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Abstract

Background

In Novembetr of 1987, the Tennessee Association for School
Supervision and Administration (TASSA) and the Appalachia ®duca-
tional Laboratory (AEL) surveyed administrators across the state
of Tennessee to learn their opinions about the Administrator
Career Ladder. TASSA, as an umbrella organization for educational
administrators, was interested in its membership’s reactions to
the Career Ladder--a new program that had beer implemented in the
spring of 1985 as part of a much larger reform effort in Tennes-
see, the Comprehensive Education Fiform Act.

Any new innovation or change brings with it initial resis-
tance and negative reactions--and this is especially true for a
program like the Career Ladder, which has such important personal
consequences (e.g., salary surplements, evaluvations, and peer
review.) Throughcut its short lifetime, Tennessee’s Career Ladder
has had its share of outspoken opponent3 and proponents. From the
first mention of the idea, educators have been split over the
advisability of such an undertaking. The survey results confirm
that these splits in opinion still exist.

Resulcs

Divided Opinions

Responses to mosct of the survey questions varied consis-
tently by position and by Career Ladder status. Overall, super’n-
tendents in Tennessee had more positive views about the Adminis-
trator Career Ladder than did other administrators. Evidently,
superintendents, as a group, see more positive potential to be
derived for education from the system of Career Ladder and merit
pay.

Another group whose responses were consistently more posi-
tive than the group as a whole toward the Administrator Career
Ladder were administrators on the upper _evels of thi¥ Career
Ladder. As might be expected, those who have chosen not to par-
ticipate on the upper levels or the ladder have more negative
views. Throughout Tennessee, there are more administrators who
have chosen not to participate than there are those who have
chosen to participate in the upper levels of the Career Ladder;

consequently, the average response to the survey is weighted
toward the negative.

In general, Career Ladder I status respondents are adminis-
trators who were required to get Career Ladder certification and
who chose NOT to participate in the upper levels of the Caree.
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Ladder. prior to July 1987, participation on the Career Ladder
was mandatory for all eligible administrators. Administrators
obtained Career Ladder I status merely by passing a local district
evaluation.

To obtain the upper levels of Career Ladder has always been
voluntary, but it requires passing a fairly complex state-admini-
stered evaluation process. Of those who have applied for the
higher level: and completed all evaluation visits, between 93% and
94% were successful and obtained either Level II or III status.
Many applied for Level III and obtained Level II.

The results from the survey have been interpreted in light
of the fact that status on the Career Ladder in one sense distin-
guishes between voluntary participants (Level II and III) and
nonparticipants in the upper levels of Career Ladder (Level I and
non-Career Ladder). One group has an “outsiders” perspective; the
other views the system from having participated in it. This same
difference in opinion between (more positive) participating aund
(more negative) nonparticipating teachers was reported in a study
done for the Arizona Career Ladder Research and Evaluation Pro-
ject. 1In that report, as in this, “the slightly negative trends
in the results can be attributed largely to nonparticipants.”(p.6)

Som: gpecific results. There is strong feeling--both posi-
tive and negative--about whether or not the state should remain on
the Career Ladder system. Forty~six percent of the respondents
felt Tennessee should not return to a system based on training and
experience only:; 40 percent thought Tennessee should return to a
system that excludes incentive or merit pay. Superintendents and
administrators on the upper levels of the Career Ladder, quite
predictably, were the groups who were the strongest opponents of
Tennessee’s returning to a system based solely on years of experi-
ence and years of training.

Overall, the data suggest that school administrators do not
perceive that the Career Ladder program has improved Tennessee
schools, which was the original intent of the Career Ladder pro-
gram. This perception is in some conflict with opinions to an-~
other question, in which a majori:y of administrators believe that
the Career Ladder has had a positive effect on specific aspects of
education in Tennessee, such as providing opportunities for ex-
tended contracts, professional growth, leadership, classroom
teaching, public financial support, and student achievament.
Again, as a group, superintendents and administrators on the upper
levels of the Career Ladder believe more strongly that the Career
Ladder is hulping to improve schools.

Speaking with One Voice

Administrators believe that all certified school personneli
should be eligible to apply for the Career Ladder. They agreed

vi




TYASSA-AEL - Opinions About the Tennessee Career Ladder

(82%) that educators who move to non-Career Ladder positions
should be able to maintain their Career Ladder supplements.

Most administrators are neutral or disagree with the notion
that the Career Ladder evaluation process accurately reflects
performance or that it differentiates among decrees of excellence.
They do not believe that the most competent administrators have
necessarily applied for or attained the upper levels of the Career
Ladder.

However much they think the evaluation process is lacking,
though, administrators believe that evaluation should be a part of
achieving upper levels of the Career Ladder. Administrators also
believe that years of experience should be a part of the eligibil-
ity criteria to upper levels of the Career Ladder. That the
evaluation process can be improved seems to be without question.
Some of the improvements administrators seemed to support are
listed below.

* Evaluations for Career levels II and III should involve more
local input.

* Shorten the evaluation system to one semester.

¢ Include how well administrators evaluate teachers as a part
of the overall process of evaluating administrators. (NOTE:
This change has been implemented by the Board of Education
since this study was completed in January 1988.)

* Retain existing evaluation instruments with the possible
exceptions of the student questionnaire and the administra-
tor portfolio.

The results of the survey point to support for the Adminis-
trators’ Academy. Administrators (68%) agreed that attendance
should be required--especially for those on the Career Ladder.
More than half believed all administrators (even those NOT on
Career Ladder) should be required to attend. (NOTE: Attendance
at the Academy has alw:ys been mandatory for administrators.)

Most survey questions pertained to the Administrator Career
Ladder, but one item focused on the role of administrators in the
Teacher Career Ladder. According to 74 percent of respondents,
local school administrators should be a part of a state evaluation
team for ovaluating teachers for Career Levels II and III. (NOTE:
Since the survey has been crmpleted, this change has been made.
Teachers can requist that the local school administrator be a part
of the atate evaluation team.)

Regarding local options for administration of the extended
contracts and salary supplements, administrators tended to agree
that there should be =tatewide consistency. Administrators be-
lieve that attendance at the Academy should count toward extended
contract t_me. (NOTE: This has always been an option for local
education agencies.) They also believe that all money should be

vii
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passed on to local school administrators.
Recommendations

Based on the results of “he survey, the TASSA-AEL study
group formed the following recommendations. Some of these, as
noted in the text above, have already been acted upon by the State
Board of Education. Others have already received some considera-
tion, and the study group members hope that these recommendations
will help to formulate positive changes in the Career Ladder
system in the state of Tennessee.

1. The Administrator Career Ladder program should be continued
and improved.

2. Upper levels of the Career Ladder should continue to be
earned through an evaluation process. The evaluation system
should be changed to include the following:

A. Shorten the evaluation cycle from one year to one semes-
ter.

B. Add a new component to measure the administrator’s ef-
fectiveness in evaluating teachers.

C. 1Incrvase the amount of local input for upper level
evaluations for administrators.

3. Retain most of the instruments in the current evaluation
system. However, because there are mixed opinions about the
retention of the portfolio and the student questionnaire,
evaluate the continued use of the portfolio and the student
quest ionnaire as data sources in the career ladder evalu-
ation system.

4. Career Ladder programs should be developed and established
for all certified school personnel.

5. The state should continue its support of Administrators-
Academies. Attendance at the academies should count as
extended contract time.

6. Give attertion to across-the-board salary increases, and
provide uniformity in the administration of Career Ladder
extended contract monies.

7. Continue to conduct research for Lhe improvement of the
Career Ladder program.

Summary

In November 1987, 1,200 aaministrators from scross the state
of Tennessee completed a survey, in which they gave their Jpinions
about the Administrator Career Ladder, a new innovation first
impl. mented in the spring of 1985 in Tennessee. The results of
the study do not point to clear and unanimous support for the
Career Ladder. Responses had high variability into both ends of
the scale indicating that school administrators either like the
Career Ladder .. they dislike the Career Ladder; chey either
believe it is having positive effects, or they think it has nega-
tive consequences. The average of their responses may be near the

viii
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neutral point, but their individual responses are not neutral.

These results confirm findings reported by the Southern
Regional Education Board’s Career Ladder Clearinghouse in a Decem-
ber 1987 article, “"More Pay for Teachers and Administrators Who Do
More: Incentive Pay Programs, 1987.” In that summary, the au-
thoxr, Lynn Cornett, points out that:

...career ladders deal with fundamental changes. Fun-
damental changes in any situation--in business, in
government, or in the schools--make for strong reac-
tions.... 1If there were no strong reactions to an
incentive prog:am as it was implemented, that would
signal that the program was bringing about no real
change and was dealing with important issues only at
the surface. States and school districts should weigh
negative reactions and suggestions for modifications
in their plans that may spring from this dissatisfac-
tion. (p. 1)

For additional information, or to obtain a copy of a more
detailed report, contact TASSA, Bobby Snider, P. 0. Box 190.
Lexington, TN 38351; 9u1/968-6374 or AEL, P. O. Box 1348, Char-
leston, West virginia 25325; 800/624-9120 (outside WV):; 800/344-
664¢ (in WV); 347-0400 (local).
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Background: History and Perspective

Selecting . study Group Topic

In the spring of 1987, AEL staff app.oached the Tennessee
Association for School Supervision and Administration {(TASSA)
Executive Board about selecting a topic appropriate for a ztate-
wide study group. AEL promised technical asnistance and l‘mited
financial assistance in exchange for a commitment from selected
TASSA members to work on the study group. AEL had only two re-
strictions relating to the choice of the topic. First, the topic
should be re.ated to AEL’s mission statement (of improving educa-
tion and educational opportunity) and as such should have the
potential for improving the quality of education and educational
opportunity for children in Tennessee. Second, the topic should
be research-amenable; that is, the study group’s process of study
was to include some research desigr or utilization of research
findings. This would help meet one of AEL’s objectives to in-
crease educators’ use of research to solve educational problems
and issues.

The TASSA Executive Board had little difficulty selecting a
topic: to assess administrators' perspectives of the new state-
wide Career Ladder Program. Tennessee had recently undergone
massive school reform legislation that included, among many new
initiatives, the Tcacher and Administrator Career Ladder Programs.
This great wave of change had spread across ihe state with varying
degrees .f acceptance among educators. The change brought about
by such a massive reform effort was disquieting--even for those
who supported the basic proc rams. TASSA felt that it was an ap-
propriate time to take the pulse of school administrators and
determine their ~00d in regard to the issue of the statewide
Career ladder Programs.

Forming the TASSA-AEL Study Group

As the TASSA-AEL study group was formed, members were care-
fully selected to serve. The study group was compcsed of repre-
sentative administrators--superintendents, principals, supervi-
sors, and others--from large and small school districts in geo-
graphic regions of Tennessee. Members had an interest in the
topic and were willing to devote time and energy to the project.

At the Executive Committee meeting where the topic was first
discussed, a basic plan had emerged: that the study group would
conduct a survey of state administrators. The first task of the
study group itseif, then, was to design the survey instrument. 1In
Nashville, preceding a TASSA annual conference in June 1987, the
study group met. AEL staff helped to conduct the Nominal G..oup
Process to elicit group opinion about the questions to be posed on
the survey instrument. (See a description of the Nominal Group
Process in Appendix A.) The nominal question posed to study group

1
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members, “What questio.s would you like to ask Tennessee adminis-
trators about the Carser Ladder?, ” prompted a wealth of responses.

AEL staff and the committee chair drafted the first version
of the survey. A subcommittee met in .emphis during October to
revise the survey. (See copy of the survey in Appendix B.)

Study group members pilot tested and revised the instrument
in the fall of 1987. During November 1987, TASSA mailed the
survey to all 2,800 Tennessee administrators; 1,200 surveys were
returned for a response rate of 43%.

TASSA employed a consultant, J. Jackson Barnette, a Memphis
State University professor of evaluation, who analyzed the survey
data.* At a January 1988 meeting, Barnette presented preliminary
results to a subcommittee from the TASSA-AEL study group. After
this meeting, two members presented these initial findings at the
Tennessee State Certification Commission hearing in late January.
During the spring and summer of 1988, further analyses were con-
ducted by Barnette and AEL staff.

Selected members of the TASSA-AEL study group reviewed two
revisions of the report of findings. At a concluding meeting in
September 1988, the study group agreed on final conclusions and
recommendations. They also developed a dissemination plan for the
study group document, which was edited and printed by AEL. Both
TASSA and AEL will disseminate the findings of the study.

Analysis of Data: A Guide to Undezrstanding the Results

The results of the study do not point to clear and unanimous
support for the Career Ladder. Although the average opinion of
school administrators tends toward neut.lality or in some cases
toward a negative response, one must be careful in interpreting
what the "average" response means. In many cases, responses had
high variability into both ends of the scale. Depicting survey
data by subgroups indicates that responses vary, in some cases
dramatically, according to that subpopulation being analyzed and
to the number of respondents within subpopulation categories.

That the average response is near neutral d-es not mean that
administrators have no opinion about this issue. School adminis-
trators either like the Career lLadder or they dislike the Career
Ladder; they generally believe it is having positive effects, or
they think it has negative consequences. The average of their
responses may be near the neutral point; but their individual
responses are not neutral. *

*Some of the survey questions asked administrators for
perceptions about the Teacher Carrer Ladder as well as the Admin-
istrator Career Ladder. Administrators' perceptions about the
Teacher Career Ladder have been analyzed; however this report is
limited to data about perceptions related to the Administrator
Career Ladder.

14
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These results confirm findings reported by the Southern
Regional Education Board’s Career Ladder Clearinghouse in a Decem-
ber 1987 publication, More Pay for Teachers and Administrators Who
Do More: Incentive Pay Programs, 1987. 1n :that summary, the au-
thor, Lynn fornett, points out that

...career ladders deal with fundamental changes. Funda-
mental changes in any situation--in business, in govern-
ment, or in the schools--make for strong reactioms....
If there were no strong reactions to an incentive pro-
gram as it was implemented, that would signal that the
program was bringing about no real change and was deal-
ing with important issues only at the surfa.s. States
and school districts should weigh negative reactions and
suggestions for modifications in their plans that may
spring from this diesztisfaction. (p. 1)

The consultant who analyzed the TASSA-AEL study group data
prepared complete tables for every question. He tabulated re-
sponses for every question by the following variables: sex,
current administrative assignment, position, work setting (rural,
small city, suburban, or urban), r>gion of state, years of admin-
istrative experience, years of experience in education, Career
Ladder status, and highest Career Ladder level for which %Lcy had
been evaluated. A technical report containing all these complete
tables is available, upon request, from AEL’s School Governance
and Administration program.

The tables in this report contain information by variable
only when the variable appeared to account for differences in
administrators’ opinions. Two variables are referred to repeat-
edly throughout this report. The first is the variable of “posi-
tion.” Within this variable, administrators could label them-
selves as principal, assistant principal, superintendent, instruc-
tional supervisor, or other. Suparintendents consistently re-
sponded differently than other administrators. Their views were
generally more positive about the Career Ladder.

The second variable where consistent diffe.:nces were ob-
served is “certification” or Career Ladder status. Administrators
of Levels II and III consistently responded differently than did
administrators of Career lLevel I or provisional status or those
not on the Career Ladder. It is important to note that higher
level status on the Career Ladder was associated with more posi-
tive pesrceptions about the Career Ladder.

It would be helpful, at this point, for the reader to under-
stand more about participation on the Administrator Career Ladder.
Not all administrators are eligible to apply for the Career Ladder
and participation is optional for those who are eligible. But
prior to July 1987, participation was not optional; it was manda-
tory for those who were eligible. That is, up until July 1987,
all eligible administrators were required to get Career Level
certification.
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The original requirements to obtain Career Level I were
minimal. Dpepending on their local districts, many administrators
obtained Career Level I status merely by “"signing up, " attending
trainina, and passing a local district evaluation process--for
which effort they were rewarded by a $1000 salary supplement.

It has always been more complex co obtain the upper levels
of Career Ladder. An administrator must pass the state-admini-
stered evaluation process. Participation is not mandatory. How-
ever, most who have applied for upper levels to date have been
successful. That is, of those who applied for the higher levels
and completed all evaluation visits, between 93% and 94% obtained
2ither Level II or III status. The evaluation process for upper
level status is time-consuming; it is rewarded with substantial
salary supplements.

In general, survey respondents who rated themselves as
Career Ladder I status administrators constitute a group who, for
the most part, glected to meet only the rudimentary requitements
of Career Ladder certification and who chose NOT to participate in
the upper levels of the Career Ladder. As the data are reported
throughout this report, it is important to keep in mind that
status on Career Ladder may actually be distinguishing between
voluntary participants in the upper levels of Career Ladder (Level
I and non-Career Ladder). It is not surprising that those who did
not participate--either by choice (i.e., the Level I respondents)
or by virtue of their position (i.e., the non-Career Ladder admin-
istrators)--are more negative about the Career Ladder than are

those who have chosen to participate and are obtaining some finan-
cial benefits as a consequence.

