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The Appalachia Educational Laboratory (AEL), Inc., works
educators in ongoing R 4 D-based efforts to improve education and
educational opportunity. AEL serves as the Regional Educational
Laboratory for Kentucky, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia. It
also operates the ERIC Clearinghouse on Rural Education and Small
Schools AEL works to improve:

professional quality,
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community support, and
opportunity for access to quality education by
all children.

Information about AEL projects, programs, and services is avail-
able by writing or calling AZL, Post Office Box 1348, Charleston,
west Virginia 25325; 800/624-9120 (outside WV), 800/344-6546 (in
WV), and 347 J400 (local).

This publication is based on work sponsored wholly or in part by
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necessarily reflect the views of OERI, the Department, or any other
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These materials are issued in draft form for developmental
purposes.

ALL is an Affirmative Action/Zqual Opportunity Imployer.

ii

4



TASSA-AEL Opinions About the Tennessee Career Ladder

Acknowledgements

The TASSA-AEL study on the Tennessee Career Ladder has been
the result of efforts by many people. Both organizations contrib-
uted financial support to the study. Over 1,200 administrators
f7..ma across the state participated by completing and returning the
written survey. Twenty-two TASSA members and AEL staff served on
the original study group to develop potential questions for the
statewide survey. All members are listed on the next page. Sev-
eral deserve special recognition.

Sandra Orletsky, fr)m AEL, and John H. Jones, from TASSA,
provided leadership throughout the entire 18-month effort. A
special thanks to Sandra, who Y t reminding us of the task that
lay ahead and who found creati ways to overcome potential barri-
t .9 to completing the study.

Jo Gateley, then-president st TASSA, recruited help from
students at Trezevant Vocational-Technical Center, where she is
principal. Under Jo's mannement, 2,800 surveys were folded,
stamped, and mailed. Without JO'b help, we could never have
processed the data from the 1,200 completed surveys. Vocational
students assisted by keypunching all the responses.

J. Jackson Barnette analyzed the data. Jack's thorough
analisis allowed the group to reach conclusions with confidence.
He and Beth Sattes studied the data, summarized the results, and
wrote the report.

Milton West chaired the original meeting, wrote the first
draft of a survey for the study, and presented the findings at a
meeting of the Tennessee State Certification Commission and at an
AEL conference.

A study group subcommittee met four times to do much of the
work of the study. This group was composed, at various times, of
the following people: Jack Barnette, Vernon Brooks, Jo Gateley,
Peggy Harris, Juanita Henson, John Jones, Sandra Orletsky, Bill
Sapp, Beth Sattes, Bobby Snider, and Milton West. Assistance was
provided by George Melo from the Tennessee Department of Educa-
tion.

Patricia Cahape edited the written report and, with typeset-
ting and layout, she and Carolyn Luzader, both of AEL, helped to
make the report easier to read--both in the wording and in the
presentation of the words.

iii



TASSA-AEI. Ctintons About the Tennessee Career Ladder

TASSA-AEL Study Group
Vernon Brooks, Principal
Riverside Elementary School
Carter Street
Columbia, TN 38401

Tom Bruce
Route 1
Long Hollow Pike
Hendersonville, TN 37075

Paul Decker
2n1 E. Main Street
Hendersonville, TN 37075

Donald Embry, Ph.D.
Superintendent
Tullahoma City Schools
510 South Jackson Street
Tullahoma, TN 37388

Jo Gateley
Trezevant Vocational School
3224 Range Line Road
Memphis, TN 38127

Sandra Harper
P. O. Box D
Dyer, TN 38330

Peggy Harris
Metro Nashville Public Schools
2601 Bransford Avenue, Rm. C, 407A
Nashville, TN 37219

Raybon M. Hawkins, Sr.
P. 0. Box 14229
Memphis, TN 38114

Juanita Henson
Rt. 2, Box 742
Ethridge, TN 38456

Merrol N. Hyde
103 Rebecca Drive
Hendersonville, TN 37075

John Jones, Ph.D.
Superintendent
Murfreesboro City Schools
P. O. Box 279
Murfreesboro, TN 37177-0279

Mark Massey
280 South Oak
Adamsville, TN 38310

Robert McElrath, Ph.D.
college of Education
Zast Tennessee State University
Johnson City, TN 37614

Sandra Orletsky
AEL

Billy J. Pack
209 East McLean
Manchester, TN 37355

William Proctor
4783 Elvis Presley Boulevard
Memphis, TN 38116

Steve Ramsey
Rt. 2, Box 318B
Martin, TN 38237

nilliam Sapp
Sycamore Middle School
Old Dirt Pike
Pleasant View, TN 37146

Betzi Sattes
AEL

Mike Simmons, Ph.D.
Superintendent
Johnson City Schools
P. 0. Box 1517
Johnson City, TN 36761

Bobby Snider
Renders°. County Schools
P. O. Box 190
Lexington, TN 38351

Larry Vick
Superintendent
Paris Special School District
402 Lee Street
Paris, TN 38242

Milton West
Union City Schools
P. O. Box 749
Union City, TN 38261

iv



TASSA-AEL About the Tennessee Career Ladder

Abstract

Background

In November of 1987, the Tennessee Association for School
Supervision and Administration (TASSA) and the Appalachia Educa-
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 been implemented in the
spring of 1985 as part of a much larger reform effort in Tennes-
see, the Comprehensive Education Flform 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 supplements, evaluations, and peer
review.) Throughout its short lifetime, Tennessee's Career Ladder
has had its share of outspoken opponenca 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.

Results

Divided Opinions

Responses to most of the survey questions varied consis-
tently by position and by Career Ladder status. Overall, superLn-
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 Administralher Career
Ladder were administrators on the upper revels of thirCareer
Ladder. As might be expected, those who have chosen not to par -

ticjte on the upper levels of 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 and
(more negative) nonparticipating teachers was reported in a study
done for the Arizona Career Ladder Research and Evaluation Pro-
ject. In that report, as in this, the slightly negative trends
in the results can be attributed largely to nonparticipants. "(p.6)

Sam: specific 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 majorizy 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 achievement.
Again, as a group, superintendents and administrators on the upper
levels of the Career Ladder believe more strongly that the Career
Ladder is heaping to improve schools.

Speaking With One Voice

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

vi
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(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 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 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 always 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 evaluating teachers for Career Levels II and III. (NOTE:
Since the survey has been completed, this change has been made.
Teachers can requz.dst that the local school administrator be a part
of the state 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
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passed on to local school administrators.

Recommendations

Based on the results of the 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. Increase the amount of local input for upper level

evaluations for administrators.
3. Retain most of the iustrumenta 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
questionnaire 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 attention to across-the-board salary increases, and
provide uniformity in the administration of Career Ladder
extended contract monies.

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

Summary

In November 1987, 1,200 aoministrators from across the state
of Tennessee completed a survey, in which they gave their ,pinions
about the Administrator Career Ladder, a new innovation first
implemented 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; they 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 poiht, but their indivichal 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-
thor, 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.... If there were no strong reactions to an
incentive program 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 o; AEL, P. 0. Box 1348, Char-
leston, West Virginia 25325; 800/624-9120 (outside WV); 800/344-
6646 (in WV); 347-0400 (local).

ix 11
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Background: Histoty and Perspective

Selecting. .tudy Group Topic

In the spring of 1987, AEL staff approached the Tennessee
Association for School Supervision and Administration MASSA)
Executive Board about selecting a topic appropriate for a state-
wide study group. AEL promised technical aspistance and listited
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 related to ABMs 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 resear:h desigr or utilization of research
findings. This would help meet one of ABMs 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 Teacher and Administrator Career Ladder Programs.
This great wave of change had spread across the state with varying
degrees of acceptance among educators. The change brought about
by such a massive reform effort was disquietingeven for those
who supported the basic procrams. TASSA felt that it was an ap-
propriate time to take the pulse of school administrators and
determine their nood in regard to the issue of the statewide
Career Ladder Programs.

Forming the TASSA-AZI. Study Group

As the TASSA-AEL study group was formed, members were care-
fully selected to serve. The study group was composed of repre-
sentative administratorssuperintendents, principals, supervi-
sors, and othersfrom 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 itself, then, was to design the survey instrument. In
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 queatio.a would you like to ask Tennessee adminis-
trators about the Career 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 Understanding 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 neutrality 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 dies not mean that
administrators have no opinion about this issue. School adminis-
trators either like the Career Ladder 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.

2
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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, Nore Pay for Teachers and Administrators Who
Do Nor*: Incentive Pay Programs, 1987. In that summary, the au-
thor, Lynn Cornett, 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 reactions....
If there were no strong reactions to an incentive pro-
gram as it was implemented, that mould signal that the
program was bringing about no real change and was deal-
ing with important issues only at the surfa-a. States
and school districts should weigh negative reactions and
suggestions for modifications in their plans that may
spring from this dissatisfaction. (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), r3gion of state, years of admin-
istrative experience, years of experience in education, Career
Ladder status, and highest Career Ladder level for which tr.4), 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. Auperintendents consistently re-
sponded differently than other administrators. Their views wert
generally more positive about the Career Ladder.

The second variable where consistent diffellnces were ob-
served is "certification" or Career Ladder status. Administrators
of Levels II and III consistently responded differently than did
administrators of Career Level 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 perceptions 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.

3
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The original requirements to obtain Career Level I were

minimal. Depending on their local districts, many administrators
obtained Career Level I status merely by "signing up," attending
training, 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
either 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, elected to meet only the rudimentary requirements
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-Careez 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. rackard, Manager of the Arizona Career Ladder Research and
Evaluation Project, in a report presented to the Joint Legislative
Committee on Career Ladder Programs, Arizona State Capitol, Novem-
b,-Ir 1987. In that report's summary, they write:

...shows 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
10 to 30 percentage points between teachers on the
ladder and nonparticipants, with those not participating
usually quite negative about prograi concepts, while
participants were found to normally be very positive.
Implications were, that the slightly negative trends
...can 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 Cal.aer Ladder Program on schooling
and school people. Section III reports how administrators per-
ceive individual aspects of the program, including instruounta-
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
II, III, and IV.

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.

Career Ladder Stams

NumbGr in State
as of 8/87

Number of Survey
Respondents as of 11/87

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

Career Level I 1,191 (56%) 550 (55%)
Career Level II 173 ( 8%) 67 ( 7%)

Career Level III 755 (36%)_ 380 (38%)

NOTE: Not all Tennessee administrators 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 76% 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:

5
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two-tairds were male;

a third (37%1 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.

I. Pez:eptions about the Overall Effect of the Administrator
Career Ladder on Schooling and School People

Section 4. In 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 1Total for All Contributions of Career Ladder Program Items

Group n

Percent Indicating

Mean SD

Sign.
Neg.

1

Solne
Neg.

2
No Diff.

3

Some
Pos.

4

Sign.
Pos.

5

Total 1080 5 10 33 39 14 3.48 1.01

By Position
Principal 598 5 9 33 39 14 3.48 1.00
Asst. Prin 35 7 11 26 43 14 3.46 1.07
Superintendent 45 5 5 28 37 25 3.71 1.05
Instr. Super. 214 5 9 30 39 17 3.55 1.03
Other 174 4 12 37 37 9 3.34 0.97

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 88 5 9 39 34 13 3.40 1.00
Provisional 26 9 21 35 30 6 3.02 1.05
Career Ladder I 504 7 13 40 34 6 3.19 0.98
Career Ladder II 62 2 8 25 49 16 3.69 0.91
Career Ladder III 348 2 5 20 46 27 3.89 0.94
Other 24 3 8 38 44 7 3.45 0.85

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 to clizle one
response to the right of each item.

