
An incentive compensation option for a
private educational system: A policy analysis.

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Salmond, J. Nyles.

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 24/05/2023 20:36:39

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/185412

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/185412


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 

films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some 

thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may 

be from any type of computer printer. 

The quality or this reproduction is dependent upon the quality or the 
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 

illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, 

and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 

manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 

unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate 

the deletion. 

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 

sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand corner and 

continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 

original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in 

reduced form at the back of the book. 

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 

xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white 

photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 

appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact OMI directly 

to order. 

U·M·l 
UniverSity Microfilms International 

A Bell & Howell Information Company 
300 North Zeeb Road . .A.nn Arbor. Mt48106-1346 USA 

313,761-4700 800'521·0600 





Order Number 9123465 

An incentive compensation option for a private educational 
system: A policy analysis 

Salmond, J. Nyles, Ed.D. 

The University of Arizona., 1991 

U·M·r 
300 N. Zecb Rd. 
Ann Arbor, MI 48106 





AN INCENTIVE COMPENSATION OPTION FOR A 

PRIVATE EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM: 

A POLICY ANALYSIS 

by 

J. ~yles Salmond 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DIVISION OF EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requlrements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 

WITH A MAJOR IN EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

1 991 



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

2 

As members of the Final Examination Committee, we certify that we have read 

the dissertation prepared by J, Nyles Salmond 

entitled An Incentive Compensation Option for a Private 

Educational System: A Policy Analysis, 
-------------------------------

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement 

for the Degree of Doctor of Education 

I I ~ , q 'i ( 
Date 

L\ -11-7{ 
Dat£' 

W - \ \ -11 
Date 

Date 

Date 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the 
candidate's sul::mis~ion of the final copy of the dissertation to the Graduate 
College, 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my 
direction and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 
requirement, 

rLQl~ 
Dissertation Director 

((~ I'N! 



3 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial 
fulfillment of requirements for an advanced degree at The 
University of Arizona and is deposited in the Universit~r 
Library to be made available to borrowers under rules of the 
Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable 
without special permission, provided that accurate 
acknowledgment of source is made. Requests for permission for 
extended quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in 
whole or in part may be granted by the head of the major 
department or the Dean of the Graduate College when in his or 
her judgment the proposed use of the material is in the 
interests of scholarship. In all other instances, however, 
permission must be obtained from the author. 

\ (,lOr/ 
SIGNED, -ql l~!-J< 

, \ 

/ ' " 

I , 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The accomplishment of a major goal is of great 
satisfaction when it is shared with those who assisted in that 
major accomplishment. The author would be very ungrateful if 
he did not acknowledge specific people who have added great 
support in the accomplishment of this dissertational project. 

Dr. L. O. Nelson has been a competent advisor, chairman, 
and tutor. Without his patient wit and professionalism, this 
project would not have been accompl ished in such a timely 
manner. Dr. Nelson provided the confidence in the author's 
rough abilities and yet stressed independence as those 
abil it ies grew. 

Many thanks GO to Dr. Mike Sacken and Dr. Robert Grant 
for their service on the committee as well as displaying 
major trust during acceptance into graduate work, course
work, and final examinations. Dr. ~arcello Medina provided 
great support in this project after Dr. Grant's retirement. 

The Church Educational 
Christ of Latter-day Saints, 
and Dr. Clarence Schramm, 
professionalism, openness, 
very personal data. 

System 0 f the Church of Jesus 
specifically Mr. Stan Peterson 

deserve many thanks for their 
and forthrightness in providing 

However, my greatest honor and thanks are to a 
supportive wife and children. Patty has endured the hours of 
study and compilation as she has acted in many varied roles 
within the family. The support of Robby, Lydia, Abby, Cami, 
and Maggie was necessary to the completion of this project and 
degree. The degree was accomplished for our benefit, as a 
family. 



5 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

List of Figurr:.·s .•.••.••.••••.•.•.•.•.••.......•.•••.. i 

List of Tables ... , ...... 1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 

Abstract •••.•.••............•.•..•..••••••.........• 10 

I. INTRODUCTION •.......•.....•......•.•..•.•............ 14 
A. Introduction ..••.••..........••..•.••.•........... 1-l 
B. Statement of the Problem ............•...........•• 25 
C. Purpose of the Study .••••.•••.••.•••.•.•.•••••.••. 27 
D. Research Quest ions .............•.................. 28 
E. Significance of the Study ......................... 29 
F. Assumptions .........•...............•.........•... 30 
G. The Delimitations •........•....................... 30 
H. Definition of Terms .................•............. 31 
I. Summary ........................................... 32 

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE .•....•.........•....•........... 34 
A. Introduction ...............................•....... 3-l 

B. Theory Behind Some Incentives in Education .....•.. 36 
C. Intrinsic versus Extrinsic Incentives 

for Education ............................... -l3 
D. Historical Context of ~Ierit Pay ................... -l8 
E. Incentive Pay as Viewed By Administrators ......... 71 
F. Incentive Pay as Viewed by Teachers and 

S taf f Personnel ...................•.......... 7-l 
G. Implementation of Incentive Systems ............... 79 
H. Policy Analys is ................................... 86 
I. Summary .......................................... 101 

III. ~IETHODOLOGY ......................................... 103 
A. :Ie thods .......................................... 103 

1. Qualitative Analysis •....................... 104 
2. Pol icy Analysis ..............•.............. 10i 

B. Context of Study ...........•.......•.•........... 110 
C. DataCollection ........•......................... 112 

1. Triangulation ............................... 112 
2. Document Analysis ......•...•........•....... 113 
3. Personal Interviews, Survey, and 

Participant Selection .........•...... 115 
a. Sampling Technique ................ 115 
b. InterviewGuide .........•......... 11i 

-I. Survey ...................................... 118 
D. Data Analysis ....•............................... 121 
E. Summary .......................................... 122 



6 

IV. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA •.•.••..•..••..•... 123 
A. Introduction •.•••••..•.•...•....•.•....•.•••••.•• 123 
B. Policy Analysis .•.•...•••...........••...•..••.•• 124 

1. History .•.••..••••••..•....•........••••..•• 124 
a. Stated Objectives •..•.••.....••..• 171 
b. Policy Beneficiaries •.•••.••..•..• 173 

2. Statement of Problem •...•.......•...••.....• 175 
3. Policy Value Delineation .••.•••••.•••••••••• 187 
4. Implementation Plan ••.•.•.....••.....•...•.. 191 
5. Objective Realization •................•.•... 193 
6. Barrier Analysis ......•..................... 194 

a. Insti tut ional ....•...........•.... 194 
b . Psychological ..................... 197 
c. Soc iolog ical ...................... 199 
d. Political .....................•... 201 
e. Economic ..•.•....•....•....•..•... 203 
f. Recommendations ..................• 205 

C. Analysis of Study ...•.•......•.....•.....•....... 208 
D. Historical Understanding of SEOP ............•.... 217 
E. Teacher Enhancement through SEOP .....•..........• 229 
F. Program Goal Realization ........•...............• 241 
G. Credit Requirements and the SEOP ................. 251 
F. Emergent Issues in SEOP .......................... 274 
G. Summary .•.......••..................••..•....••.. 304 

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ..................... 306 
A. Introduction ..................................... 306 
B. Conclusions ...................................... 307 
C. Recommenda t ions .................•................ 320 
D. Final Conclusions ................................ 322 

VI. AP~ ",;-wrx A "Interview participant descriptions'· ..... 323 
APPENDIX B "Interview guide for interviews·' ......... 324 
APPENDIX C "Survey of Summer Employment Option 

Program .................................. 325 
APPENDIX D "Chi-Square Analysis Tables" ............. 329 
APPENDIX E "Form E-1 for SEOP" ...................... 332 
APPENDIX F "Accepted and rejected £-1 forms" ........ 333 
APPENDIX G "Stan Peterson's letter of approval for 

study" .......•............................ 334 
APPENDIX H "Letter of participation" ................ 335 
APPENDIX I "Follow-up Letter of Participation ........ 336 
APPENDIX J "~Iemorandum to CES Personnel in 

California" .............................. 337 

\'1. SELECTED REFERENCES ................................. 338 



7 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 2.1 "Smooth Transition into Teacher Evaluation" ..... 85 

Figure 2.2 "Patton's Problem Solving Process" .............. 91 

Figure 2.3 "Policy Analyst Types" ..•.....................•. 99 

Figure 4.1 "Network: Initial reaction to SEOP policy" ...... 147 

Figure 4.2 "Network: Reaction to salary in SEOP" ........... 161 

Figure 4.3 "Network: What were the motivating issues 
in the formation of the SEOP?" .................. 178 

Figure 4.4 "~etwork: Do increased credit requirements 
hamper SEOP goals?" ......................... 254 

Figure 4.5 "Network: 
relating 

What are the emerging issues 
to SEOP?" .......................... 273 



8 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 4.1 "Summer Employment Option Participation 
Analysis" ... , ................................... 168 

Table 4.2 "Comparison of years in SEOP and weeks 
utilized", ......... , ............................ 171 

Table 4.3 "Rotated Factor Loadings" .•••.••........•....... 209 

Table 4.4 "Factor Extractions and Loadings" ...•........... 210 

Table 4.5 "Factor Extractions and Loadings--Update" ..•.... 213 

Table 4.6 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 5" ........ 218 

Table 4.7 "Resul t.~ lJf survey as clustered--Item 13" •.•.••• 220 

Table 4.8 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 11" ...•.•• 222 

Table 4.9 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 23" •.•.... 225 

Table 4.10 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 26" .••..•. 227 

Table 4.11 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 3" ........ 230 

Table 4.12 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 8" ........ 233 

Table 4.13 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 14" ..•.... 236 

Table 4.14 "Resul ts of survey as clustered--Item 22" ....... 238 

Table 4.15 "Resul ts of survey as clustered--Item 27" ....... 240 

Table 4.1 fi "Resul ts of survey as clustered--Item 1" ........ 242 

Table 4.17 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 7" ..••.... 244 

Table 4.18 "Resul ts of survey as clustered--Item 15" ..•..•• 246 

Table 4.19 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 21" ..•..•• 248 

Table 4.20 "Resul ts of survey as clustered--Item 29" ...•... 250 

Table 4.21 "Distribution of responses for credit 
requirements among respondents" ..••.......•. 253 

Table 4.22 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 2" ..•..•.. 264 



9 

LIST OF TABLES (continued) 

Table 4.23 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 10" •.....• 266 

Table 4.24 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 16" .....•. 268 

Table 4.25 "Results of survey as clustered-- Item 20" .....•• 270 

Table 4.26 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 28" .....•• 272 

Table 4.27 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 4" .......... 287 

Table 4.28 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 17" ......• 289 

Table 4.29 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 9" ........ 291 

Table 4.30 "Results of survey as clustered-- Item 19" ....... 293 

Table 4.31 "Results of survey as clustered-- Item 25" ....... 295 

Table 4.32 "Teacher Reaction to Accountability and 
Program Operation" ............ , ............. 297 

Table 4.33 "Total Student Enrollment and Completion" ....... 303 



10 

ABSTRACT 

Teacher incentive systems ~re of relevance to public as 

well as private school systems. Educational theorists and 

practitioners have been striving for a method of motivating 

teachers to an optimal return on educational investments. 

Carol Bartell (1988) has outlined five different models of 

incentive systems, each of which center on factors of 

motivation. Two of the five models focus on non-monetary 

incentives, while the remainder hold monetary remuneration as 

the primary or sole incentive. 

This study was centralized upon a version of Bartell's 

( 1988) model: the "Professional Responsibili ty" incentive. 

The core of this incentive was the attainment and sharing of 

professional attributes, as teachers assumed added roles 

within their profession. Multiple responsibilities assisted 

teachers to identify goals and aspirations, thereby helping 

teachers in expanding their abilities. 

The study used the Summer Employment Option Program of 

the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints as a basis for 

assessing the value of professional responsibility incentives 

in a private school setting. It was anticipated that if the 

study provided data which exhibited growth in the target areas 
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provided by the sponsoring agency, then the incentive could be 

a professional responsibility incentive and of strong value to 

similar settings in the public as well as the private sphere. 

The study incorporated the Bush-Gallagher (1985) policy 

analysis approach to assess the viability of the professional 

responsibility incentive. Through the policy analysis model, 

research questions were generated, values were explored, goals 

and objectives were delineated, and major barriers to 

implementation were examined. 

It was discussed, through the policy analysis and the use 

of qualitative and quantitative measures, that the Summer 

Employment Option Program fit the model of a professional 

responsibility incentive. It was found that teachers using 

the Summer Employment Option Program were, a) motivated to 

grow professionally, bl were better satisfied with their work, 

and c) worked harder at program goals. 

The study was des igned to prov ide a model for other 

organizations so they can benefit from the mistakes and 

successes of the Summer Employment Option Program's sponsoring 

agency. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Beginning in 1983, several highly publicized national 

reports and articles on educational reform appeared, among 

them reports by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Education (Gardner, 1983), Twentieth Century Fund (Petersen, 

1983), Task Force on Education for Economic Growth (1983), 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 

(Haselkorn, 1982), John Goodlad (1984), and Theodore Sizer 

( 1984). As a result of these studies and commentaries, the 

dispensing of incentives for greater teacher productivity in 

the classroom has become a pronounced issue of American 

education policy. A large number of the reports advocated an 

indemnificatory system to both stimulate superior teaching and 

compensate teachers who were educating on a "master" level. 

Career ladders and merit pay emerged as the most prominent and 

attractive payment mechanisms to policymakers, as they labored 

to reward excellence in teaching. However, in the fervor for 

reform, they could not and did not carefullY design teacher 

incentive systems and analyze the implications of the proposed 

changes (Barro, 1985, p. 6). The reform commissions and 
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educators, previously ci ted, undertook few policy analyses and 

offered little guidance about system design (Petersen, 1983, 

p.43; Rosenholtz, 1987, p. 534). 

Vague representations concerning incentive systems seemed 

to have frustrated the once "great idea" of increasing teacher 

motivation. These incentives were intended to transform 

mediocre teachers to excellent educators by compensating 

further teachers who produced strong educational performances. 

Over the years, since the fervor began, research has shown 

that teachers undertook little change in their professional 

activities unless they valued highly the dividends of change 

and had reasonable chances for success (Rosenholtz, 1984, p. 

15) • 

Thus, compensatory systems in education, calculated to 

provide incentives for greater teacher performance and 

participation, were subjected to greater scrutiny by 

administrators and pol icymakers. Research has shown that 

coupling extrinsic and intrinsic rewards is vital for 

motivation to good teaching (Mitchell and Peters, 1988; 

Swanson and Koonce, 1986; Callas, 1982; Rosenhol tz, 1984). As 

a result, numerous school districts attempted to generate 

appropriate reward/incentive policies to enhance teacher 

performance as well as boost teacher retention. 

Carol Bartell (1988) explained five different styles of 

incentives which are intended to induce, motivate, and 
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encourage participation from employees and staff personnel. 

The incentive, whatever it might be, implied an external 

influence that. i~lvolved an offer of something desired to 

induce a specified behavior. She stated that incentives are 

"highly subjective and value-related" (p.3) implying that a 

particular motivator could work for one group of people but 

not for another . Incentives can be "strongly or weakly valued 

or fall somewhere along a continuum" and can complement or 

compete with one another (ibid, p. 3). She stated 

that in order to remedy the problems of 
the teaching profession ... , a number of 
incentive plans have been suggested to 
make the profession more attractive and 
rewarding. When designing such plans, it 
is important to decide what behavior one 
wants to promote or the outcome one 
wishes to produce in response to the 
offering of the incentive. What is the 
intent of the plan? (ibid, p. 6) 

Incentive pLanning, in her estimation, involved searching for 

ways to provide what is most motivational to those who teach, 

or would teach, with the capital available within the demands 

of a particular society (ibid, p. 6). 

Bartell identified five major models of incentive 

systems. They included: 

Monetary Compensation Incentives 

Q Professional Status Incentives 

Awards and Recognitions Incentives 
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Professional Responsibilities Incentives 

Improved Workplace Incentives 

Bartell's five incentive models are discussed below, with an 

example of each. 

~ONETARY COMPENSATION 

The first style of incentive plans revolved around 

monetary compensation (ibid., p. 8). Teacher entry levels, 

salaries, and salary ceiling placements can be adjusted to 

make entry and longevity in the teaching pro fession more 

attractive. Teacher b~nuses can be a powerful reward within 

this category. Grants, sabbaticals, and pay for additional 

training at schcol, workshops, and other learning insti tutions 

are other incentives characteristic of this category. Gray 

(1987) has noted that there are many grants available, if one 

knows where to write. She quickly added that she can receive 

this information through her building administrators, when 

they are committed to assisting her improve her performance in 

the classroom (p. 4). Educators and administrators studying 

the effects of extrinsic rewards (money) over intrinsic (non

payment) have concluded that extrinsic rewards generally are 

not a strong incentive alone, but can be a start (Amundsen, 

1987, p. 37). Merit pay for superior performance was another 

plan which could be labeled as a monetary compensation 
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incentive. 

One of the oldest merit pay plans is found in the Ladue 

District near St. Louis, Missouri. The district has received 

acclaim for establishing an effective evaluation system for 

salary, retention, and promotional decisions. The system was 

implemented in April, 1953 and was designed to combat the 

problems of meager teacher salaries, the entrance into the 

educational profession of poorly qualified teachers, an 

inability to retain well-qualified teachers, the absence of 

recognition and reward systems, and low teacher morale. 

Ivan C. Nichols, superintendent of the Ladue District 

when the plan was implemented, presented it as a "teacher 

evaluation program, not a merit system because its main 

purpose is to promote teacher compensation" (Burgess, 1984, p. 

56). The plan has had a long-term success because of this 

concept and teachers' involvement in the development of the 

plan and its evaluation criteria. Most principals in the 

district, whose responsibility it is to evaluate the teachers, 

have been 

promoted from the district's classrooms 
and know the system well since they have 
gone through the evaluation process 
themselves. Stability in the 
administrative structure of the Ladue 
School District is probably a major 
reason for the continual success of the 
program (Mickler, 1987, p. 137). 

The placement and advancement of personnel in the Ladue 
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District is based upon competence, experience, training, 

performance of assigned duties (with consideration given to 

the time required to perform district duties and supervision 

of student activities outside the classroom) and overall value 

to the school system ("The Ladue Evaluation and Salary 

Program", 1984, p. 5). The merit pay system was arranged in 

1982-83 around merit points, with each point worth $300. A 

teacher with nine merit points, for example, would receive a 

yearly bonus incentive of $2700. 

The Ladue plan is dependent upon a strong cooperative 

relationship between the school district, community and board, 

administration and teachers, parents and students, and various 

support staff members. "The recognition of the professional 

nature of the work associated wi th teaching, learning, and 

supervision must be articulated and well understood by all 

(The Ladue Evaluation and Salary Program, 1984, p.3~). 

PROFESSIONAL STATUS 

The second type of incentive produced some change in 

professiona.l status, offering educators an opportunity to 

advance within the teaching profession as a consequence of the 

work completed. The "most competent teachers are selected to 
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move up to a new status or level and assume different or 

additional responsibilities" (Bartell. 1988, p. 8). Behind 

the "career ladder movement" is the desire to recognize and 

reward excellence in teaching. This movement also provides a 

means for changing the structure of teaching. as teachers take 

on such different responsibiliLies as becoming examples for 

their peers, or "master teachers". The intent is that through 

these changes. "teaching will become more attractive ... " (1986 

Incentive Program. 1986, p. 6). These responsibilities could 

include curriculum development, peer evaluation, master 

teaching I group or area superv ising I or other meaningful 

tasks associated with the educative environment. Some 

professional status plans allow for more participation in 

decision-making and recognition of the teacher for the 

accomplishments achieved (Bartell, 1988, p. 9). 

Rozenholtz (1985) analyzed a Utah school district with 

reference to its adoption of a state-mandated career ladder 

program (CLP). The CLP was developed by a task for(:e of 

administrators and teachers from each of the district I s 

schools, headed by the superintendent. The individual Rchool 

became the most promising level for improvement and change, as 

teachers and administrators attempted to "marshall the 

resources of experimental and talented teachers wlthin it to 

bring such improvement about" (Rosenholtz. 1987, p. 546). 

After the CLP was developed, it was accepted by an 80 percent 
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affirmative vote by the district's teachers. 

The career ladder cons isted of four steps. The two 

highest levels----teacher specialist and teacher leader----

carried a salary increment of $900, plus pay for additional 

contract days to work on instructional improvement projects, 

cl inical supervision, mentor ing, and ass ist ing probationary 

teachers with professional development. One researcher of 

this Utah CLP observed that 

individual faculties selected teacher 
leaders and specialists on the basis of 
motivational collegial leadership. Each 
school defined teacher specialist roles, 
their number allocated by school size 
with an eye toward serving specific 
faculty needs (e.g., the number of 
probationary teachers needing assistance 
and supervision, specific programs needs, 
facul ty expertise, etc.). Empowered by 
their expertise, teacher leaders shared 
(albeit in sometimes intimidating ways) 
decision-making responsibilities with 
building principals (Rosenholtz, 1987, p. 
546) • 

The Utah CLP seemed to be a success initially because 

teachers were given task autonomy and discretion in the 

formation and implementation of the Utah CLP. As a result, 

teachers' task conceptions were closely aligned with program 

goals. In-service needs were also defined by the teachers. 

The agenda of the inservice activities evolved from concerns 

and problems to be solved at the school itself. 
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AWARDS AND RECOGNITIONS 

The third type of plan centered directly on awards and 

recognition. Recognition programs include teachers in such 

plans as teacher of the week/month/year, awards for special 

programs initiated, instructional improvements among co-

workers, favorable press coverage, grant awards. teacher-

appreciation dinners, and verbal recognition by the immediate 

supervisor or another staff member wi th authority in the 

program (Bartell, 1988, p. 9). 

Gray (1987) explained the underlying concepts of awards 

and recognitions by stating that the 

secret of a successful long-term program 
wi th teachers teaching teachers is 
structure and longevi ty ... instead of 
high-powered, highly paid outside 
consul tants who love the "li t tle dab wi 11 
do ~'ou" approach. We have discovered 
that "master teachers"--low key fellow 
teachers---are able to achieve the best 
resul ts ... (p. 2). 

Boyles (1986) stated that teachers are less motivated by 

money than by various intrinsic rewards available to them in 

the classroom; therefore schools should adopt a "merit praise 

system" (p. 15). Praise and recognition are powerful 

moti vato rs for chang ing behavior. Recogni t ion programs do not 

need to involve large amounts of money, complex negotiations 

with teacher organizations, or changes to salary schedules to 

achieve desired goals (Amundsen, 1987, p. 40). 
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Originating in 1979 in New York City, the Impact II 

program is now found in nearly a dozen school districts across 

the United States. The program is based on identifying and 

rewarding superior teaching and passing good teaching ideas to 

classrooms for use. Teachers who have developed a strong idea 

can apply for a small grant, typically around $300, to prepare 

the idea for use and dissemination to other classrooms. 

Workshops and catalogs are used to e~hibit videos and other 

products for ideas to the other teachers. Not all "winning" 

ideas need be complex. One "winner" was a set of color-coded 

cards that showed students which reference books were most 

appropriate to their grade level. 

The small grants themselves are not intended to be the 

primary incentives in the program. Dale ~ann, professor and 

chairperson of the Department of Educational Administration, 

Teachers College, Columbia University states 

dollar grants are less important than the 
network of social and professional 
support that grantees are drawn into; 
they are less important than the previous 
availability of tangible things that make 
a difference in classrooms; and they are 
less important than the fact that 
interested teachers are put in touch with 
other people like themselves who have the 
ideas, the time, and the support to 
help ... (Amundsen, 1987, p. 40). 

The New York program was orig inally funded by the Exxon 

Education Foundation, and many such local programs receive 

support from the local business community. 
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An evaluation of the New York City program by Teachers 

College found that the Impact II program was successful in 

ident ifying and rewarding exemplary teachers. Mol'€: thtin three-

fourths of the respondents of the survey reported that the 

"program changed their methods of presentation and their use 

of innovative teaching ideas" (Amundsen, 1987, p. 40). An 

even higher number of educators--90 percent--found 

improvements in student discipline and attendance. The Impact 

II plan has changed other teachers' practices by disseminating 

other examples of successful teaching. 

PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

Plans revolving around professional responsibilities can 

motivate teachers and were categorized as a fourth style of 

incentive according to Bartell (1988). 

Mentor or master teacher plans would fall 
into this category. Here teachers are 
given the opportuni ty to assume a new 
role and share their own knowledge and 
experience. These opportuni ties mayor 
may not carry increased remuneration and 
t.hey do not necessarily change a 
teacher's status. Other expanded 
responsibilities include special projects 
developed and implemented by teachers 
themselves, summer employment 
opportunities within or out.side of t.he 
teaching profession, or attendance and 
part ic ipat ion in professional meet ings. 
Ongoing opportunities for real 
professional growth and development are 
important (p. 9-10). 
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Some school districts are trying to find ways to increase 

teachers' responsibili ties so that educators work a longer 

day, a longer year, or assume greater responsibilities. 

California, for example, has created a "Master Teacher 

Program" wherein as many as five percent of a district's 

teachers are eligible to receive $4,000 salary increases for 

serving as "ment.ors to younger teachers". Other districts 

provide additional salary for teachers who undertake special 

projects. Teachers in one district are given the option of 

replacing their free seventh period with an additional 

teaching period, and the opportunity to earn up to $5,600 more 

per year. Other teachers are allowed to work an eleven-month 

contract and develop curriculum during the summer. A benefit 

for the district has been that it can hold budgets in line 

while decreasing class sizes (Amundsen, 1987, 39). 

Similarly, one participating teacher stated that 

[i]t is my belief that real professional 
growth comes when teachers have shared 
ideas wi th other teachers ... I feel 
rejuvenated since my work has been 
publicly recognized as having meri t. r 
have been given the opportunity to work 
with others whose creativity and dynamism 
is inspirational (Celebration of 
Excellence, 1986, p. 65). 

"Rewards" have a psychological as well as environmental 

dimension because faculty work to improve their teaching 

ability simply to enjoy the internal rewards of teaching well 

(Blackburn, 1986, p. 19). 
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IMPROVED WORKPLACE INCENTIVES 

The sensation of being needed within the educational unit 

through a supportive environment, support from peers, 

supervisors, administrators, parents, and district personnel, 

defines the fifth comprehensive type of incentive plan. This 

fifth plan could be labeled "conditions of the workplace" 

(Bartell, 1988, p. 10). "Eliminating chronic discipline 

problems, increasing the amount of time teachers can spend on 

instruction, or providing more comfortable offices and work 

spaces for teachers can all serve as incentives to improved 

teacher performance" (Amundsen, 1987, p. 39). Teachers possess 

a need to have a voice in decision-making as well as to feel 

that their classroom needs are being addressed. Any valued 

help from the central administration could fall under this 

category of incentive. 

In one school, every ~eacher received a singing telegram, 

while in another, teachers were awarded a $20 gift certificate 

to R nearby restaurant. In Omaha, Nebraska, the first Tuesday 

of ~arch is Teacher Recognition Day. This day begins with a 

breakfast for all teachers in the metropol i tan area---more 

than 600 of whom attend. Teacher Recognition Day began over 

five years a;;o <lnd has spread ~o ma.ny surrounding communities. 

The Omaha World Herald newspaper asks for citizens in the 

community to describe how an Omaha-area teacher has affected 
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their lives. The best stories are published in the newspaper 

and the teacher receives a certificate of appreciation. The 

entire cost of the recognition program, besides some staff 

time in the publ ic information office of the district, is 

assumed by a coalition that includes parent-teacher 

organizations, the Nebraska Association of School Boards, the 

American Association of University Women, and the business 

community. The local power company, for example, sends oat a 

notice of the special teacher day wi th the electric bills. 

Grocery bags also have the announcement printed on them 

(Amundsen, 1987, p. 40). 

For particular goals to be met, teacher fulfillment can 

aid the accomplishment of aspirations, thus being an intrinsic 

incentive for teachers (Cooperman, 1985, p.16). 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

This project utilized a policy analysis technique devised 

by the Bush Institute of the University of North Carolina at 

Chapel Hill (Gallagher, 1985, p. 47) to evaluate the 

implementation of a Professional Responsibility incentive 

program in a private church educational setting. The policy 

analysis process gave the researcher an opportunity to make 

systematic assessments of the particular incentive. In order 

to produce a strong analysis, the history of the incentive was 

vital and was part of the analysis. Questions surrounding 
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motivations for the program, barriers to implementation, 

pol i tical feas ibil i ty 0 f the sponsoring organization and other 

related criteria were analyzed in historical context. 

Teachers, administrators and staff personnel were surveyed for 

their reactions to this style of incentive. QUestions 

centered upon the Bartell incentive type and the motivation of 

the teachers involved in the program (which is voluntary). 

The study questioned whether or not the goals and aspirations 

of the sponsoring agency were realized after implementation by 

the staff and administration. Major factors considered in the 

study were the historical context leading to the generation of 

the policy, the implementation procedures used by the 

sponsoring agency 

Saints}, ChUl'ch 

generation and 

(the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 

leader guidance throughout the policy 

implementation processes, and teachers' 

responses to the policy. 

The role of increased credit requirements upon 

recrui tment and course completion were also appraised. Since 

the generation of the policy in 1984, many school districts 

have increased high school graduation requirements. This 

increase could have an impact on the effective operation of 

the incentive system in this private church school setting 

where the students do not receive high school graduation 

credit for attendance. This study assessed whether or not the 

incentive program fulfilled the goals, aspirations, and 
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designs of the sponsoring agency. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

This study both delineated the history of and formally 

analyzed the Summer Employment Option Policy (SEOP) of the 

Church Educational System (CES) of the Church of Jesus Christ 

of Lattel'-day Saints (LDS). It sought to elicit, through 

qualitative methods, the attitudes of the participants in the 

program. As part of the policy analysis, the study employed 

qualitative methods to draw out stakeholders' opinions about 

the strengths and weakness of the SEOP. The policy analysis 

further sought to establish a model for evaluating the utility 

of a Professional Responsibility incentive (under Bartell's 

system) in this context. The study also investigated whether 

the major goals for the Summer Employment Option Program were 

realized and the reasons for the outcomes of the policy. As 

part of the policy analysis, the study made recommendations 

regarding whethe~ to leave the existing policy intact, or an 

inclusion of recommendations for change providing greater 

efficiency within organizational goals, or replacing the 

current policy with an alternative which was better suited to 

program aspirations (Gallagher, 1985, pg. 71-72). Rosenholtz 

(1984) stated that the aim of policy research is to develop 

concrete and strong recommendations that 

stress tractable variables, because much 



of its current worth hinges on the fact 
that it will provide a means of assessing 
the teaching occupation during a time of 
important changes, of promoting those 
changes as they occur, and of supplying 
essential information, analyses, and 
advice to those who will make them occur 
(1987, p. 536). 
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~ajchrzak (1988) explained that policy research is valuable 

because it is "directed at providing policymakers with the 

options and information they need to solve the problems we 

face today" (pg. 9). This was the ul timate intent of the 

study. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The following research questions gave direction to the 

study: 

1. What was the history behind the formation of the 

Summer Employment Option of the LDS Church 

Educational System? 