These findings are supported by those of a similar study--of
teachers rather than administrators--Descriptive and Analytical
Results for the 1986-87 Career Ladder Data Cycles by Dr. Richard
D. Packard, Manager of the Arizona Career Ladder Research and
Evaluation ¥Yroject, in a report Presented to the Joint Legislative
Committee on Cureer Ladder Programs, Arizona State Capitol, Novem-
ber 1987. In that report’s summary, they write:

...8hows an extreme difference in agreement with career
ladder concepts among those teachers on the ladder,
nonparticipants in the program and those applying, but
not yet placed. In many cases, there was a range from
20 to 30 percentage points between teachers on the
ladder and nonparticipants, with those not participating
usually quite negative about program concepts, while
participants were found to normally be very positive.
Implications were, that the slightly negative trends
-..Ccan largely be attributed to nonparticipants. (p. 6)

Indeed, in the present study, differences between Career
Level I and Level III respondents are as much as 30 to 50 percent-
age points. If one considers Career Level I administrators to be
primarily “nonparticipants,” then these findings are in line with
those from the Arizona study.
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Results

This report presents results of the study in five sections.
Section I reports the demographics of the 1,200 respondents.
Section II reports administrators’ perceptions about the overall
effects of the Administrator Ca.zer Ladder Program on schooling
and school people. Section III reports how administrators per-
ceive individual aspects of the program, including instrunenta-
tion, effectiveness in involving intended participants, and the
extended contract option that is available to administrators at
the upper level of the Career Ladder. Section IV summarizes
administrators’ views on a wide range of incentive programs (in-
cluding Career Ladder) for teachers and administrators. Section V
summarizes the significant results reported throughout Sections
11, III, and 1IV.

Characteristics of Respondents

The TASSA-AEL survey instrument asked for background infor-
mation about the respondents. Results revealed that the group who
responded was approximately representative of the total population
of school administrators in Tennessee.

Numbr,r in State Number of Survey
Career Ladder Sta:us as of 8/87 Respondents as of 11/87

(Percent is shown as percent of those in
Career lLevel I, II, or III)

Career level I 1,191 (56%) §50 (55%)
Career level II 173 ( 8%) 67 ( 7%)
Career level III 755 (36%) 380 (38%)

NOTE: Not all Tennessee administratoss are eligille for any
Career Ladder certification.

The Tennessee State Department of Education had figures
indicating that 2,119 administrators were on one of the three
Career Ladder levels, as of August 1987. (See the figures above.)
This represents 768 of the total number of administrators in
Tennessee, using the figure of 2,800--the number of surveys mailed
by TASSA--as the total number of administrators. Of the 1,204
respondents, 997 (or 83%) were on one of the Career Ladder levels.
This means that the survey respondents were slightly more repre-
sentative of those on the Career Ladder than is the total popula-
tion of administrators.

Further demographics of the respondents show the following
about Tennessee administrators:
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* two-tnirds were male;

* a third (37%) worked ir elementary schools, about a
quarter (23%) worked in secondary schools, another
quarter (28%) worked in central office, and 10% worked
in other settings;

* over half (55%) were principals, 3% were assistant
principals, 4% were superintendents, a fifth (19%)
were instructional supervisors, and the rest held
other administrative positions;

* nearly half (45%) were from rural settings, with most
of the rest from small cities (21%) or large cities
(18%) ;

* regional representation was 41% from eastern Tennes-
see, 32% from the middle part of state, and 25% from
western Tennessee;

* three quarters (77%) had over five years of adminis-
trative experience, and well over half (55%) of re-
spondents were seasoned administrators with over 10
years of experience:

* nearly half (46%) were certified at Level I of the
Career Ladder, only 6% were at Level II, another third
(32%) were at Level III, 3% held professional certifi-
cation, and 11% were not on Career Ladder; and

* over a third (38%) had been evaluated at Level I, only
4% at Level II, another third (35%) had been evaluated
at Level III, while 17% indicated this was not appli-
cable to them.

Table A-1 in Appendix C provides more specific information
on respondents’ characteristics,

II. Perceptions about the Overall Effect of the Administrator
Career Ladder on Schooling and School people

Section 4. 1In Section 4 of the survey, respondents were
asked to respond to eight items, each related to a different
aspect of Tennessee schooling that might have been affected by the
Career Ladder Program (see box). An aggregation of these eight
items provides a view of administrators’ general sense of career
ladder effects (See Table 1). Overall, 15 percent of respondents
thought the effect had been somewhat or significantly negative, 33
percent thought it had made no difference, and the majority--53
percent--thought the effect had been somewhat or significantly
positive. More superintendents responded positively (62 percent)

6
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Table 1—Total for All Contributions of Career Ladder Program items

Percent Indicating

Sign.  Soime Some  Sign.

Neg. Neg. NoDiff. Pos. Pos.
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean sD
Total 1080 5 10 33 39 14 3.48 1.0i
By Position
Principal 508 5 9 33 39 14 348  1.00
Asst. Prin 35 7 11 26 43 14 3.46 1.07
Superintendent 45 5 5 28 37 25 37 1.05
Instr. Super. 214 5 9 30 39 17 355 103
Other 174 4 12 37 37 9 334 097
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 88 5 9 39 34 13 340 1.00
Frovisional 26 9 21 35 30 6 302 105
Career Ladder | 504 7 13 40 34 6 319 098
Career Ladder |l 62 2 8 25 49 16 369 0.91
Career Ladder Il 348 2 5 20 46 27 389 094
Other 24 3 8 38 44 7 345 085

Section 4 of the survey asked administrators
for their perceptions regarding the effect of the
Career Ladder on Tennessee schooling and
school people. They were asked 1o ciicle one
response to the right of each item.

In my view, the Career Laduer has had the
foliowing effect on this variable:

5 = significant and positive

4 = somewliat positive

3 = no difference

2 = somewhat negative

1 = significant but negative

4-1 Student achievement §4321
4-2 Public financial support 54321
4-3 Professional growth 54321
4-4 Classroom teaching 54321
4-5 Building-level leadership 54 3 2 1

4-6 Teacher extended
contract opportunities 54321

4-7 Administrator extended
contract opportunities 54321

4-8 Retention of teachers in
the profession 54321

13




TASSA

Table 2—Effects Ranked from Most Positive to Least Positive

-AEL - Opinions About the Tennessee Career Ladder

__dPercent Indicating _
Sign.  Some Some  Sign.
Neg. Neg. NoDiff. Pos. Pos.
Effect on: n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Teacher extended contract
opport. 1081 3 7 12 51 27 392 0.97
Admin. extended contract
opport. 1078 3 6 23 45 22 3.76 0.98
Professional growth 1081 3 8 24 47 18 369 0.96
Building-level leadership 1080 4 10 37 36 13 343 097
Classroom teaching 1081 4 11 34 41 10 341 0.96
Public financial suppoit 1080 4 10 40 36 10 337 0.94
Student achievement 1080 4 6 47 36 7 3.37 0.85
Retention of teachers 1080 12 19 44 19 6 2.88 1.04

7able 3—Resuits on item: implementation of the Career Ladder has resulted In more

effective educators In Tennessee

Percent Indicating
Str Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1187 29 23 20 19 9 2.57 1.32
By Position .
Principal 652 27 24 19 19 10 2.61 1.33
Asst. Prin. 36 19 28 22 25 6 2.69 1.21
Superintendent 52 21 21 17 25 15 292 1.40
Instr. Super. 230 27 20 22 20 10 2.68 1.34
Other 191 42 22 19 14 3 2.15 1.20
By Career Ladder Status
Non Career Ladder 99 41 15 21 15 7 231 1.34
Provisional 31 48 26 16 10 0 1.87 1.02
Career Ladder | 543 38 31 18 8 3 207 1.09
Career Ladder I 66 18 30 23 23 6 268 1.19
Career Ladder Il 379 13 12 21 M 20 337 1.28
Other 26 27 23 19 27 4 258 1.27
8
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than other administrators, as did people at the upper levels of
the Career Ladder (65 percent of Level IIs and 73 percent of Level
IIls).

A breakdown by item (Table 2) showed that administrators
thought the Career Ladder program had a more positive effect on
some aspects of schooling than others. For instance, 78 percent
gave positive ratings to extended contract opportunities for
teachers and 67 percent gave positive ratings to extended contract
opportunities for administrators. Professional growth received a
highly positive rating (65 percent). Only one item--retention of
teachers--received a negative rating. A quarter of respondents
thought the Career Ladder program had a positive effect on reten-
tion of teachers; everyone else thought the effect had been nil or
negative. See Table A2 in the Appendix for more detailed informa-
tion displayed by position and Career Ladder level.

Other Items. Five other items in the survey asked about the
overzll effect of the Career Ladder on Tennessee schooling and
school people. The scale use. for these items was: § = strongly
agree, 4 = agree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 2 = disagree,
and 1 = strongly disagree. The results for each of these five
items are discussed and displayed next.

Item 1-4. Implementation of the Career Lauder has resulted
in more effe.tive educato.3 in Tennessee. Table 3 presents the
results for this item. The mean response was in the disagree
zange of the scale, with only one quarter (28 percent) of respon-
dents agreeing with the statement. The only subgroup that had a
majority who agreed with this statement was Career Ladder III
administrators (54 percent). Superintendents were less in dis-
agreement with this item than other position types. Forty percent
indicated agreement compared with 27 percent agreement for com-
bined other position types. Also, there is an increasing trend
toward more agreement as Career Ladder status increases. Ten
percent of the provisional status respondents agreed, 12 percent
of the level I respondents agreed, 29 percent of the level II
respondents agreed, and as ment.ioned before, 54 percent of the
level III respondents agreed. Twenty-two percent ot the non-
Career ladder respondents agreed.
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Table 4—Results on Ladder Is heiping to improve the schocis in Tennessee

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1124 15 20 31 26 8 2.92 1.18
By Position
Principal 615 14 21 30 26 8 294 1.17
Asst. Prin. 35 9 17 29 40 6 317 1.07
Superintendent 50 10 12 26 36 16 3.36 1.19
Instr. Super. 218 16 16 35 24 9 295 1.18
Other 188 20 23 29 24 4 2.69 1.16
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 93 20 27 24 22 8 2.69 1.23
Provisional 30 30 23 23 23 0 240 1.16
Career Ladder | 522 21 26 34 15 3 253 1.8
Career Ladder || 64 5 23 28 38 6 3.17 1.02
Career Ladder Il 355 5 9 29 40 17 354 1.04
Other 25 8 12 36 36 8 3.24 1.05
By Work Setting
Rural 506 16 23 33 22 7 281 1.15
Small City 244 19 18 27 27 8 2.88 1.24
Suburban 141 11 18 32 31 9 3.09 1.12
Urbap 208 12 17 29 31 11 3.13 1.17
By Regilon
East 459 18 18 32 23 9 287 1.22
Middle 363 13 25 29 26 7 2.89 1.13
West 282 13 16 32 31 8 3.05 1.14
By Administrative Asslgnment
K/Elementary 420 15 21 31 25 8 290 1.17
Middle/Jr. High m 1" 19 38 26 6 298 1.07
High School 141 1" 20 28 31 10 3.09 1.17
Central Office 328 17 20 29 25 8 287 1.21
Other 101 16 17 33 29 6

292  1.15 1

Item 3-8. People in my community believe that Cazeer Ladder
is helping to improve the schools in Tennessee. Results for this 1
item are presented in Table 4. The mean response was slightly in
the disaygree range of the scale. Superintendents had a higher
level of agreement (52 percent) than the comdbined other position
types (33 percent). Upper level Career Ladder respondents were ‘
more in agreement than lower level respondents (57 percent for
level III and 44 percent for level II).
Three other differences are worth mentioning.
* Urban (42 percent agreed) and suburban (40 parcent agreed) re-
spondents tended to be less in disagreement with this statement

10
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Table E—Results on item: Parents and comunity people prefer upper-ievel Career Lad-

der adralnistraters In thelr schools
' Percent Indicating
Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean sD
Total 1123 14 19 44 16 6 2.81 1.07
By Position
Principal 616 14 21 43 15 7 281 1.08
Asst. Prin. 35 17 14 29 31 9 3.00 1.24
Superintendent 50 16 6 44 20 14 3.1n 1.22
Instr. Super. 216 14 19 46 13 6 2.7 1.06
Other 188 14 19 45 21 1 2.77 0.97
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 93 19 16 46 13 5 2.69 1.09
Provisional 30 30 30 27 13 0 223 1.04
Career Ladder | 522 21 27 43 8 2 243 0.96
Career Ladder Il 64 3 19 42 28 8 3.19 0.94
Career Ladder Il 354 4 9 44 29 14 338 0.97
Other 25 8 16 52 16 8 3.00 1.00
By Administrative Assignment
K/Elementary 421 15 22 42 14 7 275 1.09
Middle/Jr. High 11 12 15 52 16 5 286 0.98
High School 141 12 17 38 21 1 3.03 1.15
Central Office 326 15 18 44 17 5 2.78 1.06
Other 101 9 19 49 20 4 291 0.95

than small city (35 percent agreed) and rural (29 percent
agreed) respondents.

¢ Respondents from the western region (39 percent agreed) were in
slightly more agreement with the statement than those in the
eastern region (31 percent agreed) and the middle region (33
percent agreed).

* Respondents from high school settings (41 percent agreed) tended
to agree more than respondents from other settings (33 percent
agreed) .

Item 3-9. Parents and community people prefer uvpper-level
Career Ladder administrators in their schools. Results, displayed
in Table 5, show a mean response slightly in the disagree range of
the scale. Superintendents (34 percent) tended to agree more than
the combined other position types (22 percent). Upper level re-
spondents (36 percent for level II and 43 percent for level III)
agreed more than lower level (13 percent for provisional and 10
percent for level I) respondents. Eighteen percent of the non-
Career Ladder respondents agreed with this statement. Respondents
from high school settings (31 percent) tended to agree more than
those in other than high school settings (22 percent).

11
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Table 6—Rosuits on Item: Parents and community people prefer upper-level Career Lad-
der teachers in their schools

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1123 13 19 39 22 7 2.91 1.10
By Posltion
Principal 615 13 21 36 21 8 289 1.12
Asst. Prin. 35 11 9 31 43 6 3.23 1.09
Superintendent 50 12 8 42 20 18 3.24 1.20
Instr. Super. 218 13 19 40 21 7 290 1.10
Other 187 12 18 4 24 2 287 0.98
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 92 16 21 40 15 8 277 1.13
Provisional 30 23 37 27 13 0 230 0.99
Career Ladder | 522 19 26 40 13 2 253 1.01
Career Ladder Il c4 3 19 30 39 9 333 0.99
Career Ladder Il 355 4 9 37 36 14 347 0.98
Other 25 8 12 52 20 8 3.08 1.00
By Administrative Assignment
K/Elementary 420 15 22 36 20 7 283 1.13
Middle/Jr. High 111 12 15 45 23 5 2.94 1.02
High School 141 10 19 29 29 13 3.16 1.17
Central Office 328 13 17 42 22 6 291 1.07
Other 100 8 18 46 24 4 298 0.95

Item 3-10. Parents and community people prefer upper-level
Career Ladder teachers in their schools. Again, the results fell
within the disagree range of the scale (see Table 6). Respondents
from the upper-levels of the Career Ladder responded differently
than other groups--50 percent of Level IIIs and 48 percent of
Level IIs believe parents and community people prefer upper-level
Career Ladder teachers in their schools. Only 13 percent of
provisional and 15 percent of Level I respondents agreed with the
statement. Twenty-three percent of the non-Career Ladder respon~-
dents agreed with this statement. Many more high school adminis-
trators (42 percent) share this belief than administrators from
other settings (28 percent).

Item 3-11. Tennessee should returr to a system in which pay
increases are based on training and experience only, which ex-
cludes any incentive (merit) pay. The results for this item,
shown in Table 7, had the highest level of variability of all the
items in the survey. While the overall response was slightly in
the disagree range, 49 percent of tie iespondents selected one of

12
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| .
Table 7—Ret uits or item: Tennessee shouid return to a systen in which pay Incroases
are based on training and experience only, which yxciudes any ! centive (merit) pay.

Percent Indicating
Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1117 24 22 15 15 25 295 1.52

By Position

Principal 611 24 22 14 16 24 2.93 1.52

Asst. Prin. 35 29 1 17 14 29 303 1.62

Superintendent 50 42 12 14 12 20 256 1.61

instr. Super. 217 25 27 16 8 24 281 1.52
- Other 186 18 20 15 18 28 3.19 1.49

By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 92 22 16 15 14 33 320 157

Provisional 30 23 10 3 2 40 347 1.66

Career Ladder | 521 1 18 16 19 36 3.52 1.40

Career Ladder Il 62 29 26 21 15 10 250 1.32

Career Ladder Il 353 44 31 1M 7 7 203 1.22

Cher 25 28 16 12 24 20 292 1.55

By Sex

Female 347 26 26 13 1 24 281 1.53

Male 754 23 20 15 16 25 3.00 1.52

By Administrative Assignment

K/Elementary 419 22 24 14 15 26 299 1.51

Middie/Jr. High 109 28 16 17 16 25 294 1.56

High School 140 31 21 10 16 21 274 1.56

Central Office 326 24 21 16 1 29 3.00 1.55

Other 100 22 28 16 21 13 2.75 1.36

the extreme positions. Twenty-four percent strongly disagreed, 22
percent disagreed, 15 percent neither agreed nor disagreed, 15
percent agread, and 25 percent strongly agreed. Upper level re-
spondents disagreed with this statement far more than lower level.
(Seventy-five percent of Level IIIs and 55 percent of Level IIs
disagreed; 29 percent of Level Is, 33 percent of Provisional and
38 percent of non-Career Ladder respondents disagroed.) Female
respondents (52 percent) disagreei more than male respondents (43
percent). Again, administrators from high schools responded dif-
ferently (52 percent disagreed) than did administrarors from other
settings (45 percent disagreed). Fifty-four percent of the super-
intendents and 52 percent of instructional supervisors disagreed
with this statement compared witli 44 percent disagreement from the
other groups combined.

13
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III. Administrators’ Perceptions Regarding the Implementation of
the Career Ladder Program

Administrators’ perceptions regarding the :implementation of

the Career Ladder Program are examined in the next three sections.