In my view, the Career Ladder has had the
following effect on this variable:

5 significant and positive
4 somewhat positive
3 no difference
2 somewhat negative
1 significant but negative

4-1 Student achievement 5 4 3 2 1

4-2 Public financial support 5 4 3 2 1

4-3 Professional growth 5 4 3 2 1

4-4 Classroom teaching 5 4 3 2 1

4-5 Building-level leadership 5 4 3 2 1

4-6 Teacher extended
contract opportunities 5 4 3 2 1

44 Administrator extended
contract opportunities 5 4 3 2 1

4-8 Retention of teachers in
the profession 5 4 3 2 1

7
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Table 2-Effects Ranked from Mott Positive to Least Positive

Percent Indicating
Sign.
Neg.

Some
Neg. No Diff.

Some
Pos.

Sign.
Pos.

Effect on: n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD

Teacher extended contract
opport. 1081 3 7 12 51 27 3.92 0.97Admin. extended contract
opport. 1078 3 6 23 45 22 3.76 0.98Professional growth 1081 3 8 24 47 18 3.69 0.96Building-level leadership 1080 4 10 37 36 13 3.43 0.97Classroom teaching 1081 4 11 34 41 10 3.41 0.96Public financial support 1080 4 10 40 36 10 3.37 0.94Student achievement 1080 4 6 47 36 7 3.37 0.85Retention of teachers 1080 12 19 44 19 6 2.88 1.04

Table 3-Results on item: Implementation of the Career Ladder has resulted in moreeffective educators In Tennessee

Group n

Percent Indicating

Mean SD

Str
Disag.

1

Disag.
2

Neither
3

Agree
4

Str.
Agree

5

Total 1187 29 23 20 19 9 2.57 1.32

By Position
Principal 652 27 24 19 19 10 .2.61 1.33Asst. Prin. 36 19 28 22 25 6 2.69 1.21Superintendent 52 21 21 17 25 15 2.92 1.40Instr. Super. 230 27 20 22 20 10 2.68 1.34Other 191 42 22 19 14 3 2.15 1.20

St Career Ladder Status
Non Career Ladder 99 41 15 21 15 7 2.31 1.34Provisional 31 48 26 16 10 0 1.87 1.02Career Ladder I 543 38 31 18 9 3 2.07 1.09Career Ladder II 86 18 30 23 23 6 2.68 1.19Career Ladder III 379 13 12 21 34 20 3.37 1.28Other 26 27 23 19 27 4 2.58 1.27
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than other administrators, as did people at the upper levels of
the Career Ladder (65 percent of Level Its and 73 percent of Level
Ins).

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
overall effect of the Career Ladder on Tennessee schooling and
school people. The scale use for these items was: 5 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
range 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 mentioned before, 54 percent of the
level III respondents agreed. Twenty-two percent of the non-
Career Ladder respondents agreed.

9
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Table 4-Results on Ladder Is helping to Improve the echo(' is in Tennessee

Percent Indicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.

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 2.94 1.17Asst. Prin. 35 9 17 29 40 6 3.17 1.07
Superintendent 50 10 12 26 36 16 3.36 1.19Instr. Super. 218 16 16 35 24 9 2.95 1.18Other 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 1.23Provisional 30 30 23 23 23 0 2.40 1.16Career Ladder I 522 21 26 34 15 3 2.53 1.08Career Ladder II 64 5 23 28 38 6 3.17 1.02
Career Ladder 111 355 5 9 29 40 17 3.54 1.04Other 25 8 12 36 36 8 3.24 1.05

By Work Setting
Rural 506 16 23 33 22 7 2.81 1.15Small City 244 19 18 27 27 8 2.88 1.24Suburban 141 11 18 32 31 9 3.09 1.12Urban 208 12 17 29 31 11 3.13 1.17

By Region
East 459 18 18 32 23 9 2.87 1.22Middle 363 13 25 29 26 7 2.89 1.13West 282 13 16 32 31 8 3.05 1.14

By Administrative Assignment
K/Elementary 420 15 21 31 25 8 2.90 1.17
Middle/Jr. High 111 11 19 38 26 6 2.98 1.07High School 141 11 20 28 31 10 3.09 1.17Central Office 328 17 20 29 25 8 2.87 1.21Other 101 16 17 33 29 6 2.92 1.15

Item 3-8. People in my community-believe that Career Ladder
is helping to improve the schools in Tennessee. Results for this
item are presented in Table 4. The mean response was slightly in
the disagree range of the scale. Superintendents had a higher
level of agreement (52 percent) than the combined other position
types (33 percent). Upper level Career Ladder respondents were
more in agreement than lower level respondents (5/ percent for
level III and 44 percent for level II).

Three other differences are worth mentioning.
Urban (42 percent agreed) and suburban (40 percent agreed) re-
spondents tended to be less in disagreement with this statement

10
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Table If- Results on Item: Parents and comunity people prefer upper-level Career Lad-
der administrators In their schools

Percent Indicating

Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree

Str.
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 2.81 1.08
Asst.P4n. 35 17 14 29 31 9 3.00 1.24
Superintendent 50 16 6 44 20 14 310 1.22
Instr. Super. 216 14 19 46 13 6 2.7L 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 2.23 1.04
Career Ladder I 522 21 27 43 8 2 2.43 0.96
Career Ladder II 64 3 19 42 28 8 3.19 0.94
Career Ladder III 354 4 9 44 29 14 3.38 0.97
Other 25 8 16 52 16 8 3.00 1.00

By Administrative Assignment
IC/Elementary 421 15 22 42 14 7 2.75 1.09
Middle/Jr. High 111 12 15 52 16 5 2.86 0.98
High School 141 12 17 38 21 11 3.03 1.15
Central Office 326 15 18 44 17 5 2.78 1.06
Other 101 9 19 49 20 4 2.91 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 gpper-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-Results on item: Parents and community people prefer upper-level Career Lad-
der teachers in their schools

Group n

UK& 1123

By Position
Principal 615
AsN.Pdn. 35
Superintendent 50
Instr. Super. 218
Other 187

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 92
Provisional 30
Career Ladder I 522
Career Ladder II cgs

Career Ladder III 355
Other 25

By Administrative Assignment
K/Elementary 420
Middle/Jr. High 111
High School 141
Central Office 328
Other 100

Percent Indicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.

Agree
1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD

13 19 39 22 7 2.91 1.10

13 21 36 21 8 2.89 1.12
11 9 31 43 6 3.23 1.09
12 8 42 20 18 3.24 1.20
13 19 40 21 7 2.90 1.10
12 18 44 24 2 2.87 0.98

16 21 40 15 8 2.77 1.13
23 37 27 13 0 2.30 0.99
19 26 40 13 2 2.53 1.01
3 19 30 39 9 3.33 0.99
4 9 37 36 14 3.47 0.98
8 12 52 20 8 3.08 1.00

15 22 36 20 7 2.83 1.13
12 15 45 23 5 2.94 1.02
10 19 29 29 13 3.16 1.17
13 17 42 22 6 2.91 1.07
8 18 46 24 4 2.98 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 ///s and 48 percent of
Level Its 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) shore this belief than administrators from
other settings :28 percent1.

Stem 3-11. Tennessee should return 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 tials respondents selected one of
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Table 7-Rot ults or item: Tennessee should return to a system In which pay increases
are based on training and experience only, which excludes any I centive (merit) pay.

Group

Percent Indicating
Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1117 24 22 15 15 25 2.95 1.52

B y Position
Principal 611 24 22 14 16 24 2.93 1.52
Asst. Prin. 35 29 11 17 14 29 3.03 1.62
Superintendent 50 42 12 14 12 20 2.56 1.61
Instr. Super. 217 25 27 16 8 24 2.81 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 3.20 1.57
Provisional 30 23 10 3 23 40 3.47 1.66
Career Ladder I 521 11 18 16 19 36 3.52 1.40
Career Ladder II 62 29 26 21 15 10 2.50 1.32
Career Ladder III 353 44 31 11 7 7 2.03 1.22
Cher 25 28 16 12 24 20 2.92 1.55

By Sex
Female 347 26 26 13 11 24 2.81 1.53
Male 754 23 20 15 16 25 3.00 1.52

B y Administrative Assignment
K/ElemeMary 419 22 24 14 15 26 2.99 1.51
Middle /Jr. High 109 28 16 17 16 25 2.94 1.56
High School 140 31 21 10 16 21 2.74 1.56
Central Office 326 24 21 16 11 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 agreed, and 25 percent strongly weed. Upper level re-
spondents disagreed with this statement far more than lower level.
(Seventy-five percent of Level III. and 55 percent of Level Its
disagreed; 29 percent of Level Is, 33 percent of Provisional and
38 percent of non-Career Ladder respondents disagreed.) Female
respondents (52 percent) disagrees more than male respondents (43
percent). Again, administrators from high schools responded dif-
ferently (52 percent disagreed) than did administrators from other
settings (45 percent disagreed). Fifty-four percent of the super-
intendents and 52 percent of instructional supervisors disagreed
with this statement compared with 44 percent disagreement from the
other groups combined.
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XII. 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 was 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 Item: The most competent educators have applied for theupper levels of the Career Ladder

Percent Indicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.

AgreeGroup 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 1.30Asst. Prin. 36 i 4 31 25 22 8 2.81 1.19Superintendent 53 21 15 19 28 17 3.06 1.41Instr. Super. 229 23 30 18 17 12 2.65 1.33Other 192 26 25 2P 17 3 2.47 1.14

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 98 37 22 20 13 7 2.32 1.29Provisional 31 48 32 13 3 3 1.81 1.01Career Ladder I 546 35 3? 22 10 1 2.10 1.03Career Ladder II 67 7 28 28 30 6 2.99 1.07Career Ladder ID 376 8 12 22 35 23 3.53 1.19Other 26 23 19 42 15 0 2.50 1.03

By Administrative Assignment
K/Elementary 437 27 24 23 17 8 2.56 118Middle/Jr. High 115 20 18 26 25 10 2A8 1.29High School 150 21 22 18 31 9 2.85 1.30Central Office 339 23 27 23 17 10 2.65 1.28Other 115 27 25 23 17 8 2.54 1.27
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Table 9Results on nem: The bit have actually attained Career Ladder II and ill
status

Group n

Percent Indicating

Mean SD

Str.
Disag.

1

Disag.
2

Neither
3

Agree
4

Str.
Agree

5

Total 1185 21 28 19 22 10 2.72 1.29

By Position
Principal 650 21 27 19 20 12 2.74 1.32
Asst. Prin. 36 19 25 14 36 6 2.83 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 2.54 1.16

By Career Ladder Status
Non -Career adder 99 33 23 23 14 6 2.36 1.25
Provisional 30 47 37 10 3 3 1.80 1.00
Career Ladder I 544 30 40 19 10 1 2.13 1.00
Career Ladder II 66 5 30 24 35 6 3.08 1.04
Career Ladder III 377 5 13 16 41 25 3.68 1.14
Other 26 23 12 35 31 0 2.73 1.15

Involvement of Intended 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-i usee the same scale described above, i.e. 1
strongly disagree, 2 disagree, 3 neither agree nor disagree, 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 rlercent of t e Love: II respondents agreed,
58 lrcent of the level III respoL -Its agreed, and 20 percent of
the non-Career Ladder respondents agreed. Relative to work set-
ting, elementary (2') percent) and central office (27 percent) ad-
ministrttors agreed less than middle/junior high (35 percent) and

Table 9 for these results. Once again Tennessee administrators as
a whole disagreed. Similar to Item 1-1, there was a strong rela-

high school (40 percent) &dministrators.

have actueJly attained Care' Ladder II and status. See

Item 1 -2. The iducators I perceive as being among the best

2 7

15



TASSA-AEL Op.nlons About the Tennessee Career Ladder

Table 10-Results on Item: All certified school personnel should be eligible to apply for
the Career Ladder

Group n

Percent Indicating

Mean SD

Str.
Disag.

