 0.00 N
: o Totals 514 84.03 51 13.97 365
District Classification
AAA 140 45,45 12 25.00
AA 1) 53.90 36 75.00
u 2 .65 0 .00
*Totals 308 B6.52 48 13.48 356
Current Student-Teacher Ratio
10 or less students i1 3.50 i 2.00
i1 - 20 181 37.64 24 52.00
21 - 25 103 32.80 18 36.00
26 ~ 30 19 6.05 5 10.00
Totals 314 B86.26 50 13.74 364
o .lggé




Superintendent
Non
Participating Participating
Variable n % n % N
Average Per Pupil Expenditure
201 - 1000 2 0.65 0 0.00
1001 = 1500 10 3.24 2 4,17
1591 - 2000 48 15.53 6 12.50
2001 ~ 2500 110 35.60 25 52.08
2501 or more 139 44,98 19 31.25
Totals 309 86.55 48 13.45 357
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The Missouri Career Ladder Model

Adopted Aprl 17, 1986, by the Missour! State Board of Education.
Participation in the Career Ladder is voluntary for

Authority: House Bill 483
~—The Excellence in Education Act of 1985
Sections 168.500-168.515, RSMo.

STAGE HI--$5,000

school districts and for indiv'#ual teachers, coun: Qualifications Responsibilities
salors ;Zd’:‘b’am”"' Only Stage 1 will be imple. STAGE-11—$3,000 1. Successful completion of the | Priority Responsibilites
mented during 1986.87. Qualifications Responsibilities Stage Il Career Development | Career Ladéer teachers must
Plan. Teacher must complete |  select four of elght of the
STAGE i—$1,500 1. Successfil completion of the | Priority Kesponsibulities three years on Stage 1. following (at least one from
Qualifications Res;:onsibilities Stage | Career Development Career Ladder teachers must Local board of edwation each category):
- Plan. Teacher must complete | select fout of seven of the may waive two years of
. 1. Five years® teaching experi- Priority Responsibilities two years on Stage I, logal following (at least one from m;‘sy:;x;;mmty?md Zi'::‘hnﬂlp rofessional
z‘l':;l: Missour public (':almrml.:::z; tﬂe:d'nefnmmust board of education may each category): upon a total of 10 years” o Continve educatlon
~ ;;“?m (‘:luste:m r:om """’;’ one ’m"“’ Personal/Professional prior experience. e Participate in subject-arez
2. Appropriate certification. arh tggo :'y)' ::::ulm:fms:m Yn‘:’s@" Growth " 2. Appropriate centification. organization
3 Clasroom tescher, Ibraran | - po oo Brofession! prio experince. oFartcets I able 3. Regular-length, full-ime | ®Masters degree n field
mlda:na.owml:lolr gth Growth 2. ppropriate osntification. o:ganl';::o: wblecrarea contract. 33;:1 o teaching
ng o & feguiar-length, . : ’
full-Ume contract # Continue education 3, Regular-length, full-time ®Master’s degree In field 4. PBIE. :l"mher nlms and Faculty Coflaboratio
4. PETE. Teacher meets oPasidpaie In abjectarea contract. " appropriate to teaching exceeds “expected o::dg/demomuztc/sh[;n
3 M - mmuon . wlmmml pﬂ{om‘ma |8Vt| on ﬂgcuv‘g te1 h] |
expecied” level on the oMasier's degree In fleld 4.PBTES Teachermeesand | oo 15% of evaluation ¢ ching strategles.
distrit’s performance appropriate to tesching exceeds “expected” ty Lollaboration criteria, School/Community
based teacher evalustion. assigament. performance leve! on ©Model/demonstrate/shire Involvement
S, Tescher will prepecs 4 Faculty Collsboration 10% of evalustion effective teaching strategles. 5. ;ﬁﬁmlgmmm o Promote parental involvement
Caieer Development Plan. o Model/demonstrate/share criterta School/Commanity Responsibilities at Stage i ©Develop curriculum
effctive teaching sategles 5. Teacher will prepare 8 Involverrent must display higher levels of | ©Participate with school
Cereer Development Plan aPromote parental sophistication commitces
School/Comamunity Resporsibilities st Stage i Involvement ' olnstructional improvement
tvolvement | must dipley hgher el of | SDevelp cemaum projecs
Promoie parental Ivolvement | gobcy cion ®Panticipate with school Additional ResponsibLlities
Additional Responsibilities committees o Career Ladder seachers must
o Career Ladder teachers must Additional Responsibllities seloct four sdditional respon-
select three gddltional respon- o Career Ladder teachers must “sibilities (st least one from
sibilites. Sep Adpendi. select three additional respen- | gppondye. Sate guidelines each category). Responsi-
Career Stage | teschers will sibilitles (at least one from for the career ladder progzam bilitles must reflect higher
select & total of six each category). Responsi- Include an appendix. 1t Is 2 Jevels of sophistication.
responsibilitles. bilities must reflect higher listing of suggested or passible See Appendix.
. levels of sophistication. activities from which teachers |  Career Stage I teachers will
* PSTE—Performance based See Appends. may choose in meeting the select a total o eight
Leachey evaliziion, & Career Stage 1 teachers will “additional responsibilities” responsibilities.
| regued sdip Soction select a totaf of seven requirement at each stage of
o C’“’“ Rsv responsibilitles. the career ladder.
M Na)
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Appendix
Additional Responsibilities and Opportunities