The first section reports administrators’ views on how well the
program involves the people for whom it vwas designed. The second
section examines the evaluation component of the program, includ-
ing perceptions about the evaluation system in general, local in-
volvement in the evaluation process, criteria used for Career
Ladder participation, and instrumentation used in the evaluation.
The third section relates to the extended contracts options of-
fered to administrators at the upper levels of the Career Ladder.

Table 8—Results on ltem: The most competent educators have applied for the
upper levels of the Career Ladder

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neithar Agree  Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1187 24 25 22 19 9 2.64 1.29
By Position
Principal 651 25 23 22 21 9 2.66 1.30
Asst. Prin. 36 i4 31 25 22 8 281 1.19
Superintendent 53 21 15 19 28 17 3.06 1.4
Instr. Super. 229 23 30 18 17 12 2.65 1.33
Other 192 26 25 20 17 3 247 1.14
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 98 37 22 20 13 7 232 1.29
Provisioral 31 48 32 13 3 3 1.81 1.01
Career Ladder | 546 35 37 22 10 1 2.10 1.03
Career Ladder Il 67 7 28 28 30 6 299 1.07
Career Ladder il 376 8 12 22 35 23 3.53 1.19
Other 26 23 19 42 15 0 2.50 1.03
By Administrative Assignment .
K/Elementary 437 27 24 23 17 8 2.56 1.28
Middle/Jr. High 115 20 18 26 25 10 2.88 1.29
High School 150 21 22 18 K} 9 2.85 1.30
Central Office 339 23 27 23 17 10 2.65 1.28
Other 115 27 25 23 17 8 254 1.27

14
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Table 9—Resuits on /tem: The bet have actually attained Career Ladder 1l and Il

status
Percent Indicating
Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1185 21 28 19 22 10 2.72 1.29
By Position
Principal 650 21 27 19 20 12 274 1.32
Asst. Prin. 36 19 25 14 36 6 283 1.28
Superintendent 53 15 15 32 21 17 3.09 1.29
Instr. Super. 228 19 32 12 27 9 2.74 1.29
Other 192 22 30 23 21 4 254 1.16
By Career Ladder Status

6 23¢ 1.25
Provisional 30 47 37 10 3 3 1.80 1.00
Career Ladder | 544 30 40 19 10 1 213 1.00
Career Ladder Il 66 5 30 24 35 6 3.08 1.04
Careor Ladder Il 377 5 13 16 41 25 3.68 1.14
Other 20 23 12 35 31 0 2.73 1.15

Involvement of Intendsd Participants

Four items were used to assess people s views about the suc-
cess of the program in i .volving administrators it was designed to
reward. These ite~ wusec the same scale described above, i.e. 1 =
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor cdisagree, 4
= agree, and 5 = strongly agree.

Item 1-1. The most competent educators have applied for the
upper levels of the Career Ladder. The results are presented in
Table 8. The mean response was in the disagree range. Superin-
tendents (45 percent) agreed with this statement more often than
others (28 percent) agreed. There was a strong relationship be-
tween the Career Ladder level of the respondents and their ten-
dency to agree or disagree with this statement. Only six percent
of the provisional respondents agreed, 11 percent of the Level I
respondents agreed, 36 rsrcent of t e Level 1l respondents agreed,
58 1rcent of the level III respol. ..uts agreed, and 20 percent of
thi non=-Career Laddes respondents agreed. Relative to work set-
ting, elementary (25 percent) and central >ffice (27 percent) ad-
ministretors agreed less than middle/junior high (35 percent) and
high school (40 percent) rdministrators.

E Non-Career _adder 99 33 23 23 14

Item 1-2. The iducators I perceive as being among the best
have actusr!lly attained Care~r Ladder II and III status. See
Table 9 for these results. Once again Tennessee administrators as
a whole disagreed. Similar to Itsm 1-1, there was a strong rela-
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Table 10—Results on Item: All certified school personnel should be eligible to apply for
the Career Ladder

Percent Indicating
Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD ‘
Total 1120 4 6 10 36 44 412 1.04 '
By Position |
Principal 614 3 7 13 40 37 403  1.02
Asst. Prin. 35 3 9 17 40 31 389 105 |
Superintendent 50 10 12 4 28 46 3.88 138 l
Instr. Super. 216 4 5 7 33 50 420 1.06
Other 187 3 3 4 28 63 444 0.93 ]
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 93 8 5 6 26 55 415 1.22
Provisions’ 30 7 7 0 a7 50 417 118 J
Career Ladder | 521 3 4 1 42 40 412 0.97
Career Ladder !l 63 0 8 13 29 51 422 0.96
Career Ladder !l 353 3 7 11 34 45 4.10 1.06
Other 25 8 12 4 20 56 404 137 ]
By Administrative Assignment
K/Elementary 48 3 7 14 39 38 403  1.01 ]
Middle/Jr. High 110 4 8 10 39 39 4,02 1.08
High Schoo! 141 4 5 13 40 38 405 1.02
Central Office 327 6 3 5 28 58 430 1.09
Other 101 1 10 6 41 43 414 098 ]

ticnship between Career Ladder status and degree of agreement or
disagreement with chis statement (i.e., the lower the respondents
wer: on the ladder, the more likely they were to disagree with
this statement). Sixty-six percent of the level III respondents,
41 percent of the 'rv3il II respondents, 11 percent of the level I
respondents, six r cent of the provisional respondents, and 20
percent of the non-Career Ladder respondents agreed with this
Statement. Superintendents (38 percent) tended to agree with this
item more than other position types (28 percent agreed).

Item 3-6. All certified school personnel should be eligible
to apply for the Career Ladder. See Table 10. This item had one
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tain their Career Ladder suppliements

Table 11—Resuits on item: Educators who mave to non-Care :r Ladder positions (e.g.
principal to superintendent or teacher to central office position) should be able to main-

Percent Indicating

Str.

Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
4 5

Group n 1 2 K] Mean S§D
Total 1124 L] L] 7 29 53 4.21 1.10
By position

Principal 614 5 5 7 31 52 4.21 1.08
Asst. Prin, 36 6 3 3 31 58 433 1.07
Superintendent 50 4 2 6 38 50 4.28 0.97
Instr. Super. 218 4 6 7 24 58 427 1.10
Oth. - 188 ] 7 4 31 51 413 1.19
By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 93 1 4 10 38 38 3.87 1.27
Provisional 29 3 3 3 31 59 438 0.98
Career Ladder | 524 4 7 8 33 47 412 1.10
Career Ladder Il 64 2 5 6 23 64 444 0.92
Career Laader Il 354 5 3 4 23 65 4.41 1.04
Other 25 8 4 4 36 48 412 1.20

of the highest levels of agreement of all of the items on the sur~-
vey, with 80 percent of all respondents agreeing or strongly
agreeing. The groups with the very highest levels of agresment
were instructional supervisors (83 percent) and those categorizing
themselves as “other” (91 percent). Respondents across Career
Ladder levels were consistently in agreement with this statement.
Another comparison of note is that central office administrators
(86 percent) and “other” administrators (84 percent) had higher
agreement than combined administrators from elementary, middle/
junior high, and secondary settings (77 percent).

Item 3-1. Educators who move to non-Career lLadder positions
(e.g. principal to superintendent or teacher to central office po-
sition) skould e able to maintain their Career .adder
supplements. There was, as indicated in Table 11, high agreomen:
with this statement. Eighty-two percent of the respondents agreed
with this statement, and most of these (53 percent) strongly
agreed. Agreement was consistent across positions and Career
Ladder status with the exception that non-Career Ladder respon-
dents (76 percent) had lower agreement than Career Ladder respon-
dents (84 percent).
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Table 12—Resuits on item: In most instances, the Ccreer Ladder evaluation process
difterentiate ; among degrees of excelience: Career Level | (good, competent), Career
Level Il (better), and Career Level Il (best).

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD |
Total 1184 28 25 18 21 8 2.54 1.30 '
By Position <
Principal 648 28 24 18 20 9 259 1.33

Asst. Prin. 36 28 33 14 22 3 2.39 1.20

Superintendent 53 21 23 25 21 11 2.79 .31

instr. Super. 230 33 27 13 20 7 2.43 1.33

Other 192 27 27 21 21 4 2.48 1.20

By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 99 32 24 18 18 7 2.43 1.30

Provisional 31 45 29 16 6 3 1.94 1.09

Career Ladder | 543 38 30 18 11 3 2.09 1.11

Career Ladder Il 65 28 23 22 25 3 252 1.23

Career Ladder Il 378 12 19 16 36 17 3.6 1.28

Other 26 19 27 27 23 4 2.65 1.16

Evaluation of Career Ladder Participants.

This section examines the evaluation component. of the pro-
gram, including perceptions about the effectiveness and timeliness
of the evaluation system, local involvement in the evaluation
process, criteria usec for Career Ladder participation, and in-
strumentation used in the evaluation.

Effectiveness and timeliness of evaluation. Three items
were related to effectiveness and timeliness.

Item 1-3. In most instances, the Career Ladder evaluation
process differentiates among degrees of excellence: Career lLevel
I (good, competent), Career Level II (better), and Career Level
III (best). See Table 12. Administrators, as a group, disagreed
with this statement. 1In fact, $3 percent disagreed; 29 percent
agreed with the statement. There was less disagreement as Career
Ladder level increased. Seventy-four percent of the provisional
level respondents disagreed, compared with 31 percent of the lLevel
III respondents.

Item 1-6. The Career Ladder evaluation process accurately
reflects an educator’s performance. See Table 13. Administrators
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Table 13—Results on item: The Career Ladder evaluation process accurately reflects 1n
educator’'s performance

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean sD
Total 1188 31 34 14 18 4 2.30 1.18
By Position
Principal 652 27 36 14 19 5 239 1.20
Asst. Prin. 36 33 33 14 14 6 225 1.23
Superintendent 52 27 29 17 23 4 248 1.23
Instr. Super. 230 33 30 15 21 2 230 1.18
Other 193 41 33 15 10 2 198 1.05
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 99 46 26 13 11 3 198 1.15
Provisional 31 52 39 6 3 0 1.61 0.76
Career Ladder | 546 42 40 10 7 1 1.85 0.93
Career Ladder Il 67 24 36 15 18 7 249 1.25
Career Ladder lll 377 [V 26 20 36 8 3.06 1.15
Other 26 38 23 27 12 0 212 1.07

also clearly disagreed with this statement, with 65 percent dis-
agreeing, and only 22 percent agreeing. The breakdown by Career
Level status is notable: 91 percent of the provisional respon-
dents disagreed, 82 percent of the Level I administrators dis-
agreed, 60 percent of Level 1ls disagreed, 36 percent of Level
II1ls disagreed, and 72 percent of non-Career Ladder respondents
disagreed.

Item 1-11. The length of the administrator evaluation cycle
should be shortened to one semester. See Table 14. Administra-
tors tended to agree with this statement. Superintendents tended
to agree less (47 percent) than the other groups (59 percent).
Upper level Career Ladder respondents tended to agree more (74
percent for Level II and 69 percent for Level III) than provi-
sional respondents (50 percent), Level I respondents (56 percent)
and non~-Career Ladder respondents (39 percent).

Local involvement in evzluation. There were five items
related to local involvemant in the evaluation process.

Item 1-5. Career lLevel II and III evaluations should
dnvolve more local input. Results for this item are found in
Table 15. There was high agreement with this item. Sixty-seven
percent agreed, compared with 17 percent who disagreed. Superin-
tendents tended to agree (55 percent) somewhat less than ather
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Table 14—Resuits.on Item: The lengih of the administrator evaluation cycle should bc:
shortened to one semester

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1176 5 10 25 29 30 3.70 1.1§5
By Position

Principal 646 5 10 26 28 30 3.69 1.15
Asst. Prin. 36 0 1 17 31 42 403 1.03
Superintendent 51 6 16 31 31 16 3.35 1.11
Instr. Super. 227 7 7 23 28 35 3.77 1.20
Other 193 5 10 23 35 26 3.66 1.13

By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 97 9 22 30 25 14 3.13 1.19
Provisional 32 9 9 31 31 19 3.41 1.19
Career Ladder | 539 5 8 31 27 29 3.68 1.11
Career Laddar il 66 6 6 14 32 42 3.98 117
Career Ladder Il 376 5 10 16 33 36 3.86 1.15
Other 26 0 8 3 42 19 3.73 0.87

Table 15—Results on Item: Career Level Il and lli evaluations should Iavoive
more local input

Percent Indicating _
Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1178 6 11 17 37 30 3.75 1.16
By Position
Principal 649 6 11 16 36 31 3.75 1.18
Asst. Prin. 36 6 3 25 39 28 3.81 1.06
Superintendent 52 4 19 21 40 15 3.44 1.09
Instr. Super. 227 7 13 18 37 25 3.61 1.19
Other 189 3 6 16 39 35 3.97 1.03
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 95 6 7 23 39 24 367 1.12
Provisional 3 3 n 16 48 32 4.06 0.89
Career Ladder | 542 5 8 16 o0 34 3.87 1.12
Career Ladder il 67 7 13 13 33 33 3.70 1.27
Career Ladder Il 376 5 16 17 38 23 356 1.19
Other 26 0 12 15 35 38 4.00 1.02
20
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Table 16—Results on item: Administrators at the local level would do a better job than
the State in evaluating applicants for the upper levels of the Career Ladder

Percent Indicating
Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1189 10 16 27 31 16 3.26 1.21
By Position
Principal 652 9 15 27 32 16 332 1.18
Asst. Prin. 36 14 17 19 33 17 3.22 131
Superintendent 52 19 19 17 35 10 296 1.31
Instr. Super. 229 13 21 29 23 15 3.06 1.25
Other 194 8 13 30 31 18 3.39 1.15
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 99 12 14 30 31 12 317 1.19
Provisional 31 0 10 29 42 19 3.7 0.90
Career Ladder | 545 6 10 28 35 21 3.55 1.1
Career Ladder Il 67 3 18 36 27 16 3.36 1.05
Career Ladder Il 378 17 25 25 23 10 282 1.24
Other 27 15 7 30 30 19 3.30 1.30
By Sex
Female 371 13 18 28 27 15 3.14
Male 794 9 15 27 32 17 332

poiticn types (67 percent). Upper level and non-Career Ladder
respondents tended to agree less (66 percent for Level II, 61
percent for lLevel III, and 63 percent for non-Career Ladder) than
lower level respondents (80 percent for provisional and 70 percent
for level I).

Item 1-7. Administrators at the local level would do a
better job than the State in evaluating applicants for the upper
levels of the Career Ladder. As indicated in Table 16, the mean
response was in the agree range of the scale. Superintendents and
instructional supervisors tended to agree less than those in other
positions. Lower level respondents agreed more than upper level
and non-Career Ladder respondents. Another difference was related
to sex of respondent. Males (49 percent) were more in agreement
than females (42 percent). .

Item 1-8. The State Department of Education should provide
closer monitoring of local evaluations. See Table 17 for results.
Tennessee administrators tended to disagree with this statement.
Superintendents and assistant principals tended to agree more than
those in other positions. Relative to Career Ladder status, there
was consistent disag-eement across the levels.
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Table 17—Results on Item: The State Department of Education should provide closer
monitoring of local evaluation

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1189 15 30 28 21 7 2.76 1.14
By Posltion
Principal 652 14 33 28 20 5 2.68 1.10
Asst. Prin. 36 6 28 31 25 11 3.08 .11
Superintendent 52 12 17 31 31 10 3.10 1.16
Instr. Super. 230 20 29 22 20 9 2.70 1.25
Other 194 11 26 31 21 8 2.92 1.11
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 99 20 26 28 19 6 2.65 1.18
Provisional 31 19 19 32 16 13 2.84 1.29
Career Ladder | 345 14 32 30 17 7 2.70 1.1
Career Ladder || 67 12 28 22 31 6 2.91 1.15
Career Ladder Il 378 13 31 24 26 6 2.81 1.15
Other 27 7 22 33 30 7 3.07 1.07

Item 3-4. Local school administrators should be responsible
for evaluating and recommending their own teachers for Career
Levels II and III. See Table 18. Respondents tended to agree
with this statement. Administrators with higher level positions
or status on the Career Ladder agreed with the statement less that
those at lower levels. Superintendents (42 percent) and instruc-
tional supervisors (41 percent) tended to agree less with this
statement than other position types (48 percent). Lower level re-
spondents (53 percent for provisional and 57 percent for level 7T)
and non-Career respondents (52 percent) were more in agreement
than upper level resondents (42 percent for level II and 32 for
level III).