1

Disag.
2

Neither
3

Agree
4

Str.
Agree

5

Total 1120 4 6 10 36 44 4.12 1.04

By Position
Principal 614 3 7 13 40 37 4.03 1.02
Asst. Prin. 35 3 9 17 40 31 3.89 1.05
Superintendent 50 10 12 4 28 46 3.88 1.38
Instr. Super. 216 4 5 7 33 50 4.20 1.06
Other 187 3 3 4 28 63 4.44 0.93

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 93 8 5 6 26 55 4.15 1.22
Provisions' 30 7 7 0 37 50 4.17 1.16
Career Ladder I 521 3 4 11 42 40 4.12 0.97
Career Ladder!! 63 0 8 13 29 51 4.22 0.96
Career Ladder III 353 3 7 11 34 45 4.10 1.06
Other 25 8 12 4 20 56 4.04 1.37

By Administrative Assignment
K/Elementary 418 3 7 14 39 38 4.03 1.01
Middle/Jr. High 110 4 8 10 39 39 4.02 1.08
High School 141 4 5 13 40 38 4.05 1.02
Central Office 327 6 3 5 28 58 4.30 1.09
Other 101 1 10 6 41 43 4.14 0.98

tic-ship between Career Ladder status and degree of agreement or
disagreement with this statement (i.e., the lower the respondents
well on the ladder, the more likely they were to disagree with
this statement). Sixty-six percent of the level /II respondents,
41 percent of the lcval 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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Table 11Results on Item: Educators who move to non-Care )r Ladder positions (e.g.
principal to superintendent or teacher to central office position) should be able to main-
tain their Career Ladder supplements

Group n

Percent Indicating

Mean SD

Str.
Disag.

1

Disag.
2

Neither
3

Agree
4

Str.
Agree

5

Total 1124 5 5 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 4.33 1.07
Superintendent 50 4 2 6 38 50 4.28 0.97
Instr. Super. 218 4 6 7 24 58 4.27 1.10
Oth: 188 6 7 4 31 51 4.13 1.19

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 93 11 4 10 38 38 3.87 1.27
Provisional 29 3 3 3 31 59 4.38 0.98
Career Ladder I 524 4 7 8 33 47 4.12 1.10
Career Ladder II 64 2 5 6 23 64 4.44 0.92
Career Ladder ill 354 5 3 4 23 65 4.41 1.04
Other 25 8 4 4 36 48 4.12 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 agreement
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 Ladder positions
(e.g. principal to superintendent or teacher to central office po-
sition) should he able to maintain their Career sadder
supplements. There was, as indicated in Table 11, high agreement
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).

3.7
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Table 12Results on Item: In most Instances, the Weer Ladder evaluation process
differentiate s among degrees of excellence: Career Level I (good, competent), Career
Level II (better), and Career Level III (best).

Group n

Percent Indicating

Mean SD

Str.
Disag.

1

Disag.
2

Neither
3

Agree
4

Str.
Agree

5

Total 1184 28 25 18 21 8 2.54 1.30

By Position
Principal 648 28 24 18 20 9 2.59 1.33
Asst. Prin. 36 28 33 14 22 3 2.39 1.20
Superintendent 53 21 23 25 21 11 2.79 1.31
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 I 543 38 30 18 11 3 2.09 1.11
Career Ladder II 65 28 23 22 25 3 2.52 1.23
Career Ladder III 378 12 19 16 36 17 3.26 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 uses 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 Level
I (good, competent), Career Level II (better), and Career Level
III (best). See Table 12. Administrators, as a group, disagreed
with this statement. In fact, 53 percent disagreed; 29 percent
agreed with the statement. There was less disagreement as Career
Ladder level increased. Severity-four percent of the provisional
level respondents disagreed, compared with 31 percent of the Level
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 13Results on Item: The Career Ladder evaluation process accurately reflects in
educator's performance

Group n

Percent Indicating

Mean SD

Str.

Disag.

1

Disag.

2
Neither

3

Agree

4

Str.

Agree

5

Total 1188 31 34 14 18 4 2.30 1.18

By Position

Principal 652 27 36 14 19 5 2.39 t20
Asst. Prin. 36 33 33 14 14 6 2.25 1.23

Superintendent 52 27 29 17 23 4 2A8 1.23

Instr. Super. 230 33 30 15 21 2 2.30 1.18

Other 193 41 33 15 10 2 1.98 1.05

By Career Ladder Status
hkimeamerLadder 99 46 26 13 11 3 1.98 1.15

Provisional 31 52 39 6 3 0 1.61 0.76

Career Ladder I 546 42 40 10 7 1 1.85 0.93

CamerLadderil 67 24 36 15 18 7 2A9 1.25

Career Ladder III 377 10 26 20 36 8 3.06 1.15

Other 26 38 23 27 12 0 2.12 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 Its disagreed, 36 percent of Level
Ins disagreed, and 72 percent of non-Career Ladder respondents
disagrk..ed.

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 is ovelmation. There were five items
related to local involvement in the evaluation process.

Item 1-5. Career Level II and III evaluations should
involve 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 ether
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Table 14-Results,on Item: The length of the administrator evaluation cycle should be
shortened to one semester

Percent Indicating

Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree

Str.
Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1176 5 10 25 29 30 3.70 1.15

By Position
Principal 646 5 10 26 28 30 3.69 1.15
Asst. Prin. 36 0 11 17 31 42 4.03 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 I 539 5 8 31 27 29 3.68 1.11
Career Ladder II 66 6 6 14 32 42 3.98 1.17
Career Ladder III 376 5 10 16 33 36 3.86 1.15
Other 26 0 8 31 42 19 3.73 0.87

Table 16-Results on Item: Career Level II and III evaluations should Involve
more local Input

Group n

Percent Indicating__

Mean SD

Str.
Disag.

1

Str.
Disag. Neither Agree Agree

2 3 4 5

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 3.67 1.12
Provisional 31 3 1 16 48 32 4.06 0.89
Career Ladder I 542 5 8 16 00 34 3.87 1.12
Career Ladder it 67 7 13 13 33 33 3.70 1.27
Career Ladder III 376 r0 16 17 38 23 3.56 1.19
Other 26 0 12 15 35 38 4.00 1.02
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Table 16Results 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.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.

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 3.32 1.18
Asst. Prin. 36 14 17 19 33 17 3.22 1.31
Superintendent 52 19 19 17 35 10 2.96 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
NonCareer Ladder 99 12 14 30 31 12 3.17 1.19
Provisional 31 0 10 29 42 19 3.71 0.90
Career Ladder I 545 6 10 28 35 21 3.55 1.11
Career Ladder II 67 3 18 36 27 16 3.36 1.05
Career Ladder III 378 17 25 25 23 10 2.82 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 3.32

poition types (67 percent). Upper level and non-Career Ladder
respondents tended to agree less (66 percent for Level II, 61
percent for Level 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 disagreement across the levels.
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Table 17Results on Item: The State Department of Education should provide closer
monitoring of local evaluation

Group n

Percent Indicating

Mean SD

Str.
Disag.

1

Disag.
2

Neither
3

Agree
4

Str.
Agree

5

Total 1189 15 30 28 21 7 2.76 1.14

By Position
Principal 652 14 33 28 20 5 2.68 1.10
Asst. Prin. 36 6 28 31 25 11 3.08 1.11
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 I 345 14 32 30 17 7 2.70 1.11
Career Ladder II 67 12 28 22 31 6 2.91 1.15
Career Ladder III 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 7)
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-Res Nits on horn: Local school administrators should be responsible for evalu-
ating and recommending their own teachers for Career Levels II and ill

Percent Indicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.

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 11 21 23 27 18 3.20 1.27
Asst. Prin. 35 3 23 26 37 11 3.31 1.05
Superintendent 50 22 20 16 30 12 2.90 1.37
Instr. Super. 210 17 26 16 28 13 2.95 1.31
Other 188 6 19 16 43 16 3.44 1.16

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 92 16 20 12 41 11 3.11 1.30
Provisional 30 7 13 27 40 13 3.40 1.10
Career Ladder I 524 , 18 18 35 22 3.46 1.22
Career Ladder II 64 9 30 19 28 14 3.08 1.24
Career Ladder III 354 17 28 23 22 10 2.80 1.24
Other 25 16 4 32 28 20 3.32 1.31

Table 19-Results on Item: Local school administrators should be a part of a State
evaluation team for evaluating teachers for Career Levels II and III

Percent Indicating

Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree

Str.
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
lnstr. Super. 217 7 7 18 43 24 3.70 1.13
Other 186 3 4 12 54 26 3.97 0.91

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 93 10 2 17 49 22 3.71 1.13
Provisional 30 3 7 20 47 23 3.80 1.00
Career Ladder I 519 5 7 14 49 25 3.82 1.04
Carey Ladder li 63 3 8 11 52 25 3.89 0.99
Career Ladder VI 353 5 7 13 46 29 3.87 1.06
Other 25 0 12 8 52 28 3.96 0.93
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Table 20-Results on Item: Educators should be able to achieve upper level Career La J-
der status through staff development without evaluation

Percent Indicating

Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree

Str.
Agree

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1183 24 29 14 21 13 2.69 1.37

By Position
Principal 650 22 32 12 20 13 2.71 1.37
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 madder Status
Non-Career Ladder 100 35 25 11 21 8 2.42 1.36
Provisions: 30 17 20 20 27 17 3.07 1.36
Career Ladder I 543 12 26 14 28 20 3.20 1.34
Career Ladder II 67 25 33 9 24 9 2.58 1.34
Career Ladder III 376 40 36 13 8 4 2.00 1.09
Other 26 27 23 19 19 12 2.63 1.38

By Sex
Female 368 20 33 11 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 involve-
ment and status.

Item 1-9 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 for 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 the e in other position types (63 percent). Career Ladder
level I (70 percent) and level II respondents (70 percent) had a
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Table 21- Results on item: Educators should be able to achieve upper Career Ladder
status through staff development with some type of evaluation

Percent Indicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.

Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1177 8 14 15 48 15 3.46 1.15

By Position
Principal 646 8 15 15 47 15 3.48 1.14
Asst. Prin. 36 6 14 8 56 17 3.64 1.10
Superintendent 52 15 25 15 35 10 2.98 1.28
Instr. Super. 227 9 16 14 43 18 3.43 1.22
Other 192 8 8 15 58 10 3.54 1.06

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 100 13 21 14 38 14 3.19 1.28
Provisional 31 13 16 23 42 6 3.13 1.18
Career Ladder I 538 5 11 14 52 18 3.67 1.04
Career Ladder II 67 3 6 21 45 25 3.84 0.98
Career Ladder III 374 13 19 14 44 10 3.20 1.22
Other 26 4 12 19 54 12 3.58 0.99

Table 22-Results on item: An administrator Career Ladder Evaluation for the upper
levels should Include how well the administrator evaluates teachers

Percent Indicating

Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree

Str.
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 3.67 1.01
Asst. Prin. 36 6 8 11 56 19 3.75 1.05
Superintendent 52 0 4 19 54 23 3.96 0.77
Instr. Super. 229 7 11 21 41 20 3.55 1.14
Other 194 6 11 23 42 18 3.54 1.10

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 100 8 7 24 41 20 3.58 1.13
Provisional 32 9 9 25 38 19 3.47 1.19
Career Ladder I 542 5 11 22 45 17 3.56 1.06
Career Ladder II 67 0 12 18 54 16 3.75 0.88
Career Ladder III 377 5 8 15 50 21 3.75 1.04
Other 26 4 4 27 50 15 3.69 0.93
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Table 23Results on Item: Assistant principals should be evaluated on the same com-
petencies as principals

Percent Indicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.