2. What can a policy analysis of the Summer Employment 

Option Program reveal about the implementation of 

the policy among the employed teachers? 

, 
n.. ~'Jhat were reactions of the 

teachers to the policy after 

implementation? 
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B. Why were the goals of the Summer 

Employment Option Program achieved 

or not achieved from 1984-1990? 

3. Did the increase of credit requirements by certain 

public school districts affect the goal achievement 

of the Summer Employment Option Program? 

4. ~~hat are other emerging concerns or issues r'elating 

to the Summer Employment Option Program and how do 

they relate to issues regarding "professional 

r'esponsibility incentives" in general? 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

Th:s study generated a policy analysis of a motivation 

system which incorporated implicit r'ewards, r'ather than 

competition, as i.ts major source of increased motivation. The 

study explored the history a f the pol icy generated, wi th 

special emphasis on the antecedent problems, the staff 

influences on the policy, and the church leader influence on 

the policy. It sought to assess the appropriateness of this 

particular incentive policy and to generate recommendations 

which cou ld aid its further implementation. The effect of 

increased credit requirements in the public school system upon 

the policy was explored. 

This research produced information on the impact of non

merit pay and non-career ladder incentive pay systems. 
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Religious and private school systems may need to consider 

incentive programs different from those in public systems to 

fulfill their particular needs and ambitions. 

This study increased to the data available to church 

administrators, ecclesiast ical leaders, and private school 

administrators as they seek to provide a 

environment for employed teachers. The 

provided a frame for interpreting the data. 

THE ASSUMPTIONS 

satisfying work 

policy's goals 

The following assumptions prevailed throughout the study: 

1. That seminary and institute records were accurate 

regarding student enrollment and recruitment. 

2. That accurate, unbiased, intel'view data were collected 

from the teachers and administrators of the Church 

Educational System. 

3. That a complete history of the Summer Employment Option 

Program was obtained from the Church Educational System. 

4. That data collected for the summer of 1990 were 

representative of teachers' characteristics and feelings 

regarding the processes which operate wi thin all the 

seminaries and institutes of the church. 

THE DELIMITATIONS 

This study did not determine Hhich style or form of 
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incentive pay policy was preferred in education. The study 

evaluated the effectiveness of one form of incentive. 

This study was limited to one policy in an institution 

selected by the researcher. 

This study employed a stratified random sampling 

technique. 

This study was bound by the summer of 1990 for data 

collection. All data carne from those participating in the 

Summer Employment Option Program in June of 1990. 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

L.n.S. Church: An acronym for the Church of Jesus Christ of 

Latter-day Saints. 

C.E.S.: An acronym for the Church Educational System of the 

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 

Incentive: A monetary reward designed to have the tendency to 

invite determination and action. 

Recruitment: A practice intended to seek to enroll students 

into institutional programs, whether public or private. 

Policy Analysis: A system of ordered techniques to comprehend 

the implications of the generation and implementation of 

policies. 

S. E.O. P.: An acronym for the Summer Employment Option 

Program of the Church Educational System of the Church of 

Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 
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Institute of Religion ("Institute"): A program designed to 

teach college/universi ty-age students the doctrine of the 

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and the 

Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

Seminary: A program designed to instruct high school age 

students the doctrine of the Church of Jesus Christ of 

Latter-day Saints and the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

SUMMARY 

Teacher incentive systems have great relevance in public 

as well as in private school systems. Educational theorists 

and practitioners have been striving for the best method of 

motivating optimal educational return on their investments. 

Bartell (1988) has outlined five different models of incentive 

systems, each of which center on a factor of motivation. Two 

of the five models center on nonmonetary incentives, while the 

remainder hold monetary remuneration as the primary or sole 

incentive. 

This study was focused upon a version of Bartell's (1988) 

model: the "pro fess ional respons ibi 1 i ty incentive". The core 

of th is incentive was the attainment and sharing of 

professional attributes, as teachers took on new roles of 

strong educators. Added responsibilities assisted teachers to 

identi fy goals and aspirations, thereby helping teachers 

expand their abilities. 
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The study used the Summer Employment Option Program of 

the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints as a basis for 

assessing the value of "professional responsibility 

incentives", It was anticipated that if the study provided 

data which exhibited growth in the target areas provided by 

the sponsoring agency, then the incentive could be of strong 

value in similar settings in the public domain as well as the 

private sphere, 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The study of incentive pay systems is a relatively new 

phenomenon in education. Indeed, there are researchers who 

desire to see more information published on the attitudes of 

professional educators on incentive pay (Norton, 1988, p. 

149) . This chapter was designed to offer a review of the 

literature concerning the history of, attitudes about. and 

implementation of incentive pay systems and to provide a basis 

for pol icy analysis. The chapter was outl ined into the 

following subsections: 

Introduction 

Theory Behind Some Incentives in Education 

Intrinsic Versus Extrinsic Incentives for Educators 

Historical Context of Merit Pay 

Incentive Pay as Viewed by Administrators 

Incentive Pay as Viewed by Teachers and Staff 
Personnel 

Implementation of Incentive Systems 

Policy Analysis 

Summary 

Introduction 

It would be difficult, if not impossible, to write a 
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comprehensive and exhaustive review of the literature about 

policy analysis. The review of literature, even a hasty 

review of recent 1 i terature, suggested a "field in ferment" 

(Hawkesworth, 1988, p. 11) • And yet, it seemed, the 

discipline of policy analysis was less interested in pure 

theory-building than in producing information useful in 

"political situations" designed to resolve practical policy 

questions (Guess, 1989, p.1). The effects of policy analysis 

confront us in daily facets of our lives---for so many diverse 

organizations use varied models of policy analysis, each 

having common threads I used to assess the utilization of 

decisions. 

The rhetoric of incentive pay systems during the 1980's 

was synonymous with strivings for an utopic millennium. Words 

describing incentive pay began to flutter throughout the media 

and the presidential elections like meaningful cheers at a 

'1igh school football game. "Compensation packages" (Norton, 

1988, p. 149), "widgets" (Hoko, 1988, p. 301, "motivating 

forces" (Dennis, 1982, p. 18), and "monetary stipends" (Rist, 

1983, p. 23) were a few of the descriptors used by 

practitioners to describe the state of the incentive world 

among educators. Incentive pay strategies seemf'd to be 

declining in educative practices until the advent of certain 

national reports on the state and reformation of education. 

These happened to come into view in time for the 1984 
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pres ident ial election. Before discussing the history of 

incenti ve systems, it is important to appreciate the theory 

and background of educational incentives. 

Theory Behind Some Incentives in Education 

Dejnozka (1983) defined an incentive as a ~monetary or 

psychological reward designed to stimulate employees to work 

toward optimal achievement of institutional goals" (p. 82). 

Hawes (1982) developed the basic concept of incentives in 

dducation by describing incentives as "external factors that 

motivate an individual to action, such as the prospect of 

admission to a leading college as an incentive to serious 

study" (p. 114). Being able to find appropriate incentives in 

education was like a story told about 

the panoramic view one has upon entering 
the picturesque Navy-Marine Corps 
Hemorial Stadium in Annapolis, 
Emblazoned along the upper tier of that 
arena are the historic names of famous 
battles of those two services: Iwo Jima, 
Guadalcanal, Tarawa, Wake Island, Guam, 
the Solomons, the Phil ippines, and so 
forth. One Saturday afternoon, a few 
years ago, when the bone crushing 
fullback of a visiting Ivy League 
football team, noted more for his brawn 
than his brain, stepped onto the playing 
field, he paused, looked at the long list 
of far-off places, and exclaimed, "Wow, 
~Iavy sure plays a tough schedule ~ " 
(Demeter, 1973, p. 1) 

To find the appropriate incentive--which will appease all 

members of society, be a strong motivator [or teachers and 



37 

administrators alike, and be financially feasible--is indeed 

a tough schedule and task! Incentive practices are not 

fashioned to be a "one-year affair" or an element tossed into 

the world situations when market movements are favorable and 

it seemed they can be brought into "across-the-board 

distribution" (Butterfield, 1988, p. 32). 

However, many educators and administrators, except for 

teacher unions, agree that some incentive program is better 

than no plan at all (Cramer, 1983, p. 29). The term 

.. incenti ve pay" is "used to represent the wide variety of 

plans and programs for providing extra compensation to 

deserving school personnel" (Norton and Hegebush, 1988, p. 

H9). Advocates of pay-for-performance programs view 

incentive pay as an answer to many of the concerns and 

problems which beset education today in our complicated 

society. Some authors feel there was a difference betl,een 

incentives and rewards. The two terms could be confus ing 

because they are, at times, used interchangeably in the 

literature and media (Kottkamy, 1987, p. 9) Mitchell (1987) 

clarified the difference between the two: 

The distinction between a reward and an 
incentive lies not in the content of the 
experience, but in the attention given to 
the method of distribution. Rewards are 
used as incentives when their 
distribution is planned and controlled in 
such a way that recipients can anticipate 
receiving the rewards if they take 
particular actions. [This] is to say 



that there are two crucial dimensions to 
the process by which various experiences 
contribute to the work motivation of 
teachers ... First, there is the ., reward
value" of these experiences; that is the 
amount of satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
they are capable of producing. Though 
this reward value is subjectively 
determined, experiences with a higher 
reward-value have a higher impact on 
motivation. But there is a second 
dimension to this process that is even 
more important. The" incenti ve-value" of 
these experiences that motivate work 
behav ior has to do wi th how they are 
distributed, not with the amount of 
impact on individuals when they are 
encountered ... (p. 208-209). 
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Kottkamy (1987) further explained that "the incentive of 

a school is the distribution process that mediated the 

receipt of certain rewards" ( p.9). 

Choosing the appropriate style of incentive could be 

difficult because of the difficulty of selecting a system 

which would motivate prodigiously and have the greatest yield 

on the incentive's investment. 

Keegan (1988) wrote that the "compensation for the job 

must be of sufficient magnitude that it was worth the while of 

the teacher to perform the work". He stated there must be a 

"balance" between the reward/compensation and the contribution 

being made by the teacher for the compensation to be of worth 

(p. Ill. There :::l.rc times .~hcn the "inner drive that moves or 

activates an individual" or in other words motivates us, is 

not enough (Dejnozka, 1983, p. 105). "Extrinsic motivation 
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refers to the behaviors motivated by factors that are external 

to the individual" (ibid, p. 105). 

Kottkamy (1987) quoted Lortie (1975) who had demonstrated 

that teachers "are more powerfully affected by intrinsic 

rewards--particularly their sense of responsibility for 

student learning and their enjoyment of warm 

relations~. He stated further that this 

recognition points to limitations for 
policymakers and administrators because 
the most potent intrinsic rewards are 
controlled almost exclusively by students 
rather than school managers (p. 8). 

social 

Because the control is in the "student's corner" wi th 

intrinsic rewards, most school personnel feel a need to 

control the incentive. Therefore, extrinsic incentives are 

used more often in public education. 

Besides being extrinsic and intrinsic, incentives could 

also be classified as participatory or performance 

motivators. Participation motivators are intended to attract 

and keep a person at a job position as long as he/she 

conformed to the minimum job requirements. Everyone Io/ho 

receives a participatory incentive receives an equal amount, 

no matter what the work involved. Examples of participation 

motivators are retirement benefits, annual salary increments, 

medical insurance, and so on. 

Performance incentives. on the other hand, are 

distinguished by a contingency payoff" which included such 
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benefi ts as piece work, merit pay, and other like systems 

(Farrer, 1981, p.2). Performance models have received the 

greatest amount of press space in the 80's. Merit pay emerged 

as the front runner in publicity, for as one author stated: 

"The time has come, then, to cast aside shibboleths concerning 

the ri tuals surrounding merit pay and to look at the issue 

objectively" (Dennis, 1982, p. 21). Merit pay has received 

much attention as a performance and extrinsic model of 

incentive. For these reasons, it is appropriate to feel the 

sense of the most prolific style of reward by studying the 

literature on merit pay. 

For over sixty years, merit pay plans have been 

alternately praised and condemned by school districts 

throughout the United States. In fact, some state 

legislatures funded pilot programs involving merit pay. Some 

school districts have been involved in merit pay programs in 

the past, but with the advent of collective bargaining, have 

discontinued them (Poll, 1979, p.2). 

Merit pay is a "monetary stipend or salary increase paid 

for superior performance, as determined by a classroom 

performance evaluation" (Rist, 1983, p. 23) or a "plan through 

which teachers would advance in salary and position in the 

school system according to demonstrated capabilities rather 

than only by seniority and formal credentials" (Hawes, 1982, 

p. 141). Miller and Young (1979) feel that the purpose of 



merit pay systems is 

to provide a motivating force, an 
incentive, which results in greater 
producti vi ty of the worker, whether 
he/she is a laborer, a government 
employee,or a college professor (p. 18). 

But, as Dennis (1982) pointed out, those who control the 

concepts of meri t pay for" laborers, government employees, and 

college professors" admitted that the merit pay system is not 

without flaws (p. 18). 

The most important issue of merit pay systems is how to 

define and measure merit. The industrial community has had 

little difficulty measuring merit among its workers. Workers 

are paid for the i terns they produce. Those producing more 

items are paid more, with the quality of the items produced 

also becoming a factor in the amount paid the employees. The 

i terns produced must be able to work. For the pedagog ic 

community, however, the task is more difficult and subtle 

(Hoko, 1988, p. 30). ~any people express that salary, 

promotion, tenure, and retention should be based on merit 

evaluation, not on experience and education alone, as is the 

prevalent practice among educational systems (Ogletree, 1985, 

p. 1). 

Teacher's merit pay plans take varied forms, most of 

which included: 

1) multiple salary scales in which only 
superior teachers attain the highest 
salary scale, 



2) salary increments based on different 
performance evaluations, 

3) accelerated salary scales in which 
superior teachers move up more than one 
step per year, and 

4) the above-based salary scale in whieh 
superior top-salary-scaled, experienced 
teachers exceed maximum salary steps by 
specific amounts (Ogletree, 1985, p. 2). 
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Meri t pay systems are a systematic method of evaluating 

employee performance for the following purposes: 

1 ) to 
transfers, 
salaries, 

help determine promotions, 
demotions, dismissals, and 

2) to provide an analysis of strong and 
weak points so that employees' 
performance may be improved through a 
guidance program, and 

3) to provide the personnel division 
with a yardstick to measure the 
effectiveness of testing, recruiting, and 
inserv ice training programs ( "Her it 
Ra tin g", 1 9 6 3, p . 7). 

Many au tho rs agree that merit pay uses money as an 

incentive to encourage educational personnel to improvec work 

and to serve students better. Merit systems are popular 

during school reform periods and when the abilities of the 

United States children seem to be lacking in comparison with 

the rest of the world. Financing merit pay systems, 

p8.rticlllarLy in p~riods of high inflation (and thus L.J..rgc 

cost-of-living pay raise periods) could be very di ffieul t. 

Authors also agree that evaluation, the most controversial 
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element of merit pay systems (and incentive systems in 

general). make merit pay a difficult proposition to consider 

(see "Merit Pay". 1981. p. 2; Johnson. 1984. p. 21; Poll. 

1979. p.3; and Cramer. 1983. p. 29). 

A merit pay plan is 

any salary schedule ... whatever its plan 
of recognizing position. experience. and 
preparation may be. if it either 
authorizes or specifies salaries above 
the regular schedule to reward teachers 
who have been judged to be rendering 
superior service ("Facts", 1957, p. 127). 

The above mentioned definitions and explanations 

concerning incentives and merit pay systems serve as a 

backdrop of most of the educational incentives offered in 

today's society. This theory of incentive systems had as its 

basis that educators should be paid what they are worth. and 

those who do good work deserve extra pay ("MeriL Pay", 1981, 

p. 2) 

Intrinsic Versus Extrinsic Incentives for Educators 

A generally accepted division of rewards in the 

literature is extrinsic and intrinsic rewards. Though 

defini tions differ, the distinction between intrinsic and 

extrinsic rewards is widely recognized. Kottkamy (1987) 

quoted Lortie (1975) who defined intrinsic rewards as 

consisting "entirely of subjective valuations made in the 

course of work engagements" such as pride and the sense of 
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accomplishment rising from performing good work. Extrinsic 

rewards such as salary, social position, and authority are 

objective in the sense that they are 
experienced by all role incumbents 
independent of particular personali ty and 
are detached from the work itself and are 
conveyed for particular actions rather 
than in their execution (p. 5). 

Edward Deci (1970) discussed intrinsic and extrinsic 

rewards at some length. Intrinsic rewards come from each 

person's feeling of competence and effectiveness. Extrinsic 

rewards generally originate from outside the Iyorker (see 

Spuck, 1974, p. 20). Intrinsic rewards are, unlike extrinsic 

rewards, generally within the control of the worker. There 

are questions as to whether the two types of motivation can 

work together. To answer this question, Deci 

conducted a test in which subjects were 
asked to work on a series of problem
solving puzzles that previous tests had 
demonstrated to be intrinsically 
interesting. Persons who Here simply 
asked to solve the puzzles or were given 
money for participating in the experiment 
(and were paid regardless of how well 
they performed) continued to work on the 
puzzles even after their time had expired 
and they were no longer required to do 
so. This willingness to continue working 
was cons ide red a measure of intrins ic 
motivation. By contrast, when external 
rewards--money or the avoidance of an 
obnoxious buzzer--were made contingent on 
doing the puzzles successfully, subjects 
showed significantly less inclination to 
continue working on the puzzles 
voluntarily, This led Deci to conclude 
that one process that decreases intrinsic 
motivation is to have intrinsically 



motivated behavior become dependent of 
external causes (p. 61-72.) 
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Oeci's finding that positive feedback could increase 

intrinsic motivation suggested one avenue "for motivating 

teachers more effectively. Schools might adopt merit praise 

plans, based on recognition that intrinsic satisfactions 

cannot be manipulated by material rewards, but can be 

complemented by the right kind of information" ("Merit Pay", 

1981, p.5l. 

Other authors feel that intrinsic rewards do not go far 

enough with teachers. New teachers are motivated for the 

first couple of years, then the problems of motivation begins 

when the "novel ty wears off and the day-to-day pressures 

mount" (Casey, 1979, p.501). Teachers see that being an 

excellent teacher takes a lot of effort while being somewhat 

mediocre is relatively easy. There should be a meldin~ of the 

intrinsic with the motivation of the extrinsic. 

Reward systems for achieving teaching excellence is one 

of the most difficult areas in which to develop and implement 

appropriate incentives. Several techniques can and have been 

used over the years. The more common techniques have included 

monetary awards, plaques for outstanding teaching, stipends, 

me ri t pay, '3.nd promotion to ':)ther duties, such as 

administrative responsibilities. The least expensive reward 

has been the praise from the school administrator. Certainly, 
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incentives need to be realistically allocated to be accepted 

by the teachers and staff. Being rewarded 

and recognized on both the school and 
community 'turf' gives prestige to 
individual teachers and provides yet 
another incentive for continued 
professional growth on the part of the 
teacher ... During the time of financial 
restraint, schools and communi ties must 
foster diverse ways of providing all 
educators with the incentives needed to 
conduct an education for excellence 
(Miller and Swick, 1986, p.235-237l. 

Rewards are thought to be related to the consequences of 

action. They are compensation for actions taken by the person 

being rewarded (Kottkamy, 1987, p.5) . Educational 

insti tutions, like all other organizations, "must provide 

incentives which induce cooperative behaviors from 

organizational members" (Spuck, 1974, p. 18). 

Incentives have been used in the past several years as a 

mechanism to bring about needed improvements and to revitalize 

education. Incentives may be an essential ingredient in 

upgrading teaching techniques and/or improving student 

performance. The natural progression of the effective use of 

rewards in education follows three steps: 

1) A reward is offered, 

2) There are goals or results to be obtained, 

3 ) Individuals or organizations may 

obtain the reward by achieving the goals 

or results (Diaz, 1973, p. 1-3). 



The dictionary defines an incentive as 

1. (ad j ) Inc i tin g 

encouraging or 
movingj rousing to 
action; stimulative. 

(n) that which incites 
or has a tendency to 
incite, to 
determination or 
action; motive, 
money, and pride are 
incentives to action 
(Diaz, 1973, p. 43). 

In education, incentives are used consistently with the 

other definitions of social organizations such as economics, 

psychology, sociology, and contracting. Good 

appropriately defined incentives for education as 

pay, [or] the percentage of rate above 
base pay that should be earned by the 
average employee who has been properly 
selected and trained for his work, when 
he meets a fair standard of performance 
(p. 48). 

(1973) 

Evidence indicates that the best way to reward superior 

teachers is to give them autonomy, expanded responsibilities, 

and opportunities to develop professionally (Ogletree, 1985, 

p. 5). Farrer (1981) found that his work with rewards 

supported the idea that there must be a common working ground 

with the blending of the extrinsic motivator and the intrinsic 

pride in a teacher (p. 8). 

Rewards in education are difficult to manufacture. 

Teachers must have intrinsic rewards in order to be effective 



wi th students. 
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Students are not "widgets" intended to be 

taken into li fe on an assembly line. It could take years 

before resul ts are clear, therebY measuring the success of 

individuals in the teaching profession can be difficult 

(Spuck, 1981, p. 20: Hoko, 1988, p. 30; and "Merit Pay", 1981, 

p. 5). 

To understand the concepts of merit pay (and incentive 

programs in general), a history of merit pay systems IVIlS 

examined, with the center focal point being the rhetoric of 

1983, the year before the presidential election of 1984, which 

was affected by the national reports. 

Historical Context of Merit Pay 

Although many advocates of a merit pay incentive system 

argued that its concept was a new idea, it was not new at all. 

Payment-by-results existed as a policy "for teachers as early 

as the middle of the nineteenth century". Early merit 

systems operated in English and Welsh schools for over 30 

years, went through many mutations and then gave way to what 

is referred to as the "uniform salary schedule" (Hoko, 1988, 

p. 29). In 1841, teacher's salaries were lower than wages 

paid to "scrubwomen". The attitude, then as well as now, of 

teachers is reflected in the wages they are paid (Aiello, 

1979, p. 70). Teachers, in the early days, were required to 

take an 1860 exa~ in San Francisco where candidates were asked 



questions 

involving arithmetic, reading, grammar, 
spelling, and geography, that expected 
teachers to name all the rivers, bodies 
of water, cities, and countries of the 
globe, and to bound all the states of 
this country ••.. While it was important 
for teachers to be competent in these 
basics, performance on such tests [did] 
not necessarily correlate wi th teaching 
ability .•• (Johnson, 1984, p. 30) 
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Even with passage of the exam, teacher salaries, in the minds 

of educators, were reflected in a low and fixed ceiling. In 

fact, the typical salary schedule often projected an ultimate 

income little more than twice that received in the first year 

of teaching (Aiello, 1979, p. 71). 

Many school systems experimented with the merit pay 

concept. During 1904, J. M. Greenwood developed a merit pay 

plan for elementary and secondary teachers in Kansas City 

~issouri based on the successful completion of yearly 

examin1\tions: 

The real problem ... was to devise some 
tes ts. .. which the most progress i ve and 
efficient teachers could be taken out and 
put into a class by themselves and be 
paid according to their temper towards 
the children, their disposition to 
improve continuously, and the character 
of their work measured by proper 
educational values (Greenwood, 1905, p. 
468). 

Teachers who participated in this voluntary merit system were 

required to increase their knowledge and skills in "history, 

philosophy, and the theory and practice of education". The 
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Kansas City School Board called this plan a success because it 

inspired these volunteers to pursue college aspirations 

(Guernsey, 1986, p. 4). 

"In 1908, a school system in Newton ~:~ssachusetts, 

instituted the first formal merit pay plan, while two decades 

later, payment-bY-l:'esul ts was the compensation cho ice in 

American schools" (Hoko, 1988, p. 29). 

In 1909, Theodore MacDowell maintained that teacher 

salaries should not be fixed and that efficiency would be the 

key for those who had the "professional spirit". The 

teacher's salary was to be based on areas such as length of 

service and instructional improvements. The length of service 

allowed the teacher to demonstrate impl:'ovements in such areas 

as classroom efficiency and continuation of studies. 

Classroom efficiency, according to MacDowell, was defined as: 

personality, cooperation, teaching 
technique, disciplinary power, 
sympathetic relation of teachers and 
class, and all similar points which 
supervisory officers might determine upon 
as being vital to the best interests of 
the children (MacDowell, 1909, p. 352-
353) . 

~acDowell, in 1909, proposed four requi rements which 

would pass the teacher into higher salary "divisions": 

The requirements for division one 
included a provisional teaching 
certificate and an appointment by the 
local school board to a full-time 
teaching position. A teacher would 
remain in division one for three years. 



During that time period, the teacher 
received extensive supervision with 
constructive criticism. Division one was 
considered a crucial time for teacher 
growth and development. For the second 
requirement, during which the teacher 
progressed into division two, the teacher 
prepared and defended a written essay 
dealing with a contemporary school issue. 
The essay was to include a list of 
references and was to be presented to the 
local schoo 1 board. To ful f ill the 
requirements for division three, a 
teacher had to complete one of the 
following: pass a written examination on 
an academic or professional subject; 
complete a predetermined number of 
extension courses in an academic or 
professional subject; or complete a 
specific number of college courses in an 
academic or professional subject. 
Additional examinations or satisfactorily 
completed course work were required for 
division four salary increments 
(Guernsey, 1986, p. 5-6). 
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More rhetoric about merit pay systems flowed within and 

without educational circles from 1910 to 1919. Samuel r. 

Dutton and David Sneddon, in 1916, explained the feelings of 

progressiveness among educators by writing that 

what is evident with regard to the 
salaries of teachers in most American 
communities is that they are too low to 
enable the teaching profession to develop 
as it should. Doubtless at any given 
moment, a marked increase in salaries 
would not greatly affect the efficiency 
of the teaching force; but nonetheless 
certainly, an advanced scale of salaries 
maint~ined in the face of competition 
would soon tend to draw into the 
profession men and women of better 
natural qualifications, better 
preparation, and more willingness to 
devote themselves persistently and 



professionally to their work (Dutton and 
Sneddon, 1916, p. 263). 
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Also in 1916, Ellwood P. Cubberly, arguably one of the 

most influential educators of the time, derided the uniform 

salary schedules as poor use of funds and urged an alternative 

program that would "pay the most to those deserving the most", 

while encouraging "personal growth on the part of all not 

hopelessly dead". He felt that the single salary scale 

"presupposes that all of the same rank and experience are 

approximately of equal worth--a condition which is never 

found". He therefore concluded that a merit pay plan would: 

provide a much better distribution of 
rewards; would 0 ffer more encouragement 
for study and personal advancement; would 
provide more opportuni ties for the 
efficient to rise; would tend better to 
retain the best teachers in the service; 
and would give the school directors 
better returns in efficiency for the 
money spent than does the present salary 
schedules (Cubberly, 1916, p. 32). 

Johnson (1984) reported that because of this and other 

simi lar exhortat ions, many local school boards ins ti tu ted 

merit pay plans. It was estimated that between 18% and 48% of 

the country's school districts paid teachers according to 

performance levels between 1918 and 1928 (p. 22). It was 

during this time that many educators began to feel like a 

school inspector in nineteenth-century England, who described 

payment-by- ['esul ts as a vic ious admin istrati ve system, perhaps 

the most vicious that has ever been devised. During the late 
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1920's, merit pay plans gave way to the single salary system 

in an effort to "end the salary discrepancies between 

elementary and secondary school teachers" (Guernsey, 1986, p. 

6) Between 1935 and 1955, merit pay plans fell into disuse 

and the single salary schedule again prevailed. 
late 1950's, the 

NEA [National Education Association 1 
defined merit pay as a subjective, 
quali tative judgment of a teacher made 
administratively by one or more persons 
with or without the participation or the 
knowledge of the person rated, for 
purposes of determining salary 
(Middlebrooks, 1975, p. 24). 

During the 

The interest in alternatives to the single salary 

schedule was revived during the early 1960's. Wade ~. 

Patterson proposed teacher ranking, a form of differentiated 

staffing. He stated: 

One of the most controverslal aspects of 
education's fight for professionalism is 
the determination of salaries which would 
not only be adequate, but which would 
reward professional performance and 
competence (Patterson, 1969, p. 169). 

The argument of pay-for-performance came again as Allen 

Calvin proposed that school boards should rewards teachers who 

achieve certain objective goals such as: 

1) all members of a particular class 
reading at grade level; 

2) a certain competence 
standardized tests of 
computational skills; and 

leve 1 on 
arithmetic 



3) any other activity 
teacher has previously 
(Calvin, 1969, p. 98). 

for which the 
given a grade 
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Some researchers began determining a "good" pedagog ic 

process by analyzing the pedagogic product. These "process-

product researchers held that the fundamental question of 

teacher effectiveness was whether or not the teachers 

influenced student outcomes or not" (Hoko, 1988, p. 30). Some 

innovators, such as Kenneth Clark, began to study further the 

effects of paying teachers according to performance and 

output. He, and others, made reference to the efforts made in 

the 1920's in the pay-by-results arena as they considered that 

after tests were given in the 1920's, administrators 

assumed that teaching was responsible for 
whatever gains were made. If this 
assumption was correct, then the 
efficiency of the teacher could be judged 
by standardized tests. Completely 
disregarded were the natural abilities to 
learn, the effect of incidental learning, 
and the growth that had taken place in 
some of the intangibles such as social 
adjustment, character, and personality 
(Clark, 1965, p. 57). 