Item 3-5. Local school administrators should be a part of a
State evaluation team for evaluating teachers for Career Levels II
and III. See Table 19. There was much agreement with this
statement--74 percent agreed or strongly agreed. This agreement
was consistent across position types and Career Ladder levels.
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Table 18—Resits on item: Local school administrators should be responsible for evalu-
ating and recommending their own teachers for Career Levels Il and il

Percent Indicating
Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1124 12 22 20 31 16 3.19 1.27
By Position
Principal 615 1 21 23 27 18 3.20 1.27
Asst. Prin. 35 3 23 26 37 1 331 1.05
Superintendent 50 22 20 16 30 12 290 137
Instr. Super. 218 17 26 16 28 13 295 1.31
Other 188 6 19 16 43 16 344 1.16
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 92 16 20 12 41 11 3.11 130
Provisional 30 7 13 27 40 13 340 1.10
Career Ladder | 524 7 18 18 35 22 346 1.22
Career Ladder !l 64 9 30 19 28 14 3.08 1.24
Career Ladder Il 354 17 28 23 22 10 280 1.24
Other 25 16 4 32 28 20 332 1.31

Table 19—Results on Item: Local school administrators should be a part of a State
evaluation team for evaluating teachers tor Career Levels Il and Il

Percent Indicating
Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1118 5 7 14 48 26 3.82 1.06

By Position

Principal 612 4 8 13 48 26 3.84 1.04
Asst. Prin. 35 6 6 9 57 23 3.86 1.03
Superintendent 50 10 10 6 48 26 3.70 1.25
instr. Super. 217 7 7 18 43 24 3.70 1.13
Other 186 3 4 12 54 26 397 0.91

By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 03 10 2 17 49 22 N 1.13
Provisional 30 3 7 20 47 23
Career Ladder | 519 5 7 14 49 25
Career Ladder /i 63 3 8 1 52 25
Career Ladder 1| 353 5 7 13 46 29
Other 25 0 12 8 52 28
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Table 20—Results on Item: Educators should be able to achleve upper level Career La -
der status through staff development without evaluation

Percent Indicating
Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agrce
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1183 24 29 14 21 13 269 1.37
By Position
Principal 650 22 32 12 20 13 2.7 137
Asst. Prin. 36 28 22 14 22 14 2.72 1.45
Superintendent 52 50 19 12 15 4 2.04 1.27
Instr. Super. 229 25 30 15 18 12 2.62 1.35
Other 192 22 23 17 23 15 2.85 1.38
By Career cadder Status
Non-Career Ladder 100 35 25 1 21 8 242 1.36
Provisionc. 30 17 20 20 27 17 3.07 1.36
Career Ladder | 543 12 26 14 28 20 3.20 1.34
Career Ladder I! 67 25 33 9 24 9 2.58 1.34
Career Ladder i 376 40 36 13 8 4 2.00 1.09
Other 26 27 23 19 19 12 263 1.38
By Sex
Female 368 28 33 1 17 11 2.49 1.34
Male 793 22 28 14 22 14 2.78 1.37

Criteria used for Career Ladder involvement and placement.
Seven items dealt with various criteria for Career Ladder invoive-
ment and status.

Item 1-$ Educators should be able to achieve upper level
Career Ladder status through staff development without evaluation.
See Table 20. Administrators tended to disagree with this state-
ment. Superintendents disagreed (69 percent) more than those in
other positions (54 percent). Upper level and non-Career Ladder
respondents tended to disagree more (58 percent for level II, 76
percent for level III, and 60 percent for non-Career Ladder) than
lower level respondents (37 percent fcr provisional and 38 percent
for level I), whose mean responses were in the agree range. An-
other difference of note was that females (61 percent) disagreed
more than males (50 percent).

Item 1-10. Educators should be able to achieve upper level
Career Ladder Status through staff development with some type of
evaluation. See Table 21. Administrators tended to agree with
this statement. Superintendents tended to agree less (45 percent'
than thc e in other position types (63 percent). Career lLadder
level I (70 percent) and level II respondents (70 percent) had a
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Table 21—Res Jits on item: Educators should be able to achieve upper Career Ladder
status through staif development with some type of evaluation

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1177 8 14 15 48 15 346 115
By Position

Principal 646 8 15 15 47 15 348 1.14
Asst, Prin. 36 6 14 8 56 17 364 1.10
Superintendent 52 15 25 15 35 10 298 1.28
Instr. Super. 227 9 16 14 43 18 343 1.22
Other 192 8 8 15 58 10 354 1.06
By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 100 13 21 14 38 14 3.19 1.28
Provisional 31 13 15 23 42 6 313 1.18
Career Ladder | 538 5 11 14 52 18 367 1.04
Carecr Ladder Il 67 3 6 21 45 25 384 0.98
Career Ladder lil 374 13 19 14 44 10 3.20 1.22
Other 26 4 12 19 54 12 358 0.99

Table 22—Results on iiem: An administrator Career Ladder Evaluation for the upper
levels should inciude how well the administrator evaluates teachers

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1183 5 10 20 47 18 3.63 1.05
By Position

Principal 650 4 10 19 50 18 367 1.01
Asst, Prin. 36 6 8 1 56 19 3.75 1.05
Superintendent 52 0 4 19 54 23 3.96 0.77
Instr. Super. 229 7 1 21 41 20 355 1.14
Other 194 6 11 23 42 18 354 1.10
By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Lauder 100 8 7 24 41 20 358 1.13
Provisiona! 32 9 9 25 38 19 347 1.19
Career Ladder | 542 5 11 22 45 17 356 1.06
Carear Ladder Il 67 0 12 18 54 16 375 0.88
Career Ladder Il 377 5 8 15 50 21 375 1.04
Other 26 4 4 27 50 15 3.69 0.93

25




TASSA-AEL - Opinlons About the Tennessee Career Ladder

Table 23—Results on item: Assistant principals should be evaluated on the same com-
petencies as principals

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean sD
Total 1184 9 22 20 36 13 3.23 1.18
By Position

Principal 650 8 21 20 37 13 3.26 1.17
Asst. Prin. 36 33 33 17 8 8 225 1.25
Superintendent 52 2 10 17 48 23 3.81 0.97
Instr. Super. 228 7 28 21 33 11 3.14 1.15
Other 194 9 21 18 39 13 3.25 1.20
By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 100 7 23 21 35 14 3.26 1.17
Provisional 32 9 16 19 41 16 3.38 1.21
Career Ladder | 543 10 22 22 36 11 3.16 1.17
Career Ladder Il 67 10 19 18 42 10 3.22 1.18
Career Ladder Il 376 7 24 19 35 15 3.26 1.19
Other 25 8 16 16 40 20 348 1.23

higher level of agreement than other groups (48 percent for provi-
sional, 54 percent for level III, and 52 percent for non-Career
Ladder) .

Item 1-12. An administrator Career Ladder evaluation for
the upper levels should include how well the administrator evalu-
ates teachers. See Table 22. Administrators tended to agree with
this statement. Superintendents (77 percent) tended to agree more
than those in other positions (65 percent). Upper level respon-
dents (70 percent for level II and 71 percent for level III)
tended to agree somewhat more than other groups (57 percent for
provisional, 62 percent for level I, and 61 percent for non-Career
Ladder) .

Item 1-13. Assistant principals should be evaluated on the
same competencies as principals. There was general agreement with
this item, as shown in Table 23. The only position group that
disagreed was assistant principals (66 percent disagreed). Super-
intendents had the highest level of agreement (71 percent agreed).
There was consistent agreement across Career Ladder levels.

Item 3-7. Years of experience should be a criterion for
eligibility to obtain an upper level of the Career lLadder. The
mean response was well into the agree range as shown in Table 24.
There was relatively consistent response across position types and
Career Ladder status. There were two differences that should be
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Table 24—Resuits on item: Years of exnierience should be a criterion for eligibllity to
obtain an upper leve! of the Career Ladder

Percent indicating

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Grouo n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1124 8 11 10 43 29 3.75 1.20
By Position
Principal 616 7 11 10 46 26 3.74 1.17
Asst. Prin. 35 6 14 3 43 34 386 1.22
Superintendent 50 12 8 8 32 40 380 1.37
Instr. Super. 217 11 11 12 39 28 3.61 1.29
Other 188 4 1 7 44 33 3.90 1.1
By Careor Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 93 8 11 8 43 3 3.80 1.21
Provisional 30 10 17 13 40 20 343 1.28
Career Ladder | 523 7 11 11 46 26 373 1.16
Career Ladder Il 64 6 17 14 39 23 3.56 1.21
Career Ladder Il 354 10 9 6 41 34 3.81 1.27
Other 25 0 8 24 44 24 384 0.90
By Sex
Female 350 9 12 11 42 25 3.62 1.26
Male 758 7 10 9 44 30 380 1.17
By Years of Admin. Exp.
1-5 218 10 15 1 40 23 3.52 1.27
6-10 243 12 13 7 40 29 3.61 1.33
11-15 262 5 10 8 47 30 3.86 1.1
16-20 197 6 9 1 3 28 3.82 1.12
More than 20 169 5 7 9 45 34 395 1.08

noted. Males (74 percent) tended to agree somewhat more than
females (67 percent). Also, there was a trend toward higher
agreement as years of administrative axperience increased.

Item 3-2. All administrators who are on the Career Ladder
should be required to attend the Administrators’ Academy. See
Table 25. Administrators tended to agree with this statement.
Superintendents (82 percent) and instructional supervisors (75
percent) tended to agree more than those in other positions (65
percent). Upper level respondents (85 percent for level II and 80
percent for level III) tended to agree more than lower level (70
percent for provisional and 58 percent for level I) and non-Career
Ladder (69 percent) respondents. Females (73 percent) tended to
agree more than males (67 percent).
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Tabie 25_Results on item: All administrators who are on the Career Ladder should be
required t5 attend the Administrators Academy

Percent indicating

Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1125 10 10 12 30 38 3.78 1.31
By Position

Principal 614 11 11 12 26 39 3.71 1.38
Asst. Prin. 36 17 1" 6 33 33 356 1.48
Superintendent 50 4 2 12 38 44 416 1.00
Instr. Super. 218 8 7 9 32 43 3494 1.25
Other 189 5 10 18 38 30 3.78 1.12
By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder $3 10 9 13 41 28 3.69 1.24
Provisional 30 3 13 13 23 47 3.97 1.22
Career Ladder | 524 13 13 16 30 28 347 1.36
Career Ladder |1 63 0 6 8 25 60 449 0.89
Career Ladder |I| 355 6 7 7 28 52 412 1.20
Other 25 0 4 8 48 40 424 0.78
By Sex
Female 352 5 10 13 33 40 3.92 1.18
Male 757 1 10 12 29 38 3.7 1.36

Item 3-3, All administracors who are NOT on the Career I

Ladder should be required to attend the Administrators’ Academy.
See Table 26. Administrators tended to agree with this statement,
although not quite as strongly as they agreed with Item 3-2.
Superintendents (64 percent) and instructional supervisors (61
percent) agreed more than those in other groups (50 percent).
Upper level respondents (75 percent for level II and 64 percent
for level III) agreed more than lower level respondents (54 per-
cent for provisional and 43 percent for level I) and non-Career

Ladder respondents (38 percent). Females (60 percent) agreed more
than males (49 percent).

Instrumentation used for evaluation. In Item 1-14, respon-
dents were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement with
retention of nine data collection instruménts used for Career
Ladder level II and III evaluation. Table 27 Presents the results
for each instrument, with the instruments listed from highest
level of support to lowest level of support for their continued
use. Tables A3(1-8) in Appendix C present results by position,

Career Ladder status, and other variables discussed in the follow-
ing results,
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Table 26—Resuits on Item: All administrators who are NOT on the Career Ladder should
be required to attend the Administrators’ Academy

Percent Indicating

l
|

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1123 17 16 15 23 29 3.31 1.46
By Position
Principal 615 19 16 14 22 30 328 150
Asst. Prin. 36 22 28 14 22 14 2.78 1.40
Superintendent 50 6 14 16 28 36 3.74 1.26
Instr. Super. 215 14 11 14 28 33 3.55 1.41
Other 189 16 19 19 24 22 3.17 1.40
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Lac.iar 93 28 18 16 16 22 285 152
Provisional 30 17 17 13 27 27 3.30 1.47
Career Ladder | 522 23 18 15 24 19 2.9t 1.46
Career Ladder Il 64 2 11 13 28 47 4.08 1.09
Career Ladder il 354 8 12 16 24 40 3.76 132
Other 25 8 8 8 36 40 3.92 1.26
By Sex
Female 350 11 12 18 26 34 3.60 134
Male 757 20 17 14 23 26 3.18 1.49

Thr=e instrunents received the greatest support for their
continue. ase in the evaluation process: observation, interview,
and superordinate questionnaire.

. Most (82 percent) of the respondents agreed that observation
should be retained. There was consistency across the position
types, although superintendents were in slightly more agree-
ment. Upper Career Ladder level respondents (91 percent for
both le :1s Il and III) had higher agreement than other re-
spondents (76 peircent).

. Ranked second was the interview. Eighty-two percent of the
respondents agreed that this should be retained. Results were
relatively consistent across positions and levels of Career
Ladder, although upper levels agreei at a slightly higher per-
centage.

o Ranked third was the superordinate questionnaire. Seventy-
eight percent of admi: istrators agreed that this should be re-
tained. Superintendents and upper level respondents had
slig .ly higher levels of agreement.
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Table 27—Agreement with Retention of Administrator Career Ladder Data Collection
instruments, Ordered from Highest to Lowest Agreement for Total Respondent Group

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.

Rank Instrument Disag. Disag. Neither Agree  Agree Mean SD
1 Observation 5 5 9 45 37 4.05 1.03
2 Interview 4 5 9 50 32 4.02 0.96
3 Superordinate

Questionnaire 5 5 11 46 32 3.96 1.05
4 Teacher

Questionnaire 7 7 12 52 21 3.73 1.10
5 Writing Test 8 11 13 39 29 3.69 1.23
6 Reading Test 9 10 14 39 28 3.67 1.22
7 Professional Skilis

Test 11 10 16 41 21 3.53 1.23
8 Student

Questionnaire 20 20 17 31 12 2.95 134
9 Administrator

Portfolio 28 19 1 27 15 2.82 1.46

Four instruments tended to cluster together in the agree
range below the first three instruments.
questionnaire, writing test, reading test and professional skills

test.

. Seventy-three percent of the respondents felt the teacher

These were:

teacher

questionnaire, which was ranked fourth, should be retained.
There was relative consistency across position types.
level respondents tended to agree more than lower level and

non-Career Ladder participants.

Upper

J Ranked fifth was the writing test; 68 percent of the respon-
dents agreed it should be recained.
slightly more agreement than other position types and upper
level respondents were in more agreement than lower level and

non-Carser Ladder participants.

Superintendents were in

Female respondents agreed

more than male respondents that the writing :est should be

retained.

* The reading test was ranked sixth, with 67 percent of the
respondents in agreement.

Superintendents and upper level re-
spond.ats tendes to have higher levels of agreement .
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respondents agreed more than male respondents.

. The professional skills test was ranked seventh, with 62 per-
cent of the respondents agreeing that it should be retzined.
As had been the case with the writing test and the reading
test, superintendents, upper level Ca.eer Ladder, and female
respondents tended to have higher levels of agreement.

Two instruments received significantly less support than
those described above: the student questionnaire and the adminjis-
trator portfolio.

. Only 43 percent of the respondents :1t the student question-
naire should be retained. Responses to this were relatively
consistent across the position and Career Ladder levels.

. The instrument receiving the least support for continued use
was the administratcr portfolio; 42 percent indicated that it
should be retained. Superintendents tended to give more sup-
port to this instrument than other position groups. More
upper level Career Ladder respondents thought it should be
retained; female respondents gave more support than male re-
spondents to continued use of the administrator portfolio.

Extended Contracts

Finally, the TASSA-AEL survey investigated administrators’
perceptions about the extended contracts component of the Career
Ladcer implementation. Six items sought to determine perceptions
about the eligibility, utilization, and management of extended
contracts.

Item 2-1. Extended contracts are being effectively util-
ized to achieve instructional goal:s. See Table 28. Administra-
tors were neutral in their response to this item. Superintendents
(47 percent) and instructional superviscrs (50 percent) tended to
agree more than those in other positions (38 percent). Upper
level Career Ladder respondents (59 percent for level II and 61
percent for level III) agreed far more strongly than lower level
(9 percent for provisional and 28 percent for level I) and non-
Career Ladder (33 percent) resrondents.

Item 2-4. Career ladder II or III educators should be the
only ones eligible for extended contracts. See Tabla 29. Again,
the mean was close to the midpoint in adminastrators’ response to
this item, but in this case, there was high variability of re-
sponses. Superintendents (50 percent) tended to agree more with
this statement than those in other groups. 1In fact, 40 percent of
them strongly agreed with this statement while only 19 percent of
the other respondents strongly agreed. Upper level respondents

a
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Table 28— Results on Item: Extended contracts are belng effectively utllized to achleve
Instructional goals

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1158 17 21 21 30 11 2.96 1.27
By Position
Principal 636 17 21 22 i 9 293 1.24
Asst. Prin. 33 17 33 19 22 8 272 1.23
Superintendent 51 14 24 16 29 18 3.14 1.34
Instr. Super. 223 13 18 19 33 17 3.24 130
Other 191 22 24 21 25 8 2.73 1.28
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 97 24 25 19 24 9 2.70 1.32
Provisional 31 32 35 23 6 3 2.3 1.06
Career Ladder | 528 20 26 26 23 5 2.66 1.17
Career Ladder Il 66 5 14 23 48 11 347 1.01
Career Ladder Il 373 10 14 15 41 20 347 1.25
Other 25 20 24 24 20 12 2.80 1.32
By Work Setting
Rural 528 15 21 21 31 12 3.03 1.27 4
Small City 246 17 22 18 31 12 2.99 1.30 |
Suburban 146 18 21 18 27 10 3.05 1.25
Urban 212 22 23 25 22 8 2.7 1.25

(59 percent for level II and 64 percent for level 1I1I) were in I
much more agreement than lower level (26 percent for provisional
and 24 percent f-i level I) and non-Career Ladder respondents.

Item 2-5. Al' ll-month and 12-month extended contract
monies should be passed on to administrators. See Table 30.
Administrators strongly agreed with this statement. Principals
(84 percernt) had higher agreement and supérintendents (57 percent)
bad lower agreement than other position types. Upper level re-
sy.ondents (92 percent for level II and 93 percent for level III)
were in higher agreement than lowar (58 percent for provisional
and 69 percent for level I) and non-Career Ladder (51 percent)
respondents. Another difference was that those working in central
oftfice (65 percent) were in lower agreement than those working in
other settings (82 percent).