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 2.25 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 I 543 10 22 22 36 11 3.16 1.17
Career Ladder II 67 10 19 18 42 10 3.22 1.19
Career Ladder III 376 7 24 19 35 15 3.26 1.19
Other 25 8 16 16 40 20 3.48 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 Ladder. 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-Results on Item: Years of experience should be a criterion for eligibility to
obtain an upper level of the Career Ladder

Percent indicating

Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree

Str.
Agree

Group 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 3.86 1.22
Superintendent 50 12 8 8 32 40 3.80 1.37
Instr. Super. 217 11 11 12 39 28 3.61 1.29
Other 188 4 11 7 44 33 3.90 1.11

By Career Ladder Status
Non -Career Ladder 93 8 11 8 43 31 3.80 1.21
Provisional 30 10 17 13 40 20 3.43 1.28
Career Ladder i 523 7 11 11 46 26 3.73 1.16
CanomrLadderil 64 6 17 14 39 23 3.56 1.21
Career Ladder III 354 10 9 6 41 34 3.81 1.27
Other 25 0 8 24 44 24 3.84 0.90

By Sex
Female 350 9 12 11 42 25 3.62 1.25
Male 758 7 10 9 44 30 3.80 1.17

By Years of Admin. Exp.
1-5 218 10 15 11 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 1.11
16-20 197 6 9 11 :6 28 3.82 1.12
More than 20 169 5 7 9 45 34 3.95 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 exp'rience 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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Table 25-Results on Item: All administrators who are on the Career Ladder should berequired 15 attend the Administratots Academy

Percent Indicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.

AgreeGroup 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 1.38Asst. Prin. 36 17 11 6 33 33 3.56 1.48Superintendent 50 4 2 12 38 44 4.16 1.00Instr. Super. 218 8 7 9 32 43 3.94 1.25Other 189 5 10 18 38 30 3.78 1.12

By Career Ladder Status
Non -Career Ladder 93 10 9 13 41 28 3.69 1.24Provisional 30 3 13 13 23 47 3.97 1.22Career Ladder I 524 13 13 16 30 28 3.47 1.36Career Ladder II 63 0 6 8 25 60 4.40 0.89Career Ladder III 355 6 7 7 28 52 4.12 1.20Other 25 0 4 8 48 40 4.24 0.78
By Sex
Female 352 5 10 13 33 40 3.92 1.18Male 757 11 10 12 29 38 3.71 1.36

Item 3-3. All administracors who are NOT on the Career
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 morethan 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 instruments used for Career
Ladder level II and III evaluation. fable 27 presents the resultsfor each instrument, with the instruments listed from highest
level of support to lowest level of support for their continueduse. 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 26Results on Item: All administrators who are NOT on the Career Ladder should
be required to attend the Administrators' Academy

Percent Indicating

Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree

Str.
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 3.28 1.50
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 Lacdzsr 93 28 18 16 16 22 2.85 1.52
Provisional 30 17 17 13 27 27 3.30 1.47
Career Ladder I 522 23 18 15 24 19 2.9r 1.46
Career Ladder II 64 2 11 13 28 47 4.08 1.09
Career Ladder III 354 8 12 16 24 40 3.76 1.32
Other 25 8 8 8 36 40 3.92 1.26

By Sex
Female 350 11 12 18 26 34 3.60 1.34
Male 757 20 17 14 23 26 3.18 1.49

Three instruments 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 as Il and III) had higher agreement than other re-
spondents (76 percent).

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

Ranked third was the superordinate questionnaire. Seventy-
eight percent of admilistrators agreed that this should bs 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

Rank instrument
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.

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 2R 3.67 1.22

7 Professional Skills
Test 11 10 16 41 21 3.53 1.23

8 Student
Questionnaire 20 20 17 31 12 2.95 1.34

9 Administrator
Portfolio 28 19 11 27 15 2.82 1.46

Four instruments tended to cluster together in the agree
range belo:4 the first three instruments. These were: teacher
questionnaire, writing test, reading test and professional skills
test.

Seventy-three percent of the respondents felt the teacher
questionnaire, which was ranked fourth, should be retained.
There was relative consistency across position types. Upper
level respondents tended to agree more than lower level and
non-Career Ladder participants.

Ranked fifth was the writing test; 68 percent of the respon-
dents agreed it should be retained. Superintendents were in
slightly more agreement than other position types and upper
level respondents were in more agreement than lower level and
non-Career Ladder participants. Female respondents agreed
more than male respondents that the 4riting mot should be
retained.

The reading test was ranked sixth, with 67 percent of the
respondents in agreement. Superintendents and upper level re-
spond,nts tended to have higher levels of agreement. Female
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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 retained.
As had been the case with the writing test and the reading
test, superintendents, upper level Career 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 adminis-
trator portfolio.

Only 43 percent of the respondents 31t 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 administrator 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
Ladder implementation. Six items sought to determine perceptions
about the eligibility, utilization, and management of extended
contracts.

Item 2-2. Extended contracts are being effectively util-
ised to achieve instructional goal:. See Table 28. Administra-
tors were neutral in their response to this item. Superintendents
(47 percent) and instructional supervisors (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) resnondents.

Item 2-4. Career Ladder II or III educators should be the
only ones eligible for extended contracts. See TWA 29. Again,
the mean was close to the midpoint in administrators' 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. In fact, 40 percent of
them strongly agreed with this statement while only 19 percent of
the other respondents strongly agreed. Upper level respondents
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Table 28- Results on Item: Extended contracts are being effectively utilized to achieveinstructional goals

Percent Indicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.

AgreeGroup 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 31 9 2.93 1.24Asst. PM. 38 17 33 19 22 8 2.72 1.23Superintendent 51 14 24 16 29 18 3.14 1.34Instr. Super. 223 13 18 19 33 17 3.24 1.30Other 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 1.32Provisional 31 32 35 23 6 3 2.'13 1.06Career Ladder I 528 20 26 26 23 5 2.66 1.17Career Ladder II 66 5 14 23 48 11 3.47 1.01Career Ladder III 373 10 14 15 41 20 3.47 1.25Other 25 20 24 24 20 12 2.80 1.32

By Work Setting
Rural 528 15 21 21 31 12 3.03 1.27Small City 246 17 22 18 31 12 2.99 1.30Suburban 146 15 21 18 37 10 3.05 1.25Urban 212 22 23 25 22 8 2.71 1.25

(59 percent for level II and 64 percent for level III) were in
much more agreement than lower level (26 percent for provisional
and 24 percent fsi: level I) and non-Career Ladder respondents.

Item 2-5. Al' 11-month and 12- 'month extended contract
monies should be passed on to administrators. See Table 30.
Administrators strongly agreed with this statement. Principals
(84 percent) had higher agreement and superintendents (57 percent)
hart lower agreement than other position types. Upper level re-
sT:iondents (92 percent for level II and 93 percent for level III)
were in higher agreement than lower (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
office (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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29Results on Item: Career Ladder II or ill educators should be the only ones
eligible for extended contracts.

sout the Tennessee Cet,:er Ladder

Group n

Percent Indicating

Mean SD

Str.
Disag.

1

Disag.
2

Neither
3

Agree
4

Str.
Age

5

Total 1155 23 22 12 22 20 2.94 1.48

By Position
Principal 636 25 21 12 24 18 2.87 1.46
Asst. Prin. 36 25 19 6 22 28 3.08 ' .61
Superintendent 50 12 26 12 10 40 3.40 ', .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 2.93 1.55
Provisional 31 39 23 13 :3 13 2.39 1.45
Career Ladder I 527 34 29 13 16 8 2.36 1.32
Career Ladder II 66 11 18 12 35 24 3.44 1.33
Career !Adder III 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 for
level I) and non-Career Ladder (66 percent) respondents. Central
office (76 percent) tended to agree less than those in other
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 "
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 ...!lose 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 11month and 12month extended contract monies
should be passed on to administrators.

Group
n

Percent Indicating

Mean SD

Str.

Disag.

1

Disag.

2

Neftner

3
Agree

4

Str.

Agree

5

Total 1163 8 5 10 18 58 4.12 1.28

By Position
Principal 637 4 3 10 17 67 4.40 1.03
Asst. Prim 36 8 0 17 33 42 4.00 1.17
Superintendent 51 24 12 8 20 37 3.35 1.63
hstr. Super. 227 10 5 11 12 62 4.11 1.35
Other 191 17 14 9 26 35 3.49 1.50

By 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 I 533 9 6 15 24 45 3.90 1.29
CareerLadderh 66 0 2 6 9 83 4.74 0.64
Career Ladder III 375 3 1 3 10 83 4.69 0.84
Other 25 24 12 12 20 32 3.24 1.61

By Administrative Assignment
K/Elementary 429 5 3 12 18 62 4.27 1.14
Middle/Jr. High 111 4 2 6 23 66 4.45 0.96
High School 148 3 2 8 14 72 4.50 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 Aegarding a Variety of Incentive
Programs

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

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

GRANTS FOR INDIVIDUAL STAFF PROJECTS (monies provided to
individual teachers or administrators for implementing pro-
grams, activities, ideas, etc.)
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Table 31-Results on Item: Attendance at the Administrators' Academy should count
toward contract time for administrators.

Group 1

Percent Indicating

Mean SD
Str.

Disag.
1

Disag.
2

Neither
3

Agree
4

Str.
Agree

5

Total 1169 7 4 6 23 60 4.25 1.18

By Position
Principal 642 5 2 5 21 68 4.45 1.01
Asst. Prin. 36 8 3 3 28 58 4.25 1.20
Superintendent 51 18 14 6 16 47 3.61 1.60
Instr. Super. 227 9 4 5 26 57 4.18 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 3.57 1.46
Provisional 31 13 3 16 26 42 3.81 1.38
Career Ladder I 537 8 4 7 30 50 4.10 1.21
Career Ladder II 66 2 5 0 18 76 4.62 0.84
Career Ladder III 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 5J 23 64 4.36 1.09
Middle/Jr. High 113 5 2 5 17 71 4.46 1.05
High School 149 4 3 3 19 70 4.50 0.98
Central Office 435 10 6 8 26 50 3.98 1.33
Other 116 8 5 7 25 55 4.15 1.23

CAREER LADDER PROGRAMS (monies provided for a combination of
recognition and additional responsibilities such as mentoring
and extra work)

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

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

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.)
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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.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree

Str.
AgreeGroup n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1156 13 19 30 30 8 3.03 1.16
By Position
Principal 636 12 17 33 31 7 3.05 1.11Asst. Prin. 36 11 28 19 33 8 3.00 1.20Superintendent 50 10 14 20 42 14 3.36 1.19Instr. Super. 223 16 20 19 31 13 3.06 1.31Other 190 14 21 37 23 6 2.87 1.10

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 97 21 21 26 25 8 2.79 1.26Provisional 31 16 19 42 13 10 2.81 1.17Career Ladder I 525 13 21 39 23 4 2.83 1.05Career Ladder it 66 8 20 17 48 8 3.29 1.11Career Ladder III 375 10 15 19 42 15 3.37 1.19Other 24 21 4 42 25 8 2.96 1.23

By Work Setting
Rural 525 10 16 30 34 9 3.16 1.12Small City 246 10 18 28 33 11 3.16 1.15Suburban 146 16 16 29 32 8 3.01 1.20Urban 212 19 28 30 18 5 2.62 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.)

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 33-Results on item: The State Department of Education should provide closer
monitoring of extended contracts.

Percent Indicating

Str.
Disag. Disag. Neither Agree

Str.
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 2.86 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 11 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 2.94 1.32
Provisional 30 10 30 33 13 13 2.90 1.18
Career Ladder I 528 12 20 28 26 14 3.09 1.22
Career Ladder II 65 12 25 38 22 3 2.78 1.02
Career Ladder III 375 19 33 28 13 7 2.57 1.15
Other 24 4 21 29 33 13 3.29 1.08

By Work Setting
Rural 528 15 24 29 21 11 2.88 1.21
Small City 246 13 28 20 24 15 2.98 1.28
Suburban 146 18 28 37 14 5 2.62 1.08
Urban 212 13 22 32 20 13 2.99 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 incentives was ranked fifth with 31 percent
ranking it as one of their top three preferences.

Ranked sixth was merit pay with 35 F3rcent of the respon-
dents ranking it es one of their top three preferences. There was
high variability for this incentive. Forty-one percent ranked it
as one of their three lowest 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.