T. H. Be 11, who would late r become the Sec re tary 0 f 

Education in the mid-1980's, 

~rote about merit pay as a concept since 
the early 1960's (in 1963, in fact, while 
he was a school administrator, Bell wrote 
an article for The American School Board 
Journal entitled "Twenty Keys to 
Successful Meri t Ratings"). Most 



educators in the late 1960's and '70's 
ignored the issue of merit pay--when 
teacher unionism was on the rise--but 
Bell remained a true believer (Cramer, 
1983, p. 28). 
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The 1970's and merit pay systems collided. centering on 

teachers views concerning payment-for-performance and the 

methods for evaluating the effective teacher. Middlebrooks 

(1975) made a statement which summed up the feelings of many 

teachers unimpressed by the pay-for-performance paradigm: 

"No valid or reliable instrument has yet 
been developed for measuring teacher 
effectiveness or the total growth of 
students, which involves growth in 
values, abil i ty to think, understanding 
of self and other tangibles~ (p.25). 

However. those in favor of incentive evaluation and salary 

programs felt that the aims of the programs centered in 

the improvement 0 f performance and the 
relation of performance to salary. 
Evaluation programs in education (or in 
any other field) need no other 
justification than the intent to improve 
performance. The ingredient required is 
commitment to this end by both teaching 
and administrative staff (McKenna, 1973, 
p. 69). 

Educators during the 70' s were distressed as systems 

tried to "identify the superior teacher ... through qualitative 

evaluation processes". Many felt that merit rating was 

oppressive politics" because those who administer the 



programs as well as initiate them were not teachers. 

Educators don't believe that a 
competitive merit schedule will actually 
buy more good teaching for a community. 
Merit rating plans tend to create 
problems in teacher relationships and 
morale. Instead of teachers sharing 
ideas with each other, problems related 
to jealousy, fear, favoritism, 
undesirable competi tion, and insecuri ty 
appear. Merit programs tend to 
discourage creativity in teaching. 
Teachers tend to conform to preconceived 
ideas of some person or to a stereotyped 
criterion (Middlebrooks, 1975, p. 25). 
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There was, during the 1970's, discussion of an "old" and 

"new" style of incentive systems. Bhaerman (1973) wrote that 

the old style of incentives utilized rating schedules to 

assess "input factors" such as teaching quality (the 3 r's), 

ethical and professional teaching quality, cooperation wi th 

other staff, and "extra mile service". The "new" style of 

incentives was based upon "output factors" or the "payment by 

results" plan (p. 63-64). The "new" programs, found in the 

rhetoric of the 1970's, were the same style of programs 

discussed by Greenwood half a century earlier (ibid, p. 64). 

According to the Educational Research Service, by 1972 

only 5.5% of local school districts had some form of merit 

pay, and most of those plans had been in effect for no more 

than five years. ~any questions arose as to why merit pay 

plans were being discontinued. The ERS found that many merit 

pay plans had been discontinued as of 1979 for a broad range 



of reasons, such as: 

administrative, personnel, collective 
bargaining, and financial. Some 
districts abandoned the plans when 
teachers opposed them or administrators 
decided that they destroyed morale and 
caused dissension. Others were dropped 
because of difficulties in applying the 
cri teria fairly when evaluating staff. 
Some local districts found that the plans 
did not improve teaching performance, 
while others decided that the purpose of 
their plans had been compromised l,Ihen 
virtually all teachers received merit 
increases. Many plans were abandoned at 
the negotiating table, while some were 
discontinued when new administrators 
found them incompatible with their 
philosophies (Johnson, 1984, p. 22). 
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Casey (1979) posed some questions that many people, in 

and out of education, were petitioning. He stated that 

for anyone not living in the Alice-in
Wonderland world of the public schools, 
the questions are obvious and 
frustrating: Why do we pay teachers only 
on the basis of seniori ty and degrees 
held? Why don't we reward creativity and 
effort? What's wrong with a little old
fashioned American free enterprise and 
competi tion for teachers? Is there a 
legal basis for merit pay? 

He also provided the answer by writing: 

Yes, there is. It produces teacher 
crea ti vi ty and effort. Perhaps teacher 
effort and creativity do not guarantee 
learning, but without them the public 
schools are condemned to mediocrity or 
worse. Opponents of merit pay claim that 
these things are hard to measure, but if 
any reasonably intelligent parent were to 
spend a month in a public school, he or 
she would be able to tell the difference
--easily!" (p. 501). 



58 

The reality of educational reform crescendoed into the 

early 1980"s. Double digit inflation and the United States' 

productivi ty rate dropped almost one percent in 1979. The 

country, as a whole, focused on the issue of the effective 

appl ication 0 f monetary reserves in education. Daniel E. 

Gri ff iths, Dean of the School of Educat ion at ~ew York 

University, stated that "reforming the curriculum is nonsense 

without good teachers" (Maeroff, 1983, p. :\-17). 

Merit pay had evolved into a dichotomy between teachers 

and administrators as different authors wrote about incentive 

pay plans in the 1980's. Examples of the questions of this 

dichotomy emerged in the statements made by a disgruntled 

teacher's group. The teacher's statements are followed b:i 

dialogue with a pro-incentive administrator: 

1) Teachers: There is a general lack 0 f 
objective work performance systems, 
especially for salaried employees. 

Administrator: Not many good ones 
exist and they are difficult to create, 
but I refuse to admit that we shouldn't 
try. If the end--merit increases--is 
worth the effort, then we liS personnel 
professionals must do more to assist line 
management in creating these systems. 

2) Teachers: ~erit pay systems are 
difficult ~nd costly to administer. 

Administrator: They need not be. One 
of the principles of good compensation 
system design should always be: keep it 
as non-complex as possible. Merit 



systems and this principle 
necessarily incompatible. 

are not 

3) Teachers: The difference in increases 
between acceptable performers and top 
performers is not great enough to warrant 
the extra mile effort and actually may be 
demotivating to employees. 

Administrator: In 
dollar difference is 
However, if looked 
fifteen year period, 
considerable. 

any 
not 
at 
the 

one year, the 
terribly great. 
over a ten to 
differences are 

4) Teachers: Most people are not 
motivated by money, but rather by other 
things, such as advancement opportunity, 
the nature of the work itself, etc .. 

Administrator: While recognizing that 
this has become a 'sacred cow' of certain 
psychologists, I respectfully disagree. 
While conceding that money is only one of 
several motivators, my personnel 
expe r ience de f ini tel y ind ica tes that 
money sti 11 motivates. Perhaps it 
doesn't satisfy for long, but it does 
motivate. 

5) Teachers: Most supervisors cannot make 
objective, valid distinctions in 
performance. 

Administrator: Don't we do a terrible 
disservice to supervisors when we say 
they 'cannot'? Perhaps they do not, but 
who is at faul t? It is our fault for 
designing poor systems and primarily for 
not training supervisors or failing to 
give them the necessary tools to make 
these distinctions. A good deal of this 
goes back to the first objection--the 
lack of objective ~'lOrk measurement 
systems. If supervisors had some 
objec ti ve way to measure output, they 
could do a much better .lob 0 f 
distinguishing individual performance 
(Brinks, 1980, p. 59). 
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Administrators who implemented merit systems were cognizant 

that money alone was not always an effective motivator. 

However, striving to find a system which would "motivate and 

perpetuate high quality performance" remained vital (Frase et 

al, 1982, p. 266). 

Many districts during the 1980's sought to reward 

teachers with bonus payments "for the conditions under which 

they taught, but not for how they taught" (Guernsey, 1986, p. 

11) . One district purposefully instigated a meri t pay plan 

which had little visibility during the first year of 

implementation. By achieving this, they hoped to "avoid the 

negative responses often associated with highly touted 

programs and innovations". The district later concluded that 

the decision to remain low profiled during the first year 

minimized dissensions over criteria, the 
selection of recipients, and the size of 
the award. The fact that principals have 
chosen as recipients those teachers whose 
performances and reputations are beyond 
reproach has also minimized conflict 
(Frase et al, 1982, p. 267-268). 

Reform, to many people, was a flame fueled by the 

difficulties in schools and their perceived societal tasks. 

Haselkorn (1982) wrote 

The academic, general, and vocational 
tracks, which formed the foundat ion of 
the Conant comprehensive high school 
still hold the day despite the more far
reaching recommendations of the reports 
in the early seventies. However, one 
thing is clear from our research: the 



tasks which the high schools have been 
called upon to accomplish [in our day J 
have proliferated in the last quarter
century. To be lasting, educational 
reforms must coincide with prevailing 
community attitudes towards education. 
In the past, numerous critics have 
pointed to the gap between the rhetoric 
of reform and the reality of change, 
questioning the impact such reports have 
had at the local level. .. (p. 12-13). 

61 

All of this furor provided a backdrop for the experience 

of this country in the 1984 political campaign. Ronald 

Reagan, in a re-election bid, adopted the issues of incentive 

pay systems (and specifically merit pay) as a political 

football, played by all sides of political parties throughout 

the campaign (Cramer, 1983, p. 28). The year of 1983 emerged 

as the pivotal year for merit pay and for those advocating 

pay-far-performance systems. 

Five major reports on educational improvement became 

focal in 1983 and 1984. These were: "The National Commission 

on Excellence in Education: A Nation at Risk" (Gardner, 1983), 

"The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching" 

(Hasel korn, 1982), John Goodlad' s "A Place Called School" 

( 1984 ), "The Task Force on Education for Economic Growth" 

(1983), "The Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on Educational 

Pol icy" (Petersen, 1983), and Theodore Sizer's" A Review and 

Comment on the National Reports" (1984). The Twentieth 

Century Fund was formed 



by a small group of Fund Trustees, 
convinced that the problems of American 
education are at the heart of many of our 
economic and social difficulties. The 
Trustees urged the group to undertake an 
examination of our schools because the 
Trustees saw the problem as national in 
scope, thus they proposed a national 
project" (Petersen, 1983, p. 2). 
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The Nation at Risk Committee was developed due to the 

concerns of Secretary of Education, T. H. Bell. Among many 

issues, the report [A Nation At Risk) discussed merit pay 

systems as constituting a portion of the reform required to 

return American schools to the "excellence" they had enjoyed 

earlier in American history. The reports recommended that 

incentives, such as grants and loans, be 
made available to attract outstanding 
students to the teaching profession. 
Salaries for the teaching profession 
should be increased and should be 
professionallY competitive, market
sensitive, and performance-based" 
(Gardner, 1983, p. 13). 

Other reports offered suggestions. These included 

declarations such as: "We propose the establishment of a 

national Master Teachers Program, funded by the federal 

government, that recognizes and rewards teaching excellence" 

(Petersen, 1983, p.17), "High schools reflect their 

community attitude about incentives (Haselkorn, 1982, p. 13), 

and "the public schools. which constitute the nations most 

important institution for the shaping of future citizens, must 

go further ... "(Petersen, 1983, p.17). 
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The National Commission on Excellence in Education 

triggered 

a national debate over teacher 
compensation with a trio of indictments 
against established practices in school 
policies. The heavy emphasis on 
educational methodology rather than 
academic courses in teacher preparation, 
uniform salary scales which discourage 
the best teachers from remaining in the 
classroom, and the lack of [competitive] 
salaries continued to threaten efforts to 
achieve quality in education (Graham, 
1983, p. 69). 

~eri t pay material ized as a "front-burner poli tical issue 

wi th the Reagan administration spearheading the call for 

paying teachers according to merit. "According to a recent 

Newsweek magazine poll, 80 percent of the American public 

agree" (Rist, 1983, p. 27). 

Within weeks, merit pay for teachers 

was plucked from the pages of education 
journals and placed in the range of 
topics being bandied about on television 
talk shows and editorial pages. The 
public was faced daily with angry teacher 
union leaders denouncing merit pay as 
'union busting', and politicians, 
including many school board members, 
avowing that merit pay makes sense and 
should be practiced in all school systems 
(Cramer, 1983, p. 28). 

The national press cla.mored to teacher's unions for 

stories A.bollt the year's "hot topic ... looking for pithy quotes 

and floor fights during the debates of the [union] 

conventions" (Ficklin, 1983, p. 39). The press reported the 



64 

merit pay issue in addition to statements about the absence of 

the relationship between teaching ability and salary in public 

schools. They reported that 

teachers move up the ladder with 
seniori ty or advanced degrees, al though 
there is no truth to the idea that having 
a Ph. D. raises students reading scores, 
or that an Ed. D. makes for brilliant 
teaching. We give out raises for how far 
they advance as students, not as teachers 
(Goodman, 1983, A-17). 

Newspapers reported that the National Education Association 

(NEA) "does not wholeheartedly encourage experiments wi th 

performance-based pay", and that, on the other side, the liNEA 

has stressed that it wants to be involved in developing any 

merit pay plan to ensure that they deal with teacher's fears 

of favoritism" (Feinberg, 1983, p. A-i). In edi torials, 

newspaper editors wrote that the 

and 

crux of the problem is that too few 
br igh t and ambi tious young people are 
willing to become teachers as long as 
salaries are low to begin with and they 
must, in addition, face a rigid ceiling 
on future pay. The top of the scale is 
usually reached quickly. After that, 
there is no way up, except out of the 
classroom, into administration, or out 
altogether (Hechinger, 1983, p. C-7), 

Merit pay is clearly an idea whose time 
has come. Everyone seems to realize this 
except the National Education Association 
and those Democrats who are eagerly 
courting its endorsement. (Remember, the 
N.E.A. had the largest bloc of votes at 
the party's convention). Rather than 



championing rewards for excellent 
teachers, the party's leading 
Presidential candidates--Walter F. 
Mondale, John Glenn, Alan Cranston, 
Ernest F. Hollings, and Gary Hart-- are 
going along wi th the idea wi th all the 
enthusiasm of a bridegroom at a shotgun 
wedding. And on important related 
issues, such as making it easier to 
dismi ss incompetent teachers, the 
candidates are conspicuously silent 
(Peters, 1983, p. A-21). 
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Press reports about the negative feeling about the NEA 

and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) were prevalent 

(see Cummings, 1983,p. A-15; Mayeroff, 1983, p. A-17; and 

Feinberg, 1983, p. A-1 for examples). According to the press, 

NEA and AFT perceived that they had to listen to the proposals 

of merit pay. But the "teacher's union leaders fear that 

merit pay will be used as a means to punish the majority of 

teachers, while helping only a handful of teachers who are 

singled out as meritorious" (Cramer, 1983, p.28) were real to 

them. 

AFT's president, Albert Shanker, stated: 

We will not allow merit pay to become the 
one, single, dominant issue in this 
nation's discussion about improving the 
quality of public education. Incentive 
payor discretionary merit pay is not the 
first and best way to ensure teacher 
quali ty. Unfortunatply, the public and 
the media are giving it more attention 
that it deserves. In feet, it is our 
fear that a preoccupation with this 
single idea will divert attention away 
from a set of proposals much more likely 
to sol ve the problems (McCormick, 1983, 
p. 36). 
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President Reagan transported the press farther into the 

arena of merit pay as he insisted that public schools were 

failing and that one of the ways to improve them without 

federal funds was to commence paying them according to merit 

rather than seniority. He said in a speech: 

Again and again, I .. hen compared to 
students in other industrialized nations, 
American students place badly. There was 
a time not too long ago when the solution 
to this problem would have been summed up 
by most politicians in one big five 
letter word: money. They tried that 
approach and it failed .... we just are not 
getting our money's worth. One of the 
best ways to do this ... is by rewarding 
excellence. All of these things can be 
improved without increased federal 
funding and interference, and with only 
modest increases in local and state 
support (Williams, 1983, p . ..1.-6). 

Other politicians "jumped on the band \oIagon", sUl5gesting 

t.hat "no state pays any teacher one penny more for doing a 

good job" (Goodman, 1983, p. A-I i). Cramer (1983) quoted A. 

Bartlett Giamatti as saying that merit pay provided a "tailor-

made political issue" because "the teachers have a fundamental 

problem ... that of finally receiving the attention they deserve 

and yet ... objecting to evaluation processes" (p. 28-29). 

The major stumbl ing block of merit pay systems, in the 

rhetoric of 1983, was the issue of evaluation (Rist, 1983, p. 

2-1; Mayeroff, 1983, p. A-16; Goodman, 1983, p. A-17; and 

Bridgman, 1983, p. 9). Among many of the questions asked by 

educators and administrators alike included, "Will the plan be 
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truly selective, or will most teachers in the state end up 

receiving extra pay? Will extra pay depend mainly on better 

work, or merely more or di f ferent work?" (Uzzell, 1983, p. 

24) • 

After 1983, there followed many ripples in the merit pay 

puddle of words. Many professional and public personalities 

voiced varied opinions of the systems' worth. A summary of 

the official positions of professional organizations toward 

incentive pay follows: 

National Association of Elementary 
Principals: Merit pay does not work due 
to inequities and difficulties in 
establ ishing, implement ing, and 
maintaining meaningful criteria. I t is 
"divisive and counterproductive". 

National Association of Secondary School 
Principals: A workable incentive plan 
should be flexible, financially sound, 
professionally administered, and 
acceptable to publ ic administrators and 
teachers. It presumes the existence of a 
competitive pay scale. 

American Association of School 
Administrators: This group gives 
qualified support to merit pay, stressing 
that teachers' salaries should be raised 
to competitive levels, the need for 
widespread agreement on program 
development and administration, and the 
need for continuing financial incentives. 

National Education Association: Its' 
poLicy opposes merit pay on the grounds 
that it bases compensation on favoritism 
and subjective evaluations in the absence 
of clearly defined criteria. 



American Federation of Teachers: AFT also 
opposes merit pay, but says some plans 
'warrant consideration', and that it is 
willing to discuss merit pay. 

National School Boards Association: The 
Association says it encourages the 
formulation of a teacher salary system 
that is competitive, market-sensitive, 
and performance-based and the development 
of an evaluation system upon which to 
base such a system (Teckner, 1985, p. 42-
43) . 
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Even though there were many questions still unanswered about 

merit systems, many states were influenced by the media and 

the constituency of the country to investigate and implement 

compensation systems (Norton and Hegebush, 1988, p. 149). 

Studies were conducted by national organizations to study the 

activation of merit plans in the post 1983 era. 

One report on the Virginia Pay-far-Performance projects 

claimed that 'I school boards, elec ted of f ic ials, and the 

general public supported incentive programs, while the 

principals and teachers were less enthusiastic". A Utah 

district was studied as it reallocated funding from capital 

improvements to the career ladder programs (Incentive 

Programs, 1986, p. 3). Richard Brandt of the University of 

Virginia performed a study on a career ladder program of one 

district in which a teacher commented that the teachers were 

more aware of the quality of their instructional techniques. 



Specific expectations had been made more 
visible •.. this probably induced improved 
teaching effort in many instances i it 
also added stress and anxiety as 
well .... Griping about the career ladder 
was, in part, .... irritation at being 
scrutinized more closely and being held 
up to higher, more explicit standards 
than ever before (Incentive Programs, 
1986, p. 6). 
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In 1985, another study addressed the pros and cons of 

merit pay with illuminating results. In this complex study, 

there were 54% of teachers and 60% of administrators who 

responded that merit pay was unfair and that merit pay did 

not reward the best teachers. However on other points t 

administrators and teachers remaip-ed divided. Administrators 

felt that "merit pay will motivate teachers" (60% ) , 

"competition is good in the teaching environment" (80%), and 

"teachers who do receive merit pay will be motivated to 

improve to earn meri t pay in the future" (60%) • Teachers 

slightly disagreed or were undecided about these issues (45% 

to 33%). When "questioned on it's [merit pay's) effect on 

morale, 58 percent of teachers and only twenty percent of 

administrators believed merit pay would not enhance morale". 

In comparison, 60% of administrators concluded that merit pay 

would enhance morale, however, "teachers (50%) feel meri t pay 

based on performance · . .;ould increase interest in teaching" 

(Ogletree, 1985, p. 6). 

Many states executed forms of incentive systems. In 
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efforts to "enhance and improve the quality of the rewards of 

teaching as a profession", these states implemented different 

compensation strategies. In February of 1984, the State 

Legislature of Utah set aside $15.2 million dollars for the 

development of a teacher career ladder system. In developing 

this system, districts I,ere mandated to seek counsel and 

adv ice from "parents, teachers, and school administrators". 

The legislation required districts to develop procedures for 

evaluation of teachers for "placement and advancement on the 

career ladder (The Nation Responds, 1984, p. 127, 160). The 

Nebraska State Legislature enacted the Omnibus Education 

Improvement Bill in 1985 to boost "teachers above existing 

plateaus" (ibid, p. 88). 

The State Superintendent of Education in Illinois 

"proposed 54.6 million in funding for the first of a three-

year plan to raise the average pay for beginning teachers from 

$13,300 to $22,500. The Governor made a similar proposal". 

The State 

has initiated a master teacher program 
that will pay $1,000 bonuses to 500 
master teachers during 1984 who instruct 
other teachers for three days during the 
school year. The Superintendent proposed 
$19.6 million for the program. The 
Governor proposes expansion of the 
program to 4,200 master teachers. The 
State wants to expand the released time 
from three to twenty-five days after 1985 
(ibid, p. 55). 

The three examples above reflected many systems initiated 
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during the post 1983 era of payment incentives. The post 1983 

era was also an era of refinement for many districts and their 

pay- for-performance systems. Performance sometimes changed 

"between the time of written evaluation and the actual raise 

distribution". Many employees assisted districts during this 

time to refine the delicate issue of evaluation (Butterfield, 

1988, p. 30). 

Indeed, evaluation by administrators and peer teachers 

remains a difficult subject among educators even today. As 

one educator, Larry W. Barber (1983) stated 

they [teachers] want and need to be 
recognized for superior effort. But many 
of them feel that they cannot trust 
teacher evaluation as they have known it 
to decide merit fairly ... Destructive 
competition is inevitable in a system 
designed to reward a few, while the 
majori ty go unrecognized for their 
efforts (p. 247). 

The literature abounded with announcements that the terms 

of evaluation had "been the major roadblock in implementing 

performance incentive programs", after the rhetoric of the 

campaign of 1983 (Incentive programs, 1986, p. 4; Butterfield, 

1988, p. 26; Miller, 1986, p. 18). 

Incentive Programs as Viewed by Administrators 

Administrators had personal beliefs about the incentive 

programs initiated in their districts. Their comments were 
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intimate as they undertook to implement programs as well as 

appease the teachers under their aegis. As one administrator 

stated 

I'm concerned about retaining the 90 
percent of our staff who are competent 
contributors. This program helps me tell 
people how they are doing and allows me 
the discretion to say so with money as 
well as evaluation. I'm putting my money 
where my mouth is (Butterfield, 1988. p. 
31) • 

Administrators. whose school systems ran successful merit pay 

systems. agreed that using money as a "tool to punish" some 

teachers was a road to disaster in their districts. Other 

administrators expressed concern that a district could not set 

in motion incentive systems "from the top down. [for) merit 

pay won't get teachers rich. but it will give them a chance 

to strive for higher goals and to be rewarded for their 

performance" (Cramer. 1983, p. 29-30). 

Still another administrator used merit systems to his 

advantage by 

placing employees in merit award 
categories. I get a snapshot of their 
current performance and their peer group 
of performers. When I look at two. 
three, or four years in a row, r get a 
moving picture of their performance. and 
r am better able to identify and accept 
an employee's need to 'catch his breath' 
for a performance year. This charting 
puts performance in the organization into 
a wide perspective (Butterfield, 1988, p. 
30) • 

In another study, if administrators were given an extra $1, 000 
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per teacher each year, about a third of administrators 

surveyed responded that they would ~spend the money to 

increase the basic salary paid to teachers, and a third would 

use the funds to institute career ladder programs with 

substantial cash awards~ (Goodman, 1983, p. 159). 

An example of a real incentive pay system would be 

appropriate to explain how administrators were reacting after 

actually implementing a program. In a summary report of a 

Kentucky Career Ladder Program, administrators were given a 

voice to express their concerns as well as blessings of the 

program. The administrators felt: 

1. A number of administrators said they 
did not like being out of their school 
for training so much as the project 
required. Also, they reported not liking 
the fact that they could not give 
feedback to their teachers following the 
observations and dialogues. 

2. Both administrators and 
observers bel ieved there were 
behaviors not addressed on the 
Observation Instrument. Many 
behaviors were related to 
student/teacher interaction. 

the state 
important 
Classroom 
of these 
affective 

3. Teachers and administrators expressed 
a need to define student achievement more 
broadly than what is measured by 
standardized tests (Miller, 1986, p. 18). 

There is a battle among supporters and opponents of 

incentive systems. This ~word confl ict" still used 

"evaluation" as its major issue (South, 1980, p. 31 ) . 

Supporters predicted that systems would rid the schools of the 
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ineffective teacher: only the ~good would remain, and only the 

quality teachers would acquire teaching positions". 

Proponents further proposed that quali ty and true teaching 

would take place in this survival of the ~fittest". The 

public could, then, support the schools by respecting the 

teaching produced therein. Opponents (among administrators) 

agreed that merit systems would lead to the thinning of the 

pool of teachers, but ~stress[ed] that the growing teacher 

shortage makes any significant reduction in teacher number 

detrimental" (Hoko, 1988, p. 25). 

It should be remembered that most administrators in 

public education are ~ retreaded" school teachers who, through 

added education, became administrators of their former peers. 

It is difficult, at times, to divide the two groups, even 

though this is done widely in the literature. 

Incentive Programs as Viewed by Teachers and Staff Personnel 

The reaction of teachers to any style of incentive 

program continued to center on the evaluation slhe would pass 

through because it was difficult to define precisely what 

aspects of performance were to be evaluated and what levels 

were acceptable (Ogletree, 1985, p. 2). 

Both the NEA and the AFT are opposed to the merit pay 

system wi th the contention that '1 it's unworkable a.nd opens the 

door to favori tism" . The ir stance I"as, '1 the only objective, 
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even-handed way to di fferentia te among teachers for salary 

purposes is by seniori ty and training (more speci f ically, 

academic credits)" (Rist, 1983, p. 74). It was important to 

note that the basic tenets of any incentive system opposes the 

normalistic union view of the teaching profession. The union 

view centers on one of equality and sameness. Union belief is 

that all teachers work hard, are all interested in the 

student's well being, and have basically the same duties. 

Thus, all teachers deserve the opportunity to share equally in 

the dollars allocated to education. By differentiating 

teacher responsibilities and compensating those differences, 

the union considered itself disadvantaged at the bargaining 

table in negotiations. Incentive systems engender a degree of 

competition among equals-- which opposes equality. 

In order for incentive systems Lo [unction effectively, 

the critical mass of teachers must view the "work as essential 

and as a contribution to the central mission of the school". 

If the teacher determines that the work is not important, 

his/her dissatisfaction could be transmitted to other 

educators, thus causing others to take action to either 

el iminate the program or contend vociferouslj' against it 

(Keegan, 1988, p. 8-9). 

There existed a flood of surveys performed concerning the 

views of teachers about incentive pay systems. 

about the major points of the pro~rams: 

They wrote 



Merit pay will improve education: "The 
only way to achieve excellence in 
education is to reward the excellent 
teachers and get rid of the deadwood" 
wrote a veteran teacher of 16 years. A 
four-year teacher wrote: "Talented 
teachers who excel should receive merit 
pay. The concept of salary schedules 
serves only to protect average and below
average teachers". 

Merit pay is unnecessary: An Ohio teacher 
of twenty-two years stated "In most 
cases, an ineffective teacher is weeded 
out through the ordinary evaluation 
process-- i f administrators are do ing 
their jobs effectively". A seven year 
teacher from North Carolina wrote, 
"Teachers who are ineffective should not 
be teaching. All merit pay plans do is 
cause discord among the teaching 
profession". 

Merit pay will raise the quality of 
teaching: A fifteen year veteran 
comments, "The teachers who have chosen 
not to work as effectively as they might 
have now seem invulnerable to 
administrative pressure ... schools should 
lobby to abandon tenure and seniority and 
spend time creating a viable employee 
evaluation instrument". A California 
teacher of twenty-four years writes, 
"Higher pay for the more effective 
teacher ... would in my opinion, be a real 
incent i ve for other teachers to improve". 

Merit pay opens the door to favoritism: 
A new Jersey teacher concludes, "The idea 
of merit pay is good, but determining who 
is worthy of it is another matter". 

The people who determine which teachers 
wi II receive merit pay ~·lill be vie'.-led 
with suspicion: A New York teacher 
comments: "If merit pay were to be 
decided by the hierarchy of our district, 
it would be grossly unfair. Those who 
have been selected to 'lead' us have a 
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minimum of experience and competence in 
the classroom, yet they would decide who 
is effective. What happens the year a 
teacher has a particularly slow class or 
emotionally handicapped class and is 
judged on the rate of passing/failing? I 
see too much room for human error" (Ris t, 
1983, p. 27). "Administrators tend to 
rate friends higher, observations tend to 
be brief and span large time frames, and 
observers' ratings often differ from one 
another" stated many teachers in a survey 
(Hoko, 1988, p. 30). 

The real value of teachers: 
[teachers 1 earn more than others, 
just because one teacher is awarded 
more than another doesn't mean 
teachers aren't valuable". 

Some 
but 

$200 
both 

The view of those who are not classified 
as master teacher: One Penn Manor High 
science teacher commented that when he 
was not listed as a merit winner in the 
local paper, his family and friends 
viewed it as evidence that "I'm not 
excellent in my field" (Cramer, 1983, p. 
24-25) . 

Las t ing vR.lue 0 f mer i t sys terns: "You're 
not paid for what you do as a teacher-
how good you are---you're only paid for 
how lon~ you last," wrote a Milwaukee 
teacher. 

Teacher invol vement in evaluation 
systems: "If teachers had control over 
their certification process, standards 
would be higher as well. Mos t teachers 
feel that, just as th~ American Bar 
Association licenses lawyers and the 
American Med ical Assoc iat ion cert if ies 
doctors, teachers themselves should 
control who receives n teaching 
credential. It should be much harder to 
become a teacher. If only a select few 
made it, the qual i ty 0 f teaching would 
improve and we'd be paid what we know we 
are worth" (Aiello, 1979, p. 70). 
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In short, teachers generally express (1) concerns about 

expected excellence from each other (Frase et aI, 1982, p. 