Item 2-6. Attendance at the Administrators’ Academy should
count toward extended contract time for administrators. See
Table 31. Administrators strongly agreed with this statement.
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eligible for extended contracts.

Table 29—Resuits on Item: Career Ladder |l or Il educators should be the only ones

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agroe

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1155 23 22 12 22 20 294 148
By Position

Principal 636 25 21 12 24 18 287 1.46
Asst. Prin. 36 25 19 6 22 28 5.08 '.61
Superintendent 50 12 26 12 10 40 340 .53
Instr. Super. 221 22 20 14 21 24 3.04 1.50
Other 191 24 26 12 22 17 2.84 1.45
By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 95 25 22 13 15 25 293 1.55
Provisional 31 39 23 13 V 13 239 145
Career Ladder | 527 34 29 13 16 8 2.36 1.32
Caresr Ladder Il 66 1 18 12 35 24 344 1.33
Career ".adder lll 374 11 14 11 30 34 3.63 1.36
Other 24 21 21 8 21 29 3.17 1.58

Superintendents (63 percent) tended to agree less than those in
other positions (87 percent). Upper level respondents (94 percent
for level II and 92 percent for level III) were more in agreement
than lower level (68 percent for provisional and 80 percent fcr
level I) and non-Career Ladder (66 percent) respondents. Central
office (76 percent) tended to agree less than those in othexr
school district settings (87 percent).

Item 2-2. Management of extended contracts is as simpli-
fied as possible for this type of program. See Table 32. The
mean response, was at the midpoint of the scale. Superintendents
(56 percent) tended to agree more than those in other positions
(38 percent). Upper level respondents (56 percent for level ~7
and 57 percent for level III) were more in agreement than lower
level (23 percent for provisional and 27 percent for level I) and
non-Career Ladder (33 percent) respondents. Another difference
was observed relative to work setting. Urban respondents (23
percent) were in less agreement than _hose in other work settings
(43 percent).

Item 2-3. The State Department of Education should provide
closer monitoring of extended contracts. See Table 33. There was
slight disagreement with this statement. There was slightly lower
agreement on the part of instructional supervisors (26 percent)
than those in other positions (33 percent). Career Ladder I
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Table 30—Results on Item: All 11-month and 12-month extended contract monles
shouild be passed on to administrators.

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.

n Disag. Disag. Neitner Agree Agree Mean SD
Group 1 2 3 4 5
Total 1163 8 5 10 18 58 4.12 1.28
By Position
Principal 637 4 3 10 17 67 440 1.03
Asst. Prin. 36 8 0 17 33 42 4.00 1.17
Superintendent 51 24 12 8 20 37 3.35 1.63
instr. Super. 227 10 5 1 12 62 4.11 1.35
Other 191 17 14 9 26 35 3.49 1.50
8By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 95 21 15 13 23 28 3.23 1.53
Provisional 31 16 16 10 13 45 3.55 1.59
Career Ladder | 533 9 6 15 24 45 3.80 1.29
Career Ladder Il 66 0 2 6 9 83 474 0.64
Career Ladder Ill 375 3 1 3 10 83 469 0.84
Other 25 24 12 12 20 32 3.24 1.61
By Administrative Assignment
K/Elementary 429 5 3 12 18 62 427 1.14
Middle/Jr. High 111 4 2 6 23 66 4.45 0.96
High Schoal 148 3 2 8 14 72 450 0.97
Central Office 333 15 10 11 17 48 3.72 1.51
Other 116 9 4 8 24 54 4.09 1.29

respondents (40 percent) and non-Career Ladder participants had
higher levels of agreement than those at other levels (21 per-
cent). Respondents from suburban settings (19 percent) were less
in agreement than those in other settings (34 percent).

IV. Administrators’ Perceptions Regarding a Variety of Incentive
Programs

The TASSA-AEL survey listed nine types of incentive programs
and askzd respondents to rank them from 1 (first preference) to 9
(lowest preference). The incentives were listed and described as
follows:

*  GRANTS FOR SCHOOL BASED PROJECTS (monies provided to schools
for implementing programs or activities at the school level)

4 GRANTS FOR INDIVIDUAL STAFF PROJECTS (monies provided to
individual teachers or administrators for implementing pro-
grams, activities, ideas, etc.)

k1)

e
2




I

' TASSA-AEL - Opinlons About the Tennessee Career Ladder

Table 31—Results on item: Attendance at the Administrators' Academy shouid count
toward contract time for administrators.

Percent lndicating

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree Mean SD
Group 1 1 2 3 4 5
Total 1169 7 4 6 23 60 4.25 1.18
By Position
Principal 642 5 2 5 21 68 445 1.01
Asst. Prin. 36 8 3 3 28 58 425 1.20
Superintendent 51 18 4 6 16 47 3.61 1.60
instr. Super. 227 9 4 5 26 57 418 1.24
Other 192 10 7 10 31 42 3.88 1.31
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 96 18 7 8 33 33 357 1.46
Provisional 31 13 3 16 26 42 3.81 1.38
Career Ladder | 537 8 4 7 30 50 4.10 1.21
Career Ladder Il 66 2 5 0 18 76 462 0.84
Career Ladder lll 376 2 1 3 11 81 4.68 0.81
Other 25 12 16 4 28 40 3.68 1.46
By Administrative Assignment
K/Elementary 430 6 3 5 23 64 436 1.09
Middle/Jr. High 113 5 2 5 17 71 446 1.05
High School 149 4 3 3 19 70 450 0.98
Central Office 435 10 6 8 26 50 3.98 1.32
Other 116 8 5 7 25 55 4.15 1.23

. CAREER LADDER PROGT™AMS (monies provided for a combination of
recognition and additional responsibilities such as mentoring
and extra work)

o MERIT PAY (monies for individual recognition when no addi-
tional work is required to receive the monies)

e EXTENDED CONTRACTS (monies for additional work when selection
ds not necessarily based on any type of recognition)

e  ACROSS-THE-BOARD SALARY INCREASES (monies provided for such
things as years of experience, degrees, negotiations, etc.,
when determination of monies is applied consistently across
all staff)

] SCHOOL~-BASED INCENTIVES (monies provided to schools based upon
such things as school improvement or school effectiveness when
expending of monies is usually determined by the school.

These programs may be thought of as merit pay for schools.)

3
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Table 32—Results on Item: Management of extended contracts Is as simplified as pos-
sible for this type of program.

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1156 13 19 30 30 8 3.03 1.16
By Posiltion
Principal 636 12 17 33 31 7 305  1.11
Asst. Prin. 36 1 28 19 33 8 3.00 1.20
Superintendent 50 10 14 20 42 14 336 119
Instr. Super. 223 16 20 19 31 13 306 131
Other 190 14 1 37 23 6 2.87 1.10
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 97 21 21 26 25 8 2.79 1.2¢
Provisional 31 16 19 42 13 10 2.81 1.17
-Career Ladder | 525 13 21 39 23 4 2.83 1.05
Career Ladder Ii 66 8 20 17 48 8 3.29 1.11
Career Ladder i1 375 10 15 19 42 15 3.37 1.19
Other 24 21 4 42 25 8 296 1.23
By Work Setting
Rural - 525 10 16 30 34 9 3.16 1.12
Small City 246 10 18 28 33 11 3.16 1.15
Suburban 146 16 16 29 32 8 3.01 1.20
Urban 212 19 28 30 18 5 262 1.14

®  SABBATICAL LEAVE (programs where individuals may take a paid
leave of absence for educationally related activities such as
pursuing college degrees, exchange programs, etc.)

d RELEASE TIME (programs where individuals are able to leave
during the work day for educationally related activities such
as professional meetings, visitation of other classes, etc.)

Table 34 presents the results for the total respondent
group. The incentive program that received the highest ranking
was across-the-board salary increases. Seventy-two percent of the
respondents ranked this as one of their top three preferences.

Ranked second, but well below across-the-board salary in-
Creases, was grants for school based projects. Thirty-eight
percent of the respondents ranked this in their top three prefer-
ences,

Next were three incentives that ranked very closely to-
gether. Third in the ranking was extended contracts with 33
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Table 35--Results on iten:: The State Department of Education should provide closer

monitoring 2f extended contracts.

Percent Indicating

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD
Total 1156 15 25 29 20 11 2.89 1.22
By Position
Principal 636 13 25 33 19 10 286  1.16
Asst, Prin. 36 14 28 17 28 14 3.00 1.31
Superintendent 50 8 32 18 20 22 3.16 1.31
Instr. Super. 222 23 26 24 15 1 2.64 1.29
Other 191 10 20 26 29 15 3.19 1.20
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 96 16 26 24 18 17 294 1.32
Provisional 30 10 30 33 13 13 290 1.18
Career Ladder | 528 12 20 28 26 14 3.09 1.22
Career Ladder Il 65 12 25 38 22 3 2.78 1.02
Career Ladder Ill 375 19 33 28 13 7 257 1.15
Other 24 4 21 29 33 13 3.29 1.08
By Work Setting
Rural 528 15 24 29 21 1 2.88 1.21
Small City 246 13 28 20 24 15 298 1.28
Suburban 146 18 28 37 14 5 2.62 1.08
Urban 212 13 22 32 20 13 299 1.21

percent of the respondents ranking it as one of their top three
preferences. Fourth was grants for individual projects with 29
percent ranking this incentive as one of their top three prefer-
ences. School-based incent.ives was ranked fifth with 31 percent
ranking it as one of their top three preferences.

Ranked sixth was merit pay with 35 parcent of the respon-
dents ranking it as one of their top three preferences. There was
high variability for this incentive. Forty-one percent ranked it
as one of their three loweat preferences.

Career ladder programs were ranked seventh with 25 percent
of the respondents ranking it as one of their top three prefer-
ences. Ranked eighth was release time with 28 percent ranking it
as one of their top three preferences. Ranked last in the set of
nine incentives was sabbatical leave with 20 percent ranking it as
one of their top three preferences.

knalysis of rankings by sex of respondent indicated two dif-
ferences:. Female respondents gave higher rankings than male

37

49




TASSA-AEL - Opinions About the Tennessee Cereer Ledder

Table 34—Preferences for Various Incentive Programs, Tota! Respondent Group

Percent Indicating

Highest Lowest
Rank Incentive Program n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Mean SD

1 Across-the-board salary

increases 1039 53 10 9 5 6 4 4 3 6 281 253
2  Grants for school-based

projects 1028 10 14 14 14 14 11 9 7 7 449 234
3 Extended contracts 1020 4 16 13 12 13 12 12 9 8 494 235
4  Grants for individual

staff p.ojects 1027 4 9 16 15 16 12 12 10 6 40~ 247
5  School-based incen-

tives 1022 7 13 11 13 14 10 14 10 9 5.01 2.41
6 Merit pay 1023 15 13 7 5 7 10 7 11 23 531 299
7 Career Ladder pro-

grams 1024 7 g 9 12 12 12 12 13 14 544 249
8  Release time 1022 6 9 13 11 9 9 0 14 18 549 261
9  Sabbatical leave 1024 5 8 7 8 11 9 10 17 26 6.17 257

respondents to grants for individual staff projects and release
time.

Analysis by position yielded two differences. Assistant
principals indicated luwer prefzrences for extended contracts than
did other position types. Superintendents indicated higher pref-
erence for career ladder programs than did other respondents,

By grade level, there was only one difference--related to
school-based incentiv.s, Middle/junior high school respondents
indicated school based incentives as a lower preference than other
groups while bhoth high school and central office respondents
indicated them as higher preferences than other groups,

Urban respondents tended to rank extended contracts somewhat
lower and school based incentives somewhat higher than did respon-
dents from other settings,

Two regional differences appeared in the analysis. Respon-
dents from the eastaern region of the state ranked extended cor-
tracts lower than other respondents. Respondents from the middle
region of the State ranked school-based incentives lower than
other respondents,

Several differences occurred by Career ladder status. Non-
Career lLadder and level III respondents tended to renk extended
contracts higher than the other groups. Provisional and level I
respondents tended to rank career ladder programs somewhat lower
than other respondents. Career fadder level III respondents
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tended to rank extended contracts, merit pay, and career ladder
programs higher; and grants for school-based projects, grants for
individual projects, and school-based incentives somewhat lower
than other respordents.

v. Summary of Results

Respondents felt the Career Ladder Program had resulted in
positive effects, particularly in the areas of: provision of
teacher and administrator extended contract opportunities, and
professional growth. Positive effects were indicated, at a some-
what lower level, on: building-level leadership, classroom
teaching, public financial support, and student achievement. 1In
general, respondents did not feel the Career Ladder Program had
any positive effect on the retention of teachers in the profes-
sica. Superintendents and upper level Career Ladder respondents
tended to attzibute higher positive eftects than other respon-
dents.

Respondents did not necessarily feel the Career Ladder had
resulted in more effective educators in Tennessee or that people
in their communities believe that the Career Ladder was helping
improve the schools in Tennessee, although superintendents and
upper level Career Ladder respondents had more positive percep-
tions that these things were true. Respondents, except for
superintendents and upper level Career Ladder respondents, did
not feel that parents or the community necessarily preferred to
have upper level Career Ladder administrators or teachers in
their schools.

There was almost totally divided opinion on whether Tennes-
see should return to a system in which pay increases were based
on training and experience only, excluding any incentive or merit
pay. Those who tended to look upon such a return especially
unfavorably were superintendents, upper level Career Ladder re-
spondents, and female respondents.

Except for surerintendents and upper level Career Ladder
respondents, respondents did not believe that the educators they
viewed as being the most competent had applied for or attained
upper level Career Ladder status.

Respondents strongly agreed that all certified school per-
sonnel should be eligible to apply for the Career Ladder. in-
structional supervisors and administrators other than principals,
assistant principals, and superintendents were most in favor of
this idea. 1In addition, there was strong support for the idea
that educators who move to non-Career Ladder positions be allowed
to maintain their Career Ladder supplements.

3
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Respondents were not favorably impressed with the effec-
tiveness of the Careox Ladder evaluation process. Most respon-
dents, except Career Ladder III respondents, felt the Career
Ladder evaluation process did not differentiate among degrees of
excellence and that the evaluation process did not accurately
reflect an educator’s performance. There was general agreement
that the length of the administrator evaluation cycle should be
shortened to 6ne semester.

Of the instiuments used in the administrator Career Ladder
evaluation, there was the greatest support for continued use of
the observation, interview, and superordinate questionnaire.
Other instruments that respondents thought ought to be retained
were the teacher questionnaire, the writing test, the reading
test, and the professional skills test. Instruments that did not
receive as much support tor continued use were the student ques-
tionnaire and the administrator portfolio (the least preferred
instrument).

Respondents tended to agree that Career Ladder II and III
evaluations should involve more local input and that administra-
tors at the local level would do a better job than the State in
evaluating applicants for the upper levels of the Career lLadder.
Respondents did not support the idea that the State Department of
Education should provide closer monitoring of local evaluations.

Local school administrators should be responsible for
evaluating and recommending their own teachers for Career Ladder
levels II and III, according to respondents, who also believe
that local school administrators should be a part of a State
evaiuation team for evaluating teachers for Career Ladder levels
II and III.

Respondents agreed with the idea that educators should be
able to achieve upper Career Ladder status through sta“f develop-
ment with some type of evaluation. They do not think e. cators
should be able to achieve tlrat status with staff development
alone, minus the evalution. There was agreement with the idea
that an administrator’s Career lLadder evaluation should include
how well the administrator evrluates teachers.

All Jgroups, except assistant principals, tended to agree
that assistant principals should be evaluated on the same compe-
tencies as principals. There was high agreement that years of
experience should be a criterion for eligibility to obtain upper
level Career Ladder status.

There was agreement that all administrators not on the
Career Ladder should be required to attend the administrators’
academy. There was even higher agreement that administrators on
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the Career Ladder should be required to attend the Administrators’
Academy.

Except for superintendents, instructional supervisors, and
upper level respondents, respondents did not perceive that ex-
tended contracts were being used effectively to achieve instruc-
tional goals. Superintendents and upper level Career Ladder
respondents were the only groups to agree strongly with the idea
that only Career Ladder level II and III educators should be
eligible for extended contracts. Respondents strongly agreed that
all ll-month and 12-month extended contract monies should be
passed on to administrators and “hat attendance at the Administra-
tors’ Academy should count toward contract time.

Superintendents and upper level Career Ladder ruspondents
agreed while urban respondents generally disagreed with an asser-
tion that management of extended contracts was as simplified as
possible. Respondents tended to disagree that the State Depart-
ment of Education should provide closer monitoring of extended
contracts.,

Clearly the most preferred type of incentive program was
across-the-board salary increases. The three next in line were:
grants for school-based projects, extended contracts, grants for
individual staff projects, and school-based incentives. There was
less support for merit pay, career ladder programs, and release
time. The least prererred incentive was sabbatical leave. Career
ladder programs had higher preference among superintendents and
upper level respondents than other groups.
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Conclusions

Background

The Career Ladde: concept was introduced to Tennessee
as part of a massive reform act passed by the legislature in
March 1984. Known as CERA, the Comprehensive Education
Reform Act was proposed by Lamar Alexander, who served as
Governor of Tennessee from January 1979 through January
1987. CERA was implemented by the Tennessee Department of
Education in 1984. Specifically, the Career Ladder portion
of CERA wvas implemented in phases. The Teachers’ Career
Ladder was developed and field tested in the spring of 1984:
the first administrators entered the system in the spring of
1985.