Analysis of rankings by sex of respondent indicated two dif-
ferences. Female respondents gave higher rankings than male
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Table 34Preferences for Various Incentive Programs, Total 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 2.81 2.53

2 Grants for school-based
projects 1029 10 14 14 14 14 11 9 7 7 4.49 2.34

3 Extended contracts 1020 4 16 13 12 13 12 12 9 8 4.94 2.35
4 Grants for Individual

staff p.ojects 1027 4 9 16 15 16 12 12 10 6 á" 2.17
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 5.31 2.99
7 Career Ladder pro-

grams 1024 7 9 9 12 12 12 12 13 14 5.44 2.49
8 Release time 1022 6 9 13 11 9 9 10 14 18 5.49 2.61
9 Sabbatical leave 1024 5 8 7 8 11 9 10 17 26 6.17 2.57

respondents to grants for individual staff projects and release
time.

Analysis by position yielded two differences. Assistant
principals indicated lower preferences 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 incentives. Middle/junior high school respondents
indicated school based incentives as a lower preference than other
groups while both 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 eastern region of the state ranked extended con-
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 Ladder and level III respondents tended to rank extended
contracts higher than the other groups. Provisional and level I
respondents tended to rank career ladder programs somewhat lower
than other respondents. Career Ladder 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 respondents.

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. In
general, respondents did not feel the Career Ladder Program had
any positive effect on the retention of teachers in the profes-
si(4. Superintendents and upper level Career Ladder respondents
tended to attribute higher positive effects 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 supdrintendents 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 nuperintendents were most in favor of
this idea. In 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.
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Respondents were not favorably impressed with the effec-
tiveness of the Career 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 instruments 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 for 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 Ladder.
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
evaluation 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 staff develop-
ment with some type of evaluation. They do not think e, 6ators
should be able to achieve teat status with staff development
alone, minus the evalution. There was agreement with the idea
that an administrator's Career Ladder evaluation should include
how well the administrator evaluates teachers.

All groups, 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 11-month and 12-month extended contract monies should be
passed on to administrators and that attendance at the Administra-
tors' Academy eholad count toward contract time.

Superintendents and upper level Career Ladder respondents
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 salaxy 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 preferred 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 Laddex 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 was 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 opponents and proponents. From
the first mention of the idea, educators have been split
over the advimaility of such an undertaking.

At the time of the TASSA survey, Career Ladder was
still so new to administrators and had the potential for
such dramatic personal consequences, it is not surprising
that responses to he survey were not positive. Administra-
tors were asked fox 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 Douse Divided

Responses to most of the survey questions varied con-
sistently by poaition and by Career Ladder status. Overall,
superintendents in Tennessee had more positive views about
the Administrator Career Ladder than did other administra-
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tors. As a group, superintendents are not eligible for the
Career Ladder. The generally positive views of the superin-
tendents appear to be a function of their management view of
education. Perhaps because they are not personally involved
as members of the system, their perspectives are broader.
Evidently superintendents, as a group, nee 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
positive than the group as a whole toward the Administrator
Career Ladder are those administrators who have participated
in the state-administered evaluation process an 'ave
achieved upper career lr fel status .nd III). As
might be expected, those who have chosen not to parti.-1/2ate
have more negative views. Because, thrpughout Tennessee,
there are more administrators who have :hosen not to par-
tici.lte than there are those who 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 completed 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" p -spective; t' her views the system from
having participated in it. This rlflift 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 administrators 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 profInce for across-the-board salary increases.
The study gi cp concluded that this is a sign that adminis-
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trators believe there need to be adjustmen*s 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., of incen-
tive programs.

In general, the data suggest that school administra-
tors do not perceive that the Career Ladder pLogram has
improved Tennessee schools, which was the ,riginal intent of
the Career Ladder program.

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 a positive effect on specific aspects of education in
Tennessee, such as providing opportunities for extemed
contracts, professional growth, leadership, classroom teach-
ing, ,lublic financial support, and student achievement.
Again as a group, superintendents and upper level adminis-
trators belie-a 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 be able to maintain their
Career Ladder supplements.

Most administrators are neutral or disagree witr the
notion that the Career Ladder evaluation process accu 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 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 explri-
*ace 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 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 1Q88.)

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 half believed even those NOT
on the Career Ladder should be required to attend. (NOTE:
Attendance at the Academy has always been mandatory.)

Mont t rvey questions pertained to tke Administrator
Career Ladder, but one item focused on the role of adminis-
trators 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 Levels II and III. (NOTE: Since the survey has
ben completed, this change has been made. Teachers can
request that the local school administrator be a part of the
state evaluation team.)

Regardtng 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 attendance at the Academy should
coant toward extended contract time. (NOTE: This has al-
ways been an option for local education agencies.) They
also believe that 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 recommendations. Some of
these, as noted in the text above, have already oeen 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. Increase the :mount of local input for upper level
evaluations for administrators.

3. Retain most of the instruments in the cu :,nt evaluation
system. However, because there were mixed opinions
about the retention of the portfolio and the student
questionnaire, evaluate the continued use of the portfo-
lio and the student questionnaire as data sources in the
Career Ladder evaluation system.

4. Career Ladder programs should be developed and estab-
lished for all certified seool .ersonnel.

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

6. Give attention to licross-the-board salary incaeases and
provide uniformity in the administration of Career Lad-
der extended contract males.

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

The data suggest 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 maintaining reliability in the
system.
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Appendix A
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TASSA-AEL STUDY GROUP
To: TAM study rap milkers

free: Sandra Or10;11110t7)beth Sates

School ilevereasce and Administration

late: July 21, 1157

Subject: Results of the first study group meeting,

June 14, 1117, Nashville

Enclosed is a summary of the results of our

first study Fop reties is Nashville, where we generated

possible emestioss fee a statewide survey of administrators

'bout the Tommessal Clever Ladder for Adainistratots.

Is this seclosere, you will fled the key question posed

to the study group seders, the 43 questions generated by

the study group in reopens to the key question, and the

votes given to each patio.

You say resember that shell el voted 011 the

whose, each member got five votes. Their number one

choice was given a weight of 1'; their second choice

received a weight of 41 their fifth choice received a vote

of '1'. la the first enclosure, in the column headed

'Votes', the embers represent weighted votes given by

study group members. Ile the slued enclosure, where eves-

tilos mended in categories, the 'Votes' co!an represents

the tidal of weighted votes received by each question.

In the second enclosure, you will find categories

lute which the 43 'Untie' were clustered. This as the

fork of three of es the day after the seating --to t7y to

collapse the 43 qetstiems into a few discrate categnies. As

you can see, ve case op with 1 clusters 01 categories. The

biggest vote - getter vas a question about extended contract

payments. The category with the most votes has to do with

the relationship of career ladder to competency. These

high -vote categories OM fora the basis of the questions

foe the statewide survey of Tessesset adoinistrators.

The last enclave is an article about the Nominal

sup technique, the process ve used for that medial. Is

fled it to be a good Waive for helping groups braisstera

ash prioritize. Ti, may vast to adapt it and Ise it is per

art.

lilts east, the study prow chair, resisted sue

of R'ep's fork dories the TWA cesfereace sod gathered

we spiders. lb fill be medial yes the results of these

proesetaties shortly. lilt's has also appointed a estces-

Nitta to work on the acted warm lesstiess. They Mope to

met is the first poet of Asyut. le will seed yes the

remelts of that setting as soos as raossible. Please call es

11104241120) or lilies if you have may more LIM to the

divelopeest of the arm Nesting.

1111=rZductatioad taboimarylad au 1346 Cludestan WM
04/1147.0400 loll boa loW1K10/344411144 loll he adaids WV000=120
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Nominal Croup Technique

The following guidlines for the losinal Croup Technique (CCT) have been

adapted from Crow Techniques for grogram Planning by Andre L. Delbeeq,

Andrew N. Van de Ten, and David R. Gustafson, pp. 40-66. Scott, Foreseen

and Company, 1975.

Step 1: Silent Osesration of Ideas in Writing

Leader presents the nominal question in written form, read,, the

question aloud, and asks the group to write their ideas in

brief phrases. The leader should avoid clarifying the question
or giving examples. limbers work independently. The leader

should model good group behavior by writing ideas silently.

During this step, every group amber has adequate time to think
and reflect, without influence from other group seniors. The
silent generation avoids competition, keeps the group problem`
centered, and prevents premature choosing of ideas or solutions.

Step 2: Sound-Robin Recording of Ideas

Record the ideas of the group on a flip chart. Co around the

table, asking for one idea from each umber in turn. In

recording ideas, use the words of the group 'sobers -iudon't

editorialise. encourage people 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 used to give it again.

limbers can pass at any ti.

The leader should accept all ideas rad record as rapidly as
possible. If necessary, the leader in help to abbreviate a
sentence so that it is a brief phrase. Nike sure everyone in
the group can see all the written ideas; tear off sheets of
paper and tape thew to Showell in a visible location. The
leader should not permit discussion of ideas during this step.

This step provides a written record or the snoop's ideas.
Written ideas are mere objective and less attached olio'
individual; all group embers have a ore equal chance to
participate. The group's creativity will increase with this
equalisation technique; the group will not be dominated by an
aggressive personality or a high-status ember.

1141T"
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Step 3: Serial Discussion to! Clarification

Discuss each idea, in tire, for clarification. This is an

opportunity to present the logic of each idea, to eliminate

misunderstanding, and to argue for the merits of particular

ideas. The main purpose is to clarify, not to win arguments.

The leader's role is to Ace the discussion se as to prevent

undue focus on any one item and to assure that all points of

view are beard on all the ideas. Sxplain the step to the group

and then keep the discussion movies quickly.

Step 4: Preliminary Vote on Itee Importance

At this point, the group needs to begin'to select the most

important ideas --to mete the list manageable. In PCT, members

make independent judgments. These are expressed in tank

order, averaged for a group decision, and fed back to the group

for another vote.

Ask each member to select the five most important items, write

each of those five on a separate 3 x 3 card, and record the

number of the item in the top left corner.

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

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

2. Select the wet important, and write the number 3 in

the lower :lig corner. (Underline it three times to

distinguish this ranking from the item number itself.)

3. From the four remaining cards, select the jean important,

and write the number 1 in the lower right corner. Underline

it three these.
4. Now choose the NIL important of the three remaining

(rank4), tbe tem important of the two (rmik11), and
the last card rank3).

List, for each iten rusher, the rank votes from all the 3 x 3

cards to get a' group t ital.

Step 3: Discussion of the Prelirimary Vote

Members of the group can discuss items they perceive as having

received too many or too feu' votes. They can also esamiae

inconsistencies is the voting patters. The loader should

clarify for the group that the purpose is net to pressure
people to change their original votes, but rather to clarify

and discuss.

Step 6: Final Vote

This step combines individual judgements into a group

decision. Use the same process as Stsp 4.
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TASSA Study Group Meeting
June 14, 1987

Key Question: What questions would you like to ask Tennessee adminis-

trators about the Career Ladder?

The study group members generated 43 questions.

1. Extended contract "duplicated"
paymentssome principals receive
extended contract and merit; ott,:is

receive only merit. Should all 11- and
12-month contract money be passed on?
Should state require that? Or local

board choice?

2. What can be done to address the quality
of observations?

3. Why 00 principals have portfolio?
(Teachers have eliminated portfolio.)

4. In lieu of evaluation of administrators and
supervisors, do you think state should pay
administrators for increased paperwork and
forget evaluations (cost vs. time)?
Should whole system be changed?

S. Why should the limit of $O2 -202 be placed
on supervisors (for work in field,
in-school supervisi6u)?

6. Is feedback to administrators inadequate
after ealh observation?

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

S. Do you think the 'aver levels of Career
Ladder are too easy or too hard to attain?

9. Nave the most couvitent administrators
applied for Career Ladder evaluation?

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

fi 4

5, 2,

3,

Votes

5,

4

5

Total

5,

4,

4,

2,

3

4,

3

24

7

16

3

5, 1,4 10

2, 3 7

3 3



Votes Total

11. Can it identify most competent? 3, 2 5

Does it identify those it should end
exclude those it should? Differentiate?