69), and (2) the "futility in fighting the administrators 

(teachers want to discard it--the board does not), therefore 

it will probably remain" (Bhaerman, 1973, p. 66). 

Incentive systems assisted teachers in avoiding taking 

advantage of "blue-Mondays" or related days because incentives 

were important to the staff, according to a study made of 

incen ti ve value to teacher absenteeism (Jacobsen, 1989, p. 

386). It was also discovered that teachers from districts 

with incentive programs had a better perception of merit pay 

than teachers from non-participatory districts (Peters, 1983, 

p. 150: Rist, 1983, p. 25). 

A final comment from a teacher which illustrated the 

attitudinal change evidenced as one passed through the 

implementational processes of merit pay: 

When we first tried this program, I 
didn't know who I was compared with 0 r 
what kind of performance was considered 
meritorious. In fact, we had received 
almost exclusively across-the-board 
raises. Di fferences in salaries seemed 
to be political or because of 
favoritism ... now I can pretty well 
determine what my own salary increase 
will be ... I know how I am doing and I get 
a chance to take facts to our 
evaluation ... r used to think there was no 
point in putting out extra effort. At 
raise time I do feel sorry for people who 
aren't performing well, but it seems 
fair; they get the message ... sometimes 
they s tart looking for other jobs, but 



the ones who stay seem to know what raise 
category they will stay in if their work 
doesn't improve. We've done this for 
three years now and this year we think we 
have all been full performers--no walking 
on water---but good, so we've asked our 
supervisor to give us equal consideration 
this one time. She agreed (Butterfield. 
1988, p.30). 

Implementation of Incentive Systems 
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The implementation of incentive programs constituted a 

difficult process, as perceived by those who have accomplished 

it. The goals. procedures and objectives of the program must 

be clearly defined. widely accepted and universally understood 

(Merit Pay Brief, 1981. p. 4). As one administrator stated. 

"I f you try to move too quickly or force meri t pay on teachers 

\>Iithout listening to their concerns and addressing their 

needs. your chances of success will diminish. Don't try it 

unless you are only a couple of years away from retirement" 

(McKenna ct al, 1983 p. 35). 

In starting a program. Keegan (1988) wrote that there are 

four" philosophical issues that must be addressed. These are: 

1) acceptance. 2) meaningful work. 3) meaningful compensation 

for the enlarged job, and 4 ) security without 

insti tut ional ization 1/ (p. .1-5). 

Acceptance of the incentive system relies upon the 

premise that the group or the individual will benefit. The 
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process of acceptance by teachers is the duty of the 

administrator. The benefit cannot be simply philosophical. 

Principals must be convinced the program will enhance the 

school's operation in its daily routine. (ibid, p.3-8). The 

longest running performance-based programs in the country have 

succeeded for the most part due to the "support of the 

principles of merit pay by the principals themselves" 

(Johnson, 1984, p. 23). 

In Ladue, ~issouri, one of the longest running incentive 

programs in the country, 

teachers are awarded up to fifteen points 
(each worth $300) based on performance. 
'We have categories that cover how 
teachers work wi th pupils, parents, and 
colleagues; how they improve themselves 
professionally; and how they work to 
improve the curriculum within the school 
and the system,' says the 
superintendent .... Ladue teachers who are 
in higher pay grades are expected to 
perform at a higher level to meet their 
goals (Cramer, 1983, p. 30). 

The literature on implementation procedures contains 

numerous responses which recommend that programs should not be 

instigated without staff and teacher approval (Norton, 1988, 

p. 151; Cramer, 1983, p. ?Q. 
-~. Keegan, 1988, p. 4; and McKenna 

et al, 1983 p. 35). 

Some examples of suggestions from the literature are as 



follows: 

For those who are interested in starting 
merit pay plans in their schools. Their 
insights: 

*If your state school code doesn't allow 
differentiated pay schedules, work with 
your legislators to pass laws or amend 
the state education code to permit merit 
pay, 

*Discuss your meri t pay idea wi th your 
administrators, 

*Make sure your meri t pay plan doesn 't 
penalize some teachers, 

*Train principals and other evaluators to 
measure teacher's effectiveness on the 
basis of agreed-on criteria, 

*Make sure school system policies and 
practices reflect the role of principals 
as instructional leaders and personnel 
evaluators, 

*Don't overlook the public relations 
aspect of merit pay programs, 

*Make sure you have enough money 
available to make merit plans attractive 
to teachers, 

*If teachers fight you about performance 
evaluation and merit pay, ask them to 
defend the existing lock-step salary 
schedule (McKenna, 1983, p. 35). 
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School districts considering the adoption of incentive 

pay programs need to ascertain their process of adoption 

attending to the follo~in~ factors: 

1) As Ii group, those persons who 
participated in an incentive program 
a more positive attitude toward 
effects of incentive pay. Thus, 

had 
held 

the 
the 



initial development and implementation of 
reward programs will require special 
efforts to establish commitment from each 
group, if a new program is to be 
successful, 

2) Gaining initial support for 
implementing an incentive program is 
difficult ... Teachers. principals. central 
office administrators, and board members 
certainly are interested in the effects 
of compensation on stoff and programs. 
The influence of incentive pay on the 
positive perceptions of district 
personnel concerning motivation and 
quality instruction should be a primary 
selling point for the program. 

3. The involvement of building-level 
administrators is critical to the 
development of an incentive pay 
program ... The more positive attitudes of 
principals should be used to foster 
support by other subgroups in school 
districts (Norton and Hegebush. 1988. p. 
151 ) . 
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Another implementalist has proposed the following guidelines 

with reference to affirmative action: 

*Is there a positive correlation between 
performance appraisal level and merit 
award received? 

disparate effect in 
rece i ved by pro tec ted 
I f there has been no 

then the other 

*Has there been 
receipt of merit 
class employees? 
disparate effect, 
questions may be moot. 

*If there has been disparate effect, is 
there race and sex balance among the 
supervisors and managers awarding the 
increases? 

*If there is not race and sex balance in 
the managers and supervisors, is the 
performance evaluation task-based and 



~easonably free of bias? 
1988, p. 31). 

(Butterfield, 

An additional study on the activation techniques: 

Basic p~inciples for implementing meri t 
pay systems in public schools are: 

1. Merit pay should be awarded only for 
outstanding effort and creativity in the 
classroom. 

2. The responsibility for applying for 
merit pay should rest with the individual 
teacher. He/she should be required to 
make his/her own case. The bu~den is on 
the teacher. 

3. There should be no annual review for 
everyone. The tendency would be to give 
every teacher a little something and this 
would defeat the idea. 

4. Award of merit pay should be made on a 
one-year basis. 

5. Merit pay award should be sufficient 
enough to make a real difference. 

6. A merit pay system should not be based 
on student results on standardized tests. 

i. Herit pay should not affect the 
current step increase system and should 
in no way be tied to seniority. 

8. Herit pay competition would be 
conducted as openly as possible with 
posted lists of applicants. 

9. An individual's financial need should 
play no part in the process. 

10. "School Spirit" should play no part 
in consideration for merit pay. 

11. Non- teachi ng du ties should no t be 
considered .... Remember you're seeking to 
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improve instruction. 

12. Lastly, forget the old saw: "He must 
be a good teacher; he gets along so well 
with others". This personality trait, so 
beloved of pseudo-progressive 
educationalists, does not insure good 
teaching ... Thousands are said to coexist 
in that insti tution with many a cross 
word" [italics in original] (Casey, 1979, 
p. 501). 
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The model in Figure 2.1 illustrates seven connected 

elements that provide for a smooth, efficient, and I.orkable 

teacher evaluation system. The model is dependent upon 

several assumptions. First, the districts must identify and 

adopt clear standards for teaching. Second, the district must 

have developed objective measures in the professional review 

component of the system. Third, and most difficult, the 

administration, the school board, the publ ic, and the teachers 

themselves "must be willing to accept the fact that the 

position of the teacher is a professional position of 

importance", The model is followed through several steps as 

teachers are effectively evaluated on their service to the 

studen ts and school (Barber, 1983, p. 249-50): 
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FIGURE 2.1 "Smooth Transition into Teacher Evaluation" 

In any implementation process, it should be remembered 

that for educational reform to take place 

there are various factors that are fel t 
to 010 t iva tc teachers and serve a wide 
range of purposcs and intentions. Reform 
will not occur if the plan is narrowly 
conceived and adopted. Piecemcal 
approaches to incentives will only 
provide temporary solutions and will not, 



in the long run, enhance the profession 
(Bartell, 1988, p. 11). 

Policy Analysis 
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To appreciate policy analysis, one must understand the 

demarcation of the procedure and the definition for policy, or 

for that matter, public policy. "No term in social science 

has suffered more ambiguity and abuse in the 1960's and 1970's 

than 'policy'" (Leichter, 1979, p. 6) • The lack of 

cooperative research and the absence of common analytical 

frameworks have rendered this term ambiguous to many scholars 

so that it can be difficult to come to an agreed definition of 

public policy. Nonetheless, it was safe to deduce that public 

policy can be a series of goal-oriented actions taken by 

authoritative (usually governmental) people who direct other 

individuals (Leichter, 1979, p. 6-7). As this leadership 

gains momentum, issues of importance surface. seemingly 

demanding definition and administration. This process evokes 

policy analysis, or the testing of the best framework to 

direct the public through policy. 

Analysis, in the context of policy decisions, is defined 

as a process which grants decision-makers and implementers 

with relevant information and predictions about possible 

solutions and events which permit these people to choose from 

varied possibilities and alternatives (Allen, 1988, p. 91). 
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Policy analysis is an art. Its subjects consist of 

public problems which need to be solved, or at least 

tentatively, to be understood. Wildavsky (1987) quotes Piet 

Hein as saying that this "art is the solving of problems that 

cannot be expressed until they are solved". Wildavsky further 

explains that policy analysis should create problems which 

decision-makers are capable of solving with the variables 

under their control (p. , 
, . 

Dunn (1981) states that policy analysis is an "applied 

sc ience disc ipl ine" \.;hich at tempts to produce meaningful and 

useful information for policy decisions in public political 

contexts (p.9). Guess (1989) further explains that the 

distinguishing feature [of policy 
analysis] is practical information. 
Information can be produced 
institutionally by procedures that permit 
regular inventories of selected 
variables. Information may also be 
produced intuitively by hunch or 
insight ... (p.1). 

Wildavsky (1987) employs diverse definitions to explain 

what constitutes policy analysis, and therefore explains what 

policy analysis proports to do. ., Analys is is 

imagination ... Policy analysis is about relationships with 

people ... policy analysis is an activity creating problems that 

can be solved ~hich resolves tensions ... analysis is dependent 

upon available resources ... (pp. 16-17). 

Policy analysis remains an important enterprise and 
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employment. Millions of dollars are expended each year on 

policy research in many sPr:t.~rs of society. The need for 

expertise in analysis is growing beyond compare, commensurate 

with the academic training in policy analysis. The arena, 

however, of policy analysis is not new. In one form or 

another, 1 t has been employed as long as pol icymakers have 

been making decisions. But as a discipline and profession, 

policy analysis emerges as a relatively new endeavor and 

science. From the end of World War II, the changing structure 

of the United States and the world have provided a need for 

policy guidance and expertise. 

Many varied techniques have evolved as a result of the 

different schools of thought in the policy research realm. An 

example of a popular approach is the Delphi technique which is 

basically iterative polling with feedback. Studies of the 

usefulness and validity of Delphi-generated weights are 

conflicting: 

some suggest that Delphi does produce 
reasonable weightings which stand up to 
the "de post facto analysis", others 
decry its lack of a theoretical base or 
criticize it on political grounds 
(Carley, 1980, p. 77). 

Hawkesworth (1988) wrote that despite marked 

differences on questions of models, 
methods, and approaches, the perceived 
view among those writing in the field of 
policy analysis suggests that the 
techniques of policy analysis can 
contribute to democracy by ~enerating 



useabl~ ~nowledge for decision-makers (p. 
13) . 
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The concept of the policy sciences is more refined and 

extended today than at any other time. It is secure that the 

policy sciences are concerned with the "knowledge of and in 

the decision processes of the public and civic order" 

(Lasswell, 1971. p. 1). 

Formalized, "contemporary" defini tions of policy analysis 

yield common threads throughout the process. Walter ~Yilliams 

(1971) wrote that policy analysis is a 

means of synthesizing information 
including research results to produce a 
format for policy decisions (the laying 
out of alternative choices) and of 
determining future needs for policy
relevant information (p. 11). 

Rondenelli (1973) felt that policy analysis is a "complex 

process of analyzing, intervening in. and managing the 

political conflict that is ... related to urban change" (p. 13). 

Ukeles (1977) also wrote that policy analysis is 

the systematic investigation of 
al ternative policy options and the 
assembly and integration of the evidence 
for and against each option. It involves 
a problem-solving approach, the 
collection and interpretation of 
information, and some attempt to predict 
the consequences of alternative courses 
of action ... (p. 223). 

"A choice of the best policy among a set of alternatives with 

the aid of reason and evidence" (p. 17) is MacRae's (1979) 

defini tion of the process. Quade (1975) further explains 



policy analysis as 

a form of applied research carried out to 
acquire a deeper understanding of 
sociotechnical issues and to bring about 
better solutions. Attempting to bring 
modern science and technology to bear on 
society's problems, policy analysis 
searches for feasible courses, generating 
information and marshaling evidence of 
the benefits and other consequences that 
would follow their adoption and 
implementation, in order to help the 
policy-maker choose the most advantageous 
action ... (p. 5). 
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Patton (1986) uses the above definitions of policy 

analysis to reveal the strengths of the operation by stating 

that it is a 

process which usually begins with problem 
def ini t ion rather than the broader 
inventory phase of the planning 
processes. It also yields alternatives, 
but the final document is likely to be a 
memorandum, issue paper, or draft 
legislation. It has a specific client 
and an single point of view, a shorter 
time hor izon, and an openly pol i tical 
approach. The final product of such a 
process is called a policy analysis ... 
(p. 15). 

Patton (1986) further solidifies this process by using the 

different definitions to construct a common model of policy 

analysis, found in figure 2.2. 
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Figure 2.2 "Patton's Problem-solving Process" 

Common threads in policy analysis in the accepted 

definitions seem to center on (1) definition of the public 

problem or concern, (2) the importance of personal values in 

the process, (3) criteria of choice, and (4) a variety of 

choice options. Each of these specific areas warrant 

discussion as a result of Lheir importance. 

Definition of the Problem 

Policy analysis is initiated with a clear statement of 

the prob lems i nvo 1 ved and those requiring answers (Allen, 

1988, p. 94). Because definition of problems cannot be 
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totally technique-driven or purely insightive (a vision 

quest), it takes a melding of technocrats and insightful 

people to effectively assess the real issues (Guess, 1989, p. 

2) • 

MacRae (1985) wrote that 

we need to learn how the various 
preexisting def ini tions of our problem 
may be transformed into our "analyst' S" 

problem which it rephrases in 
sufficiently precise terms to permit 
analysis ... (p. 105). 

Policy analysis can have its dangers and can only reveal the 

tip of an iceberg in some analyses (Carley, 1980, p. 4-5; 

Patton, 1986, p. 27). Therefore it is requisite to have a 

precise definition in the initial stage. 

Often what is defined as a problem is a combination of 

problems and it is necessary to separate and identify the 

various strands. Quantifying this procedure of question 

generation is a strong ally. It is not enough to identify 

that a problem exists, we must also attempt to explain how it 

has arisen and what "combinations of cause and effect appear 

to be at work ... " (Hagwood, 1984, p. 8). 

Values 

The dissimilarity between policy analysis and other 

me thodolog ical sc iences have not "addressed the underlying 

normative value problems that have plagued the american 
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society" (Fisher. 1987, p. 12). Policy analysis bases much of 

its purposes of value clarification on decisions and 

alternatives (Dror, 1971. p. 57; Rogers, 1988, p. 149). 

Bobrow (1987) wrote that analysis is simply "choosing among 

social values. whether we realize it or not ... " (p. 8). 

A value-critical policy inquiry takes 

frames as the object of its analysis. A 
frame is a way of describing how people 
think about ~eality and linking this 
description to human purposes. A value
cri tical analysis probes the categories 
of people's thoughts, examining where 
these thoughts come from. where they 
lead. and what ambiguities and 
inconsistencies they contain ... a good 
value-critical analysis tends to be both 
analytic and synthetic (Rein. 1981. p. 
101 ) . 

Dror (1971) opined that compacting ideologies. assessing 

latent values. motives. and needs, and looking for absolute 

values were important to arriving at workable solutions (p. 

57). Brewer (1983) wrote that clarification of value-ridden 

criteria is fundamental to making appropriate conclusions and 

decisions (p.37). 

Rogers (1988) emphasized that the 

critical influence of value conflict and 
prior belief systems on the impact of 
policy is important. Before the policy 
maker can reasonably and accurately 
anticipate the impact of producing and 
disseminating analysis, the level of 
value conflict and prior beliefs of 
policy participants and attentive 
individuals must be known to some extent. 
The difficulty in obtaining this 



information will vary with the issue area 
and the pol icy-partic ipant audience ... (p. 
149) . 

Criteria of Choice 
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Fainstein. as quoted in Fisher (1987). determined that 

choices are made in conformity with general criteria which 

provide "decision rules for preferring one solution over 

another" (p. 244). Moroney, as quoted in MacRae (1985) fel t 

that "criteria are concerned wi th the generation of 

appropriate objectives to be used in evaluating alternative 

strategies" (p. 93). Brewer (1983) wrote that selection of 

proper criteria is fundamental to policy research. He further 

explained that 

definition of criteria is not an easy 
task.,.Virtually every research effort, 
be it academic, or policy-directed, 
requires the definition of criteria. 
Although the academic researcher's 
effo~ts to formulate criteria are 
analogous to those of the analyst, the 
difference is their respective audiences 
and purposes ... A common error in 
determining criteria is to define the 
problem [and] taking on inadequate 
information, or solely upon existing 
conditions without taking future 
conditions into account .. ,the analyst 
should always examine the bath water for 
a possible baby before dumping it out (p. 
57) . 

Patton (1986) cautions that on occasion. the decision maker 

will be incapable of readily identifyin~ the criteria, goals, 

or objectives utilized in analysis. Consequently 



the analyst will have to infer what they 
are. The analyst will also have to 
specify criteria relevant to the public 
interest, for groups may become involved 
in the problem in the future, and for 
opposing interest ... Seldom are all 
criteria equal, so the analyst must 
indicate those that are most relevant to 
the parties involved ... and that are 
central to the problem under analysis and 
most relevant to the key participants in 
the decision-making process ... (pp. 30-
31) . 

Generation of Alternatives 

95 

Analysis, in a narrow sense, concerns itself with 

deciding whether or not one particular policy is likely to 

have better consequences than another (MacRae, 1985, p. 128). 

An analyst must generate a range of varied alternatives 

from which to choose in order to reach program objectives. 

The strategies for consideration should have a reasonable 

rationale for meeting the stated goals and objectives of the 

sponsor ing 0 rganization (Gallagher, 1985, p. 56). 

Generating and combining alternatives reveals aspects of 

the problem not previously identified. Examining alternatives 

Ilsed by others in similar situations can provide additional 

insights into a particular problem. As a byproduct of this 

new information, a reformation of the original problem may be 

necessary, which, in turn, could also domino to a revision or 

addition to valuative criteria. The challenge persists to 

avoid settling prematurely on a limited number of alternatives 
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and/or options generated by the analysis. 

Patton (1986) wrote that di~fdring alternatives can be 

identified through "thinking hard", analysis and experiments, 

brainstorming techniques, writing scenarios, typologies, the 

use of unconventional alternatives, and by recalling the past 

as a guide. Since values and assumptions of participants 

mutate over extended amounts of time, yesterday's 

"unacceptable options cannot simply be discarded today without 

analysis" (p. 32). 

In the review of literature, the uses of policy analysis 

are varied. There is no fixed program for policy analysis, 

for policy analysis is synonymous with creativity, which in 

turn is stimulated by theory, sharpened by practice, and 

"which can be learned and yet, not taught" (Wildavsky, 1987, 

p. 3). The process of policy analysis is an interpretation of 

"what it is we are doing in society, why we are doing what we 

do, and what we might do differently given our puzzlement and 

worry about what we do" 

quoted in Fisher (1987) 

(Rein, 1981, p. 87). Jenning, as 

believed that a poLicy analyst's 

usefulness and credibility are "essentiallY derivative from 

the scientific validity of the stock of knowledge he or she 

offers the lay policymaker" (p. 137). Indeed, the real use of 

policy research and analysis involves helping policy makers 

cope in "Adam's world" by generating the lon~-awaited 

"irresistible force to deal wi th conceivably movable 
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obstacles" (Dery, 1984, p. 1) 

Some perceive that policy makers manipulate research more 

to orient themselves to problems and less at arriving at 

solutions. They also believe policy makers employ the 

research to consider particular issues, rather than using the 

research to provide concrete, hard fast solutions (Dery, 1984, 

p. 11). The utilization of cognitive processes, along with 

statements of issue dynamics (from which expenditures can be 

made, personnel deployed, and procedures developed), assists 

policy makers in reducing or stopping undesirable states of 

affair without undue harmful consequences to r-elated 

activities (Guess, 1989, p. 7). 

Anct.hcr use of policy research includes providing a 

"focus 0 f attention to all participants in decision" 

(Lasswell, 1971, p.61l. In shor-t, Lane (1977) felt that the 

use of policy analysis is to answer- the question: 

What happens when we intervene in the 
social system this way r-ather than that 
way? The "we" is important because 
policy implies human decisions, not the 
unfolding of natural events--that is, it 
means this unless we have in mind God's 
or nature's policy ... (p. 71). 

Policy analysis, along with many other research models, 

is not without difficulty, pr-oblems, and ethical concerns. 

Anderson, as quoted by Fisher (1987) outlines concerns 

about the school of policy research. These concerns are: 



(1) policy analysis is not 
defensible as a doctrine of 
instrumental rationality, a 
fi tting of efficient means to 
stipulated ends. The goals of 
pol icy are seldom made mani fest 
in clear, unambiguous, or 
uncontestable terms. 

(2) The objectivity or neutrality 
of social science "knowledge" 
brought to bear on policy 
problems cannot be cert if ied by 
the rules of scientific 
inquiry. 

(3) The classic distinction betlveen 
politics and administration 
cannot be sustained. 
Administrators have broad 
discretion in interpreting 
political mandates and 
translating them into policy ... 

(4) Policy analysis, divorced from 
a broader conception of 
political discourse on 
fundamental public purposes, 
too often yields organizational 
inertia or patchwork expedients 
that tend to buttress existing 
institutions and practices. 

(5) Fundamental ethical dilemmas 
inevitably arise in political 
activity, and a conception of 
policy analysis that ignores 
the moral dimensions of public 
choice and public service is an 
inadequate pedagogy (p.23). 
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Hawkesworth (1988) states that questions concerning an 

appropriat~ J~[lnlLlon of the endeavor, adequaLe models and 

methods 0 f research, acceptable roles and responsibil i ties for 

analysts, and an accurate conceptualization of the 
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relationship between policy analysis and democratic decision-

making have been debated at length (p. 11) • House (1982) 

provides a comparison between varied types of policy analysts 

in Figure 2.3. Note that the motivation and approach 

materialize as the determining factors as to which type of 

analyst a researcher could be. 
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FIGUHE 2.3 "Pol icy analys t types (p. 22)" 

Brewer (1983) wrote that for policy analysts, 

the most important value is human 
dignity---a summary idea defined in terms 
of di~LincLive human needs for respect, 



well-being, affection, enlightenment, 
skill, ~ectitude, wealth, and powe~ ... By 
de fini tion, policy analyses and the 
policy goals they seek to inform and 
facilitate are thus means to influence 
the shaping and sharing of these basic 
needs and values ... Policy scientists are 
consistently challenged to clarify and 
specify in operational terms society's 
long-term goals by ~elating them to 
decisions made in a policy p~ocess. 
Lacking such guideposts, policy-make~s 
and those who work to advise them simply 
fly blind ... (p. 51. 
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Policy analysis could be construed as an .. applied social 

science" even though it seems that a policy analyst's 

efficiency and value neutrality are becoming limited as a 

misleading ideology (Fisher, 1987, p. 111. Policy analysts 

work in governmental agencies, policy think tanks, academic 

departments, private consulting fi~ms, the staffs of interest 

group associations and legislatures. 

Some authors suggest that policy analysts should be more 

ethical in their analyses. If analysts are to function, a 

clearer exposition of the moral dimensions of choices 

gene~ated by the analyst is required (Amy, quoted in Fisher, 

1987, p.·l5). In the public, the~e are so many actors and 

issues, that individual solutions can become extremely complex 

( D ~o ~ , 1971, p. 58). 

In short, Wildavsky (1937) asks the hard questions which 

eve~y policy analyst should ask himself/he~self. 

(1) Are policy analysts "hi~ed guns" 
paid to do the bidding of their clients, 



whatever that might be? 

(2) Should they subvert their superiors 
for a higher cause? 

(3) If a study shows that a program 
supported by a worthy group with whom the 
analyst identifies lacks positive 
results, should that conclusion be made 
known? 

(4) Is the analyst duty-bound to reveal 
faul ts not only to clients, but when 
challenged, Lo adversaries as well? 

(5) Should analysts be moderated or even 
withheld if action taken in instances be 
damaging to future prospects? (p.5) 
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It remains important to note that this list is not all-

encompassing. Perhaps, to insure the trust of the analyzing 

process, a researcher should do all in his/her power to give 

accurate results, using strong criteria which has taken into 

accoun t the values 0 fall invol ved, prov iding al ternati ves 

which could give solution or even thought to a public problem. 

Summary 

Incentive pay systems in education differ from incentive 

systems in industry. The reward systems employed in education 

hinge upon the fairness of the evaluation factor. The 

evaluation problem of merit pay and other systems of 

incentives has induced the NEA and AFT to be opposed to 

incentive systems as they currently exist. 

~erit pay and incentive systems, as a whole, have been 
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employed in the 1980's as a political issue to which both 

major parties were drawn. The involvement of the presidential 

candidates in educational reform also encouraged the press and 

other media to become heavily involved. 

The melding of the extrinsic and intrinsic rewards were 

necessary for the benefits of merit pay and incentive systems 

to be experienced. Carter Good (1973) summed up the merit pay 

system, an offshoot of the incentive pay question, in a 

definition of merit systems as a whole: 

[teacher merit system is] a plan by which 
promo lion increases in pay, and general 
advancement wi thin a school system are 
determined by the degree of efficiency 
wi th which the teachers perform Lhe ir 
du ties j and may be combined wi th other 
plans, such as experience or training 
evaluation, in arriving at salary 
increases or promotion (p. 363). 

~Iany varied forms of incentive pay systems can be of 

value to educators. The literature clearly states that all 

facets of education have input as to which plan will be 

instigated in any district and/or state. 

Policy analysis, with all of its diverse forms and 

controversy, continues to be an effective form of policy 

generation and assessment. The researcher's role consists of 

remaining ethical (Fisher, 1987, -15), as well as potent in 

providing the necessary information for the solving of public 

questions. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The following chapter outlines the methods used to 

explore the research questions delineated in Chapter One. 

Qualitative analysis, the process of triangulation, and the 

methodological procedures of data collection, interviewing, 

and survey collection were all incorporated in the study. 

METHODS 

A major appendage to the historiography of the Summer 

Employment Option Program (SEOP), initiated in the summer of 

1984. was created through a policy analysis technique. An 

effective policy analysis contains reason, evidence. and a 

valuative framework for decisions (McRae and Haskins, 1985). 

In adopting a method for ?olicy research, one should employ an 

inquiry system which parallels to the needs of the analysis. 

The issue 

of selecting methods is no longer one of 
experimental designs with quantificative 
measurements versus holistic-inductive 
designs based on qualitative measurement. 
The debate and competition between 
paradigms is being replaced by a new 
paradigm- --a paradigm of choices. The 
paradigm of choices recognizes that 
different methods are appropriate for 
different situations (Patton, 1980, p. 
19) . 
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Majchrzak (1984) wrote that policy research includes 

"both a high action orientation and a concern for fundamental 

social problems", and must be, therefore, complex and multi-

dimensional (p. 13). Kahn (1969) argued that policy analysis 

can be defined as a study plan involving the determination of 

goals, the examination of alternatives and the selection of 

strategy (p. 76). Policy analysis concerns itself with the 

ends and not simply the means of the policy. To realize these 

ends, one must explore all options available to the sponsoring 

organization, thereby explicating the initial motivations, 

concerns, and implementational framework behind the policy 

generated (Majchrzak, 1984, p. 24) • The appropriate design, 

therefore, for this research project centered around 

qualitative analysis. 

Qualitative Analysis 

Qualitative research, as defined by Bogdan and Biklen 

(1982), is 

rich in description of people, places, 
and conversations, and not easily handled 
by statistical procedures. Research 
questions are not framed by 
operationalizing variables; rather, they 
are formulated to investigate in all 
their complexi ty, in context (p. 2). 

This type of research is also defined as: 

••• a source 
descriptions 

of 
and 

processes occurring 

well-grounded, rich 
explanations of 

in local contexts. 



With qualitative data, one can preserve 
chronological flows, assess local 
causality, and derive fruitful 
explanations ... Words, especially when 
they are organized into incidents or 
stories, have a concrete, vivid, 
meaningful flavor that often proves far 
more convincing to a reader---another 
researcher, a pol icy-maker, a 
practitioner---than pages of numbers" 
(Miles and Huberman, 1984, p. 15). 
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Some purists assert that qualitative and quantitative 

methods are based in paradigms that "make different 

assumptions about the social world, about how science should 

be conducted, and what constitutes legitimate problems, 

solutions, and criteria of proof" (Firestone, 1987, p. 17). 

Firestone (1987) elucidated four distinctions 

qualitative and quantitative methods of inquiry: 

1. Assumptions about the world. 
Quantitative research is based 
on a positivist philosophY 
which assumes that there are 
social facts with an objective 
reality apart from the beliefs 
of individuals. Qualitative 
research is rooted in a 
phonomenological paradigm which 
holds that reality is socially 
constructed through individual 
or collective definitions of 
the situation. 