for Career Ladder Teachers

Parsonsl/Orofessions) Growth

Prepare applied research/development projects

S3rve a8 8 leader in & national, state, and/or locai subject sres
organfzation

Serve {0 an advisory capacity to higher education programs
Maintain memdership in an honorary prafessionsl organizetion

Davelop and submit a proposal fur the Incentives for School Excellence
Grant program

Faculty Collabaration

Assist pretervice teachert

Serve a3 2 mentor/advisor to & new teacher

Ssrve on o professional development cormittee

Davelop and share instructionsl strategies/programs

Conduct profossionsl presentetions, e.g., workshops, speeches, seminars

Develop and/or coordinate buildingwide student scademic prograxs,
0.9., fairs, exhibiticns, coapatitions

Sarve es & department/grade-level chairperson

Serve 8s 8 subject ares coordinator

Serve on 8 carser laddar committee

Coordingte, develop, and/or participete in teacher exchange progrcas

Provide leaderchip in & professional tescher organization or other
school-related organizations

School/C o volvemant
foordinate and/or serve in & student tutoring progrim
Oevelop and/or implement home/school cormunication Hrocess
Develop, coordinate or parsfcipste in susmer Prograes

Wesbership/involvement/lvadership in PTA/PTO orgenizations

ERSC 158

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Coordinate staff development v rkshops end progrins, {.e., necds
assessment, session development, evaluation

Present staff development workshops and progrems

Develop curriculum at buflding and/or district level, e.q., participate
or 1ead on committees, writing groups, needs assessment or evaluation,
technologfcel development

Participate or provide Yeadership for building or district cormittees,
e.g., curriculum, advisory boards, subject area, gride level, texthook
selection, self-study, school {mprovement councils

Davelop, coordinate, and/or participate {n school/business
partnerships and/or school/community relationships

Develop, coordinste, and/or participate in fnstructional {eprovement
projects

Oevelop and/or coordinate districtwide student scedemic programs,
e.g., fairs, exhibitions, competitions

Coordinate or sponsor student ectivities, e.g., student government,
homscoming cersmonies, gradustion ceremonies, yesrbook, newspaper

Develop or participate in special progrexs for students, e.g.,
renedial, enrichment, gifted, study groups

Implement & state-approved Incentives rar School Excellence Grant
piroject

Develop, coordinate or participate in building/district level pilot
project

Presentations to community groups regarding district programs
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