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

13. Why can't local evaluation (two every
five years) stand in lieu of state
level evaluations

14. Has adoption of TIPS actually improved
instruction?

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

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

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

18. Did you have to role play to become
Career Ladder II or III administrator?

1, 2 3

19. Why are Career Ladder opportunities not 2 2

available to all administrators serving
in an instructional role requiring
certification by state?

20. Have evaluators acted professionally?
Seen trained well enough? Competent?

21. Do you think teachers are discouraged 2 2

from accepting administrative jobs
because of losing Career Ladder status?

22. Do you think they should be? %ice versa.%

should administrators be able to wove to
teaching and retain Career Ladder status?

23. Does Career Ladder status of administrators 4 4

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

24. To what extent do you think objectives 5, 3 8

of CERA have been met?



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

41. To what extent has Career Ladder teacher
evaluation taken away from or cm'ributed
to administrative leadership?

Votes Trtal

4 4

42. To what extent has duty-free lunch put a 1, 3 4

burden on you as principal?

43. Do you feel parts of CERA (other than
Career Ladder) have received adequate
attention?
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25. Do you think the Career Ladder program
should be abolished?

26. Should all administrators be required to
go to Principal Academy?

27. Why should administrators work 7.5 hours,
when teachers work 7.0? Should teachers
and administrators work equal time daily?

28. Has your participation in Career Ladder
improved your performance?

29. Do you recommend changing the Career
Ladder ,evaluation system?

30. Is compensation adequate for:
a. Career Ladder I?
b. Career Ladder II?
c. Career Ladder III?

31. Should upper Career Ladder be state- or
locally-administered (or somewhere in
between)?

4,

Votes

4,

3

5, 1

Total

2

3

20

5

4

5,

2

3

1,

2,

4

32. Would you be willing to be trained by 1, 2 3
the state in order to do local evaluations
of Career Ladder II or III?

33. To what extent has new governance structure 1 1
(state) been effective? How much better or
worse is it?

34. Has local control diminished or increased?

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

36. Should merit pay and extended contract be 4 4
separated?

37. Should all principals be offered extended 1
contract?

38. Are extended contract activities beneficial
fox improving instructire

39. Should there be minimum levels of experience 3 3
for Career Ladder participation?

R7
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Category: Competency (continued)

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

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

Votes

4

3

18. Did you have to role play to become Career Ladder II 3

Or III admini3trator?

39. Should there be minimum levels of experience for Career 3

Ladder participation?

38. Are extended contract activities beneficial for
improving instruction?

Category: Portfolio

3. 'Thy do principals have portfolio?
(ieachers have eliminated p tfolio.)

12. Vby 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 new governance structure (state)
been effective? Dow such better or worse is it?

35. In 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?

RS

Total 55

16

Total 16

8

1

1

4111MMO

Total 10



Milton West, Sandy Orletsky, and Beth Sates met on the following
day to analyze the questions. The items fell into the following clusters
or categories:

Extended contract
Competency
Portfolio
CERA

Career Ladder evaluation: Is it worth it?
Observation/quality
Di:predicted 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. Should all 11- and
12-month contract ,ney be passed on? Should
state require that? Or local board choice?

30. Is compensation adequate for:
a. Career Ladder I?
b. Career Ladder II?
c. Career Ladder III?

Votes

24

4

36. Should merit pay and extended contract be separated? 4

37. Should al. principals be offered extended contract? 1

Total 33

Category: Compete sx

28. Bas your participation in Career Ladder improved your
porforsame?

B. Do you think the upper levels of Career Ladder are too
easy or too hard to attain?

9. lave the most competent administrators applied for
Career Ladder evaluation?

11. Can it identify most competent? Does it identify those
i: should and exclude those it should? Differentiate?

R9

20

10

7

5

1



Category: Unpredicted Effects of Career Ladder (continued)

Votes

4. In lieu of evaluation of administrators and supervisors, 3

do you think state should pay administrators for
increased paperwork and forget evaluations (aost vs.
time)? Should whole system be changed?

39. Should there be minimum levels of experience for 3

Career Ladder participation?

21. Do you think teachers are discouraged from accepting
administrative jobs becaus3 of losing Career Ladder
status?

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

41. To what extent has Career Ladder ',sacker evaluation
taken away from or contri: ed to administrative
leadership?

Category: Other Administrators

19. Why are Career Ladder opportunities not available
to all sdministrptors serving in an instructional
role requiring certification by state

5. 'thy should the limit of 802-202 b.! plated on

apervisors (for work in field, .u-school
supervzsion)?

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

70

2

Total 12

2

Total 2



Category: Career Ladder Evaluation: Is It Worth It?

29. Do you recommend changing the career Ladder evaluation
systeda

4. In lieu of evaluation of administrators and supervisors,
do you think state should pay administrators for increased
paperwork and forget evaluations (cost vs. time)? Should
whole system be changed?

18. Did you have to role play to become Career Ladder II
or III administrator?

32. Would you be willing to be trained by the state in
order to do local evaluations of Career Ladder II or II:/

1

1

Votes

5

3
1

I

3

1

25. Do you think the Career Ladder program should be 2
abolished?

20. Vim evaluators acted professionally? Seen trained
well enough? Competent?

31. Should upper Career Ladder be state- or locally-
administered (or somewhere in between)?

Category: Observation /Quality

2. What can be done to address the quality of
observation?

6. Is feedback to administrators inadequate after
each observation?

20. Save evaluators acted professionally? Seen trained
well enough? Competent?

Stagg,: Dipredicted Effects of Career Ladder

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

7 1

Total 16

7

Total 7

4
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TASSIMEL STUDY GROUP
Tennessee Career Ladder Survey

November 16, 1987

tear Tennessee Administrator:

The Tennessee Association for School Supervision end Administration

(TASSA) and the Appalachia Educational Laboratory (ALL) have collaborated

to develop the enclosed survey on the Tennessee Career Ladder. This

project is designed to obtain information on administrators' perceptions

of the Career Ladder Program in Tennessee. Every 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 evaluation system,

eater'ed contracts, related policies and issues, contributions of the

Career Ladder, and incentive programs. We would appreciate your taking

the time to fill out the enclosed survey form as completely as possible.

lased on the pilot test findings, 4t should take !about 20 minutes.

It is important that you respond by November 30. 1987, so that the
results can be complied before the legislative session. Please send your

completed survey to Jo Gateley in the stamped, self-addressed envelope

enclosed. If you have any questions, feel free to call Jo at

901/357-35M

This is rlur chance to express your opinions about the Career Ladder:

Pleads help us make an impact by completing your survey today. Survey

results will be made available through TASSA.

Sincerely,

'ier %..b.v.-*.aal

Jo Uateley, President
TASSA

14.40144
Milton Vest, Chairman
TASSA-AS1. Study Croup

Enclosures
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TASSAAEL Study Group
Tennessee Career Ladder Survey

This survey is designed to obtain information on administrators' perceptions of the Tennessee Career
Ladder Program far both teachers and administrators. At the beginning of each section is an overview, which

places the pertinent questions in context. Please respond to at questions In light of this context and according to tne

Mide(s) described for the section.

Section 1: CAREER LADDER EVALUATION SYSTEM FOR
atDIAINIST'RAT'ORS AND TEACHERS

This section addresses the Career Ladder evaluation system for princi-
amiftwtt principals, supervisors of instruction, and teachers. Consider

both local evabation for Career I wet I and state evaluation for Career Levels
II and III unless indicated otherwise in We statement.

Please respond to all statements using the following scale. Where there
are two response scales, please respond to blth. Circle your re-
sponse to the right of each statement:

5 strongly agree
4 agree
3 neither agree nor disagree
2 dampen
1 strongly disagree

1.1 The most competent educators have applied for the upper levels of the
Career Ladder.

Respond for both groups.
,,...-------...........A...--- -....s,

Administrators Teachers

1.2 The educators I perceive as being among the best have actually attained
Career Ladder II and ill status.

14 in most Instances, the Career Ladder evaluation process Mew:Hates
among degrees of exoelence: Career Level I (good, competent), Career
Level II (better), and Career Level III (best).

1-4 Implementation of the Career Ladder has marled in mon effective edu-
cators in Timone.

1.3 Caesar Level II and el evaluatbm should involve more Ina input.

14 The Career Ladder evaluation process accurately regale an
educators peiformenoe.

1.7 Adnadatralom at the local level would do a better job than the State in
evaluating magma for the upper levels of the Career Ladder.

14 The Slate Depohnem of Eduction should provide dour fnordodng of
local aroa.atihn.

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 2 2 1

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1



5 strongly agree
4 . agree
3 neither agree nor disagree
2 disagree
1 . strongly disagree

1.11 Educators should be able 10 achieve upper level Career Ladder status
through staff Javeiopment without evaluation.

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

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

1.12 An administrator Career Ladder evaluation for the upper levels should
Include how well the administrator avaluates teachers.

5-IS Assistant principals should be evaluated on the same competencies
as prIncipals

1-14 The following instruments should be retained for Career Level II and Ill
administrator evaluations:

a. Administrators portfolio

b. Student questionnaire

c. Teacher questionnaire

d. Professional Sidlis Test

e. Interview

f. Reading test

g. Writing test

h. Superordinate questionnaire

I. Observation

1-15 In your opinion, what other Instruments should be added for
Career Level II and ill administrator evaluations?

Administrators Teachers

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 A 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

. MINI=LWIIII111.

1

I

I

1



Section 2: EXTENDED CONTRACTS

This sectbn addresses the extended contracts corrpone It of the Career
Ladder program Presently, al administrators who attain Levels II or III are
requked to work the 11th month. In addition, those who attain Level III have
Vie option of worldng a 12th month. Teachers who attain Career Level II have
the option of woddng the 11th month, and those w:x) attain Levi' ill have the
option of woddng the 11th and 12th months.

Reese reepond to al elements using the following scale. Where
there are two response SUMS, please respond to both. Circle your
response lotto date of each statement:

$ stron* Wee
4 agree
3 nether agree nor disagree
2 down
1 ettongty disagree

2-1 Extended contracts are being effectively utilized to achieve instructional
Pak.

Respond

Administrators

5 4

for both groups.

Teacht,rs

5 4 3 2 1

.-4.---------..\

3 2 1

2-2 Manicernwst of extended contracts is as &notified as possible for this
VP* of Program- 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

2-3 The Stale Depwlmett of Education should provide closer montiodng of
extended contracts. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

2-4 Career Ladder II or III educators should be the only ones 'liable for
sitiodsd contracts. 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1

2-5 AN 11-itenth and 1"-month extended contract monies should be passed
on to adrninistrators. 5 4 3 2 1

2-5 Modena at the Administrators' Academy should count toward
extended contract time for administrators. 5 4 3 2 1
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Section 3: POLICIES AND ISSUES

This section addresses various policies and issues concerning the
Career Ladder program.