2. Purpose. Quantitative research 
seeks to explain the causes of 
changes in social facts, 
primarily through objective 
measurement and quantitative 
analysis. Qualitative research 
is more concerned with 
understanding the social 
phenomenon from the actor's 

between 



perspectives 
participation in 
those actors. 

through 
the life of 

3. Approach. The quantitative 

4. 

researcher typically employs 
experimental or correlational 
designs to reduce error, bias, 
and other noise that keeps one 
from clearly perceiving social 
facts. The prototypical 
qualitative study is the 
ethnography which helps the 
reader understand the 
definitions of the situation of 
those studied. 

Researcher Role. The 
quantitative researcher 
detached to avoid bias. 

ideal 
is 

The 
qualitative researcher becomes 
immersed in the phenomenon of 
interest (p. 17-18). 

106 

Inasmuch as part of this study required producing a 

history of the Summer Employment Option Program, qualitative 

data, wiLh its descriptions of the situations, events, people, 

interactions, and observed behaviors, contributed great 

benefits. The history was derived from direct quotations 

explaining the stakeholders' experiences wi th the policy. In 

addition, their experiences, attitudes, beliefs, and thoughts 

about the policr's initiation, as well as realization, were 

evaluated. The history was strengthened by excerpts from 

documents, correspondence, records, and case histories from 

the policy generation processes (Patton, 1980, p. 22). The 

study generated as unbiased a history of the Summer Employment 

Option Policy as possible, and sought the policy's context, 
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meaning, development, and implementation. 

Policy Analysis 

The study concentrated on the activation of the policy 

throughout the Church Educational System of the Church of 

Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. James J. Gallagher (1985) 

has described techniques of policy analysis which can evoke 

the context of a policy. The Gallagher-Bush models of policy 

generation and implementation are designed to: 

... find the most viable approach to a 
given problem--a model for policy 
generation. The second approach involves 
analyzing the implementation of policies 
already in force to determine whether 
they are achieving their goals" 
(Gallagher, 1985, p. 34) . 

The Summer Employment Option Program was established before 

the generation of this study. Hence, the second approach, the 

policy implementation analysis, was appropriate for 

determining whether or not the Church Educational System was 

achieving its initial goals, as identified in the history of 

the policy. 

The Bush-Gallager model for analyzing policy 

implementation includes several steps (Gallager, 1985, pp.49-

73). The first step of the analysis was the statement of the 

problem. This included a thorough review of the problem that 

initially produced the policy. The analyst views the problem 

as it is treated by the policy makers. The statement of the 
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problem reminds the analyst of the forces that stimulated the 

current solution. 

The next step in the process was to make a thorough 

description strategy to be analyzed. This description 

include[d) the history of the policy, the 
sources of support for the particular 
strategy adopted, the goals and 
objectives of the policy, a description 
of who the major beneficiaries are 
supposed to be, and the means by which 
the pol icy was supposed to be executed 
(Gallager. 1985, p.63). 

The values of the implementation process were elucidated 

in the third step in the process of analysis. Both the 

implicit and explicit values of the CES were evaluated. 

The fourth step of the analysis examined how the policy 

was transformed into action by the CES. Inevitably, some 

measure of policy interpretation falls to an agency in charge 

of administering the program. Basic to analysis at this step 

was studying how regulations were interpreted. particularly as 

compared to the original policy purpose. 

Determining whether or not the stated program objectives 

were being achieved comprised the next step. Synthesizing 

evaluative data aided in assessing the plausibility of the 

original goals of CES. 

~any b~rricrs could limit the implementation of the SEOP. 

These barriers included: 
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e institutional [is there any conflict with the 

church with the SEOP?], 

• psychological [what is the reaction of the 

rank and file of CES to the SEOP policy?], 

sociological [are there cultural values of 

societal subgroups targeted by the SEOP?], 

economic [were there cost barriers to the 

implementation of the program?], and 

• political [what groups, if any, affected or 

hindered the implementation of the SEOP?]. 

The final step in this analysis required making one of 

three possible recommendations for action. The three 

possibili ties were to: (1) leave the existing policy intact 

as it now is constituted, (2) recommend major changes to the 

policy to make it more effective, or (3) replace the current 

policy l.rith some alternative (Gallagher, 1985, p. it). 

Qual ita ti ve research aided in developing a full 

understanding of the various stakeholders' responses to the 

policy researched, since it permits probing into the feelings 

and incitements of the participants. Inasmuch as current 

research on the SEOP is limited, qualitative methods allowed 

the researcher to study the attitudes of the participants from 

the "bottom up" r-ather than from the top down, as is commonly 

per-formed in other research models (Bogdan and Biklen, 1982, 

p. 291. 
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Context of the Study 

The Church Educational System of the Church of Jesus 

Christ of Latter-day Saints (LDS) developed an incentive 

system during the early 1980's. This policy, known an the 

Summer Employment Option Program (SEOP), was intended to 

improve teacher effectiveness, boost student recruitment into 

the system/increase student completion rates in the courses of 

study, and to provide an atmosphere for professional 

development of the teacher, in that order of priority 

(Policies and Procedures, 1987, p. G-2l). By concentrating on 

these three areas, the SEOP was intended as an incentive for 

teachers to work harder for the goals established by the 

Church Educational System ICES) and to recognize teachers for 

excellence in their work. 

The SEOP is not merit payor a career ladder system and 

never was intended to be. The "Option" was conceived as an 

opportunity to compensate teachers who had occupied much of 

their time in the summers working on a non-payment basis. As 

all teachers employed by the LDS Church hold contracts for 

nine months, many teachers were spending their own non

salaried time in the summers recruiting, preparing, and 

adjusting individual programs. These teachers continued this 

work in order to achieve the goals of CES in their geographic 

areas. These goals centered on "assisting the home in the 



moral and spiritual 

program of weekday 

Procedures, 1987, p. 
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education of church youth through a 

religious instruction" (Policies and 

C-2). This overriding goal was to be 

achieved through the effective use of a "scripture-centered 

curriculum, fai thful and competent employees, and effective 

teaching methods and environments" (Policies and Procedures, 

1987, p. C-4). Because there was not always a sufficient 

concentration of LDS youth in an area to warrant a full 

program, certain employees spent many extra hours traveling 

and visiting with people to organize their particular 

programs. CES administrators fel t there needed to be some 

compensation for work accomplished by those employed in areas 

of low LDS population (membership). Thus, the SEOP evolved. 

Given the spirit of such goals. CES could not offer a 

program intended to encourage competition among the teachers. 

or give the impression of only helping those who were willing 

to sacrifice this time during non-educational employment 

hours. Budget constraints and the common philosophy among CES 

leaders restrained the teachers from openly competing for 

programs. The very basis of the Gospel of Christ does not 

tolerate such contention. 

compensate all 

organization. 

teachers 

The system wanted to encourage and 

to furthe r the goal s 0 f the 

As a result of concern over these problems. SEOP was 

developed and implemented by the administration of CES under 
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the direction of the Board of Education of the Church of Jesus 

Christ of Latter-day Saints. 

Data Collection 

Data were accumulated through processes of document 

analysis, personal interviews, and survey responses. Before 

discussing the three forms of data collection, and their 

methodology, it is important to clarify the process of 

triangulation, which aids in verification of the data through 

the analysis procedures. 

Triangulation 

Triangulation, according to Guba (1978), is "useful for 

verifying information on the same event [rom differen~ 

participants .... for producing more confidence in daLa 

generated by di f ferent methodolog ies" (p. 57). ~latheson (1988) 

stated that good research practice "obligates the researcher 

to triangulate" (p. 13). Triangulation was important bt!cause 

it allowed a research analyst, after a research recommendation 

has been confirmed by two or more research methods, to greatly 

enhance the analytic credibility, by reducing interpretive 

uncertainty. Of the varied forms of triangulation available, 

the process of methodological triangulation (Den~in, 1978, p. 

295) was utilized in this study. Denzin (1978) explained the 

basis of triangulation: 



[nlo single method ever adequatelY solves 
the problem of rival causal 
factors ... Because each method reveals 
aspects of empirical reality, mUltiple 
methods of observations must be employed. 
This is termed triangulation. I now 
offer as a final methodological rule the 
principle that multiple methods should be 
used in every investigation (p. 28). 
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~iles and Huberman (1984) suggest that 

... triangulation is a state of mind. If 
you self-consciously set out to collect 
and double-check findings, using multiple 
sources and modes of evidence, the 
verification process will largely be 
buil t into the data-gathering process, 
and little more need be done than to 
report on one's procedures ... (p. 235). 

Triangulation was an intregal part of the verification 

procedure of this project. 

Document Analysis 

To obtain strong reliability from the document analysis 

leg of the triangulation technique, it was important to draw 

data from a variety of primary sources in and pertaining to 

the Church Educational Sys tern. Marwick (1970) noted that 

primary sources are the "basic raw material out of which 

history is made" (p. -l). The essence of document analysis 

forces the researcher to become an interpreter of the varied 

documents (Andr~w, 1985, p. 216). Such primary sources 

included, for the most part, minutes of administration 

meetings. Pol ic ies and procedures manuals, memoranda, and 
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general information released to the public from CES were 

secondary sources used to verify concepts obtained. 

Documents analyzed included: 

Memoranda to area directors 

Memoranda to principals/directors 

~emoranda to instructors 

Memoranda to staff personnel 

"Policies and Procedures" 

Reports of pilot programs 

Minutes of Zone Administrator's meetings 

~inutes of Executive Council meetings 

Minutes of Area Director's meetings 

TR-l and TR-2 reports for the years of 1984 to 1990 

TR-3 report for 1990 

Summer Employment forms for personnel 

Personal notes 

Report forms for Summer Employment Option from the field 

Forms (used for administration purposes) 

Statement of concerns about SEOP from Zone 
Administrators 

These data sources were analyzed, coded, and sorted for 

substantive information relevant to the research questions. 
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Personal Interviews, Survey, and Participant Selection 

Sampling Technique 

Purposeful sampling was utilized for the research 

project. The determination of sampling constituted a poignant 

issue for this study. Random sampling, as one author stated, 

at times attempts to hide [effective] testing in the guise of 

validity and its potentially harmful effects to the honesty 

of respondents (Lincoln and Guba, 1989, p.223). Random 

sampling was an inaccurate method of sampling for this study. 

The study proposed to ask forthright questions to assess, 

through the data, whether or not the respondents corroborated 

each other. Patton (1980) described purposeful sampling as 

a strategy that is "used when one wants to learn something and 

come to understand something about certain select cases 

without needing to generalize to all such cases" (p. 100). 

Cohen and ~Ianion (1985) def ine purposeful sampl ing as a 

technique whe re 

the researcher hand-picks the cases to be 
included in his sample on the basis of 
his judgment of their typicality. In 
this way, he builds up a sample that is 
satisfactory to his specific needs (p. 
43) • 

Purposeful SAmpling was employed because the complexities 

and diversi ty of the Church Educational System constrained the 

use of random sampling. Purposeful sampling enabled the 
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researcher to center on critical cases. It was used because 

"the knowledge about certain subjects facili tated the 

1982, expansion of the developing theory" (Bogdan and Biklen, 

p. 67). The sampling included a wide variety of "educators" 

from CES to strive to achieve a broad perspective of the 

program. 

Since implementation of the SEOP was dependent upon the 

CES area directors, several different areas in the United 

States and Canada were employed to establ ish a purpose ful 

sample. Each area director received a survey form. :\n 

average of eight teachers in each of the nineteen CES areas 

received survey forms. Thirty-one administrators (Zone 

Administrators and administrative personnel) received survey 

forms. 

The purpose of effective interviewing in qualitative 

research models is to ascertain what is in and on someone 

else's mind. The interview allows the researcher to access 

the person's perspective" (Patton, 1980, p.196). 

Pa t ton's st rategy, there are three approaches 

data through interviews. These are (1) 

According to 

to collecting 

the informal 

conversational interview, (2) the general interview guide 

approach, and (3) the standardized open-ended interview. 
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The Interview Guide 

The general interview guide approach was utilized with a 

list of issues and questions which the interviewer wished to 

explore. This guide was established so that all interviews 

consistently covered the basic formatting procedure. The 

interviewer carefully decided the most effective method for 

utilizing the limited time of the interview situation (Patton, 

1980, p.198). 

The interviewing technique exercised was appropriate for 

data collection in this study, due to the context of the 

research questions. The "interview guide" was used because 

some standardization permitted the generation of matrixes 

during data analysis. In addition, it provided for a free 

flow of information from the interviewee. The interview guide 

serves as a basic checklist during Lhe 
interview to make sure that all relevant 
topics are covered ... no set of 
standardized questions are written in 
advance .... but an outlining of a set of 
issues that are to be explored with each 
respondent [is generated] ... an interview 
guide is prepared in order to make sure 
that basically the same information is 
obtained from a number of people by 
covering the same material (ibid. p. 198, 
200). 

Care was taken not to become too structured, however, during 

the interview. Lynda ~easor (1987) stated 

that structured interviews are avoided in 
qualitative research ... on the other hand, 



researchers do need a set of thematic 
areas he or she wants to cover. (p. 104). 
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The analysis of the interviews was accomplished through 

the pattern coding technique described by Bliss et al. (1983, 

pp. 3- 25), which involved searching for emergent themes, 

patterns, or explanations about the subject of incentives in 

the SEOP (p. 67) and through qualitative matrixes described by 

Hiles and Huberman (1984). Spec i f ic encodings re flected 

stakeholders' perceptions and understandings of incentives in 

the SEOP. Responses from the field in the post-survey 

interviews were designed to enhance data already collected and 

to prescribe useful data for use. 

Appendix A includes the demographics of the stakeholder 

interview participants. Appendix B constitutes the basic 

outl ine involved in the interv iew guide for the ten post-

survey participants. The research subjects' perspectives of 

the SEOP and the atti tudinal variation were valuable in 

understanding the implementation of the policy. The 

interviews were performed by phone and did not last over 

forty-five minutes each. The conversations were recorded and 

the dialogue transcribed for analysis. 

Survey 

Cohen and Manion (1985, pg.3 point out that validity is 

at issue when using qualitative data alone. Patton (1980) 
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stated that "triangulation of methods will often revolve 

around comparing data collected through some kind of 

qualitative method with data collected through some kind of 

quantitative method" (p. 108). This was not an easy process, 

as the qualitative researcher sought something completely 

different from the results than would have a quantitative 

researcher. Patton cited Shapiro (1973) as an example of an 

inquirer who struggled to combine both methods. Shapiro 

concluded that she had greater trust in the quantitative data, 

but she believed her most useful information was derived from 

qualitative methodologies. Clearly there was value in both 

methods of inquiry. A melding of the processes, as difficult 

as it may be, was of great benefit to this study. Cohen and 

Manion (1985) wrote that 

tr iangular techniques in the soc ial 
sciences attempt to bring out, or explain 
more fully, the richness and complexity 
of human behavior by studying it from 
more than one standpoint and, in so 
do ing, by making use 0 f both 
quantificative and qualitative data (p. 
11) . 

Survey research can incorporate different styles of 

research techniques including questionnaires, interviews, and 

direct observation (Borg, 1981, p. 130). 

By IIsing the Kalamazoo District in ~ichi:;an (1974), as 

an example of research combining a quantitative device with 

the inclusion of qualitative questions interspersed throughout 
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the survey, the data collected could be corroborated. The 

Kalamazoo example revealed that quantified data was enhanced 

when used corroboratively with qualitative examples (see 

Patton, 1980, p.23). Appendix C contains the questions used in 

the survey, combining the tools of the quantificative and a 

qualificative study. Efforts were made to corroborate the 

survey, thus allowing for analysis when the data were 

eecei ved. 

The survey was distributed to 200 CES employees, with 150 

directed to instructors and 50 to administrators, thus 

applying purposeful sampling and the "random selection number 

list" (Minium, 1978, pp. 547-48). A return rate of 165 of the 

200 was achieved, for an acceptable rate 0 f 83 percent. 

Reliability coefficients were calculated using the Guttman 

split-half method. The coefficient was reasonable at ,i2, 

reflecting an acceptable level of internal consistency. 

The process of stratified sampling "assure[dj that certain 

subgroups in the population" of the CES "[were] represented in 

proportion to their numbers in the population itself" (Borg, 

1981, p. 74). The subgroups targe ted in the surveys were 

administratorslstaff and teachers. The quantitative data were 

analyzed according to the technique of a "chi-square 

analys is 0' • A "chi-square analysis" is a "statistical test 

designed to compare categorical data. Ch i-square can also 

measure a relationship" (Borg, 1981, p. 118). The data were 
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compared categorically to measure a relationship between the 

reactions of the administrators to the SEOP, as well as the 

assumptions of the program according to the perspective of the 

instructors (ibid, 253). 

The qualitative data were analyzed using tables and 

document summary forms for the different groups tested. The 

qualitative data were correlated with the document analysis 

and interviews to assess the degree of verif ication of the 

qualitative data. 

Appendix C is a copy of the survey distributed to all 

participants in the survey. Appendix D includes the analysis 

criteria used within the analysis for the quantificative chi

square data. 

Data Analysis 

The data collection was analyzed using the methods 

described by ~iles and Huberman (1984). Some data analysis 

took place simultaneously with the data collection process, 

through such techniques as data reduction, data display, and 

conclusion-drawing/ verification. Each analysis technique was 

interwoven with reduction and inference possibilities to aid 

the researcher in drawing the most reliable and understandable 

information (p. 49). Descriptive matrixes h'ere used to display 

the data collected including some networking techniques 

described by Bliss, et al. (1983). 
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The names of the administrators/staff and teachers were 

deleted to ensure candidness among respondents. The 

differentiation between administrators and instructors was 

continued throughout the study. 

Summary 

This chapter focused upon the research techniques to 

answer the questions posed in Chapter One. Conclusions were 

drawn using these techniques. An overview of the methodology 

of qualitative analysis was provided to give credence to the 

research approach used in this study. 

The triangulation process was explained. Triangulation 

for this study entailed a methodological triangulation of 

document analysis, interviewing, and survey forms. All data 

collected were tested for corroboration. Sampling technIques 

were discussed and explained for the proJect. 



123 

CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Introduction 

Through the use of triangulative procedures (interviews, 

document analysis, and surveys), information was gathered 

pertaining to the research questions posed in Chapter One. 

Before each question is discussed, a policy analysis of the 

Summer Employment Option Program (SEOP) was performed using 

the Bush-Gallagher model, as outlined in Chapter Three. 

Information gathered in the policy analysis was portentous to 

the research find ings discussed later within this chapter. 

Each element of the policy analysis was examined using data 

from interviews conducted with three major stakeholders in the 

SEOP at its conception and continuing throu~h implementation. 

The three stakeholders included 

Stan Peterson (Associate Commissioner of 
Church Education at the time of 
implementation) , 

Frank Day (Assistant 
Church Education at 
implementation), and 

Commissioner 
the time 

of 
of 

Clarence Schramm (Zone Administrator for 
the Church Educational System (CES)). 

Each of these men were intensely involved with the issues at 

the time of creation and implementation of the program. 
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Portions of the history of the SEOP was also obtained 

from the qualitative sections of the survey mailed to 200 CES 

personnel. The answers to the questions added details 

beneficial to the analysis. After discussion of the policy 

analysis of SEOP I the research questions posed in Chapter 

Three were explored. 

Policy Analysis of the Summer Employment Option Program 

The policy analysis followed the outline of questions and 

issues raised through the Bush-Gallagher model of policy 

analysis. Each question or framework was presented with the 

information acquired from the data collection. 

What is the history of the SEOP, including its' 
goals and objectives? Who are the 
primary beneficiaries of the policy? 

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints operates 

a diverse educational program which is three-fold in nature. 

First, CES operates four institutions of higher education 

(Brigham Young University in Provo, Utah; Ricks College in 

Rexburg, Idaho; Brigham Young University--Hawaii in Laie, 

Hawaii; and LDS Business College in Salt Lake City, Utah) 

which serve an enrollment of over 37,600 students. 

Second, the Church operates elementary, middle and 

secondary schools with a combined enrollment of 9,326 in 
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countries in which the state sponsored education agency does 

not offer educational opportunities to the public (which 

includes the country's Church membership). These schools are 

located primarily in Mexico and in the Pacific Islands. The 

students enrolled in these academies receive both secular and 

religious training from CES instructors. 

Third, and perhaps with the greatest impact within the 

Church Educational System, are the high school seminary 

programs and the university/college institutes of religion. 

The seminary program provides religious instruction for over 

255,000 high-school-age students world-wide. Domestically 

(referring to the United States and Canada), the enrollment of 

students in seminary is 182,536. The institutes of religion 

are located adjacent to over 1,700 colleges and universities 

throughout the where over 125,500 college-age 

individuals receive religious instruction. The enrollment in 

institutes of religion is 43,236, domestically. The combined 

total of seminary and institute students in the 1989-90 school 

year was 223,961. 

The seminaries of CES are divided into five separate and 

yet inter-related programs of delivery: 

a released-time seminary (students are released from 

public school for one period per day to receive 

religious instruction), 
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• daytime seminary (local policies and state laws do 

not allow released-time programs but sufficient 

students justify instruction at lunch and after 

school) , 

• early morning seminary (where the number of 

students cannot justify the placement of a full

time contractual teacher), 

o home-study (circumstances are such that a central 

point of instruction cannot be obtained), and 

Q special education (for special needs students). 

Domestically, there are 97,886 released-time, 4,624 

daytime, 70,388 early morning, 7,827 home-study, and 1,811 

special education students in the church education program. 

The seminary system 1S now in all fifty states of the United 

States and in all provinces of Canada. 

There was, in 1984, a Commissioner of Education (Hal B. 

Eyring), two Associate Commissioners of Education (Stan 

Peterson and Joe J. Christensen), an Assistant Commissioner of 

Education (Frank Day), five (5) Zone Administrators (Clarence 

Schramm, Bryan Weston, Dan Workman, Frank Bradshaw, and Bruce 

Lake), and nineteen (19) domestic Area Directors [in charge of 

individual teachersl at the time of generation and 

implementation of the program. Other heads of departments are 

mentioned within important documents and are influential to 
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the history of the program. 

CES utilizes over 4,100 full- and part-time employees 

with over 15,000 non-paid persons, who volunteer to serve as 

teachers in the seminary and institute of religion programs 

which cannot be served by the full-time teachers as a result 

of non-attainment of established enrollment criteria. A full-

time employee must be justified by a set number of enrollees 

in a particular program (generally 100-l20 students). In some 

areas of the United States and Canada, the total area church 

membership does not warrant the staffing of a full-time 

seminary or institute person. Clarence Schramm discussed the 

vastness in the CES program, which brought about necessary 

changes in the operation of CES: 

we're different from any other 
educational organization, almost without 
exception. There are few that have the 
kind of dynamics we have, in that we are 
scattered so far. And while this affects 
only our domestic areas, I cannot think 
of another educational system that covers 
the entire United States and Canada. 

The bulk of volunteer teachers serve outside of the 

western United States, where a substantial quantity of church 

members reside. Generally, the \'olunteer teacher instructs 

early morning seminary as students receive religious 

instruction prior to their regular high school program. One 

full- time employee, designated as a coordinator, trains and 

supe rv ises, commonly, seven to ten volun teer Leachers in 
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curricular material, student discipline, and instruction. 

This coordination is part of the full-time coordinator's job 

description and takes effort not only during the school year, 

but often during the summer months when staffing concerns, 

curricular instruction, and inservice occur. 

The coordination of volunteer teachers spawned an issue 

which led to the creation of the SEOP. The coordinators, who 

were serving outside of released-time seminaries. were 

contractual for nine months of the year. Most teachers were 

compelled to find extra work during the summer months in order 

to supplement their income. Most CES teachers carried a 

variety of jobs unrelated to their teaching experience. Stan 

Peterson stated 

a lot of our guys were having to run out 
to try to find a job selling shoes, 
digging ditches, painting houses, 
whatever. They were having La go out, 
worrying about doing something during the 
summer other than that which would help 
them to be an effective teacher. 
Therefore, their summers were being 
occup ied with mundane kinds 0 f things 
that took away from their actual 
preparation as a seminary or institute 
teacher. They were coming back in the 
fall tired and kind of disoriented. They 
had La get back into the groove, but they 
also had to have some type of work to 
make a living. 

Frank Day expressed that 

many of the men were going into 
construction after teaching school for 
nine months. You can get awfully tired 
at construction work. They just didn't 



feel like studying .... you can I t put in 
eight to ten hours a day in construction 
and then rush out and meet students. It 
does not happen effectively. 
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Most teacher's summer jobs lasted until the weekend 

before school began, leaving no time for preparation for the 

year. Coordinators were requested, by CES administrators, to 

staff, inservice, and train future teachers on a volunteer 

basis, even though they received no recompense for their work 

in the summer months from the Church. CES had taken a firm 

stance in not compensating workers over and above the nine 

month agreement, as reflected in many reports of minutes used 

in the document analysis (Zone Administrator Meeting Minutes 

(comprised of the zone administrators and the administrative 

assistant to Stan Peterson], Executive Council Minutes [the 

decision-making body of CES) and Administrative Council 

~inutes [comprised of the Executive Council and various 

Department Heads)): 

No position allowance for a regional 
coordinator. 
(ZoneM in i Apr82 ) 

________ ' s l'equest for a summer 
stipend for was not 
approved by the ZAs. This would require 
a change in present policy regarding 
A.dministrative "l.ssistant assignments, 
which are nine-month assignments only. 
(ZoneHin 24May82) 

Because of a letter of inquiry received 
from the field, Bryan raised the issue of 



summer pay for CES coordinators involved 
in training teachers for the next school 
year. Bryan was assigned to write a 
proposed policy regarding payment for 
teacher training during the summer 
months. 
(ZoneMin 23Aug82) 

The question had been raised in a letter 
to Clarence regarding expectations of 
employment responsibilities placed on an 
institute director during the summer 
months while not being paid for summer 
work. Stan counseled that we should be 
aware of this problem and not infringe on 
the time 0 f our employees who are not 
being paid for summer work. What needs 
to be done out in the field should be 
directed through the area directors, who 
are subject to call during the summer 
months. Central office staff should be 
aware of this precaution. Put on agenda 
for the 9/16 Ad/Council meeting. 
(ExecCouncil 13Sep82:) 

He [Frank Day] brought up the problem of 
our full-time men being asked to do 
projects all summer and we do not pay 
them to work dur ing the summer months. 
They are usually working at another job 
during the summer and often do not have 
the time to follow through on our 
requests. Stan suggested that if there 
is additional work to do in the summer, 
it should be given to the area directors. 
They are paid fo r the who le year. 
Auditing the student funds I.ill be 
changed to a different part of the year. 
Stan said the administration is 
requesting that the departments and the 
ZAs be sensitive to the period of time 
between 15 June :lnd 15 August :lnd th:lt 
demands that are not absolutely necessary 
be made upon the people who are not 
employed during the summer. The area 
directors should also be made aware of 
this. On the other hand, the men should 
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be available to the end 0 f the school 
year and after 15 August for requests 
from their area directors and the central 
office. 
(AdminCouncil 16Sep82) 

ZAs recommended that .... [they] check 
policy regarding regional coordinators to 
receive a maximum of 3 weeks summer pay. 
(ZoneMin 6Dec82) 

___________ ' s request to use two 
weeks of summer employment to work with 
returning Lamani te (Na ti ve American) 
placement students was not approved. 
(ZoneMin 23May83l 
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The realities of non-payment for work durin~ summer, as 

well as economic issues becoming compacted (more teachers were 

going to extra work and more wives beginning to work outside 

of the home), prompted administrators of CES La ~rasp that a 

change in policy was in order. 

As early as September 1980, minutes of meetings in the 

councils of CES exhibited a desire to address the question of 

recompense for summer work. On Septembe r 23, 1980, the Zone 

Administrators were asked to assess and determine the l.Jork 

load of the area directors during the eight-week summer 

period" to judge extensions of contract lengths. Other 

documents in the minutes of meetings displared the denial of 

extra pay for ., inscrv ice class instruction" , "training 

sessions", "managerial duties", as well as other duties of 
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operating the system in the field. There were other documents 

which expressed the need to devise a system which could 

compensate personnel for work already performed, plus provide 

an incentive for greater teacher performance. 

In January of 1982, several field personnel met at the 

central office to discuss issues facing the personnel of CES. 

Discussions of the disparity between the amount of vacation 

time institute personnel experienced as compared with seminary 

employees were considered. Because 0 f varying quarter and 

semester schedules at universities and colleges, "the longer 

summer provides longer employment which consti tu tes perhaps an 

additional 5500 that institute men can make during the summer 

vacation". This statistic, coupled wi th vacation weeks at 

Christmas and Spring, as well as semester breaks, demonstrated 

the institute employee's potential of making more money than 

the seminary hiree. This allowed an inequality the 

administration of CES did not want to continue. The personnel 

discussed these matters at the meeting and suggested a 

coupling of extrinsic and intrinsic "levelers" to help the 

personnel achieve equi ty. The participants suggested the 

following: 

Be cautious of using payor other 
extrinsic rewards to compensate for time 
or psychological stress differentials in 
the seminary or institute assignments. 



Continue to promote the philosophy in the 
program that the individual is important. 
The TSC (teacher support consultant) 
concept is a major step forward. We need 
to improve relationships to where 
individuals feel personally important. 
Involve all men, especially seminary men, 
in decision-making processes, especially 
on those issues that directly affect 
their lives. This current retreat is a 
good example of how men can be involved. 
That involvement can be generally 
perceived by educating the teachers 
through The Growing Edge (eES's internal 
communication periodical) on what is 
being done and how men are being brought 
in to share insights and give input. 