The TASSA-AEL survey was conceptualized just two years
later, in April 1987. It was mailed and conducted in Novem-
ber of that same year. During the period of time in which
the survey was conducted, emotions and personal reactions to
Career Ladder were at a high point. A new governor was
elected during this same time period; many administrators
could see that more change was in the air.

From any perspective, Career Ladder is still a recent
innovation in Tennessee’s educational system. Most innova-
tion or change brings with it resistance and negative reac-
tions. This is especially true for a program like the Ca-
reer Ladder, which has such important personal consequences
(e.g., salary supplements, evaluations, and peer review).
Throughout its short lifetime, Tennessee’s Career Ladder has
had its share of outspoken opponent3 and proponents. From
the first mention of the idea, educators have been split
over the advisability of such an undertaking.

At the time of the TASSA survey, Career lacder was
still so new to administrators and had the poteatial for
such dramatic personal consequences, it is not surprising
that responses to he survey were not positive. Administra-
tors were asked fo: their honest, personal opinions. Most
had not had time to reflect upon the value of such a program
to the education of children in Tennessee.

A Bouse Divided

Responses to most of the survey questions varied con-
sistently by position arnd by Career iadder status. Overall,
superintendents in Tenn¢ssee had more positive views about
the Administrator Career lLadder than did other administra-
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tors. As a group, siperintendents are not eligible for the
Career Ladder. The generally porsitive views of the superirn-
tendents appear to be a function of their management view of
education. Pperhaps bucause they are not personally involved
as members of the system, their perspectives are broader.
Evidently superintendents, as a group, see more positive
than negative potential to be derived for education from the
system of Career Ladder and merit pay.

Another group whose responses were consistently more
rositive than the group as a whole toward the Administrator
Career Ladder are those administrators who have varticipated
in the state-administered evaluation process ar ave
achieved upper career 1- el status (lae="- " _nd III). As
might be expected, those who have chosex not to parti . i-ate
have more negative views. Because, thriughout Tennessee,
there are more administrators who have :hosen not to par-
tici.:te than there are those whe have chosen to participate
in tne upper levels of the Career Ladder, the average admin-
istrator response to survey questions is weighted toward the
negative.

It is important to keep in mind that those who have
chosen to enter the system and have ccempleted the complex
evaluation process have not only been successful in attain-
ing the upper levels of the Career Ladder, but they also
feel more positively about the system. One group has an
“outsiders” . _spective; t' ther views the system from
having participated in it. This erma kind of difference in
opinion between (more positive) participating and (more
negative) nonparticipating teachers was reported in a study
done for the Arizona Career Ladder Research and Evaluation
Project. In that report, as in this, “the slightly negative
trends in the results can be attributed largely to nonpar-
ticipants.” (p. 6)

Some specific results. There is strong feeling--both
positive and negative--about whether or not the state should
remain on the Career Ladder system. Forty~-six percent of
the respondents felt Tennessee should not return to a system
based on training and experience only; 40 percent thought
Tennessee should return to a system that excludes incentive
or merit pay. Superintendents and acdninistrstors on the
upper levels of the Career Ladder, quite nredictebly, were
the groups who were the strongest opponents . ” Tennessee’s
returning t- a system based solely on years of experience
and years of training,

However, in another survey item, administrators showed
a clear pref- - ince for across-the-board salary increases.
The study g: cp concluded that this is a sign that adminis-
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trators beliave there need to be adjustments made in the
salary schedules such that all salaries would be improved.
Administrators who responded to this item in the survey
demonstrated very little interest in other kind:s of incen-
tive programs.

In general, the data suggest that school administra-
tors do not perceive that the Career Ladder p.ogram has
improved Tennessee schools, which was the .rigina) intent of
the Career Ladder prcgram.

This perception is in some conflict with opinions
reflected in responses to another set of questions. A ma-
jority of administrators believe that the Career .adder has
had a2 positive effect on specific aspects of education in
Tennessee, such as providing opportunities for extenced
contracts, professional growth, leadership, classroom teach-
ing, 'wblic financial support, and student achievement.
Again as a group, superintendents and upper level adminis-
trators belie 2 most strongly that the Career Ladder is
helping to improve schools. Central office staff in par-
ticular (i.e., superintendents and instructional supervi-
sors) believe extended contracts are effectively utilized to
achieve instructional goals.

A House United

Administrators believe that all certified school per-
sonnel should be eligible to apply for the Career Ladder.
They strongly agreed (82%) that educators who move to non-
Career Ladder positions should e able to maintain their
Career lLadder supplements.

Most administrators ars neutral or disagree wit: the
notion that the Career Ladder evaluation process accv ately
reflects performance or that it differentiates among degrees
of excellence. They do not believe that the most competent
administrators have necessarily applied for or attained the
upper levels of the Career Ladder.

However much they think the evaluatio )rocess is
lacking, though, administrators believe that evaluation
should be a part of achieving upper levels of the Career
Ladder. Administrators also believe that years of expari-
ence should be a part of the eligibility criteria to upper
levels of the Career Ladder. That the evaluation process
can be improved seems to be without question. Some of the
improvements administrators seemed to support are listed
below.
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* Evaluations for Career Levels II and III shculd involve
more local input.

* Shorten the evaluation system to one semester.

* Include how well administrators evaluate teachers as a
part of the overall process of evaluating administrators.
(NOTE: This change has been implemented by the Board of
Education since this study was completed in January 1988.)

* Retain existing evaluation instruments with the possible
exceptions of the student questionnaire and the adminis-
trator portfolio..

The results of the survey point to support for the
Administrators’ Academy. Administrators (68%) agreed that
attendance should be required--especially for those on the
Career Ladder. Slightly over balf believed even those NOT
on the Career Ladder should be required to attend. {NOTE :
Attendance at the Academy has always been mandatory.)

Mont ¢ rvey questions pertained to tle Administrator
Career i.adder, but one item focused on the role of adminis-
tratcrs in the Teacher Career Ladder. According to 74 per-
cent of respondents, local school administrators should be a
part of the state evaluation team for evaluating teachers
for Career lLevels II and III. (NOTE: Since the survey has
b~en completed, this change has been made. Teachers can
request that the local school administrator be a part of the
state evaluation team.)

Regarding local options for administration of the
extended contrac s and salary supplements, administrators
tended to agree taat there should be statewide consistency.
Administrators believe the at“endance at the Academy should
coant toward extended contract time. (NOTE: This has al-
ways been an option for local education agencies.) They
also believe thzt all money should be passed on to local
school administrators.
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Recommendations

Based on the results of the survey, the TASSA-AEL
study group formed the following recommendaticns. Some of
these, as noted in the text above, have already oveen acted
upon by t. State Board of Education. Others have already
received some consideration, and the study group members
hope that these recommendations will help to formulate posi-
tive changes to the Career Ladder system in the state of
Tennessee.

1. The Administrator Career Ladder program should be con-
tinued and improved.

2. Upper levels of the Career Ladder should continue to be
earned through an evaluation process. The evaluation
system should be changed to include the following:

A. Shorten the evaluation cycle from one year to one
semester.

B. Add a new component to measure the administrator’s
effectiveness in evaluating teachers.

C. 1Increase the .mount of local input for upper level
evaluations for administrators.

3. Retain most of the instruments in the cu _~nt evaluation
system. Hcwever, because there were mixed opinions
abont the retention of the nortfolio and the student
questicnnaire, evaluate the continued use of the portfo-
lio and the student questionnaire as data sources in the
Career Ladder evaluation system.

4. Career lLadder programs should be developed and estab-
lished for all certified sc! >0l _ersonnel.

S. The state should continue its support of Administrators’
Academies. Attendance at the academies should count as
extended contract time.

6. Give attention to wcross-the-board salary incneases and
provide uniformity in the acministration of Career Lad-
der extended contract monies.

7. Continue to conduct research for the improvement of the
Career Ladder program.

The data suggeat that further study be done on the Ca-
reer Ladder program to determine why administrators per-
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ceive that the prccess does not discriminate by quality
of performance.

Another research task should address the problems of how
to achieve the desired increased levels of local input
and award upper Career Levels to both teachers and ad-
ministrators, while still maintzining reliability in the
system.
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TASSA-AEL STUDY GROUP

To: TASSA study greup mesbers

Froa: Sandra OrletshFand Deth Sattes
$chool Goveraaace and Adeinistration

Bete:  July 21, 197

Subject: Results of 8be first study group seeting,
June 1¢, 1997, Washville

Enclosed is & sussary of the results of eur
first stedy growp sseting in Nashville, vhare ve generated
possible questions for a statevide survey of adeinistrators
ahout the Tonaessee Coveer Ladder for Adeinistrators.

In this onclesure, you will find the key question posed
o the study group sesders, the 43 questions generated by
the study group in respoase to the key question, anc the
voles given to each question.

You say resasber that whea 2 voted on the
questions, sach sesber got five votes. Their nusber one
choice vas given a weight of *3°; their second choice
roceived a veight of *4°; their fifth choice received 3 vote
of *1°. 1n the first eaclosure, in the colusn headed
*Yotes®, the suaders represent veighted votes given by
study group sesbers. Oa the second enclosure, vhere ques-
tiens are listed in categories, the *Votes® colisn represents
the total of weightel wvotes received by each question,

In the second enclosure, you vill find categories

* into which the €3 questions were clustered, This vas the
work of three of us the day after the seeting—-to t°y to
collapse the 43 questions into a fev discrute categories. As
you can soe, ve case wp with 8 clusters or cotegories. The
bigpest vote-getter was a question about extended contract
peyaents. The category with the sost votes has fo do vith
the relationship of caveer ladder to cospetency. These
Righ-vete categories will fore the basis of Lhe questions
for the statovide survey of Teasessee adsinistrators.

The last anclesure is an article sbout the Nosimal
Growp Technique, the pracess we used for that seeting. Ve
#ind 1t to be & good tachaique for kelping greups brainsters
o prioritize. You may vaat Lo adapt it and wse it in your
onk.

Hilten Uast, She stuly grewp chair, preseated seee
of the group’s verk during She TASSA conferonce and gathered
oore opinions. de vil} be sending you the results of these
groomntations shortly. Miltes has alse appeinted 2 subcoe-
aitten to vork on the actaa) survey questions. They bhepe to
oont in the first week of August. U vill send you the
vosults of that meeting as soon as sossible. Please call us

C00-624-9120) or Nilton i1 you have sy sere input to the

Gevalopannt of the survey questioss.
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Bominal CGroup Techanique

The following guidilines for the Mominal Croup Technique (NGT) have been
adapted from Group Techniques fo am Planning by Andre L. Delbecq,
Andrev H. Van de Ven, and David H. Gustafson, pp. 40-66. Scott, Foresman

and Company, 1975.

Step 1: Silent Generation of ldeas in Writing

leader presents the nominal question in written form, reads the
question sloud, and asks the group to write their ideas in
brief phrases. The leader should avoid clarifying the question
or giving exsmples. MNembers work independently. The leader
should model good group behavior by writing idesa silently.

During this step, every group mesber bas sdequate time to think
and reflect, withovt influence from other group mesbers. The
silent generation avoids competition, keeps the group prodles
centered, and prevents premature choosing of ideas or solutions.

Step 2: Round-Rodbin Recording of Ideas

Record the ideas of the group on s f1lip chart. Go around the
tadle, esking for one {des from each member im turn. 1In
recording ideas, wse the words of the group mesbers=—=don't
editorislizs. Sncourage pesople to “hitchhike™ (that is, if
another person's idea stimulates one you haven't thought of,
feel free to add it at your turn). If one of your ideas has
already been recorded, you don't meed to give it sgain.
Members can pass et any tim.

The leader should accept 81l ideas rand record as rapidly as
possidble. 1If mecessary, the leader pay belp to ebbreviate &
sentence 80 that it {s ¢ drief phrase. JNake sure everyone in
the group can see ¢ll the written ideas; tear off shests of
rnr snd tape thes to the wall in ¢ visible lecation. The
eader should mot permit discussion of ideas duriag this step.

This step provides ¢ written record of the greup’s idess.
Uritten {deas ere more odjective and less ettached \'e an
fndividual; ell group mesbers have & sre equal ehamce to
participate. The group's crestivity will fscresse with this
equalisation technique; the group will mot be dominated by an
aggressiv( personality or e high-status mesber.

=over-
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Step 3: Berial Discussion fo: Clarification

Discuss each idea, in turn, for clarification. This is an
opportunity to present the logic of each idea, to eliminate
misunderstending, and to argue for the merits of particular
ideas. The main purpose is to clarify, not to win arguments.

The leader's role is tc sace the discussion sc as to prevent
undue focus on any one item and to assure that all points of
viev are heard on all the idess. Explain the step to the group
and then keep the discucsion moving quickly.

Step 4: Preliminary Vote on Iten Importance

At this point, the group meeds to begin to select the most
important ideas=-to make the list mansgesblec. 1In WGT, members
mske independent judgements. These are expressed in rank
order, averaged for a group decision, and fed back to the group
for another vote.

Ask each sember to select the five most important items, write
each of those five on a separate 3 x 5 card, and record the
nusber of the item in the top left cormer.

Use a step-by-step process to prioritize the items.

1. Spread all five cards face up in front of you.

2. Select the m st important, and write the number 3 in
the lower right corner. (Underline it three times to
distinguish this ranking from the item number itsels.)

3. Prom the four remsining cards, select the least important,
and write the number 1 in the lower right corner. Underline
ft three times.

4. UNow choose the most important of the three ramsining
(rank=4), the important of the two (rank=2), and
the last card (rank=3).

List, for each item rumber, the rank votes from all the 3=z3
cards to get a' group ttal.

Step 5: Discussion of the Prelinisary Vote

Members of the group can discuss ftems they perceive as having

veceived too many or too fev votes. They can also sismine

inconsistencies in the voting pattera. The leader should

clarify for the group that the purpose is mot to pressure

mp::. to change thefr original votes, but rather to clarify
Cuss.

Step 6: PFinal Vote

This step combines individual judgements into a group
decision. Use the same procass as Stop 4.
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Key Question:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

10.

TASSA Study Group Meeting
June 14, 1987

trators about the Career Ladder?

study group members generated 43 questions.

Votes

Extended contract "duplicared" 'S, 2,5,2,5,5
payments——some principals receive

extended contract and merit; oth:1s

receive only merit. 3hould all 11- aud

12-month contract money be passed on?

Should state require that? Or local

board choice?

What can be done to address the quality 4, 3
of observations?

Why 2o principals have portfolio? 3, 4, 4, &4
(Teachers have eliminated portfolio.)

In lieu of evaluation of administrators and 3
supervisors, 4> you think state should psy
aduinistrators for increased papervork and

forget evaluations (cost vs. time)?

Should whole system be changed?

Why should the limit of 802-202 be placed
on supervisors (for work in field,
in=school supervisi.u)?

Is feedback to administrators inadequate
after eah observation?

Is length of time too long? Teachers have
a semester; administrators have one year.

Do you think the upyer levels of Career S, 1, &
Ladder are too eady or too hard to attain?

Have the most compitent administrators 2, 5
applied for Career Ladder evaluation?

#as the Career Ladder identified the 3
most competent administrators?

R4

What questions would you like to ask Tennessce adninis-

Total

24

16

10




11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

Can it identify most competent?
Does it identify those it should &nd

exclude those it should? Differentiate?

Why is portfolio limited to 200 pages?
(agree or disagree)

Why can't local evaluation (two every
five years) stand in lieu of state
l¢vel evaluations?

Has adoption of TIMS actually improvad
instruction?

BSF tests do not include measurements
for language arts below 9th grade. Do
you think they should be expanded?

What is inter-test reliability between
national (e.g., Stanford) and BSF?

Is this evaluation process fair to
assistant principals whose principal
does not allow them to perform certain
activities in certain competencies?

Did you have to role play to become
Career Ladder 1I or 111 administrator?

Why are Caree¢r Ladder opportunities not
available to all administrators serving
in an instructional role requiring
certification by state?

Have evaluators acted professionally?
Been trained well enough? Competent?

Do you think teachers are discouraged
from accepting administrative jobs
because of losing Career Ladder status?

Do you think they should be? Vice versa:
should administrators be able to move to
teaching and retain Career Ladder status?

Does Career Ladder status of administrators
affect the attitudes toward Career Ladder
of teachers who report to that administrator?

To what exteat do you think objectives
of CERA have besen met?

Votes Total

3, 2 5
1 1
1, 2 3
2 2
2 2
b 4
5, 3 8




40,

41.

4h2.

43.

Votes Ictal
Has merit pay produced a higher level of 4 4
professionalism?
To what extent has Career Ladder teacher
evaluation taken away from or co. “ributed
to administrative leadership?
To what extent has duty-free lunch put a 1, 3 4

burden on you as principal?
Do you feel parts of CERA (other than

Career Ladder) have received adequate
attention?

R6



25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

3.

2.

J3.

37.

38.

39.

Do you think the Career Ladder progranm
ahould be abolished?

8hould all adminiatratora be required to
go to Principal Academy?

Why sahould administratora work 7.5 hours,
vhen teachers work 7.C? 8hould teachers
and adminiatrators work equal time daily?

Has your participation in Career Ladder
improved your performance?

Do you recommend changing the Career
Ladder ivaluation syatem?

1s compenaation adequate for:
8. Career Ladder 1?

b. Career Ladder 11?7

¢c. Career Ladder 1117

Should upper Career Ladder be state~ or
locally-adninistered (or somewhere in
between)?

Would you be willing to be trained by

the state in order to do local evaluations
of Career Ladder 1I or 1117

To what extent haa new governance atructure
(state) been effective? How much better or
worse is it?