Please respond to all statements using the bibwing scale. Circle only
one response to the rigN of each statement:

5 saw* agree
4 se agree
3 neither agree nor disagree
2 disagree
1 strongly disagree

3.1 Educators who move to non - Career Ladder positions (a., . principal
to superintendent or teacher to central office position) should be able to
mairdain their Career Ladder supplements. 5 4 3 2 1

3-S Al adatiradratcrs who are on the Career Ladder should be required to
attend the Administrators' Academy. 5 4 3 2 1

3.3 AN admirdstrators who are NOT on the Career Ladder should be required
to attend the Administrators' Academy. 5 4 3 2 1

34 Local school administrators should be responsible for evaluating and
recommending their own teachers for Career Lebls II and III. 5 4 3 2 1

9.5 Local school administrators should be a part of a State evaluation team
for evaluating teachers for Career Levels II and III. 5 4 3 2 1

3.5 AN certificated school personnel should be eligible to apply for the Career
Ladder. 5 4 3 2 1

3-7 Years of experience should be a criterion for eligibility to obtain an upper
Neel of the Ca lr Ladder. 5 4 3 2 1

341 People in my community believe that Career Ladder is helping to
improve the schools InTennessee. 5 4 3 2 1

34 Parents and community people prefer upper-level Career Ladder admin-
IStriaors in their edioob. 5 4 3 2 1

3.10Parents and commrdly people prefer upper-level Career Ladder teach-
ers In their schools. 5 4 3 2 1

3-11Tennessee should return to a system in which pay Increases are based
on Pairing and experience only, which excludes any incentive (merit)
Pay- 5 4 2 2 1

I

I

I

I

I



Section 4: CONTRIBUTIONS OF CAREER LADDER PROGRAM

This section asks for your perceptions of the contribu-
tions made by the Career Ladder Program to various
educational variables. Al aspects of this program should
be considered. Including staff development, the local and
apper-level evaluations of teachers and administrators, and
lie extended contract pagan. For each variable, respond
using the following scale. Cirde only one response to the
data of each item.

In my view, the Career Ladder has had the following
elect on this variable:

significant and positive
4 somewhat positive
3 no difference
2 somewhat negative
1 signill-Ant but negative

4.1 Student achievement 5 4 3 2

4.2 Public financial support 5 4 3 2

4.3 Proftssbnal growth 5 4 3 2 1

4.4 Classroom teaching 5 4 3 2

4.5 Sulding-level leadership 5 4 3 2 1

4.6 Teacher extended contract
opportunities 5 4 3 2 1

4.7 Administrator extended
contract opportunities 5 4 3 2

48 Retention of teachers in the
profession 5 4 3 2 1

Section 5: INCENTIVE PROGRAMS

This section asks for your views on various incentive programs for teachers and ad-
ministrators. Now we are asking you to rank order the programs listed below from I' (your
fist preference) to gii or 1106 (your lowest preference). Please read all program descrip-
tions before ranking.

1-1 GRANTS FOR SCHOOL-BASED PROJECTS (monies provided tc schools for
Mplementing programs or activities at the school level)

5-2 WANTS FOR INDIVIDUAL STAFF PROJECTS (monies provided to indiviouat
touchers or adrnirtatralors for implementing; programs, activities, ideas, etc.)

II4 CAREER LADDER PROGRAMS (monies provided for a combination of recognition
and additional responsblkiea such as nentorin0 and extra work)

5-4 MERIT PAY (monies for individual recognition when no additional work is requked to
mein the monies)

trine EXTENDED CONTRACTS (monies for additional work when selection is not nose-
sea Weed on wry type of recognition)

$4 ?CROSS-THE-BOARD SALARY INCREASES (monies provided for such things/is
simnel experience, degrees, negotistions, etc., when determination of monkas is moiled
MageNkiaiiiCM

SCHOOL-BASED INCENTIVES (monies provided to schools baled upon such
taw as school Incrovement or school effectiveness when expendira of monies is malty

aSemilned by the school. These programs MAY be thouchi of as merit pay for schools.)

54 SABBATICAL LEAVE (programs where individuals may telct oald leave of absence
for oducallonally related activities such as pursuing college degrees, exchange pregame,

11 OW

54 RELEASE TIME (pagans where individuals are able to leave during the work day
adwelonally Weed activates such as professbnd meetings, visitation of otherdasses,

15-1110TIER pow opsdly)

Respond for
both groups.

Adminis-
trators Teachers



Section 6: DEMOGRAPHICS

-11s section requests background information,
which helps In the data analysis of this survey. Your
anonymity will be preserved.

64 Sex: Female Male

5-2 Current administrative assignment (Please check
one):

K/Sementary Middle/Junior High

High School Central Office

Other (specify)

A-3 Position (Please check one):

Principal

_Avaistant Principal

uperintendent

Insbuctional Supervisor

Other (specify)

11-4 Work setting (Please check one):

Rural Small City

Suburban Urban

6-5 R^gion of state (Please check one):

East Middle West

6.6 Number of years of adrnInistrati\ e experience:

6.7 Number of years of experience in education:

6-8 Certification status (Please check one):

Provisional

Career Level I

Career Level 11

Career Level it

Non-Career Ladder

Other (specify)

6.9 Highest Career Ladder level for which you have
been evaluated (Please check one):

I II III Not Applicable

Thank you for your assistance. Please return this survey in
the enclosed envelope by November 30, 1987, to:

Jo °Noisy, Principal
Tremont Vocational Technical Center
3224 Range Line Rd.
Memphis, Tennessee 36127

Phone: (901) 357-3565
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Table Al - Characteristics of Respondent Group

Variable Category

Sex Female
Male
Unknown

n

379
799
26

31.5
66.4

Current Administrative K/Elementary 446 37.0
Assignment Middle/Jr. High 116 9.6

High School 150 12.5
Central Office 342 18.4
Other 117 9.7
nkn n 7

Position Principal 656 54.5
Asst. Principal 6 3.0
Superintendent 57. 4,4
Instr. Supervisor 230 19.1
Other 201 16.7
Unknown 28 Za

Work Setting Rural 542 45.0
Small City 258 21.4
Suburban 150 12.5
Urban 219 18.2
Unknown 35 2.9

Region of State East 439 40.6
Middle 389 32.3
West 296 24.6
Unknown 30 2.5

Years of Administrative 1 5 2:0 19.1
Experience 6 - 10 262 21.8

11 - 15 276 22.9
16 - 20 209 17.4
More than 20 182 15.1
Unknown 45 3.7

Years Experience in 1 - 5 9 0.7
Education 6 - 10 64 5.3

11 - 15 169 14.0
16 - 20 266 22.1
More than 20 664 55.1
nk, -wn *V" -) 7

Career Ladder Status Provisional 33 2.7
Career Level I 550 45.7
Career Level II 67 5.6
Career Level III 380 31.6
Non-Career Ladder 101 8.4
Other 28 2.3
Unknown 45 3.7

Highest Career Ladder Level I 451 37.5
for which have bean Level II 45 3.7
evaluated Level III 423 35.1

Not applicable 201 16.7
4
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Tables A.2 - Contributions of Career Ladder Program

Table A2.1 - Contributions of Career Ladder Program on: Student
Achievement

Group

Percent Indicating
Sign. Some No Some Sign.
Neg. Neg. Diff. Pos. Pos.

n 1 2 -, 3 4 5

Total 1080 4 6 47 .36 7

By Position ,..

Principal 598 3 6 48 36 7
Asst. Prin. 35 6 6 34 43 11
Superintendent 45 4 A.

.5 29 47 '. 16
Instr. Super. 214 5 6 43 37 '. 8
Other 174 3 7 57 30 x 2

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 87 6 7 5' 2? 8
Provisional 26 4 15 62 19 0
Career Ladder I 504 5 8 58 26 ,..

Career Ladder II 62 3 -r
3 ,.. 37 50 6

Career Ladder III 346 1 3 30 5 1
Other 24 o B 5e :37 o

Table A2.2 - Contributions of Career- Ladder Program on:

Mean SD

3.37 0.6T

3.38 0.87
3.49 0.58
3.71 0.94
3.38 0.91
3.22 0.74

3.25 0.92
2.96 0.72
3.14 0.8)
3.57 0.80
3.72 0.78
7.25 0.e..1

Public
Financial Support

Percent
Sign. Some
Neg. Neg.

Indicating
No Some

Diff. Pos.
Sion.
Fos.

Group n 1 A.
-, 3 4 5 Mean SC

Total 1080 4 10 40 36 10 3.37 0.94

By Position
Principal 596 4 8 39 39 10 3.43 0.93
Asst. Prin. 35 9 9 26 34 23 3.54 1.20
Superintendent 45 4 7 42 36 11 3.42 0.94
Instr. Super. 215 5 12 41 31 11 3.32 0.98
Other 175 3 15 43 32 6 3.21 0.89

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 88 7 10 44 30 9 3.24 0.99
Provisional 26 8 23 58 23 8 3.00 1.06
Career Ladder I 505 5 13 47 32 3 3.16 0.87
Career Ladder II 62 5 10 32 42 11 3.45 0.99
Career Ladder III 347 3 5 29 43 19 3.70 0.94
Other 24 4 4 46 33 13 3.46 0.97
AIM

W

s -
4
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Table A2.3 - Contributions of Ca.eer Ladder Program on:
Growth

Percent Indicating
Siyn. Some No Some Sign.
Neg. Neo. Diff. Pos. Pos.

Professional

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SE

Total 1081 3 8 24 47 18 3.69 0.9c,
01111

By Position
Principal 598 3 .0 7 26 46 13 3.71 0.94
Asst. Prin. 35 0 11 26 46 17 3.69 0.9
Superintendent 45 7 7 13 40 33 3.87 1.1c
Instr. Super. 214 4 7 17 51 20 3.76 1.00
Other 175 3 10 28 47 11 3.54 0.97

By ^areer Lac 'r Status,
Non-Career Lac. 9r 87 6 10 31 33 20 3.51 1.1..
Provisional 26 12 19 15 50 4 3.15 1.16
Career Ladder I 506 4 11 72 44 7 3.75 0.54
Career. a-adder II b2 0 6 8 63 2. 4.02 0.76
Career Ladder ITI 348 1 2 12 51 34 4,16 0.7t.
Other 24 0 8 25 54 13 3.71 0.81

Table A2.4 - Contributions of 'freer Ladder Program on:
Teaching

Percent Indicating
Sign. Some No Some Sign.
Neg. Neg. Diff. Pos. Pos.

Group n 1 2 4 5

Classroom

Mean SD

Total 1001 4 11 34 41 10 3.41 0.96

By Position
Principal 599 5 9 35 4) 10 3.42 0.15
Asst. Prin. 35 3 17 14 54 11 3.54 1.01
Superintendent 45 4 27 33 29 3.76 1.09
Instr. Super. 214 4 10 31 43 12 3.48 0.97
Other
M1.11.4=410.111

174 3 18 37 37 4 3.20 0.?1

Dy Career Ladder Status
Non- Career Ladder 88 5 iL 35 33 13 3.34 1.(3
Provisional 26 8 23 50 15 4 2.85 0.92
Career Ladde. I 505 7 14 44 32 4 3.13 0.94
Career Ladder II 62 3 10 23 56 8 3.56 0.90
Career Ladder III 34B 1 5 20 55 19 3.85 0.82
Other 23 0 4 35 61 0 3.57 0.59
MI.IMNIMINN=1,
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Table A2.5 - Contributions of
Leadership

Sign.
Neg.

Career Ladde r'rogram on:

Percent Indicating
Some No Some Sign.
Neg. Diff. Pos. Pos.

Buildina-Level

Group n 1 2 -
-
3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1080 4 10 37 36 13 3.43 0.97

By Position
Principal 596 3 10 37 36 14 3.47 0.96
Asst. Prin. 35 6 14 31 31 17 3.40 1.12
Superintendent 45 2 4 33 38 22 3.73 0.94
Instr. Super. 215 6 10 33 39 13 3.43 1.02
Other 175 4 13 41 37 5 3.25 0.89

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 86 6 6 49 -.;:.1 9 3.32 0.97
Provisional 26 8 31 42 19 0 2.73 c).87
Career Ladder I 501 6 15 48 27 4 3.09 0.91
Career Ladder II 61 2 -, 5 3" 50 11 3.65 ('.Cl
Career Ladder III 346 1 4 17 -0 27 3.98 0.85
Other 24 0 1.3 38 50 0 3.38 0.71

Table A2.6 - Cortribut on= of Career Ladder Program on:
Ewtended Contract Opportunities

Percent Indicating
Sian. Some No Some Sign.
Neg. Neg. Diff. Pos. Pos.