Promote the concept and the image of 
equal opportunity within the program 
through using seminary men as frequently 
as we do others in pre-school conventions 
and firesides. Also, invol ve them in 
local areas in socials and sports events 
together. 
(ZoneMin 14Jan82) 
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Peterson stated his concern, as the person ultimately 

responsible for the morale and the well-being of the teachers 

within CES: 

It was my feeling, and I felt very 
strongly about this having been an 
educator all of my life, that if we could 
treat them [the teachers] as 
professionals, we could say to a 
teacher, "We want you to spend your full 
time and energy and effort, year round, 
as a religious educator. We don't want 
you to look at it as a nine month 
assignment. We want you to look at it as 
-'\ professi.onal commitment for your entire 
career---for twelve months of the year". 
Then I could require, expect, ask you to 
put out some effort that you maybe could 
not put out otherwise because of 
emotional abilities, financial 



struggles, whatever. My goal (what I 
took to the Board) was, "We want to be 
able to treat our people as 
professionals. We want them to think of 
themsel ves as professionals. We want 
them to think of themselves as totally 
committed educators. When [they] have to 
run out and seek a job selling shoes at 
Penny's for three months of the year to 
live, to survive, it just does not 
happen. Brethren, we need to have our 
brethren concentrating their efforts on 
religious education". 
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One person was not responsible for the concentrated 

effort to alleviate the inequities within CES and provide a 

policy to assist those working during the summer without 

compensation. The policy generation was "started jointly" as 

an "idea that had been bubbling up for a long time among the 

zone administrators, the administration, and the personnel 

department". Schramm reported 

I think there were many more people 
involved along the way. But the one who 
probably was the most active in the 
gathering of the data, from my point of 
view, was Joe Christensen. He's the one 
that seemed to be working with the Board 
Agenda Item. I can recall one time he 
inv i ted me ( I had, as one 0 f my 
assignments at the time, California) to 
make a presentation to all of the 
administrators (there were four of them, 
because Frank Day was also involved) 
about the cost of living and the marginal 
circumstances of our men. We needed to 
do something economically (to help the 
men) and [because] the program '..;as 
faltering, especially in the fall 
semesters. I had gone to Los Angeles and 
gathered, from the Southern California 
area, some data, and brought it back. 
Joe was the one who received and focused 



it. If I recall, his comment was, "This 
is just a propituous time. I have the 
Board Agenda Item". It went almost from 
my hand, to his, and to the Board. 
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The concept of paying the teachers, stated Peterson, for work 

completed during the summer, spawned from BYU 

because BYU was using a model of paying 
some of their professors 18% more for 
teaching one of the blocks of spring or 
summer school. When they got to their 
1 imi t, in terms of enrollment, they 
couldn't take any more. They then 
concentrated more effort on having a 
more extensive spring and summer term. 
The way they did that was to say that we 
will pay those teachers, who teach those 
blocks of eight weeks, an extra 18%. And 
so we used this model. 

The staff in the Central Office worked to prepare an 

effective proposal for the Church Board of Education patterned 

after the BYU model. Staff members knew it would be a 

"difficult task" to lSain approval for the program. The major 

problem in approval was centered upon monetary concerns for 

"there would be a considerable increase in the budget". 

Peterson related that the composite of all the CES 

administration: 

met, we talked, we struggled wi th this 
thing and thought about it. We went to 
the finance people and said that we need 
to know what the price tag will be. We 
need to know how much it will cost us so 
that when we go to the Brethren ~e have 
all of our facts in order to say, "This 
is what we want to do and this is what it 
is going to cost". We did a lot of 
preliminary work. We did the preliminary 
work wi thin our own shop in terms of 



talking around, "What are some of the 
things we can do?" We talked to our 
training people, we talked to our field 
people, we talked to many people and 
asked "I f we were able to do this, what 
would it mean?" There was a lot of 
ground work done, getting data and seeing 
what would work, getting reactions, and 
so forth. But on that same token, we 
wanted to be careful we did not make some 
grand announcement or get hopes up to 
get them dashed. We even went to the 
Church's budget officers and said, "How 
do you feel this could be accepted?" We 
had to make sure of that in a quiet way 
for obvious reasons. The budget off ice 
was very supportive and helpful. 
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The name of the policy proposed evolved to be the Summer 

Employment Option Program (or SEOP in its acronymal forml. It 

was opt ional for the teacher involved, thus the appropriate 

name. 

In gathering data, it was impossible to receive exact 

dollar amounts as to the projected budget increase the SEOP 

would have on CES budgets. CES did not feel they could 

release that information. To provide, however, an example of 

the increase that could have been reques Led by CES 

administrators to the Church Board of Education, the average 

salary of teachers in 1983-84 was 522,000 as reported in NEA 

Today (Needham, 1984, p. 4). CES was proposing a 2.25% weekly 

payment amount from the employee's base salary for eight 

weeks. There were roughly 1,300 teachers who could be 

available for consideration in the SEOP. This would equate to 

approximately 55,148,000 per year in proposal money to the 
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Board. 

The approach agreed upon by the staff for presentation to 

the Board of Education included the following, as related by 

Peterson: 

... freshmen across the nation planning to 
become teachers has decrea~~d rrom 19.3% 
in 1970 to 4.7% in 1982. The BYU male 
student enrolled in secondary education 
has decreased from approximately 240 in 
1975 to 100 in 1982. What we were trying 
to say is teaching is becoming an 
unappealing profession, particularly 
among males. The majori ty of our 
teachers are males. I t could be said 
that women take it as a good profession 
because they can have their summers free 
to do other things. such as raise a 
family. But for the male, for the BVU 
male and for males over the country, the 
male is not looking at teaching as an 
option because it is not professionally 
relvard ing. 

, .. we requested that we have a two month 
extension of the contract. One of the 
things happening in our program was that 
we were getting more and more volunteers 
for part-time instruction which meant 
that our professionals were having to 
train more volunteers as early morning 
and home study teachers to get them 
ready. You're getting a larger and 
larger number of [volunteers J but not 
more of full-time professionals, 

... to say, you have already got BVU 
professors who have their regular 
contract and then get another 18% for an 
addi tional two months of work". That 
gave us a foot in the door to say that 
[SEOP was] not absolutply new with Church 
Education [for] BYU does have it for 



their teachers who teach in the summer. 
That helped a lot . 

. . . we feel we can improve teaching. We 
feel we can improve recruiting. We think 
we can get more people into the 
classroom. We can spend the summers out 
beating the bushes, meeting with parents, 
meeting with priesthood leaders. We feel 
we can improve their teaching abilities 
because we can give them inse rv i ce 
training dur ing the summer months that 
can make a significant difference in 
their teaching. And thirdly, 
financially, they need the money. They 
are go ing to have to work in order to 
make it during the summer. We think they 
could be much more productive, and it 
would be bet ter for them if we helped 
them. 
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After preparing for their proposal "for about two years", 

a group of administrators were invited to present their 

proposal to the Church Board of Educa t ion. Three 

administrators were principle players in the discussion with 

the Board: Hal Eyring, Stan Peterson, and Joe J. Christensen. 

Each individual had his particular input into the program 

proposal. It was not possible to receive Dr. Eyring or !1r. 

Christensen I S assessments of the meeting because of other 

Church assignments which have taken them out of the country, 

rendering them unavailable for interviewing. Stan Peterson, 

ho~"cvcr, r-cported t.he following: 

I sensed from the Brethren several 
things. (1) They liked the idea of the 
professional not having to run out [to 
another job]. (2) They liked the idea of 



improving the performance of our people, 
through extensive summer inservice 
programs such that they [the teacherl 
could improve their teaching skills and 
prepare themselves for the fall. If my 
memory serves me well, [the Board) took 
it under advisement. But the first thing 
I remember, very distinctly when the 
presentation was made, was that one of 
the Brethren, one of the Senior Brethren, 
said that if we approve this program, it 
was not to be a WPA projec t. In the 
depression, the government went out and 
created jobs to give people work. They 
created work projects, welfare projects, 
if you will, service projects, built dams 
and did other types of things to create 
jobs so people would have work. [We 
cannot approve this) just because you 
guys need work. This is a program 
des igned to improve the qual i ty of 
teaching. This is a program. if 
approved, that we [the Board) expect the 
quality of the teaching in the classroom 
to improve and the percentage of students 
enrolled in seminary to increase. We 
expect to see the caliber of the program 
improve. If we don't, we're going to be 
deeply disappointed because we are 
investing millions of dollars to improve 
the quality of the seminary and institute 
program. 
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Frank Day, who was also in attendance at the meeting but did 

not speak in the actual presentation of the proposal, 

reported: 

As I recall, [the Board) asked a lot of 
questions as they always [do) (and I 
hope they keep doin; that about money). 
But when they saw what we were trying to 
do, they accepted it. And I don't 
suppose we surprised them with anything. 
I think they're sharp enough and close 
enough to the Lord that they know what 



needs to be done. What li t tle r had to 
do with it at the time, they were quite 
willing to go along, to see it move. 
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The original proposal was made on April 24, 1984 to the 

Executive Council of the Board of Education (comprising the 

rirst Presidency, members of the Quorum of Twelve Apostles) 

where, as reported earlier, the Board took it under 

advisement. The complete Board (members of the Presiding 

Bishopric, General Relief Society and General Young Women were 

in attendance with the Executive Board) approved it on a 

trial basis for one year" on Wednesday, May 2, 1984. The 

Board desired a report in after one year to assess further 

implementation. 

CES was not fully prepared foI:' the approval of the 

Brethren as quickly as it came. Many of the CES 

administrators fel t the Board could "take a longer time 

reviewing the proposal", even though the of acceptance did not 

come until early June of 1984. Schramm reported the Zone 

Administrators' reactions: 

Everyone of them [were] very positive. 
Our concern at the time was, "Will we do 
well enough with the managing of 
the program that it w ill become a 
permanent pro~t'am? It was a yea by 
yeartrial basis in those early years". We 
were concerned now that we had the 
opportunity, what kind of definition 
would we make. Many fel t that this was 
the ans\"er to many of the problems and 



indeed, it was a tremendous blessing (and 
it still is). 
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Inasmuch as the decision had come at the beginning of the 

summer of 1984, there was a limited implementation of the 

program for that summer, for the administration had some 

difficulty deciding what we would include". Their greatest 

challenge was fashioning a definition of the program. They 

started with broad guidelines and were "almost willing to look 

at anything". Schramm described the unique program 

challenges which faced the administration of CES. The SEOP 

was a very uncommon system of incentive for education. He 

added: 

One of the great challenges was that the 
men in the field wanted something a 
little more specific .•. there is always a 
tendency on this level to start with 
general principles and say we function 
off of this principle. But by the time 
it ge ts to the end 0 f the row, someone 
wants to have the rows marked out. They 
want to have the guidelines precise. They 
want to have a manual as well. The big 
difficulty was announcing it out so broad 
and then evaluating what really is the 
"wheat". 

Schramm further explained that the administration desired 

a posture of approaching the men, rather than having the 

employees come to the Ct.umini::;Lration wiLh needs or demands. 

The administration could discuss an "option" with the 

instructor so that the teacher did not feel helshe was 
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"agains t a black wall". Schramm said this was one of the 

reasons "why the implementation went as smooth as it did." 

Teachers were asked to submi t proposals of projected 

activities they would perform for the summer. The activities 

in 1984 were generally contained to a two week period. 

The summer of 1984 was not without difficulties, 

experienced by the "looseness" a f the guidel ines. Peterson 

reported one of the greatest issues which developed as a 

result of not having hard and fast guidelines: 

When we received the approval to go 
forward, we had budgeted it according to 
many things. One 0 f the things that we 
didn't anticipate, that maybe we should 
have, but didn't, was the number of 
people that would go to school with the 
summer option. The first year we paid 
anybody who went to school a full 18%. 
It overwhelmed us financially. We found 
that more went (to school) than we 
anticipated. We had to pay more tuition 
pay and it put more people up on the 
salary schedule and so that inc reased 
their salary. We couldn't afford it. 
After the first year, when we realized 
how much increase on tuition and how many 
more people would get up on the salary 
schedule, we had to cut back and say we 
will pay you half of the 18% Lo go to 
school. That caused qui te a stir and 
caused a lot a f people to be unhappy 
with us because they said that you took 
some thing away from us. I f we had 
implemented it to ~tart with, ~aying that 
we would pay the 18% if you work and you 
get hal f of it when you go to school, 
everybody would have been delighted with 
it. But the fact that one summer we gave 
them the full 18% to go to school then, 
because of financial situations, had to 



~et~act, people were angry that we took 
something away f~om them that they had 
gotten once. So instead of it being 
something exciting, those who started the 
programs who got the 18% were unhappy 
because they felt they got cut back the 
next year. 

1-13 

The first year was productive, as a whole, with Peterson 

~epo~ting that he gave "regular" ~eports to the Board of the 

"quality of wo~k performed" and the general welfare of the 

p~ogram. The Boa~d then approved the SEOP fo~ general 

implementation for the 1985 summer and beyond. 

The Zone Administrators, at a June 1984 summer ~etreat, 

discussed many factors fo~ implementation in the summer of 

1985. There was an "urgency in making final dec is ions 

relative to approving and p~ocessing summer employment 

options for the 
., 

summer . Discussion of guidel ines and 

procedu~es needed to be deve loped and L:ommunica ted to area 

directors in United States and Canada as soon as possible. 

Suggestions for information in written document form were 

taken and a committee of four staff members and zone 

administrato~s were established to outline plans for full 

implementation in the summe~ of 1985. 

As the 1984 summer progressed, def ini te information 

surfaced and guidelines were delineated. At a Zone 

Administrator's meeting on August 2, 1984, seve~al staff and 

Zone Administrators fine-tuned material for direction for the 



area directors for the late summer of 1985. 

Discussion of summer employment issues, 
in preparation for meeting with area 
directors at Symposium--Weldon Thacker, 
Leland Bruderer, Karl Farnsworth, and 
Boyd Beagley (Department Heads). 

A number of questions were raised by 
Weldon that need to be answered and 
decisions made regarding implementation 
of the summer employment program next 
year. These need to be resolved prior to 
the area directors meeting on this 
subject on Friday, August 17, in 
conjunction with the Symposium at the 
BYU. Issues discussed extensively 
included the implication of differences 
in school starting dates in various 
areas, participation in Lands of the 
Scriptures Workshop as an employment 
option, etc.. Weldon will prepare a 
summary of the issues discussed and the 
decisions! recommendaLions made 
concerning these issues as they relate to 
the administration of the summer 
employment program. 

Boyd Beagley presented the problem of 
processing the large number of E-l (see 
Appendix E) forms for those who have been 
involved in the employment program for 
short periods this summer (1984). Leland 
stressed the importance of accuracy in 
completing and substantiating these 
documents; they will be subject to 
reference in the audi ting process. The 
decision was made that the zone 
administrators should sign (or initial) 
each of these forms. Boyd will check 
indi v idually in those cases where there 
are apparent Gxceptions to the guidelines 
given on the number of days of employment 
authorized. 
I t was suggested and approved that the 
due date for summer employment agreement 
forms to reach the central office for 
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next summer's program can be changed from 
April 15, 1985, to December 1, 1984. 
Area Directors can bring these to the 
mid-year budget and personnel meetings 
and this will facilitate a more realistic 
processing time. 
(ZoneMin 2Aug84) 
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A major point of interest centered upon accountability 

from the teachers to the central office and from the central 

office to the Board of Education. Clarence Schramm stated: 

We had a great value in the agency and 
the trustworthiness of the teachers. We 
had full faith that our people would not 
misuse [the program), in spi te of the 
fact that they would be scattered across 
this large geography that we have talked 
about. Trust is the element. It was 
important enough that when we began the 
program, each teacher [was I to tell us 
what he wanted to do. We did that both 
for them and for us, and then to account 
afterwards. Even to this day, we ask 
first that they make application and 
describe t.heir projected activities. 
These [applications were] approved on 
each of the levels. Most of those 
[applications) were accepted. But there 
were those that were not accepted. They 
are all reviewed. It's not just the 
administrators who are checking them. 
The administrators sign off to certify 
that it is filed in the file of every 
individual and is even audi ted by the 
church auditing department. So, if you 
were part of my stewardship, your area 
director would sign off as you complete 
it, you would sign off, and then, as your 
zone 'ldministratot', ! \iould sign off 
also. The application would be placed in 
the file which authorizes the extra pay, 
and that's subject to audit, by someone 
outside of the program. 
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In Appendix F, some accepted and rejected Summer 

Employment proposals are offered as examples. Activities 

accepted center upon general program goal assistance. Most of 

the denial examples refer to individual "non-program" goals 

which only benefit the employee and not the system as a unit. 

Schramm further explained that "priesthood leaders, 

parents, and others" \'olunteered information if the teachers 

were not performing in appropriate ways to the program. 

Teacher reaction to the program was highly favorable. In 

qualitative portions of the survey used in the study, 

respondents were asked their initial reactions to the policy. 

Of the 165 survey returned, six personnel stated they had 

mixed initial feelings about the program, whereas 156 CES 

personnel described the program with highly favorable initial 

superlatives in their responses. \~ord counts of these 

superlatives included 26 "positives" , 23 "greats", 12 

"gratitudes", 7 "wonderfuls", "6 "exciteds" and "excellents", 

.j "ecstacys", "favorables", and "fantastics", 3 "thankfuls", 

and a host of single words such as good, elation, hooray, 

kowabunga, and other related terms. This i.s an important 

statistic in educational incentive literature. There are few, 

if any, studies in which 95% of the respondents answer 

favorably to an educational incentive with 104 of the 156 

entries beginning with such strong verbal support. 

In order to effectively present the data collected from 
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the survey, an analysis technique designed by Bliss et al. 

(1983, pg. i) was incorporated such that the responses were 

networked into understandable forms. The data was organized 

into networks designed to show patterns, commonalities, and 

formations. The connected lines in the network display 

relationships between data whereas brackets discuss how the 

material involved was commingled in analysis. 

Figure 4.1 represents the data collected from the survey 

concerning initial reactions: 

NETWORK ~ODEL OF QUALITATIVE QUESTION 
"Ini tial React ion to SEOP Pol icy" 
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There was not any clear data on the separation of 

teachers and administrators and how they answered the 

question. There were some differences in the CES personnel 

and how long they have served in the system. According to the 

data, more answers concerning professionalism were obtained 

for teachers in service from eight years to retirement than 

the newer teacher (serving 0 through i years). The greatest 

answer among newer teachers discussed teacher development 

concerns. This was understandable inasmuch as new teachers 

are generally concerned with the methodologies of teaching 

rather than other professionalistic attitudes. The 

experienced teacher tended to be concerned with acceptability 

of professionalization. 

In Figure 4.1, it was obvious that three responses could 

have been obtained in the survey. Actually, only two were 

received--that of positive and a few mixed reactions. There 

were no negative responses (even though there were three non

responses). From the initial analysis of the reaction of the 

personnel to the policy, there seemed to be great acceptance 

of the SEOP. 

Professional ism, recrui tment, and teacher development are 

the three major categorical responses. Each area was 

discussed by the respondents in relation to their reactions to 

SEOP. 

Professionalism, a Lerm connoting a specialization of an 
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occupation and the person who practices the occupation (Haller 

and Strike, 1986, pg. 219), was of initial concern by the 

educators in SEOP in relation to year-round employment, 

salary concerns, non-CES job experience, retention of 

educators in CES programs, professionalism of roles within the 

CES structure, and receiving payment for work completed within 

the CES system. The largest professionalism problem was found 

within the payment for work completed by coordinators, non-

coordinators, and administrators during the summers. 

Comments, such as the following, discussed the importance of 

receiving remuneration for work already performed: 

The idea of being able to take the time 
that r needed to work with EM [Early 
Morning 1 teachers, and to prepare for a 
new year, without having to do this on my 
own time, in a haphazard fashion, and 
without having to find a summer job each 
year, is mos t appeal ing (many r-esponses 
gathered reflected this attitude). 

There had Lo be some way to acknowledge 
the work which was be ing done anyway. 
~uch time and effort was alreadY being 
spent in lesson preparation, 
administrative duties and professional 
development. 

r was very appreciative of the pay for 
what I had already been doing ever-y 
summer as a CES coordinator. Without 
leaving town, it had been impossible to 
avoid working full time to meet the needs 
of my pro;ram, especially since I have a 
building to run with no other CES 
colleagues except a half-time secretary 
(who didn't ever get approved for summer 
work) and a half-time custodian. r just 
ended up working 40 to 50 hour weeks all 



summer without being paid. My area 
director told me everybody did it. and 
the job had to be maintained. Besides. I 
enjoyed the work. So working without pay 
became a normal expectation. When the 
pay came. it was very welcome. to say the 
least. 
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This program better reflects what a CES coordinator 
does. This is probably not true for a regular 
teacher. 

A great opportunity to expand and prepare. 

Happy to be paid for what we did in 
summer to continue EM. HS [Horne Study]. 
and institute programs (very appreciative 
also) . 

I was elated as I spent considerable time 
in summer doing projects. It was nice to 
be employed to do it. 

The salary received by the teachers was also a strong 

professionalism issue. Teachers discussed "financial 

benefits" of "being able to finally provide for' my family". 

As one teacher declared: 

A wonderful opportunity to allow us to do 
work towards our profession in the summer 
and be paid for it, And please, let's 
stop kidding ourselves, it really does 
allow us to make a decent salary and feel 
good about ourselves in that way. I'm 
tired of hearing administrators say that 
is not one of its purposes. 

Other teachers expressed: 

It's about time! The Brethren really 
IJ n d e r s tan d 0 U r fin an cia 1 and 
developmental teaching needs! We always 
had to find summer employment elsewhere 
to surv i ve. Now we can cant inue to 
survive and increase our teaching 
effectiveness at the same time. 



I t was a great opportuni ty to maintain 
cons istent throughout the year wi thout 
financially damaging my family. 

Thank goodness - I could not have stayed 
in this assignment without it (due to 
high cost of housing). 
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Cynicism was prevalent in some of the responses about the 

effect the pay would have on the families: 

... finally, it's 
overjoyed when I 
coming. 

about 
first 

time! 
learned 

I 
it 

was 
was 

Keeps CES children going without food and 
clothing. A small chance that children 
of CES personnel could now almost be sent 
to the "Harvard of the West" (BYU). 

Will finally put bread on the CES table, 
considering the cost of living in our 
area! 

The CES personnel were virtually required to procure 

summer employment outs ide a f the i r educat ional pursui ts. 

Comments concerning this area of professionalism were 

insightful: 

Great. I was tired of trying to find a 
summer job to supplement the income. I 
enjoy the time to get ready for the next 
year. 

Gratitude for the opportunity to employ 
my talents year round. Also, not having 
to hustle a job in the summer is great. 

I felt it was needed and I looked at it 
as a way to be better prepared as a 
teacher. I was thrilled the church I.ould 
give us the opportunity to grow in a 
worthwhile direction in the summer 
instead of finding other employment. 



It is a great blessing--now CES men can 
quit selling Amway and [they] can become 
professionals instead of apologists. 

Welcome the opportunity to be employed in 
the summer in my profession rather than 
finding other work. 

What a blessing it would be to teachers 
who r.ould now use their summers for 
productive pursuits rather that unrelated 
summer jobs. 

I t was needed in the three areas above 
plus to help men from moonlighting! Too 
many men try to work on the side and lose 
their effectiveness. Money is a needed 
thing for all men. 
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The affect of focussing their work upon CES matters aided 

the teachers and administrators in centering their emphasises 

upon "curricular and student matters", for "these are the 

things we were hired for". 

Two newer teachers discussed the role of the SEOP in 

their decision to come into CES. One stated that SEOP was 

"the deciding factor", Other teachers discussed the SEOP 

helping to recruit them to "the program". No other "system 

had a concept 1 ike the SEOP". 

Recruitment of the teachers was not the only value of 

SEOP in the eyes of the educators. The "marginal" and "should 

be enrolled" students could be strongly impacted by the 

influences of the SEOP. 

I'm grateful to have summer employment 
and preparation time for the school year. 
Also have had some good experiences in 
meeting students and their parents and 



encouraging them to sign-up. 

An effective way to increase our 
product ivi ty and preparat ion I and 
recruiting at the same time. 
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The development of the teacher was of initial concern to 

the respondents. Could the SEOP be an incentive for greater 

teacher effectiveness? Issues ranging from a "sense of 

accomplishment to morale concerns 'f were discussed in the 

survey. 

The concepts of teacher enhancement were discussed by 

many: 

I was excited about the opportunity and 
prospects of a summer chance to learn, 
develop and get ahead. 

I was happy we were getting this option. 
It has helped my program and my personal 
and professional growth. 

Great, I can increase my skills and get 
paid for it. 

Enthused about the financial side of it 
but quickly came to appreciate it because 
of its effect on my teaching. 

It would be a tremendous advantage toward 
better preparation. In turn that would 
improve the effectiveness of seminary for 
our students. 

It was a relief to know that the summer 
could be used in preparation for the 
coming yea.r in i'eading, ouLllnln':S I and 
recruiting. It was a cure for "teacher 
burnout" due to lack of time for 
preparation und planning. 



This helps me focus my work better, drive 
it wi th goals, and use the departments 
input - doing what they want me to do as 
well as what I want to. 

It would be a great program for me 
espec ially since I've been teaching for 
only three years. I could r-eceive some 
excellent ideas for classroom instruction 
and gain some valuable teaching skills 
from more experienced teachers. 

That it would allow me to reach students 
more effectively and gave my career a 
boost. 

This program will greatly help me in my 
teacher effectiveness, be a nice change 
of pace. and prov ide addi tional needed 
income. 

Good--a little extra money. I still 
really appreciate the opportunity for 
extra money, but the benefits of 
developing as a teacher and the now year
round effort to reach and assist students 
far outweighs the money factor. I really 
think SEOP is the finest tool we have for 
personal and professional development. 
Publ ic schools would be wi se to do the 
same. 

I thought it to be the greatest 
professional development programs CES has 
ever offered. It also helped me make my 
decision to become a seminary teacher, as 
it illustrated that the department truly 
cares about the teacher, and it boosted 
my learnin~ power. 
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Other teachers and administrators discussed the program's 

advancement in the three goals of recruitment. teacher 

enhancemen t, and pro fess ional growth by wr i ting about "good 

preparation time", "better teacher sharing time", "a 
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stimulus", "an educational blessing to our program", and other 

related comments. 

The five mixed initial reactions focused upon the 

"optionality" of the program: 

I'm positive, but concerned that the 
'option' might be forgotten. 

Was apprehensive. r was not qui te sure 
where it would lead or how dependable the 
option was. 

It is important to the study of the implementation of the 

SEOP to consider how many of the respondents of the survey did 

not elaborate on the effect of the SEOP except for a one line 

assertion which reflected great acceptance of the goals, 

designs, and expectations of the SEOP. There were many such 

declarations. 

An administrator of many years summed up the effect of 

the SEOP upon the system after just one year of operation, 

even with all of the difficulties previously described: 

Very positive--I felt it would be a major 
morale builder and an expression of trust 
and hope from [the] administration. 

The evolution of the SEOP past. the first summer of 

operation in 1984 reflected the undergirding issues presented 

by CES administrators to the Board of Education. In an 

analysis of the memoranda and minutes of meetings from 

September 1984 to August of 1990, both including the central 
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office memos and the memoranda written from five Area Offices 

randomly chosen, four common points of reference become 

prevalent: 

• The SEOP was an "optional program" which was 

to be used to benefit the total organization 

of CES. 

• The SEOP was designed to assist and to be an 

incentive to the instructors and 

administrators to reach for greater attainment 

in the areas of 

1. Teacher Effectiveness, 

2. Increasing the student enrollment 

and completion rates, 

3. Enhancement of the professional 

growth of the teaching and 

administration of CES personnel. 

8 Accountabil i ty for the program was the bulk 

of the material presented in the written 

documents. Information concerning appropriate 

activities involved and the approval process 

seem to dominate the written material from 

administrators. 

Cautions about the use of the SEOP and how the 

personnel of CES ~re perceived by people 

outside of CES. 
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Peterson reported the administration had to rely on the 

area directors who had the vision and the understanding of 

what the program was presumed to be. Area directors were 

"encouraged" to "convey and to moni tor the progress of the 

program with their teachers". Schramm stated that the area 

director became the interpreter of the program to the field. 

Budget money was of issue in the initial proposal to the 

Church Board of Education, therefore, some discussion of the 

teacher/administrator response to the amount of payment was 

necessary. Was the pay adequate enough to be a strong 

incentive for greater growth? Would the pay become a major 

bargaining issue by the administration for work they desired 

to complete? 

Another qualitative question was incorporated into the 

survey to the cross-section of CES personnel. The sample was 

asked for their reactions to the pay they received in 

connection with the SEOP. All answers were analyzed according 

to the networking strategy espoused by Bliss et al. (1983). 

Figure 4.2, below, was the compilation of the responses given 

by the personnel structured into data patterns for analysis. 
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Figure ,t.2 "Network: Reaction to salary in SEOP" 
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The above data reflected the reaction of the bulk of CES 

personnel to the salary provided to them by the Church Board 

of Education. There was not a single reply stating that the 

amount was inadequate, unfair, or inappropriate for the work 

completed. ~ost comments focused upon the "generosity of the 

Brethren (the Board of Education)" and the "effective use of 

tithing funds". Tithing funds are Church funds received from 

the general Church membership on a donation basis. Comments 

reflecting the non-abuse and effective programs and their 

correlation with effective use of tithing funds are included 

below: 

~onderful, I hope I can always feel the 
level of gratitude for this program as I 
do nO\o/. I don I t want to take it for 
granted or abuse it in any way. 

I am very thankful. I try to work as 



hard as I can, so tithing funds aren't 
wasted. It beats milking cows and three 
other summer jobs I used to do. 
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A greater portion of respondents felt that greater 

accountabili ty of teacher's time would help to curb abuse 

within the SEOP. 

The generosity of the Board was reflected throughout the 

survey. 

I can;iot believe 
Brethren are. 

how ~enerous the 

The Brethren have been very generous in 
the decision to allow the teachers to 
personally develop during the summer with 
a program that is approved by the 
principal and associate area director. 
Our principal also oversees the work of 
the teachers within our building. 

Gratitude! I felt as though the Board of 
Education was sympathetic to our 
situation and was able to assist CES 
families Ivhile improving the level of 
professionalism in our midst. 

I feel the reimbursement for SEOP is very 
fair and shows an attitude of generosity 
on the part of the Brethren. 

That it is very helpful. The Brethren 
have [been) and are very considerate of 
CES personnel and families. 

In the ~nalysis of the responses to the effect of salary 

on the teacher, there were 160 of the 165 C'espondents who 

answered with a favorable response to t.he 18% furnisheri t,Q 

them in the SEOP. Three of the five respondents who did not 

voice approval expressed that they did not participate in the 
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SEOP because they are members of the Central Office Staff on 

twelve-month contracts and are not included in this program 

except for administrative concerns. 

were interesting and informative: 

Salary does 
living, which 
difference. 

not account 
DOES make 

The two mixed responses 

for cost-of
a significant 

This fast growing metropolis offers 
educators better summer salary 
opportunities than the SEOP, but I'm 
trying to be loyal and supportive of CES. 
However Slnce CES salaries and benef its 
have been down overall, I'm beginning to 
look at other summer-time opportunities. 