Has local coatrol diminiahed or increased?

In your opinion, what ia the most poaitive
aspect of CERA?

Should merit pay and extended comtract be
separated? .

Should all principala be offered extended
contract?

Are extended contract activities beneficial
for improving instructies?

S$hould there be minimum levela of experience
for Career Ladder participation?

K7

l" 5|

2,3 5
4 4
1, 2 3
1 1
1 1
) 4
1 1
3 3




Category: Competency (continued)

40. Has merit pay produced a higher level of professionalism?

10. Has the Career Ladder identified the most competent
administrators?

18. Did you have to role play to become Career Ladder 1I
or 111 administrator?

39, Should there be minimum levels of experience for Career

Ladder participation?

38. Are extended contract activities bdereficisl for
improving instruction?

Category: Portfolio

3. 'ty do principals have portfolio?
(leachers have eliminated p tfolio.)

12. Why is portfolio limited to 200 pages?
(agree or disagree)

Category: CERA

24. To what extent do you think objectives of CERA have
been met?.

33. To what extent has nev governance atructure (state)
been effective? llow much better or worse is it?

35. 1In your opinion, what is the most positive aspect of
CERA?

43. Do you feel parts of CERA (other than Career Ladder)
have received adequate attention?

Total

Total

Votes

55

16

16



or categories:

Extended contract

Competency
Portfolio
CERA

Career Lad.'er evaluation: 1Is it worth it?
Observation/quality
Unpredicted effects of Career Ladder

Other administrators

In the following lists, you will find the original items and
weighted voting results by category.

Category: Extended Contract

1. Extended contract "duplicated" payments--some
principals receive extended contract and merit;
others receive only merit. ¢ hould all 11- and
12-ponth contract w~ney be passed on? Should
state raquire that? Or local board choice?

30. 1s compensation adequate for:

a. Carcer Ladder 1?

b. Career Ladder 11?

c. Career lLadder 1117
36. Bhould merit pay and extended contract be separated?
37. Should al” principals be offered extended contract?

Total

Category: Compere -y

28. Bas your participatior in Carcer ladder improved your
performance?

8. Do you think the upper levels of Career Lsdder are too
aasy or too hard to attain?

9. Have the most competent administrators apnlied for
Career Ladder evaluation?

11. Can it identify most competent? Dces it identify those
4: should and exclude those it shuuld? Differentiare?

69

Milton West, Sandy Orletsky, and Beth Sattes met on the following
day to analyze thz questions. The items fell into the following clusters

Votes

24

20

10

3
i
1



Category: Unpredicted Effects of Career Ladder (continued)

h.

39.

21.

22.

,
-0

In lieu of evaluaiion of administrators and supervisors,

do you think state should pay administrators for
increased papervork and forget ecvaluations (:ost vs.
time)? Should whole system be changed?

Should there be minimum levels of experience for
Careexr Ladder participation?

Do you think teachers are discouraged from accepting
administrative jobs becaus? of losing Career Ladder
status?

Do you think they ahould be? Vice versa: should
administrators be able to move to teaching and
retain Career Ladder status?

To what extent has Career Ladder ‘eacher evaluation
taken avay from or contri. ed to administrative
leadership?

Tocal

Categovy: Other Administrators

19.

3.

17.

Why are Career Ladder opportunities not availabdle
to all sdministrs®ors serving in an instructional
role requiring certification by state?

*hy should the limit of 802-202 b~ plared on
apervisors (for work in field, in-school
supervision)?

Is this evaluation process fair to assistant
principals vhose principal does not allov them
to perform certain activities in cerzain
competenciea?

Total

Vo_es

12




Category: Career Ladder Evaluation: Is It Worth It?
Votes
29. Do you recommend changing the career Ladder evaluation 5
systea?
4. 1In lieu of evaluation of administrators and supervisors, 3
do you *hink state should pay administrators for increased
papervork and forget evaluations (cost vs. time)? Should
whole system be changed?
18. Did you have to role play to become Career Ladder I1 3
cr 111 administrator? I
32. Would you be willing to be trained by the state in
order to do local evaluations of Career Ladder 1I or I1°? < I
25. Do you think the Career Ladder program should be 2
abolished?
20. Hav: evaluators acted professionally? Been trained
well enough? Competent?
31. Should upper Career Ladder be state- or locally-
administered (or somewhere in between)? -
Total 16
Category: Observation/Quality
2. What can be done to address the quality of 7
observation?
6. Is feedback to administrators inadequate after
each observation?
20. Have evaluators acted professiomally? Been trained
vell enough? Competent? -
Total 7
Category: Unpredicted Effects of Career Ladder
23. Does Career Ladder status of administrators affect 4

the attitudes toward Career Ladder of teachers who
report to that administrator?
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TASSA-AEL STUDY GROUP
fennessee Career Ladder Survey

Bovember 16, 1987

Pear Tennessee Administrator:

The Tennessee Association for School Supervision end Administration
(TASSA) and the Appalschis Bducational Laboratory (AEL) have collaborated
to develop the enclosed survey on the Tennessee Career Ladder. This
project is designed to obtain informstion on adainictrators’ percaoptions
of the Career Ladder Program in Tennessee. Uvery administrator in the
state will be surveyed. The results will be compiled and used by TASSA
during the upcoming legislative session.

The survey includes sections on the Career ladder avaluation systen,
exter 'ed contracts, related policies and issues, contributions of the
Career Ladder, and incentive programs. We would sppreciate your taking
the time to £ill out the enclosed survey form as completely as possible.
Based on the pilot test findings, ¢t should take sbout 20 minutes.

It is important that you rezpond by Rovember 30, 1987, so that the

zesults can be coupiled brfore the legislative session. Please send your
completed survey to Jo Cateley in the stamped, self-addressed envelope
enclosed. If you have any Guestions, feel free to call Jo at
90i/357=35:5.

This is y~ur chance to express your opinions about the Career Ladder!

Pleave help us make an impact by completing your survey today. Survey
zesults will be made available through TASSA.

'mml’.
Jo Gateley, President
TASSA

Mok

Milton West, Chairman
TASSA-AEL Study Group

Baclosures
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TASSA-AEL Study Group
Tennessee Career Ladder Survey

This survey is designed 1o obtain information on administrators’ perceptions of the Tennessee Career
Ladder Program fer both teachers and administrators. At the beginning of each section is an overview, which
places the pertinent questions in context. Plsase respond to all questions in light of this context and according to the

Section 1: CAREER LADDER EVALUATION SYSTEM FOR
#DMINISTRATORS AND TEACHERS

“fhis section addressas the Career Ladder evaluation system for princi-
assistart principals, supervisors of instruction, and teachers. Consider
Sboth lbcal evalustion for Career | avel | and state evaluation for Career Levels

Il and ¥ unless indicated otherwise in te statement.

Please mspond to all siatements using the following scale. Where there
" are two response scales, plecse respond to bhth. Circle your re-
sponse 1 the right of each statement:

§ = strongly agree
4 = agree
3 = nelther agree nor disagrec
2 = disagree Respond for both groups.
1 = strongly disagree
Administrators Teachers

1-1 The most competent educators have applied for the upper leveis of the
Career Ladder. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 21

1-2 The educators | perceive as being among the best have actually attained
Career Ladder Il and 11l status. 5§ 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

1-3 In most instances, the Career Ladder evaluation process differentistes
among degrees of excelience: Career Level | (good, competent), Career

Lavel il (better), and Career Level lll (best). 5 4 3 2 1 5§ 4 3 2 1
1-4 implementation of the Career Ladder has resulted \n more effective edu-

oslors In Tennessee. $§ 4 3 2 1 5§ 4 3 2 1
++8 Camer Level i and i evaluations should invoive more focul input. 5 4 3 2 1 5§ 4 3 2 1
1-8 The Career Ladder evaluation process accurately refiects an

educaior's peniormance. . 5 4 3 2 1 5§ 4 3 2 1
1-7 Administrators at the local level would do a betier job than the State in

evaluaing applicants for the upper levels of the Career Laddar. 5§ 4 3 2 1 5 4 2 2 1
1-8 The State Department of Ecucation should provide closer monftoring of

O evalusti.s. 5§ 4 3 2 1 5§ 4 3 2 1
JRIC : vi -
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agrae
3 = nelther agree nor disagree
2 = disagree
1 = strongly dicagree

1-9  Educators should be able 10 achieve upper level Career Ladder status
through staff Javeiopment without evalkuation.

Administrators

4 3 2 1

Teachers

1-10 Educators shouid be able 10 achieve upper level Career Ladder status
through staff development with some type of evaluation.

5 4 3 2 1 l

5 4 3 2 1

1-11  The length of the administrator evaluation cycle should be shortened
10 one semester.

1-12  An adminisirator Career Ladaer evaluation for the upper levels should
include how well the administrator svaluates teachers.

§-18 Assisiant principals should be evaluated on the same competencies
as principals.

1-14  The following instruments should be retained for Carees Level Il and Iii
administrator evaluations:

a. Administrator's portfolio

b. Student questionnaire

¢. Teacher questionnaire

d. Professional Skills Test

e. interview

1. Reading test

g. Writing test

h. Superordinate questionnaire

{. Obseivation

RN | O | O Y jOor 0 |0

S | > | |& |6 o ja s

W W W W W W | w w |w

NN NN DN
--

1-18  in your opinion, what other instruments should be added for .
Career Lovel Il and Uil administrator evaluations?




Section 2: EXTENDED CONTRACTS

This section addresses the extended contracts compon: 1 of the Career
Ladder program. Presently, all administrators who attain Levels 11 or Il are
required 10 work the 11th month. in addition, those who attain Level Ill have
the option of working a 12th month. Teachers who attain Career Level Il have
the oytion of working the 11th month, and those w10 attain Leve! Il have the
P option of working the 11th and 12th months.

Pleass respond 1o all st yments using the following scale. Where
there are two response scales, please respond to toth. Circle your
reeponse 10 the fight of each siatement:

§ = strongly agres

4 = agree

3 = nelther agree nor disagree

2 :m Respond for both groups.

1 = gtrongly disagree

Administrators  Teachui's

2-3 Extended contracts are being effectively utilized to achieve instructional
| oodls. 54321 54321
2-2 Management of extended contracts is as timpiifier! as possible for this

type of program. § 4 321 5 4321
2-3 The State Department of Education should provide closer monkioring of

extended contracts. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
2-4 Career Ladder Il or Uil educators shouid be the only ones jligible for

¢siunded contracts. 54 321 54321
2-8 Al 11onth and 17-month extended contract monies should be passed

on %o administrators. 5§ 4 3 2 1
2-6 Atondance at the Administrators’ Academy should count toward

ecended contract time for administrators. 5§ 4 3 2 ¢




3-1

Section 3: POLICIES AND ISSUES

This section addresses various policies and issues concerning the

Career Ladder program.

Ploase respond to all statements using the following scale. Circle only

one response to the right of each statement:

8 = strongly agree

4 = agree

3 = neither agree nor disagree
2 = disagree

1 = strongly disagree

Educators who move to non-Ca~ser Ladder posttions (e., . principal
0 superintendent or teacher 1o central office position) should be abie to
maintain their Career Ladder supplements.

3-2

AR adminisiratos who are on the Career Ladder shouid be required to
sitend the Administrators’ Academy.

ANl administrators who are NOT on the Career Ladder should be required
10 atterx! the Administrators’ Academy.

3-4

Local school administrators should be responsiie for evaluating and
recommending their own teachers for Career Levals Il and Iil.

Local school administrators should be a part of a State evaluation team
for evaluating teachers for Career Levels Il and Il

Al certificated school personne| should be eligble 1o apply for the Career
Ladder.

37

Years of experie~ce should be a criterion for elighility to obtain an upper
level of the Ca ir Ladder.

3-8

Peopis in my community believe that Career Ladder is helping to
improve the schools inTennesses.

3-9

Parents and community peopie prefer upper-level Career Ladder admin-
istrators in thelr schools.

3-10Pareits and community peopie prefer upper-isve! Career Ladder teach-
ors in their schoois.

3-11Tennessee shouid retum 10 a system in which pey increases are based
on training and experience only, which axcludes any incentive (merk)
pay.

Ok 2l sk A E— -



Section4: CONTRIBUTIONS OF CAREER LADDER PROGRAM

This section asks for your perceptions of the contribu- | 4-1 Student achievement
fions made by the Career Ladder Program to various
_ educational variables. All aspects of this program should | 4-2  Public financial support
be considersd, including staff development, the local and . h
upperdevel evakuations of toachers and adminisirators, and | &> | Toiessonal grow
- the exiended contract program. For each variable, respond | 4-4 Classroom teaching

m:umm Circle only one response to the 48 Buld

\

4-6 Teacher extended contract

in my view, the Career Ladder has had the following opportunities
olfect on this variable:
4-7 Administrator extended
§ = significant and poskive contract opportuni
4 = somewhat posltive los
3 = no difference 4-8 Retention of teachers in the
2 = somewhat negative profession
1 = signiiizant but negative

¢ 0 0 0 O
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Section §: INCENTIVE PROGRAMS

This section asks for your views on various incentive programs for teachers and ad-
minigtraiors. Now we are asking you 10 rank order the programs listed below from *1° {your
first preference) to “B° or “10" (your lowest preference). Please read all program descrip-
fions before ranking.

$-1 GRANTS FOR SCHOOL-BASED PROJECTS (monies provided tr schools for
implementing programs or activilies at the school level) -

. 82 GRANTS FOR INDIVIDUAL STAFF PROVECTS (monles provided fo indivioual
‘sachers or adminlstrators for implementing programs, activities, ideas, efc.)

Respond for
both groups.

Adminis-
trators

Teacters

8-3 CAREER LADDER PROGRAMS (monies provided for a combination of recognition
* and addhional responsibiities such as mentoring and extra work)

8-4 MERIT PAY (monies for indivicual recognition when no additional work is required to
> 99ceive the monies)

$-8 EXTENDED CONTRACTS (monies for additional work when selection is not nsoes-
Saslly based on any type of recognition)

88 ACROSS-THE-BOARD SALARY INCREASES (monies provided for such things as
yoars of experience, degrees, negotistions, etc., when determination of monias is applied
Somplptontly a0r00s off otaff)

$7 SCHOL-BASED INCENTIVES (monies provided 10 schools based upon such
S5ng: as school improvement or school effectivensss when expending of monies is usualty

gatermined by the school. These programs may be thought of as merit pay for schsols.)
§-8 SABBATICAL LEAVE (programs where individuals may take 4 paid leave of absence

memsmwm.mm.

80 RELEASE TME (programs where individuals are able o leave during the work day
for educationally related activities such as professional meetings, visiiation of other classes,

—78




Section 6: DEMOGRAPHICS

“1 Is section requests background information,

which helps in the data analysis of this survey. Your

anonymity will be preserved.
8 Sex: Female Male
8-2  Current administrative assignment (Please check

one):

— KEiementary
——High School
—___Other (specity)

Middie/Junior High
____Central Office

Posttion (Please check one):
____Principal
——Asgistant Principal
< Jperintendent
«Instructional Supervisor
——Other (specity)

Work setting (Please check one):
—Rural  ___ SmallCity
—Suburban _Urban

R~gion of state (Please check one):
—East

Middle

—West

6-6  Number of years of administrati. e experience:

6-7  Number of years of experience in education:

6-8  Certilication status (Piease check one):
— Provisional

—Career Lovel |
___CareerLevel ll
—Career Lovel lll
—Non-Career Ladder

—__Other (specify)

6-9  Highest Career Lacider level for which you have

been svaluatsd (Please check one):
| " ]

Not Applicable

{

Thank you for your assistance. Please retumn this survey in '

the enclosed envelope by November 30, 1987, to:

Jo Gateley, Principal

Trezevant Vocational Technical Center
3224 Range Line Rd.

Memphls, Tennessee 36127

Phone: (901) 357-3565

i
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Table Al - Characteristics of Respondent Group

Variable Category n %
Se:: Female 179 J1.5
Male 799 bé.4
Unknown 26 .o
Current Administrative K/Elementary 444 37.0
Assignmant Middle/Jdr. High 116 9.6
High School 150 12.5
Central Office 342 ~B.4
Other 117 Q.7
nknowr: X3 2.7
Position Principal 656 54,5
Asst. Principal 36 3.0
Superintendent 5Z 4.4

Instr. Supervisor 230 19.1
Other 201 16.7
Uni:nown 28 L.2
Wori. Setting Rural 542 4%.0
Small City 258 =21.4
Suburban 150 12.5
Urban 219 16.2
Unknown 3e) 2.9
Region of State East 439 40.¢&
Middle -1 J2. T
West 29& 24.6
Unt.nown 20 _ 2.9

Years of Adminastrataive 1 - 9 il 19.1
Experience 6 - 10 262 <1.8
11 - 1% 276 2.9

16 - 20 209 17.4

More than 220 182 15.1

Unknown 45 Se7
Years Experience in 1 - 5 Q 0.7
Education 6 - 10 64 9.3
11 - 1§ 169 14.0

16 - 20 264 22,

More than 20 664 55.1
_Unknown 32 2.7
Career Ladder Status Provisional 33 2.7
Career Level 1 530 4%5.7
Career Level 11 67 S5.6
Career Level 111 380 J1.6
Non-Career Ladder 101 8.4
Other 28 2.3
, — dnknown : 45 227
Highest Career Ladder Level I 451 37.%
for which have bean Level 11 45 3.7
evaluatec Level 111 423 35.1
Not applicable 201 16.7
—Unknown 84 7.0
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Tables A.2 - Contributions of Career Ladder Frogram

Table A2.1 - Contributiens of Career Ladder Frogram on: Student

Achievement
Fercent Indicating

Sign. Some No Some Sign.