Teacher

Group n 1 2 .c. 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1001 3 ... 7 12 51 27 3.92 0.97

By Position
Principal 600 3 8 13 52 24 3.87 0.98
Asst. Prin. 35 6 6 14 63 11 3.69 0.96
Superintendent 45 7 0 11 42 40 4.09 1.06
Instr. Super. 213 3 4 8 48 37 4.11 0.95
Other 174 2 9 14 52 24 3.86 0.94
4WD Em4IMEND

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 87 3 5 13 54 25 3.93 0.94
Provisional 26 4 15 15 50 15 3.56 1.06
Career Ladder I 504 5 10 17 54 14 3.62 1.00
Career Ladder II 61 2 0 8 57 33 4.20 0.73
Career Ladder III 350 1 3 4 45 47 4.33 0.81
Other 24 4 4 13 58 21 3.88 0.95
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Table A2.7 - Contributions of Career Ladder Program on: Administrator
Extended Contract Oppc;-tunities

Group n

Sign.
Neg.

Total 1070 3

By Position
Principal 597 4

Asst. Prin. 35 3
Superinter.dent 45 4
Instr. Super. 213 2
Other 174 2
.11110

Sy Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 88
Provisional 26
Career Ladder I 501
Career Ladder II 62
Career Ladder III 349
Other

Percent
Some
Neg.

Indicating
No Some

Dif4. Pos.
Sign.
Pos.

2 3 4 5 Mean SD

6 23 45 22 3.76 .51!

6 27 45 21 3.73 1.'

6 20 57 14 3.74 0.69
2 24 n 36 3.93 1.05
6 20 4, 29 3.91 0.96
9 29 46 15 3.64 0.90

2 -. 31 46 17 7.75 0.05
19 12 50 15 3.54 1.11")

9 3^ 46 9 3.46 (.54
0 21 50 27 4.02 0.80
5 9 42 42 4.17 0.94
4 39 39 17 7.5: r).05

Table A2.8 - Contributions or Career Ladder Program on:
Teachers in the Profession

Percent Indicating
Sign. Some No Some Sign.
Neg. Neg. Diff. Pos. Pos.

Retention of

Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1080 12 19 44 19 6 2.88 1.04
4111M.

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
Superintendert 44 7 14 45 27 7 3.14 0.'98

Instr. Super. 213 12 16 43 22 7 2.96 1.07
Other 173 9 18 50 17 5 2.92 0.95

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 88 7 18 550 13 3 2.88 0.84
Provisional 26 27 19 42 12 0 2.30 3.02
Career Ladder I 505 17 24 44 11 3 2.58 0.99
Career Ladder II 62 2 27 39 24 8 3.10 0.95
Career Ladder III 348 5 12 40 31 11 3.32 1.00
Other 23 9 22 48 22 0 2.83 0.89
0110111114.
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Tables AZ - Results for Retention of Administrator Career Ladder
Evaluation Instruments

Table A7.1 - Instrument: Observation

Percent Inccating
Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 2 3

Total 1174 5 5 9

By position
Principal 643 4 4
Asst. Prin. 36 8 3 11
Superintendent 51 4 0 12
Instr. Super. 227 6 5 9
Other 192 7 6 11

Py Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 96
Provisional
Career Ladder I 534
Career Ladder II 67
Career Ladder III 376
Other 26 e

e
15
17

.

4
1Z

4 5

45 37

48 36
47 31
37 47
44 36
38 39

39 4G
45 'Ir7

51 27
45 46
39 5:
35 3E

Table A3.2 -Instrument: Interview

Percent
Str.

Disag. Disag.

Indicating

Neither Agree
Str.
Agree

Group 1 3 4 5

Total 1172 4 5 9 50 32

By Position
Principal 643 4 4 9 53 31
Asst. Prin. 36 3 a 8 58 22
Superintendent 51 4 2 10 41 43
Instr. Super. 225 2 7 10 46 36
Other 192 5 5 10 .50 30

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 95 3 7 8 44 37
Provisional 32 3 0 13 53 31
Career Ladder I 537 5 5 12 55 23
Career Ladder II 67 4 3 7 48 37
Career Ladder III 374 1 4 5 47 47
Other 26 4 0 15 42 38

R6

Mean St.

4.05 1.07

4.1 0.5c
3.89 1.14
4.24 0.95
3.99 1.09
3.95 1.17

4.1" 1.01
4.0: 0.9:
3.77 1.0c
4.7.0 ,:..er:

4.76 0.EL
:.BE 1.Z4

Mean SD

4.02 0.96

4.03
3.89
4.18
4.06
3.96

0.94
0.95
0.97
0.96
1.01

4.04
4.09
3.85
4.10
4.r6
4.12

1.02
0.86
2,00
0.99
0.82
0.95



Table A3.3 - Instrument: Superordinate questionnaire

Percent Indicating
Str. Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1174 5 5 11 46 3.96 1.0`

By Position
Principal 645 5 5 12 47 32-r-, 3.96 1,(.1:

Asst. Prin. 36 0 14 6 53 28 3.94 0.95
Superintendent 52 2 2 8 44 44 4.27 0.84
Instr. Super. 227 6 3 8 46 37 4.04 1.06
Other 189 8 4 15 45 27 3.78 1.15.1,11
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 95 7 8 8 43 3' 3.85 1.18
Provisional 33 9 6 27 45 12 3.45 1.0'7!

Career Ladder I 537 8 5 13 50 25 3.78 1.11
Career Ladder II 67 6 1 7 46 39 4.10 1.07
Career !-adder
Other

-111 375 "
25 0

,..,

4
7

28
4;
44

45
24

4.26
3.88

0.8-1

0.87

Table AZ.4 Instrument: Teacher questionnaire

Percent Indlcatina
Str.

Disag. Disaa. Neither Agree Agree
Group n 1 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1170 7 7 12 52 21 3.73 1.10

By Position
rrincipal 641 7 7 11 53 2; 3.79 1.07
Asst. Prin. 36 14 6 11 56 14 3.50 1.2 "7

Superintendent 51 8 6 16 41 29 3.78 1.17
Instr. Super. 227 10 7 11 51 22 3.67 1.18
Other 190 5 7 17 54 17 3.70 1.0011
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 96 7 7 16 46 24 3.72 1.17.

Provisional 33 9 6 18 48 18 3.61 1.14
Career Ladder 1 533 9 8 14 54 16 3.59 1.13
Career Ladder 11 67 1 6 6 58 28 4.06 0.85
*.areer Ladder 111 375 5 6 8 53 29 3.95 1,01
Other 25 4 12 24 52 8 3.48 0.96
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Table A3.5 Instrument: Writing test

Percent Indicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.
Agree

Group n 1 4 5 Mear. SD

Total 1167 8 11 1: 39 29 3.69 1.27

By Position
Principal 641 9 10 12 40 29 3.69 1.2
Asst. Prin. 35 9 11 9 51 20 3.63 1.19
Superintendent 51 4 6 10 43 37 4.04 1.04
Instr. Super. 225 S 10 14 36 31 3.72 1.27
Other 191 8 13 15 38 26 3.61 1.27k
By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 93 9 15 12 34 30 3.62 1.29
Provisional 33 15 6 21 39 18 3.39 1.30
Career Ladder 1 534 11 15 15 38 20 3.41 1.27
Career Ladder II 67 6 6 7 40 40 4.02 1.13
Career Ladder III 373 4 4 10 42 40 4.09 1.01
Ot.er 26 12 1,: 12 38 27 1.58 1.33

By Se:.
Female 361 5 12 37 38 3.94 1.17
Male 784 10 12 17 41 24 3.58 1.25
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Table A3.6 - Instrument: Reading test

Percent Irdicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.
Agree

Group n 1 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1166 9 10 14 39 2e 3.67 1.22

By Position
Principal 640 9 10 14 40 26 3.64 1.24
Asst. Prin. 35 9 11 6 51 23 3.6'7 1.21
Superintendent 52 4 8 12 38 36 4.00 1.08
Instr. Super. 225 8 9 16 36 31 3.72 1.22
Other 190 8 11 16 38 26 3.64 1.22

By Career Ladder Status
Non- Career Ladder 94 10 14 12 35 30 3.62 1.70
Provisional 3-. 12 L 24 39 le 3.45 1.2
Career Ladder I 572 11 13 17 39 19 7.41 1.26
Career Ladder II 67 7 6 10 37 75 7.94 1.1'4

.Career Ladder III 373 5 6 11 41 38 4.01 1.':.-

Other 2 12 12 12 38 27 7.58 ... . -, --

Dy Se,
Female 35P 5 9 17 36 3.91 1.15
Male 785 10 11 15 41 w 7.56 1.24



Table A3.7 - Instrument: Professional Stills Test

Percent Indicating
Str.

Disag. Disag. Neither Agree
Str.
Agree

Group n 1 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1166 11 10 16 41 21 Z.5; 1.2.

By Position
Principal 641 11 10 17 41 21 3.50 1.24

Asst. Prin. 35 9 11 17 49 14 3.49 1.15

Superintendent 51 2 4 16 45 33 4.04 0.c2
Instr. Super. 226 11 12 15 38 23 3.51 1.28

tither 189 11 10 15 44 20 3.54 1.2:.

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 94 12 6 12 48 .,..

-,.... 3.6: 1.24

Provisional 37 15 9 15 45 15 3.36 1.29

Career Ladder 1 532 16 13 19 39 13 3.19 1.28

Career Ladder II 67 6 9 13 42 30 3.81 1.14

Career Ladder 211 375 4 7 14 43 37 3.93 1.C)

Other 24 4 4 25 46 21 3.75 0.99

By Se::
Female 360 9 9 15 43 25 3.66 1.20
Male 784 11 11 17 41 20 3.47 1.24

Trble A3.8 - Instrument: Student questionnaire

Percent Indicating
Str. Str.

Disaq. Disag. Neither Agree
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD

Total 1165 20 20 17 31 12 2.95 1.34

By Position
Principal 642 18 19 15 35 14 3.08 1.33
Asst. Prin. 36 28 17 14 33 8 2.78 1.40
Superintendent 51 14 24 74 25 14 3.02 1.27
Instr. Super. 222 27 25 16 23 10 2.65 1.36
Other 190 19 19 23 .30 8 2.88 1.27
MINIIIMMINEDMPONNININDM OM.110

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Garee,- Ladder 94 23 15 19 31 12 2.93 1.37
Provisional 33 18 15 15 36 15 3.15 1.37
Career Ladder I 534 22 22 17 29 9 2.81 1.32
Career Ladder II 67 21 12 19 34 13 Z.07 1.36
Career Ladder III 371 16 70 15 35 15 3.13 1.n3

Other 25 16 28 28 24 4 2.72 1.14
41100011
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'able A7.9 - Instrument: Administrator's portfolio

Percent Indicating
Str.

Oisag. Oisag. Neither Agree
Str.
Agree

Group n 1 2 4 5 Mean SD
MIN.1

Total 1157 28 19 11 27 15 2.82 1.46

By Position
Principal 632 28 20 11 26 16 2.80 1.1
Asst. Prin. 36 31 L 19 33 11 2.89 1.45
Superintendent 51 14 22 16 27 22 3.22 1.3E
Instr. Super. 226 29 20 6 2; 17 2.81 1.51
Other 188 24 19 14 34 9 2.84 1.76

By Career Ladder Status
Non-Career Ladder 95 21 25 17 21 16 2.85 1.39
Provisional 32 31 6 31 25 6 2.69 1.'3
Career Ladder I 529 37 26 1' 20 6 2.31 1.32
Career Ladder II 66 26 9 12 41 12 3.05 1.43
Career Ladder III 371 15 11 9 37 29 3.57 1.39
Other 25 24 20 20 '!"%

.... 4 2.72 1.28

By Se:
Female 361 :4 17 10 ...

-R,-,. , 17 3.02 1.47
Male 774 29 21 12 25 14 2.74 1.44
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