Both responses reflected concerns about cost of living 

outside of the Wasatch front, the inflation rate in particular 

areas of CES, and the necessity of the 18% increase being tied 

to cost of living formulas used in ~ES. 

Teachers expressed elation at not havlng to obtaln 

outside employment as a result of the SEOP. 

~uch needed and took pressure off trying 
to find summer employment. 

I feel I'm more productive because I 
don't have to find outside employment 
away from CES and consequently have the 
time to do the things SEOP was designed 
to do. 

It helps cement my year-round commitment 
to CES. It means I don't have to 
scrounge around for additional sources of 
income. It means my wife doesn't have to 
feel obligated to work because I am able 
to receive pay for what I do all year. 

The salary is an additional boost and the 



money earned during 
higher than another 
take during summer. 

summer is probably 
job teachers would 

The salary is very helpful and keeps the 
teachers in the profession twelve months 
instead of nine-ten months. I would have 
a difficult time coming back from a 
summer job and start teaching right away. 
Also staying in touch with the staff 
administrators, priesthood leaders, and 
students is a more effective way to start 
the school year. 
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The image of CES had improved as a result of the salary 

the personnel receive from the SEOP, in the opinion of the 

responden ts: 

..• ass i sting CES employees financ ially, 
while enabling them to better carry out 
the objectives of CES and maintaining a 
professional image (avoiding certain 
menial jobs in summer employment). 

~any respondents wrote of the "morale booster" SEOP was as 

the policy abetted them in perceiving themscl\'(~s as ":nore of 

a professional". The SEOP also granted the teacher to be more 

"creative and productive" in their assignments. 

Others discussed how the SEOP caused them to feel "equal" 

to the same pay scale to the salaries that professional 

"equals" were receiving, such as an "Ed. D. friend" one 

teacher wrotc about. 

~ost of the answers to the survey convey·.!d "one liners" 

of "gratitude", "elation", "very fair and good", "fantastic, 

many thanks", "relief", "very generous", "a real blessing!", 

"appreciated", "it's a pretty reasonable amount", very 
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nice , and other related phrases. 

If there could be any negative responses to the salary 

r-eceived, one might discuss the necessity of SEOP to the 

family budget. Some stated that they could not live without 

it, that "bills procured during the year are paid for by the 

Option", and that the SEOP is "a financial blessing beyond 

measure" . CES could have a difficult task supporting a 

decision to discontinue the incentive. 

The issue of cost of living should be addressed by the 

administration of CES. Some E:mployees do not feel the ., 18% is 

the same 18% people rece i ve at Church headquarters". 

There was much information concerning the ideas and the 

programs generated by the various area directors for use by 

the teache r-s in the summers. Most of the extra information 

centcr-cd upon the pr-ofessional i5rowth of the teacher 

(workshops, inservice plans, self-enhancement seminars, 

doctrinal classes, etc.). In all of the documents received 

from central office and the various area directors' offices, 

only two documents referred specif ically to the "how to's" of 

student recr-uitment and completion. Most of the emphasis from 

the areas seem to center on the teacher and ideas he can use 

in the coming year, which affects recruitment and completion. 

There was much significance placed on the time of work 

accomplished in the teachers' offices and what was the 

acceptable working attire during SEOP work hours, along with 



other public relations instructions. 
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The central staff was 

very concerned about perceptions of the program from other 

publ ic educators, priesthood leaders, and students. In 

essence, as Peterson noted, they were assuring the 

"professional image of the program to all who came in touch 

with it". 

Table 4.1 includes the figures for participants for the 

years 1985 to 1990. This information was intended to display 

the degree of acceptance by the personnel and the amount of 

"week-utilization" by the employees. Data was not available 

for the year of 1986 as a result of personnel changes in the 

statistical departments within CES. The "potential weeks" 

figure was obtained by multiplying the number of CES employees 

by eight weeks possible participation. 
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SUMMER EMPLOYMENT OPTION PARTICIPATION ANALYSIS 

1985 Analysis 
# Individuals % of Individual Total Weeks 

Weeks Participating Participating Used 

1 5 1% 5 
2 23 2% 46 
3 11 1% 33 
4 40 4% 160 
5 24 2% 120 
6 45 4% 270 
i 24 2% 168 
8 1043 86% 8344 

TOTAL lll.§. ~ 9146 

Potential WEEKS which could be used (1265 x 8) = 10,120 
Actually used in 1985 90.4% 

1986 Analysis 
NO FIGURES AVAILABLE 

1987 Analysis 
.. Individuals % of Individuals Total Weeks .. 

Weeks ParticiQating ParticiQsting Used 
1 5 > 1% 5 
2 23 2% 46 
3 16 1% 48 
4 97 8% 388 
5 56 4% 280 
6 33 3% 198 
7 30 2% 210 
8 983 79% 7864 

TOTAL 1243 100~ 9039 

Potential WEEKS which could be used (1265 x 8) = 10,048 
Actually used in 1987 89.9% 

Table 4.1 "Summer Employment Option Participation Analysis" 



Weeks 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

TOTAL 

1988 Analysis 
It Individuals 
Participating 

4 
2 

14 
55 
46 
22 
22 

1014 

% of Individuals 
Participating 

) 1% 
) 1% 

1% 
4% 
4% 
2% 
2% 

86% 

100~ 
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Total Weeks 
Used 

4 
4 

42 
220 
230 
132 
154 

8112 

8898 

Potential WEEKS which could be used (1215 x 8) = 9,720 
Actually used in 1988 91.4% 

1989 Analysis 
It Individuals % of Individuals Total Weeks 

Weeks Participating Participating Used 
1 1 ) 1% 1 
2 7 >1% 14 
3 9 > 1% 27 
4 60 4% 240 
5 33 3% 165 
6 20 2% 120 
7 37 3% 259 
8 1126 87% 9008 

TOTAL 1293 100% 9834 

Data insufficient for analysis. 

Table 4.1 (Continued) 
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1990 Analysis 
# Individuals % of Individuals Total Weeks 

Weeks Particigating ParticiQating 
1 1 >1% 
2 13 1% 
3 13 1% 
.t 57 4% 
5 28 2% 
6 52 4% 
i 18 1% 
8 1159 86% 

TOTAL L341 100% 

Potential WEEKS which could be used (1348 x 8) = 
Actually used in 1990 

Table 4.1 (Continued) 

Used 
1 

26 
39 

228 
140 
312 
126 

9272 

10,144 

10,784 
94% 

Figures from Table 4.1 suggest that the program was 

healthy as it had been outlined by the administration of CES. 

With 90+% of the available weeks being used, one could accept 

that the teachers felt the policy was of worth to them and to 

the ir local programs. ~ost of the employees of CES were 

participating in the total program (over 80+%) of eight weeks 

of work. This statistic can be somewhat misleading at first 

glance. Clarence Schramm reported that many CES teachers were 

involved in post-baccalaureate work at a college or 

university. Those participating in the SEOP and are studying 

for a degree concurrently can qualify for a four-week option. 

This was reflected in the figures in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.2 displays the number of combined years of 
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analysis and the weeks of participation to graphically 

demonstrate the pattern of involvement by employees of CES: 

2 

3 

4 

COMPARISON OF YEARS IN SEOP AND WEEKS UTILIZED 

'\. 
\ 

(n=6271) 1=16, 2=68, 3=63, 4=309, 5=187, 6=172, ;=131, 8=5325 

Table ~.2 "Comparison of years in SEOP and weeks utilized" 

It was important to display that the ratio of full-option 

employees as compared to part-option employees is 5325:946 or 

a 5.5:1 ratio. This could imply an overwhelming acceptance of 

the total program by the employees of CES. 

SEOP Goals and Objectives 

The goals and objectives of SEOP seemed to centralize 

upon the improvement of the effectiveness of the teacher in 

the program. Frank Day expec ted the SEOP to improve the 

"~ffectiveness of the program ... teachers ... young 

peop Ie ... fami 1 ies ... and the teachers' f inanc ial secur i ty" . 

Peterson reported three goals, which included "the at traction 



of the professional, improved teaching, and 

recruiting". He also expressed: 

I guess I have an overriding goal that we 
truly don't have [SEOP] deteriorate into 
just a routine thing, that "I'm entitled 
to that eight weeks of summer [work]. 
Therefore, you can't expect me to do 
anything other than what I'm doing". I 
have a goal of not letting it deteriorate 
and to keep the quality of the experience 
up through a combination of inservice 
training and other things which are 
talked abou t. Again, I would be deeply 
disappointed if I ever felt that the 
program had deteriorated to the point 
that its an automatic thing where 
everyone gets their 18% and assumes that 
they are entitled to it without any 
effort. 
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improved 

Schramm echoed similar goals and objectives with Day and 

Peterson, but he also added a fourth and fifth perspective to 

the program goals. He stated that the ability of the teacher 

to "t'each out for students ... who have not been involved or not 

involved as much as they could have been" was an over-arching 

goal of the program and should be a guiding force. Schramm 

also added the "care of the administrative weight" in the 

uniqueness of our program. Publ ic relations, public school 

relations, reports and other matters are very important to the 

efficient operation of CES. The SEOP could assist in 

attaining the optimal efficiency desired. 

In review, the goals expressed by the stakeholders 

include: 
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• the improvement of the total CES program 

through effective teaching, recruitment, and 

other practices, 

• the attraction of the professionalism of the 

teacher to the students, other members, and 

other professionals, 

the non-deterioration of the established SEOP 

program, 

• the eventual effect on the student and his/her 

learning material presented, and 

the unique administration which is found in 

the vastness of the CES program, it being a 

large geographical educational organization 

casts impelling problems upon its 

administration. 

Beneficiaries of SEOP 

The policy analysis solicits beneficiaries of the policy. 

When posed this question, the student became the major 

discussion point, rather than the immediate program itself. 

This was in stark contrast to the goals and objectives stated 

earlier, which seem to center upon program operations. All 

three stakeholders discussed the point that they "hoped" (all 

three used that word) the student would be the real 

beneficiary of the SEOP. Day explained 



I think, where [SEOP] is taken seriously 
and worked at, the students are. We hope 
the student is the one who is helped the 
most. I wouldn't want a teacher to feel 
we don't care about him, that we're just 
caring about his students-- I think the 
intention was for it to help the teacher 
too. But the teacher ought to be wanting 
to help the student. 
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Some of the other beneficiaries named by the stakeholders 

included the teachers, " the Church as a whole" as 

we do a better job of preparing our young 
people and helping them to build 
testimonies of the gospel and become 
future leaders in the church, I think 
ultimately the Church can be a 
beneficiary ... as we bring the student to 
Christ ... 

and the effective operation of the program administratively. 

What was/were the problem/s 
which generated the SEOP? 

All three stakeholders agreed upon several problems which 

tuned the administration of CES to the formalization of the 

SEOP. Day, Peterson, and Schramm were in consensus upon the 

issue of payment to the teacher for work completed in the 

summer for the "CES coordinator role was required to be 

involved and working during the summer months". Financial 

concerns seemed to be of concern to the administrators for the 

teachers teaching primarily out "of the Ivasatch Front (Ogden, 

Sal t Lake, and Provo, ULah)". Schramm repo rted that people in 

assignments, 



especially away from the Wasatch front, 
and many here also, are having a very, 
very difficult time surviving 
economically .... so they would go out and 
work on something non-productive as far 
as their profession is concerned. They 
would come back tired, drained, and not 
really ready to move ahead. We saw a 
difference in the recruitment of people 
who worked during the summer with those 
who did not. We saw a difference in their 
freshness in the classroom, their ability 
to perform. And so the hope was, the 
dream really was, that some day we'd be 
able to have every teacher on that kind 
of a plane where he can choose to work 
during the summer on something that was 
very productive to his profession--be 
refreshed and come back and move on. 
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Schramm also added that the teachers "just needed the money. 

We think they could be much more productive, and it would be 

better for them if we helped them". 

Stan Peterson echoed a comparable concern as he felt the 

teachers were performing the preliminary work for the school 

year without compensation and "i.t wasn't fair", Thereby, 

teachers had to seek another job in order" to make ends meet", 

performing some job which did not correlate with their chosen 

profession. Day concurred with the other two administrators 

by stating economics were forcing the teachers into second 

jobs and their spouses feeling it necessary to work outside of 

the home. 

The economics of teaching as well as the issue of non-

recompense work already completed seemed to be the primary 

thrust of problem solution. However, a third, hidden problem 
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was also found within the interviews. The presentation of the 

proposal to the Church Board of Education reflected this 

hidden concern. The Summer Option was needed in order to 

assist the teachers to be more "professional" and to be better 

prepared for the coming year. 

In sum, the three problems which generated the policy are 

as follows: 

• the compensation of work completed by teachers 

during the summer months, 

o economic concerns for the teachers teaching, 

primarily out of the Wasatch Front 

professional concerns of the teachers ability 

to teach at his/her best. 

The original problems assisted the evolution of SEOP into 

the incentive system it has become today. When first 

conce i ved , i. t seemed the SEOP was a recompense fa r work 

already being done", but it has grown into an incentive system 

designed to ensure greater effectiveness in recruitment, 

teacher effectiveness, and teacher growth. 

Employees in the field were asked, through the survey, 

what the motivating issues behind the formulization of the 

SEOP included. ~fany of the repl.ies were important to 

understanding the formulizatior. of the policy from the 

central office staff in conJuction with the field personnel. 

The qualitative question, "What were the motivating 
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issues behind the SEOP formalization?" was asked of the 200 

survey participants. Of the 165 surveys returned, four did 

not offer any issues. There were two intriguing observations 

from the responses. When asked what were the motivating 

teacher salaries with teacher issues, teachers coupled 

effectiveness twice as much as money (alone), teaching 

(alone), recruitment, the three goals of SEOP, and general 

program goals. This coupl ing prov ided the impress ion that 

most of the personnel believed there must be salary used 

(extrinsic rewards) in the incentive in order to have the 

program accomplish what it was positioned to achieve. By far, 

the teacher was the greatest factor in the formulization of 

the SEOP. 

The administrator I s responses prov ided an in te rest ing 

contrast. Over 92% of the administrators included ~oncerns 

over financial matters for their teachers. Therein, they 

surmised, the teachers needed to be compensated in order for 

morale to be boosted and for incentives to work effectively. 

The teachers wove the money issues with the three major 

!Soals of SEOP. Teacher effectiveness was considered 

significant as was student recruitment. However, it was \"ital 

to understand that all of the responses seemed to be inter

related in the minds of the teachers. 

Figure 4.3 describes the networking of the many 

statements concerning the issues of policy generation. :-.iotice 
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the brackets, which ask the reader to "co-select" the 

attributes described (Bliss et al., 1983, pg. 5): 

NETWORK MODEL OF QUALITATIVE QUESTION 

"What were the motivating issues behind SEOP formation?" 
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Figure 4.3 "Network: What were the motivating issues behind 
the formation of the SEOP" 
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Figure 4.3 (Continued) 
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The motivating issues, as viewed by those from the field, 

comprised the students, teacher training, teacher 

professionalization, salaries, morale, and CES program 

effectiveness. Each of these areas of concern were of 

importance. 

The student should be of "prime concern", as the student 

benefited from any "program to help us to be better teachers". 

A mural of student concern was as follows: 

Improve teacher effect i veness and reach 
more students. 

The youth of the Church. Every aspect of 
SEOP is designed for our students, to 
assis t them in get ting through the 
difficult times in which they live. 

become better prepared, 
more efficient. polished teachers that 
will result in students enjoying and 
learning more in the classroom. 

Help teachers 

Consideration for better prepared 
employees in CES in that full time year 
round employment provides opportunity for 
greater specialization. Better serves 
needs of students. 

To help teacher get 
involved in programs. 

more students 

Improve student retention and completion 
by (a) increased teacher and lesson 
preparation and (b) more intense 
recruiting. 

Stlldent ~ompletion and retention "ShOl1ld be ~_he focus ()f 

the work in which CES personnel perform, for that is the 

purpose of CES" I according to one administrator. This 
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statement seems over-simplified at first, but it easily became 

the major emphasis, followed by other issues. 

Teacher training was a strong motivator for policy 

generation. If the teacher is not effective, "students are 

not affected". Some respondents added: 

-- improve teacher prep [ara tion] . Allow 
teachers opportunity to remain focused on 
our profession year-round. 

Better prepare teachers to teach and for 
the fall and to upgrade the Seminary and 
Institute teacher image. 

To give teachers the 
prepare to be better 
Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

opportunity 
teachers 0 f 

to 
the 

Too many CES employees were doing 
creative employment during the summer in 
areas totally unrelated to their CES 
work. This was a great distraction and 
led to complication of priorities, 
temptation to continue outside I.'ork 
during the school year, attrition of 
employees due to discovery of higher 
salary potential in their summer jobs, 
neglect 0 f CES res pons i bil i ties dur ing 
the summer, temptat ion to rely on stale 
lesson plans from previous years, etc. 

Better teachers--more prepared--more 
informed--better techniques--higher 
enrollment--better classroom environment. 

To better prepllre teachers, to recruit, 
retain, and help students complete 
previous year's work. Perhaps in 
~nticipation of year-round school. 

To keep with recruitment and help each 
teacher make the preparation during the 
summer that would be beneficial to both 
[teacher and student] in the coming year. 
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The use of SEOP in the advancement of knowledge was 

critical in the eyes of the central administration as well as 

teachers. The attainment of advanced degrees is important in 

education. This was true for CES as well. In the first year, 

degree attainment was part of the "option" portion of the 

SEOP. Hany teachers expressed dismay that this portion of the 

policy was "taken away", but at the same time expressed 

confidence in the decision to do such. 

Knowledge was important in many of the responses as the 

teachers were intended "to become more knowledgeable about 

their subject of instruction". When most respondents 

described growth, they were advocating knowledge acquisition, 

which in turn would affect the development of the student. 

This knowledge procurement was synonomous with teacher 

effectiveness and specialization. The specialization was to 

be used "for the benefi t of the students' needs" as well as 

"CES program goals and area goals". 

Some teachers described the summer option and it's child, 

., the Pro fess ianal Development Program (PDP)", as an excellent 

opportunity to establish and nurture relationships among 

teachers and later "among the students we teach". 

Teacher professionalization inherited many concepts [rom 

the motivational terms. The effect of SEOP on the retention 

of teachers was important. SEOP was generated to retain "some 

good teachers" and 



to help the recruitment of potential 
early morning teachers, retain older 
teachers, help develop the growth and 
effectiveness of teachers. 
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An administrator added that the SEOP was necessary 

to cut down on the loss of good teachers 
who left the program because of the 
summer jobs they got involved in and 
were offered full time employment. 

The teacher's loyal t~", "uni ty I and uniformi ty wi thin the 

total CES program" was cited as important motivation for the 

incentive. The relievIng of "stress and teacher burnout" 

assisted in the formalization of the policy, according to one 

teacher. 

~oney, interwoven with teacher effectiveness issues, was 

an important factor, for" teacher salaries are low in CES and 

in education in general". Teachers and administrators 

outside of the \.'asatch Front "have more financial burdens even 

though they were equalized ,somewhat, through the SEOP 

program" . Teachers expressed SEOP as an opportunity to have 

a "practical way to increase their annual income" which was 

"outside of the world's atmosphere". The added income 

enhanced the CES career for many. "It makes it possible to 

get by financiallY". SEOP also helps keep teachers from 

"looking for outside employment". 

An administrator discussed the equalizing effect of SEOP 

upon the teachers as they watched publ ic school teachers 

receive "extra duty pay" for various duties (sports, drivers' 
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education, etc.). The equity issue seemed to be poignant to 

the administrators. They were concerned about equi ty among 

their educators as well as "outside educators". 

SEQP was considered, again, a great morale booster as 

well as a motivator. The confidence of the Board and the 

administration aided the assimilation of the SEQP for the 

proper purposes. 

Recruitment is an enigma for Church education. 

Recruitment in the CES pro~ram refers to locating ~nd 

contacting potential students with the goal of enrolling them 

into seminary / insti tu te classes. This is accomplished by 

liaisons with local Church leaders, meeting with students and 

parents to acquaint them wi th the aspects of the program. 

~lany of the motivators had recruitment tied to them, as is 

displayed in the many examples below: 

( 1) recru i tmen t (2) Raise salary so CES 
men could afford to live, (3) Increase 
professionalism and teacher 
effectiveness. 

to increase enrollment and help teachers 
become more effective teachers 

(1) Some poor personal relationships on 
faculties, (2) Poorly prepared teachers 
in the scriptures, (3) not time to 
recruit students 

... to provide an opportunity for the 
teachers to prepare better and to recruit 
students via the seminary council and 
personal contact. Our seminary A.lso lIses 
it to follow up on the students who are 
doing home study or make-up for credit in 
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the last years. 

to help the CES man in the field. The 
secondary reason is to help CES programs, 
i.e. enrollment and completion. 

to allow us as teachers to complete our 
assignments and improve our situations in 
the summer, as related to recruitment. 
effectiveness and professional 
development and also compensate the 
teacher for the time. 

retain quality teachers, recruit the best 
teachers, help teachers be better 
prepared and be in a position to recruit 
new students and to help the teacher 
professionally, so that their teaching 
qunlity is increased in order to help 
retain and teach students more 
effectively. 

to give the brethren an opportuni ty to 
labor in preparation for next year's 
school year. Also, student retention 
which receives more lip service and 
written paper than actually going out and 
recruiting on the part of teachers. 

other comments which are extremely similar 

186 

in 

construction were part of the documents. Student recruitment 

was tied, in theory, to SEOP. However, as was depicted in the 

statistical portion of the report of data, actualization of 

this goals were seemingly unattainable. 

Teacher utility was discussed by administrators more than 

by teachers themselves. The "use of teacher specialties for 

progrR.m ",nhl3.ncemr:>nt" was ~ncourag~d through many comments of 

administrators. There was a need for extra help in the 

curriculum arm of CES and other areas, "but no budget for them 
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[extra CES needs]". Thus, SEOP provided for the effective use 

of personnel for central administration needs. 

In summary, the major motivators for formulization of the 

program, according to the field, included teacher salary 

needs, student recrui tment, student t'etention, and student 

assistance. 

Policy Value Delineation 

In this stage of the analysis procedure, the values of 

the organization were discussed which influenced the decision 

to adopt the SEOP. These were the morale forces of the policy 

analysis. 

Due to the fac t that SEOP serves a pt'ecise audience, it 

is not under the same scrutiny as public organizations or 

schools. The values of the sponsorin~ orl5anization are 

interwoven throughout the implementation of the program. 

stan Peterson provided a background for discussing the 

values of the organization through a lengthy t'esponse. The 

t'esponse was signlficant to the study in order to place the 

values discussed into the perspective of CES employment. 

Through this perspective, a person can view the complexity of 

operating a program of this magnitude and divet'sity with the 

number of personnel involved. 

A few years ago, William E. Berrett, when 
he was the administrator, (he was in the 
position I am in), his pt'ogram was five 



states and Canada. We were at a 
Christmas dinner in Utah Valley. William 
E. sat with us at the table where we 
were. He had been the administrator for 
twenty years. As he looked over that 
group of people, he said, "Stan, there's 
more people here in this group than we 
had in the full system [in my 
administration]. They could bring 
everybody together for a summer school 
experience in one 1 i t tIe setting. They 
would bring them to summer school. They 
had the old BYU summer school [and people 
like] Harold 8. Lee would come down every 
day and teach a class to our religious 
educators. General Authorities [leaders 
of the Church] would go down and train 
and teach and work with [the teachersl. 
Here was this little family unit. Then 
they would go out to their five states 
(and to Cards ton Canada where we had the 
program there) and teach". I'm begging 
the question in terms of values, because 
it was very easy to communicate, to 
teach, to focus on that little cluster of 
people back in the 50's and early 60's. 
They had a vision and an understanding 
and the vision of what Church education 
was ~upposed to be. Now you have got this 
huge monster that's in 91 countries and 
in all 50 states with 3/4 of 1:1 million 
people that you are worried about. 
You've got a much more difficult role to 
worry about in helping people to 
understand and to communicate such that 
they capture the vision. Communication 
to a diverse people allover, with many 
ideas, is very difficult. What the 
Summer Option provides for us is an 
opportunity [to do this], even though you 
can't do it like we did it in the 8YU 
Summer School. This is an opportuni ty 
for us to focus in on what is our 
mission, what is our purpose, why are we 
here, why do we exist as an organization. 
Let's all focus in on the values as an 
organization so that we're speaking with 
unity, one voice, that we're [a] 
reflection of the Brethren. 

188 



189 

Peterson further explained the importance of honor in the 

program and how the concept of honor would be vital for a 

program like SEOP to operate effectively "towards the goals 

and aspirations already discussed", 

Both Day and Schramm discussed the values of bringing 

young people to Jesus Christ and to help them establish an 

eternal perspective. They expressed that this should be the 

overriding value found wi thin the system, for ., it [CES 1 

represents the Church". Schramm stated: 

We didn't see this as a light thing at 
all. We wanted to be effective with the 
gospel, at a critical time of their 
lives, to these people who are our 
clientele (that's almost a profane way to 
say it). There was great value in the 
student. There was a great value of the 
gospel. There was the great value of the 
teachers, themsel ves. We had a iSreat 
value in the agency and the 
trustworthiness of the teachers. We had 
full fai th that our people would not 
misuse, in spite of the fact that they 
would be scattered across this large 
geography that we have talked about. 
Trust is the element. 

Schramm added that "we're concerned to be careful with 

our accountability". The administration added a multi-system 

which checks and double audi ts the SEOP system in order to 

keep insure proper verification. Peterson added his input as 

to the investi ture of the value of honor into the SEOP 

program: 



I think honor is a major part of it. But 
I think also we have to rely on area 
directors who have the understanding and 
vision of what it's supposed to be to 
convey [honor) and to monitor [it]. They 
put on the programs of inservice training 
as an area director. I would hope and 
assume that they are moni toring what's 
going on. Interesting enough, we have 
some who resent having to submit detailed 
accountability, saying to us, "You don't 
treat me like a professional" .... we must 
be careful about program deterioration ... 
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Frank Day reported that the accountability value was "debated 

greatly and at great length", for 

I'm one who believes the majority will do 
what they say they will do. The are 
some, even in Church Education, who 
won't, but I would hate to punish the 
majority for the few. They make it 
tough. I would rather hope that a man 
would say, Look we're here for the Lord, 
using the tithes of the Church, I'll 
account for it with the greatest accuracy 
I can. But I, in all reality, hope they 
would. 

As Peterson stated earlier, the values withIn the policy 

were the frameworks of unity and togetherness. Schramm also 

discussed integrity within the value framework: 

\-ie knew we would have to be full 0 f 
integrity. Integrity has become the 
watch word for the program. If the 
program and the people have integri ty, 
then regardless who hears about it, they 
cannot fault it seriously ... We had a 
great value in the agency and the 
trustworthiness of the teachers. We had 
full fai th that our people would not 
misuse, in spi te of the fact that they 
would be scattered across this large 
geography that we have talked about. 
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The values of SEOP are: 

• Christ centered programs; 

• Trust among the teachers and administrators; 

• Working within the large geographical area. as 

CES does, demanded equity; 

• accountability; and 

,. honor. 

Questions linger as to whether this type of incentive 

could function outside of religious organizations. Could 

people who are not tied by the same belief system operate 

wi thin the contexts of the SEOP. The value system of the 

Church was constantly set in motion wi thin the system. A 

question a public official would need to answer, if 

considering a similar incentive program, is: "Could our system 

generate a strong, unified values system based uf honesty, 

trust, and integrity"? 

Implementation Plan 

The hurried nature of implementation of SEor was 

serendipitous in many ways. The teachers were allowed to make 

decisions, which seemed to empower them in their local 

programs. Some administrational problems were manifested. but 

the pay-offs of giving teachers control seemed to help the 

program to succeed when many incentive systems struggle with 

implementation (for example: merit pay, career ladders, etc). 
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Al though mistakes were made (summer school pay), the 

administrators understood the importance of "establish[ ing J 

influential guidelines". The area directors became the 

implementational focal points as a result of their direct 

contact with the individual employees. Frank Day remembers: 

The program was developed with the [CESj 
administration and some teachers and 
administrators in the field. The program 
was gradually put together for its 
implementation by them. Then it was kind 
of placed into the hands of the area 
directors and the associate area 
directors to do what best could be done 
in their area. There was not, as I 
recall, a hard and fast program that had 
to be carried out in every area. We 
wan ted the man to, in a sense, deve lop 
his own program--What' s he going to do 
with his time? The area director had the 
prerogative in setting up a school, like 
they have got here [in Provo 1. Or the 
man could set up his own kind of program 
working it out with the area director, 
you may do this much studying each day, 
he 1S going to do this much recruiting, 
he is going to do this much contacting 
for make-up work. It was not something 
that was put together as an edict, [with 
the j total program say i ng , "OK, every 
area will do this." 

Peterson confirmed that the area directors were in charge 

of the implementation of the program. They had the 

"understanding and vision of what [they are j supposed to 

convey and monitor". Every area implemented the policy in a 

different direction, with diverse methods of discussinl5 the 

policy reflecting their area director. 
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Are the people to be affected by the program being affected? 

All three of the interviewees agreed that an overwhelming 

margin of employees were positive about the program with the 

implementation of the program progressing admirably well. 

Schramm added that the administrators ~had reviewed the 

program very carefully every year. We're very convinced (of 

its implementation) and very comfortable". Both of the other 

interviewees felt the program was doing exceptionally well. 

Day spoke to the issue of the majority of the projected 

students and teachers being affected. There will, according 

to Day, be people who will be non-aligned, but this "is the 

vast minority of instructors we have". 