Neg. Neg. Diff. Fos. Foe.
Group n 1 < 3 ‘ 4 S Mean sC
Total 1080 4 6 47 36 7 .27 ¢.ES
By Position .
Frincipal 398 3 6 48 36 7 J.38 .87
Asst. Prin. 35 6 6 34 47 . 11 3.49 0.58
superintendent 45 4 2 29 47 18 .71 0.54
Instr. Super. 214 S 6 43 I7 8 3.38 ¢.91
Other 174 = 7 87 o Vo2 3.2 .74
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 87 &6 7 a2 -2 € S.2% 0.9
Provisional 26 4 15 62 19 C <.9¢ 0.72
Career Ladder 1 S04 S e o8 26 ot 3.14 0.8
Career Ladder 11 &2 3 =z 37 S0 6 T892 OLED
Career Ladder 111 34€ 1 h 20 92 1% S.72 ©.7¢
Other 24 O 8 Se I3 0 .28 0.81
Table AZ.2 — Contributione of Career Ladder rrogram on: Fublic

Financaial Support
Fercent Indicating

Sign. Some No Some Sian.

Neaq. Neg. Diff. Fos. Fos.
Group n 1 2 g 4 S Mean cr
Totel 1080 4 10 40 J6 10 .37 Q.94
By Fosition
Principal 596 4q 8 39 39 10 T.47 0.9
Asst. Prin. hi) 9 9 26 34 23 J.54 1.20
Superintendent 45 4 7 42 36 11 .42 0.%4
Instr. Super. 2195 S 12 41 31 11 J.32 0.986
Other 175 3 15 43 32 6 .21 0.8%
By Career Ladder Status *
Non-Career Ladder 88 7 10 44 30 9 3.24 0.99
Provisional 26 8 23 38 23 8 3.00 1.06
Career Ladder 1 S0%5 5 13 47 I2 X J.16 0.87
Career Ladder 11 62 ] 10 32 by 11 J.4% 0.99
Career Ladder 111 347 X S 29 47 19 T.70 0.94
Dther 24 4 4 46 Iz 13 I.46 0.9

- - - - -——— - - - — - o - ——— — - - —-——




Table A2.3 - Contributions of Ca eer Ladder Frogram or: Frofeessaional

Growth
Fercent Indicating

Sign. Some No Some Sagn.

Neg. Nea. Daff. Fos. Fos.
Broup f 1 2 I 4 ) Mean 1
Total 1081 et 8 24 47 18 3.69 0.9
By Position
Principal 598 I 7 26 46 13 .71 .94
Asst. Prin. X5 0 11 26 46 17 J.69 C.00
Buperintendent 4% 7 7 13 40 I3 .87 1.i¢
Instr. Supor. 214 4 7 17 51 20 .76 1.00
Other 175 3 10 28 47 11 3.%4 0.7
By Tareer Lac 'r Status
Non-Career Lac 2r B7 & 10 h3 | Iz 20 J.51 1.10
Provisional 26 12 19 15 S0 4 .15 1.1¢
Career Ladder 1 806 4 11 =2 44 7 T.29 0.94
Caree~ .adder 11 &2 Q 6 e b7 z 4.02 0.7¢
Career Ladder 171 348 1 2 12 <P | T4 4.1¢ G.7¢
Oth~r 24 4] 8 5 54 1% J.71 ©0.21

Table A2.4 ~ Contributions of Tireer Ladder Frogram on: Classroonm

TJeaching
Fercent Indicating

Sign. Some No Some Siagn.

Neg. Neg. Diff, FPos. Fog.
Group n 1 2 s ) S Mean €D
Total 1081 4 11 34 41 10 T.41 ©.95
By Position
Principsl 59% S 9 A 4) 10 3.42 0.v5
Asst. Prin. 35 3 17 14 54 11 3.94 1.01
Superinterndent 4% 4 g 27 33 29 3.76 1.09
Instr. Super. 214 4 10 31 43 12 3.48 0.97
Dther 174 3 18 37 37 4 3.20 0.1
By Career Ladder Status |
Non-Career Ladder 6B S L 35 33 13 .34 1.¢3
Provisional 26 ) 23 90 19 4 2.85 0.92
Career Lacde, 1 305 7 14 44 X2 4 3.13 0.94
Career Ladcer 11 62 3 10 23 56 8 3.5 0.90
Career Ladder 111 4B 1 S 20 8% 1% .85 0.82
Other 2% 0 4 ht.) 61 0 .57 0.5%9




Table AZ.5 - Contributions of Career Ladde Frogram on: FEuilding-Level i

Leadership
Fercent Indicating

Sign. Some No Some €agn. d

Neg. Nea. Daff. Fos. Fos.
Group n 1 Ay o 4 S Mean so
Total 1080 4 10 X7 6 13 .47 0.97 l
By Position
Principal 594 3 10 X7 36 14 .47 0.96 I
Asst. Frin. 35 6 14 31 I 17 .40 1.12
Superintendent 4% 2 4q 33 38 2 3.7% 0.94
Instr. Super. 215 6 10 33 39 13 3.43 1.02 f
Other 175 4 z 41 37 S 3.25 0.9 L

By Career Ladder Status

Non-Carear Ladder 8P
Frovisional oy’ )
Cereer Ladder 1 S0
Career Ladder 11 6%
Career Ladder 111 348
Dther 24

E:xtended Contract Dpportunities

Fercent Indicating

Total 10081
By Fosition

Principal 600
Asst. Prin. p i)
Superintendent a5
Instr. Super. 213
Dther 174

NWND W

9000

12
a1

14

By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 87
Provisional 26
Coreer Ladder 1 504
Career Ladder 11 61
Career Ladder 111 380
Other 24

P DN LU

13
13
17

13

- -

Table AZ.6 - Cortribut ons of Career Ladder Frogram on: Teaches
€ign. Some No Some saan,
Nea. Neg. Diff. Fos. Fos.

Broup n 1 2 I 4 S Mean sk

- - s e . o . - - - - - -




Table A2.7 - Contributions of Cereer Ladder Frogram on: Adminastr-ator
E:tended Contract OUpportunities

Fercent Indicating

Sign. ESome No Some Sian.

Neg. Neg. Dif*f. Fos. Pos.
Broup n i 2 .t 4 5 Mean €D
Total 1078 b 6 23 4% 22 3.76 0.5t
By Position
Principal 297 4 é 2z 4% 21 I.73 1.00
Asst. Prin. I5 3 é 20 57 14 I.74 0.E9
Superinter.dent 4% 4 2 24 X 36 J.93 1.0%
Instr. Super. 212 2 & 20 r 29 J.91 0.9¢
Other 174 2 L 29 46 15 3.64 0,90
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career lLadder B8 < 2 Z 45 17 T.75 0.5
Provisional 26 4 19 12 SO 15 .54 1.1
Career Ladder 1 201 4 Q 2 44 9 J.4¢& .94
Career Ladder 11} 62 2 0 21 50 2 4.02 0.80
Career Ladder 111 4% < 5 9 2 42 4.17 0.%4
Other 23 4 4 Xg 39 17 3.5 .95

Table AZ.8 - Contributions oY Career Ladder Frogram on: FRetention of
Teachers in the Frofession
3

Fercent Indicating

Sign. Some No Some Saan.

Neg. Neg. Diff. Fos. Fos.
Group n 3 2 ot 4 ) Mean €D
Yotal 1080 12 19 44 19 6 2.88 1.04
By Positic.,
Principal 601 12 21 43 18 6 2.84 1.04
Asst. Prin. 35 23 17 40 14 6 2.63 1.17
Suparintendert 44 7 14 45 27 7 3.14 0.78
Instr. Super. 213 12 16 43 22 7 2.96 1.07
Other 173 L 18 80 17 ) 2.92 ¢.95
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 68 7 18 o9 13 3 2.88 0.84
Provisional 26 27 19 42 12 0 2.38 3.02
Career Ladder 1 805 17 24 44 11 3 2.98 0.99
Career Ladder 11 62 2 27 39 24 8 .10 0.95
Career Ladder 111 348 ) 12 40 31 11 I.32 1.00

Lher 23 9 22 48 22 0 2.83 0.89




Tables A7 - Results for Retention of Administrator Career Ladder
Evaluation Instruments
Table A7.1 - Instrument: Observation
Fercent Inc cating '

Str. Gtr.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Broup n 2 2 3 4 S Mean sr
Total 1174 o S 9 45 37 4,05 1.0 I
By rosation
P-incipal 643 4 4 ] 48 3&
Asst. Prin. 36 8 3 11 47 2 I
Superintendent 51 4 0 2 X7 47
Instr. Super. 22 ) ) 9 44 I
Other 182 7 ) 11 38 I9

!
Ry Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 9¢ 4 u e 9 Y
Frovisional 3T 3 Z 15 45 I
Career Ladder 1 34 7 7 1= S1 =7
Career Ladder 11! 67 1 4 z 45 &
Career L&adder 111 37¢& 2 2 4 39 S
Other 26 8 e iz 39 =]

- - G G s WD W WD g 5 G = e G D e G W = o —— - — D = - G - e G G e G S e S S G S D D e S5 G e W G ——— . —— e S ——

Table AC.2 -Instrument: Interview

Fercent Indicatang

Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree nAgree

Group n 1 2 I 4 S
Tota!l 1172 4 ) 9 S0 32
By Position
Principal 643 4 4 9 53 X1
Asst. Prin. 36 S 38 8 S8 22
Superintendent S1 4 2 10 41 43
Instr. Super. 223 2 7 10 46 36
Other 192 S S 10 S0 X0

By Career Ladder Status

Nem-Career Ladder 995 I 7 8 44 37
Provisional 32 3 0 13 33 31
Career Ladder 1 537 S S 12 35 23
Career Ladder 11 &7 4 3 7 48 I7
Career Ladder 111 X74 1 4 S 47 47
Other 26 4 o 15 42 38

P o)
p)




Table AZ.Z - Instrument: Superordinate gquecstionnaire

Fercent Indicating

Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree

6roup n 1 2 I 4 o Meanr €D
Total 1174 -~ 11 44 G 3.96 1.0t
By Position

Principal 645 4 < 12 47 T2 I.9& 1.0
Asst. Prin. Ib6 0 14 é z 28 3.94 0.95%
Superintendent s2 2 2 8 44 44 4,27 0.84
Instr. Super. 227 6 3 8 44 37 4.04 1.06
Other 189 8 4 15 4% 2 I.78 .15

By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 9% 7 & 8 43T gl .85 1.18
Frovisional I S é 27 45 12 .45 1.0
Career Ladder 1 537 3] o) b o S0 beg Z.78 1.11
Career Ladder 11 Y4 & 1 7 44 o9 4.1 1.07
Career !.adder I1J1 2795 < Z 7 47 45 4.2¢ 0, 8=
Other 25 O 4 28 44 24 .88 0.ET

- - - o . - - 8 . S G S - S — et TS IS e - S e = e e e TP D I G S - - S - - = - -

Table AZ.4 ~ Instrument: 'Teacher questionnaire

Fercent Indicatina

S.r. Str.
Disag. Disaa. Neather Aaree Aaree

Group n i 2 z 4 S Mean er
Total 1170 7 7 i2 ) ad 377 1.1
By Position

Frincipal 441 7 7 11 < 27 3.7 1.07
Asst. Prin. 36 14 é 11 54 14 T.50 i
Superintendent 51 B é 16 41 2 .78 1.17
Instr. Super. 227 10 7 11 51 22 3.67 1.18
Other 190 = 7 17 54 17 .70 1.0C
By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 96 7 7 16 46 24 3.72 1.1%
Provisional 33 9 & 16 48 18 3.61 1.14
Career Ladder 1 533 & 8 14 54 16 3.99 1.12
Career Ladder 11 67 1 6 é 58 28 4.06 0.85%
wareer Ladder 111 375 S 6 8 53 29 3.95 1.01
Other 2% 4 12 24 52 8 3.48 0.96

R7




Table A%.5 - Instrument: Writing test

Fercen+ Indicating

Str. Str.

Cisag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 « e 4 S Mear el
Total 1167 e 11 12 I9 29 T.69 2T
By Fosition
FPrincipal 641 9 10 @ 40 29 T.69 .27
Asst. Frin. 35 9 11 9 51 20 J.6% 1.19
Superintendent 51 4 ) 10 4 37 4.04 1.04
Instr. Super. 225 e 10 14 J6 21 2.72 27
Other 191 8 13 15 38 26 2.61 i

R e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 93 9 1% 12 z4 30 J.62 1.29
Frovisional Iz 15 ) 21 z9 i€ .29 1.30 '
Coreer Ladder 1 $74 11 1% 18 e 20 3.41 1.27
Career Ladder 11 &7 6 ) 7 40 40 4,07 1.1%
Career Ladder 111 73 4 4 10 42 4 4,09 1.01

0Ot er 26 12 1. 12 I8 27 .58 I i
By Se:

Female Tl < 8 12 37 e .74 1.17

Male 784 1¢ 12 12 41 24 .58 1.29
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Table AZ.6 - Instrument: Reading test

Fercent Irdicatang

Str. Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Adree

Group n 1 2 T 4 S Mear €D
TYotal 1166 9 10 14 3o 28 &7 1.22
By Position
Principal 640 9 10 14 40 26 T.H8 .24
Asst. Prin. 35 9 11 é S1 22 3.6% 1.21
Superintendent o2 4 e 12 38 e 4.00 . DE
Instr. Super. 225 8 Q9 16 36 Tl 3.72 g
Other 150 B 11 16 38 26 I.64 1.22
By Career Ladder Status
Non—Career Ladder 94 10 14 12 35 IO T.é&2 1.2¢C
Provisional Iz 12 < 24 I9 18 Z.45 T

S 17 Is 19 .41 1.2¢
Career Ladder 11 67 7 6 1¢ 7 S 2.94 1.1
.Career Ladder 111 3732 9 6 11 41 26 4.1 1.07
Other 2¢ 12 12 2 I 27 T.5€ 1.27
By Se -
Female Ioe ) 9 1 & =7 J.51 1.15
Male 7% 10 11 15 41 padnd 2.5 1.24

- —— - — . G - ——— GP > > o - —— e — - = G > G > > |~ S St G G E— ——— - e . — - = = - S = -~ W - = - ——

Career Ladder 1 S3< 11 12




Table AZ.7 - Instrument: Frofessional Slills Test

Fercent Indicataing

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Aagree Agree
Group n 1 2 s 4 S Mean SC
Total 1166 11 10 16 41 21 S.97 bl
By Pnsition
Principal 641 11 10 17 41 2 3.50 2.24
Asst. Prin. 35 9 11 17 49 14 3.49 2D
Superintendent 51 2 4 16 4% I 4.04 0.
Instr. Super. 226 11 1z 15 38 22 .51 1.28
Lther 189 11 10 15 44 20 .54 st

By Career Ladder Status

Non-Career Ladder 94 12 6 12 48 22 I. 6% 1.24
Provisional I° 15 9 15 4% 15 IT.26 1.29
Career Ladder 1 532 14 17 19 g 12 T.1° by =
Career Ladder 11 &7 6 9 1< 42 0 z.81 1.14
Career Ladder 111 705 4 7 14 47 32 .92 1.00
Other 24 q 4 25 4¢ 21 .79 0.99
By Se:

Female ZTE0 9 9 15 4z 25 2. EE 1.2
Male 784 11 11 17 41 20 .47 .4

- — — . o W G ——— .+ S - - - - G - G S - - e S e e e G G G G — - G - S - I G - - G = " G . ——

Trble AZ.8 - Instrument: Student qQuestionnaire

Fercent Indicating

Ser. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree ¢ ree
Group n 1 2 3 4 S Mean sD
Total 1165 20 20 17 T1 12 2.9% 1.24
By Position
Principal 642 18 19 1% 35 14 .08 1.32
Asst. Prin. 36 28 i7 14 33 8 2.78 1.49
Surerintendent 51 14 24 24 25 14 I.02 1.27
Instr. Super. 222 27 29 16 23 10 2.6% 1.36
Other 190 19 19 23 .30 e 2.68 1.27
By Career Ladder Stetus
Non-Caree- Ladder 94 23 13 19 31 12 2.93 1.37
Provisaional 33 16 15 19 36 15 .19 1.27
Career Ladder 1 o34 22 22 17 <9 9 2.81 1.32
Career Ladder 11 &7 21 12 19 a4 17 S.07 1.26
Career Ladder 111 371 16 20 19 oh 15 .12 1.3
Other 25 16 28 28 24 4 2.72 1.14




lable AZ.9 -

Instrument: Administrator's portfolao

Fercent Indacatang

Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
GBroup n 1 2 3 4 S Mean
Total 1157 28 19 11 27 15 2.82
By Position
Principal 632 28 20 11 26 16 z.80
Asst. Prin. 36 31 ¢ 19 33 11 2.89
Superintendent 51 14 22 16 27 22 J3.22
Instr. Super. 226 29 20 8 2° 17 2.81
Other 188 24 19 14 X4 9 2.84
By Career Ladder Status
Non-C&reer Ladder 95 21 25 17 21 16 2.85
Provisional 32 1 6 I1 25 6 2.69
Career Ladder ! 529 X7 26 1 20 é 2.31
Career Ladder 11 Y- 26 S 1z 41 12 T.08
Career Ladder 111 371 15 11 S 7 z Z.52
Other 2% 24 20 20 32 4 2.72
By Se:
Female J&1 24 17 10 Iz 17 .02
Male 774 29 2 2 25 14 2.74
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