Peterson provided a strong perspective in the influence 

of the SEOP on the total program of CES. The inservice 

se~ment of SEOP was of great value to BOTH the full-time and 

the volunteer teachers. With almost 15,000 volunteers in the 

Church who teach part-time, early morning, or home-study, 

Peterson stated that these people are "getting a better 

training program as they are trained in the summer". Most 

volunteer teachers are now asked, in the months of April and 

~ay, to teach for the upcoming year, rn ther than the old 

practice of latc ~ugust and carly September. The full-time 

instructors approached priesthood leaders and discussed the 

power of the summer inservice plans which they operated under 



194 

the umbrella of SEOP. The pr ies thood leaders have reacted 

favorably and asked the volunteers to be involved as early as 

possible with the teaching preparation. Peterson believed that 

through the summer option program, "we can touch the lives of 

these 15,000 teachers who ultimately touch the live of 

hundreds 0 f thousands a f youth in the Church". 

domino effect, in Peterson's eyes. 

There are some residuals coming from 
SEOP, It isn't just the professionals 
tha t reap the benef its in improved 
teaching. There is ulmost a ten to one 
ratio of part-time [volunteer] teachers 
to full-time teachers. Those ten "non
professionals" that they [CES full-Lime 
personnel] are training are going to have 
an impact in the classroom as they go 
better prepared into the classroom after 
they have had a summer of training. 

I t was a 

The effect of the SEOP, in the eyes of all interviewees, was 

a ripple effect of good, if the participants in the program 

effectively utilized their option. 

What are the different barriers Lo 
effective implementation of the SEOP Program? 

Institutional Barriers 

According to the Bush-Gallugher model, an institutional 

barrier is a barrier which could conflict with the established 

social or political institutions within the affected 

organization. 
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Major institutional barriers existed: (1) The acceptance 

the employees of CES as being paid for the things they do and 

(2) the effective use of church funds for this purpose. The 

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is a non-paid 

clergy church. ~o one has received any salary for acting in 

ecclesiastical leadership positions. However, the CES 

personnel are contractual personnel \.,rho work \.,ri th student 

populations and receive a salary for work completed. The CES 

employee also must have a baccalaureate degree wi th most 

personnel holding teacher certification as well as post-

baccalaureate degrees. 

Peterson discussed his concerns: 

I think one of the institutional barriers 
we have, and summer opt ion is just part 
of it, is that our whole church 
organization is ~eared to volunteerism. 
One 0 f the problems we have in Church 
Educa t ion is you mean you're paid to 
teach Seminary, you're paid by the church 
to teach the Gospel"? In other religions 
that isn't so difficult because their 
ministers are paid. But for us, as an 
organization, people are not oriented to 
being paid for teaching religion. For 
example, a lot of our work is done in the 
early morning hours and at night, as you 
teach Institute and early morning classes 
and train teachers. You're out there. a 
lot, at five o'clock in the morning. If 
one of ollr ~uys is \.;ith his wife aL 11 
0'clock at the shopping mall, a 
priesthood leader or ward member mi!5ht 
say, "Look at that, he's not even 
working, and he's get ting paid by the 
Church". They don't understand. I \.,rould 
say the harriers for IlS arc, number one, 



the nature of our work is such that a lot 
of it is done at night and in the early 
morning when people don't see you doing 
it. But also, number two, the mentality 
that we don't pay people to teach 
religion in this church. It's volunteer. 
There are some real interesting barriers 
for us as an organization to overcome, 
both with the lay members and with the 
priesthood, who might say, "Are your guys 
really working?" 
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Frank Day's response to this question in the interview 

stated the administration's concern about money and how people 

would react to disbursing tithing funds for this style of 

incentive. He alluded to the questioning of purpose by 

ecclesiastical leaders, as well as lay members: 

I had visits with a few Bishops who 
questioned me on that [the outlay of 
monies for a summer program] in the carly 
days, asking, "I don't know l.Jhat your 
goals are". r think it's a matter of not 
understanding what we are trying to 
accomplish. 

~embers of the Church. who were pUblic school 

administrators, could sense some difficulty if the word of 

this program reached members who were teachers and felt they 

needed some program like the SEOP in their public contracts. 

Day reported that more than once, a public school official 

phoned and said 

you need to keep quiet about this because 
my teachers Nre getting rtissatisfipd. 
They would also say, "Look, r am a member 
of the Church, I pay my tithing, too, and 
I don't get paid extra". 

As discussed earlier, this was of major concern for the 



CES administrators. 
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In the interviews, all three of the 

respondents discussed these problems at length. 

Therefore, in review, the three institutional barriers 

include: 

• Payment for teaching in the LOS Church, 

• Effective use of Church (tithing) funds, 

o Public teachers, who are members of the 

Church, were having difficulty accepting 

implementation of the program since they have 

no equivalent option. 

Psvchological Barriers 

Another barrier to pol icy implementation was real ized 

from the misreading of reactions of individuals presumed to 

receive benefits from the policy. Psychological barriers can 

prevent policy participants from receiving the full potential 

of a particular policy. 

Three psychological barriers were discussed in relation 

to the SEOP. Frank Day's comment centered on concern that the 

teacher would not want to teach longer than the nine-month 

period. He thought they might feel that they had "put their 

nine months in and needed the summer for recuperation". This 

aspect motivated the "option" format within the program, he 

reported. 

Peterson, however, discussed a mentality which could 
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"undermine the integrity of the system itself", as a 

psychological barrier. He felt, as the "person responsible 

for the money expended by the Board of Education", that he did 

not want to see SEOP deteriorate into a "mundane activity". 

He further explained at length: 

Those who [arel in the organization, who 
never did have the summer option, are so 
grateful for it. They love it. They 
say, "Boy, what a blessing this is". 
Those I .. ho came in after summer opt ion 
came into being, [feell it's expected. 
"You owe it to me", is the mentality of 
those who are now coming into the 
program. That's why I say that one of 
the concerns I have had over a period of 
time, as far as goals, is to never lose 
the fact that this is a special privilege 
and opportunity. We already have started 
to see [thel mentality creeping in that 
"I have this eight weeks to do what I 
want to do. You owe me the 18%". You 
have to remember that this is not your 
[the teachers' J personal selfish time. 
This is time for you [the teacher I to 
improve yourself as well as help the 
department be better. We are goinS5 to 
ask people, during the summer, to help us 
with some computer things. We are going 
to ask people to help us with some 
teaching packages, with some wrlting of 
some curricula, even auditing of books. 
We'll never impose on the whole summer, 
but we may ask many people to spend four 
weeks of that eight in doing some special 
projects that will help us to get some 
things done, that ul timately lvill help 
the system. 

Clarence Schramm discussed the psychological stress 

taking place among the employees as they interacted with other 

members of the church. The employees were requlred to portray 
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a "particular image" during the hours they worked, by the work 

environment they established, and ultimately the image of 

accomplishing SEOP program goals. Schramm stated the "public 

relations" image was important to the accompl ishment of the 

objectives of SEOP. He stated further that some employees, a 

very small minority, have not accepted the mentality (dress, 

hours worked, efficiency at work, etc.) of the image 

instructions and do not adhere to the program. 

In review, the three psychological barriers discussed by 

the interviewees included: 

o mindset of the nine-month contract and no 

more, 

ownership of time mentality among certain 

employees, 

g the particular "image or "mindset" which the 

administration 

portray. 

desired the employees to 

Sociological Barriers 

Cultural values of are great importance 

organizations. When cultural values are 

in many 

violated, 

implement.:ltion of :.l policy C.:ln be p.:linful, if :lot nC.:lrly 

impossible. The sociological barriers discussed I ... i th the 

stakeholders were of great interest and meaning. The 
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The concept of tithing, to a Mormon (a pseudonym for a member 

of the LDS Church), is of a deep and spiritual nature. When 

a member contributes 10% of his increase to the Church, he 

expects the Church to use this money for "righteous 

endeavors" . The administrators of CES discerned that there 

could be an outcry from members declaring that CES teachers 

did not require tithing funds for this purpose. 

"Surprisingly, I.e had far fewer concerns expressed than we 

thought we would have", reported Schramm. In order to keep 

the sociological problems of implementation to a minimum, CES 

opted to keep the implementation of the program "low key", An 

administrator in California went so far as to instruct 

strongly that discussions of SEOP were to be confined to the 

employee and his/her spouse (see Appendix J). Schramm stated 

that "we went Lo great effort to not flaunt. it [SEOP]. The 

last thing we would want to do i.s to flaunt this program". 

Stan Peterson concurred when he used an hypothetical 

situation: 

You're a school teacher and you work [or 
the State of Utah. You teach in the 
Granite School District. You're a tithe 
payer. You say, "Hey, I'm a school 
teacher. I teach. I pay my tithing. 
I'm a bishop. I work hard. Why should 
the Church pay you, a religious educator, 
fer preparation time and for all of these 
wonderful things in the summer. I don't 
get that privilege as a teacher in the 
public schools and I work just as hard as 
you do. Yet I pay rour salaries as a 
tithe payer". And that's why we have 
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said to our people to be low key. 

The two sociological barriers discussed by the 

administrators depict over-arching concerns for keeping the 

SEOP from the front-light of discussion where well-meaning 

members of the Church could jeopardize the program wi thout 

fully comprehending the implementational issues. The concern 

of the administrators for the feelings of public employee was 

fascinating and yet enigmatic. Could there be other issues 

which were not discussed as to why they would be concerned 

about the public school employees' perceptions of Church 

employees? Was there as much concern for the Church 

custodian's attitudes about SEOP as the concern of public 

educators? The attitudes expressed by the interviewees were 

generally pointed at the public educator perceptions rather 

than a wide angle view of all who could have been affected. 

Could they have be overly concerned about the "peer" attitude 

towards the policy? 

In review, the sociological barriers included: 

e efficient use of tithing funds, 

e "low key" nature of publicization of the 

policy. 

Political B~rriers 

Different parties or groups provide engrossing depictions 

of an organization's structure. What could be the political 
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(shrewdness in managing or influencing) forces wi thin the 

Church's operat ing departments? Could the pol i tical forces be 

a barrier to the implementation of an SEOP-style program? 

Frank Day told of an experience in the interview which 

shed some light on the politics of implementation: 

It is just a continuation of what has 
always happened for years. The Church 
Educational System has been seen as the 
"pampered ones" 0 f Church employment. Ive 
are paid for the summer and we don't do 
anything. You get on the elevator and 
they say "Oh. here's the education boy. 
Here's the elite". This is kind of 
another nail to use. But I didn't sense 
too much concern when it [SEOP 1 really 
got moving. 

Clarence Schramm discussed the same type of issue. He 

explained that CES employees were not the only employees of 

the Church. He stated that in a building of 26 floors, church 

education has two of the 26. 

Even though we are a large department. we 
are not the majority. So, again. we are 
careful and cautious in making sure that 
people understand why and how and 
especially that they understand our 
employees are fully involved. That's 
always a great concern. We knew that 
whatever we did would not be secret. 
nothing that we do is secret. It may be 
low profile. but it is never secret 
because every employee has relevancy. 

The nature of political forces within 

organization can be difficult for some to accept. 

church 

However. 

for one to discount political forces within an organization as 
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large as the central offices of the LDS church would not be 

realistic. The administration was wise to consider the 

barriers with other internal departments. 

The two political barriers discussed included: 

e other department's impressions of the Church 

Educational System and their clout within the 

Church's infrastructure, 

o the nature of working with other departments 

rather than taking the perspective of 

atypicality. 

Economic Barriers 

The cost of any implementation of a pol icy was 

influential in ltS consl.deration for furtherance and 

viability. The costs of the SEOP were a major concern from 

conceptualization. The economic barriers are not as 

pronounced, now that the SEOP is in operation, ~s they were 

when the generation of the policy was under consideration. 

Implementation of the SEOP "tailored" other pro~rams 

within CES, "as equipment and other types of support had to be 

diminished", Clarence Schramm explained: 

one a f the p ledges we took was that we 
would not add secretarial help because 
the staff was now on longer 
contracts ... this was meant to be personal 
preparation time and so on. And so we 



were not going to buy additional support 
for the additional support. Yeah, there 
are economic barriers, problems, 
concerns ... 
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Both Day and Peterson discussed future economic barriers 

which could affect the continuance of the program. If the 

Church ever fell on difficult financial situations, it I.,as 

Day's and Peterson's opinions that several options could be 

affected because of the implementation of the SEOP. Peterson 

surmised 

Day added 

... if the Church was in a situation where 
they would have to have a cut-back, what 
would l.,re want to do? We would rather 
have less employees, so that they could 
have the summer option or would we want 
more employees to do the job and take 
away the summer option? That would be a 
difficult one to deal with. I don't know 
if it will ever come. If there was a 
f inanc ial t igh tening, then we'd have to 
take a look and the Brethren wou ld have 
to take a look at what l.,re are going Lo 
do? That amount of money could allow you 
to hire eighteen percent more people who 
could work during the winter time, during 
the schoo 1 year, if you did away with 
the summer option. I don't know what ~e 
or the Brethren would do ... 

What if the church runs short 0 f cash? 
Then, it may go. But there is a 1 imi t to 
the money. There has to be some careful 
planning and budgeting. Money is always 
a factor. But I emphasize, I would never 
~riticize the Board because of their 
generosity towards us. Sure, they don't 
shower us with big salaries, but the more 
I think about what they do for LIS. [ 

think we're in pretty good shape. 
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An interesting point was displayed when none of the 

interviewed stakeholders discussed the actual disbandment of 

the total program. None of them truly stated that the program 

could fail. Frank Day hypothesized that it could happen, but 

it was not clear as to whether or not he truly believed that 

SEOP would be taken away in a '. financial crunch". 

Discussions generally centered on the relat.ionship of 

SEOP t.o other existing programs which could be affected by 

budgetary shortfalls, if the need arose, 

In summary, the economic barriers expressed by Peterson, 

Schramm, and Day are as follows: 

• expectations of extended programs with the 

SEOP, 

in a shortfall of funds in the Church, SEOP 

would be assessed in the total picture of CES, 

the cost of continuance of the program if 

financial difficulties for the Church arose. 

Recommendations 

The last segment of the Bush-Gallagher model invited the 

analyst to make recommendations for future action. The model 

expects the analyst to 

1. Presen t a hands-off 

recommendation to the program 

in place. 

appropriate 

This would be 

if the analyst 



fee 1 s that current 

implementational practices are 

adequate for the goals and 

objective discussed in the 

policy analysis. 

2. Recommend changes to the 

existing policy which will 

assist it be more efficient. 

These changes could affect 

varying portions of the option. 

3. Recommend changing the complete 

policy to something which will 

be more appropriate for the 

situation. If the current 

a~pects of the SEOP a.re not 

meeting the goals and 

objectives stated earlier, some 

other program should be 

recommended. 
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After weighing the information from the policy analysis 

of the SEOP, the correct choice (from the above model) was the 

second option: to recommend specific changes which would add 

to the efficiency of the program. The SEOP is an effective 

program which fulfills many of the objectives designed by the 

administration of CES. 
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Two major recommendations lie within the disparity of 

Wasatch front teachers and outlying area coordinators. Base 

salary monies are adjusted according to cost of living 

situations. Summer employment outlay should also reflect this 

change, but not for the incentive aspects of the program. 

This change should take place to guard against inequity in the 

program, which could undermine the motivational incentives of 

the policy. It is a well- documented fact that dollars in 

Salt Lake City do not have the same buying power as they do in 

;.Jew York City (for example: "Cost of Living", 1990). The 

issue should be addressed soberly. The additional funds could 

equate into thousands. However, the morale boost for outlying 

personnel could be immeasurable. 

Another recommendation centers on accountability. Many 

administrators, as well as teachers, were concerned about the 

., lazy few", who could damage the program [or the major i ty. 

Concerns abou t accountabil i ty run high among teachers as 

administrators added extra teacher meetings to determine 

accountability. Many educators did not feel extra meetings 

were the answer. The teachers desired self-governance. This 

was riveting, for they spoke of the "professionalization" of 

the teachers and sel f-governance, which are Ilt tr i bu tes 0 f 

es tab I ished pro fess ional organizations (Haller and Str ike, 

1986, pg.220). 

~any of the recommendations for the changes were included 
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in Chapter Five of this document. 

Analysis of Study 

The use of qualitative and quantitative tools in the 

research was invaluable. The quantitative data was analyzed 

and catalogued, leaving space for tables and analysis of the 

remaining qualitative data which was not used 

historical section of the policy analysis. 

in the 

A survey representing twenty items was sent to 150 

teachers and 50 administrators within the Church Educational 

System across the United States and Canada. 165 of the 200 

were returned, which resulted in an 83% return rate. The 

reliabil i ty coefficient for the instrument was .72 

incorporating the Guttman split-half method of analysis for 

measurement. 

Questions centering on the five research questions 

discussed in Chapter Three were written. The quest ions 

centered on the history of SEOP, the professionalization of 

teachers in CES, the enhancement of teaching in CES, the 

effect of credit requirements upon SEOP goals, and emergent 

issues in SEOP. 

A factor analysis of the instrument was performed in 

urder to assess the interrelationships among the Lest items. 

Factors were extracted and rotated by means of the Varimax 

system. The items selected for a factor had either a positive 
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loading of at least .30 or a negative loading of at least -

.30. If there was a negative loading for an item, in order 

for it to score, the answer had to be negative. Table 4.3 

includes the factors from the survey: 

ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS 

Rotated Factor Loadings* 

.. I II III IV V VI VII VIII .. 
Of Of 

1 .04 .02 .05 -.05 -.07 .91 -.03 .06 1 
2 .10 .70 -.18 -.10 .06 -.01 -.07 -.04 2 
3 .22 .04 .16 .14 .03 .86 .01 -.03 3 
4 -.06 .02 - .11 -.06 .91 -.05 .03 -.01 4 
5 .50 .08 -.19 .52 -.02 -.01 -.02 .28 5 
6 .73 .09 .30 .15 .03 .10 -.08 .04 6 
7 .81 -.04 .06 .03 -.13 .06 -.02 .03 7 
8 .35 -.06 .22 .47 .20 .31 -.07 .00 8 
9 .15 .65 .01 .17 .15 -.10 .20 -.27 9 

10 -.06 -.01 .29 .59 .00 .10 -.09 .19 10 
11 -.01 -.11 .13 .10 -.01 · 02 .08 .80 11 
12 .25 .02 .55 .22 .09 · 08 -.02 .27 12 
13 .18 -.06 .69 .19 -.02 .14 . 14 .18 13 
14 -.05 .65 .02 -.19 . 01 -.08 .08 .27 14 
15 - .11 .09 .02 -.06 .89 .01 .00 .01 15 
16 .45 -.06 .55 .03 -.11 -.03 -.18 -.21 16 
17 -.18 .73 .18 .08 .01 .06 -.18 -.21 17 
18 .58 -.08 .27 .09 -.19 .16 .15 -. 11 18 
19 .45 -.03 .10 .19 .24 .16 .36 -.21 19 
20 .15 -.10 .23 .63 -.18 .01 .12 -.23 20 
21 -.08 .05 .06 .13 .06 .04 .84 .07 21 
22 .09 -.03 .09 .79 -.05 -.06 . 15 .04 22 
23 .06 . 11 .66 .13 -.09 · 08 .15 -.09 23 
24 -.07 .75 .05 -.03 -.02 .13 .05 .12 24 
25 .37 -.05 .30 -.15 -.25 -.02 .44 .13 25 

PERCENT OF COMMON VARIANCE: 19.3 10.5 7.5 6.6 

* All factor loadings are decimals rounded to the nearest 
hundredth. 

Table 4.3 "Rotated Factor Loadings " 
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When an item reached .30 or more in a few factors, the 

item was placed in the factor either I.;here it scored the 

highest or where it belonged most logically. Eight factors 

were derived with as many factors as could be obtained above 

the .30 level. Six factors were optimal for each factor, but 

for factors five through eight, it was not possible to obtain 

consistent factoring values. This could be attributed to the 

fact that some of the factors were being associated with 

"emergent issues in SEOP". Table 4.6 indicated what the eight 

factors were named, the items on the questionnaire included in 

each factor, and the loading of each item. 

FACTOR EXTRACTIONS AND LOADINGS 

Item Description Loading 

Factor 1--Realization of three SEOP goals 

7 
6 

18 

5 

19 

16 

Recruitment has increased as a result of SEOP. 
SEOP is helping the total program of CES in 
recruitment and completion. 
SEOP is encouraging students to participate 
in Church Education. 
CES teachers had a voice In the formation of 
SEOP. 
SEOP is helping teachers to grow methodologically 
in the classroom. 
SEOP is cost effective in producing teacher 
effectiveness, recruitment/retention, 
and professionalism. 

Figure ,L4 "Factor Extractions and Loadings" 

.81 

.73 

.57 

.50 

.45 

.45 
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Factor 2--Increase of credit ~eguirements and SEOP 

24 SEOP can boost enrollment in Seminary, but 
increased requirements has hampered this. .i5 

17 SEOP can boost enrollment in Institute, but 
increased requirements has hampered this. .73 

2 The institution feeding my unit has increased 
credit requirements, making it difficult for 
goals to be accomplished. .70 

9 The credit requirements at high school or university 
can undermine goals of SEOP. .65 

14 Students seem overly concerned about credit 
requirements for graduation or college. .65 

Factor 3--P~ofessionalism in CES 

13 
23 

12 
16 

25 

6 

SEOP has helped teachers to grow professionally. 
The professional image of CES has grown as a 
resul t of SEOP. 
I feel SEOP is helping me grow as a teacher. 
SEOP is cost effective in producing teacher 
effectiveness, recruitment/retention, and 
professionalism. 
It would hurt the total program of CES if 
SEOP were discontinued. 
SEOP is helping the total p~ogram of CES in 
recruitment and completion. 

.69 

.66 

.65 

.55 

.30 

.30 

Factor -!--Formalization and initial implementation of SEOP 

22 

20 

10 

5 

8 

I understood the purpose of SEOP when it 
was introduced. 
The teachers in CES unde~stood the formalization 
of SEOP when it was introduced. 
~y Area Director explained the SEOP when it 
was initially introduced. 
CES teachers had a voice in the formalization 
of the SEOP. 
1 feel those who administered SEOP understood 
the program of SEOP. 

Factor 5--Accountability 

.79 

.63 

.59 

.52 

.47 

-! There needs to be more accountability for teachers .. 91 
15 Teachers need to be more accountable for 

student performance as a result of SEOP. .89 

Figure 4.4 (Continued) 



Factor 6--SEOP as a valuable tool in Church Education 

1 
3 

SEOP is a beneficial program in CES. 
SEOP is a valuable tool in a teacher's 
development. 

Factor 7--Use of SEOP 

21 

25 

19 

Central office had control of the implementation 
of SEOP. 
IT would hurt the total program of CES if 
SEOP were discontinued. 
SEOP has helped me to grow methodologically 
in the classroom. 

Factor 8--Area Directors role in SEOP 

11 ~y area director explained the SEOP to me when 
it was initially introduced. 

Figure 1.4 (Continued) 
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.91 

,86 

.84 

,13 

,36 

,80 

The factors were analyzed, particularly in reference to 

the objectives of the study. It was concluded that factors 

five through eight were sub-factors of the emergent issues. 

These factors can be combined for analysis purposes. The 

realignment of factors are found in Table 1.5 below. ~otice 

the different assignment of factors in the emergent issues 

factor in relation to each other. The rationale for the 

<:ombination of prc'.'ious f:lcter st:ltcmcnts :lnd clusters ~,as 

provided after the table, 
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FACTOR EXTRACTIONS AND LOADINGS--UPDATE 

Item Description Loading 

Factor l--Realization of three SEOP goals 

7 
6 

18 

5 

19 

16 

Recruitment has increased as a result of SEOP. 
SEOP is helping the total program of CES in 
recruitment and completion. 
SEOP is encouraging students to participate 
in Church Education. 
CES teachers had a voice in the formation of 
SEOP. 
SEOP is helping teachers to grow methodologically 
in the classroom. 
SEOP is cost effective in producing teacher 
effectiveness, recruitment/retention, 
and professionalism. 

Factor 2--IncreRse of credit requirements and SEOP 

24 SEOP can boost enrollment in Seminary, but 

.81 

.73 

.51 

.50 

.45 

.45 

increased requirements has hampered this. .75 
17 SEOP can boost enrollment in Institute, but 

increased requirements has hampered this. .73 
2 The institution feeding my unit has increased 

credit requirements, making it difficult for 
goals to be accomplished. .70 

9 The credit requirements at high school or university 
can undermine goals of SEOP. .65 

14 Students seem overly concerned about credit 
requirements for graduation or college. .65 

Factor 3--Professionalism in CES 

13 
23 

12 

SEOP has helped teachers to grow professionally. 
The professional image of CES has grown as a 
result of SEOP. 
I feel SEOP is helping me grow as a teacher. 

Figure ·1.5 "Factor Extractions and Loadings--Update" 

.69 

.66 

.65 
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25 

6 

SEOP is cost effective in producing teacher 
effectiveness, recruitment/retention, and 
professionalism. 
It would hurt the total program of CES if 
SEOP were discontinued. 
SEOP is helping the total program of CES in 
recruitment and completion. 
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.55 

.30 

.30 

Factor 4--Formalization and initial implementation of SEOP 

22 

20 

10 

5 

8 

I understood the purpose of SEOP when it 
was introduced. 
The teachers in CES understood the formalization 
of SEOP when it was introduced. 
My Area Director explained the SEOP when it 
was initially introduced. 
CES teachers had a voice in the formalization 
of the SEOP. 
I ~eel those who administer SEOP understood 
the program of SEOP. 

Factor 5--Emergent Issues 

.79 

.63 

.59 

.52 

.47 

4 There needs to be more accountability for teachers .. 91 
1 SEOP is a beneficial program in CES. .91 

15 Teachers need to be more accountable for 

3 

21 

11 

25 

student performance as a result of SEOP. .89 

SEOP is a valuable tool in a teacher's 
development. 
Central office had control of the lmplementation 
of SEOP. 
~y area director explained the SEOP to me when 
it was initially introduced. 
It would hurt the total program of CES if 
SEOP were discontinued. 

Figure 4.5 (Continued) 

.86 

.84 

.80 

.43 

Factor eight was considered an emergent issue inasmuch as 

the impiementat.ion of the SEOP was determined by the :lrea 

director. ~!uch of the success of the policy would be a 

reflection of the perspective of the area director or those 
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assigned by him to illuminate the total program to people 

under his direction. 

Factors thirteen, nineteen, and twenty-one were also 

considered emergent issues for their potential of 

prec ipi tat ing discont inuance of the program. The survey 

respondents were very much concerned with the ten percent of 

the teachers who could jeopardize the program for all 

personnel in CES. The teachers and administrators were 

concerned that the right accountability tool be used to ensure 

the policy would not be cancelled by the Board of Education. 

Factor nineteen was dropped from the emergent issues 

cluster as a result of its marginal score in the analysis in 

comparison with the other scores used within the cluster. 

As a result of the factor analysis, the factors matched 

statistically witl} the propo$ed i~sues in the survey. 

The survey was designed such that each research question 

received five questions which interrogated each participant 

from varying research perspectives. The Independent variables 

affecting the question groupings included ( 1 ) group 

clustering, (2) years in service, and (3) the differences of 

responses for teachers as compared to administrators. The 

relationships of the variables to the questions were analyzed 

using the Pearson Chi-Square Analysis on t.he .05 level, 

testing for significance. A complete accounting of the Chi

Square values is found in Appendix O. 
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Each cluster on the survey was analyzed in the following 

sections of the study. Two qualitative questions were 

included to provide data "rich in expression and 

understanding" (Patton, 1980, pp. 110) and in conjunction with 

the quantitative data. The two qualitative questions included 

emerging issues and reactions to increased credit requirements 

for graduation from public schools or institutions. 

The survey participants were provided with A. research 

statement to which they reacted, using a Likert scale of 

agreement or disagreement. Responses ranged from .. " strongly 

agree", "agree", "disagree", and "strongly disagree". A 

neutral response was not assigned, so as to help "propel" the 

participants into a response to the statement. Each table 

included response counts as follows: (1)= strongly agree, 

(2)= '~gree, (3)= disal5ree, and (·1)= strongly disal5ree. [he 

results of the survey were provided with the analysis of each 

statement. 

compare: 

A table of responses was provided in order to 

years of service by the employee with the responses 

on the assessment tool, and 

a comparison of teacher responses with 

administrator re~ponses. 

Each research item I.as analyzed separately as I.ell as 

within it's research cluster. A research cluster was defined 
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as a common research topic or centralized issue. Chi-square 

analysis was also included in the discussion to assess whether 

there was a significance of difference between the comparison 

groups. 

Do the teachers and administrators understand the history of 
the SEOP with special reference to its generation and 
implementation? 

The extent to which teachers and administrators i.n the 

field I.ere aware of the concept of an incentive device was 

important to the investigation of formulization of the policy 

and its ability to motivate those in the field. Analysis 

questions were developed which were designed to inquire into 

the incentive knowledge of field personnel. The first survey 

statement of the "history cluster" was: "CES teachers had a 

voice in the formation of the SEOP" (question five on the 

questionnaire) . If CES teachers experienced a voice in the 

formulization of the poLicy, they could be brisk to accept the 

policy and to abide by most, if not all, of the regulations 

the administration might feel inclined to impose. Table -1.6 

provides an overview of the data: 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM FIVE IN SURVEY 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 

I 
Row 

1 
i 

2 I 3 
I 

4 Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) , 5 : 16 5 1 0 26 
: 16.8% 

(4-; yrs. ) 5 22 22 
, 

3 52 
33.5% 

(8-21 yrs. ) 6 29 14 2 51 
32.9% 

(22-Retir. ) 5 14 5 2 26 
16.8% 

Column 21 81 46 7 155 
Total 13.5% 52.3% 29.7% 4.5% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I COUNT 

I 

Row 
1 

I 
2 3 4 Score 

Teacher I 15 58 41 4 118 
76.1% 

Admin. 6 23 5 3 37 
23.9% 

Column 21 81 46 
I 

7 155 
Total 13.5% 52.3% 29.;% t.5% 100.0% 

I 

I 

-

Table 4.6 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 0" 

In summar~', 53.8% :l:;rced that they had :l ';oice in the 

formation of SEOP. This statistic was informative when 

compared to Clarence Schramm's statement that it was virtually 
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impossible to include outside personnel in the formation for 

"obvious reasons". It was only fair to conclude that many of 

the respondents were administrators or had access to the 

program in 1984. The survey. taken in the 1990 summer. could 

have been too vague or recollection unclear as to the actual 

formation time frame. thus allowing respondents the 

opportunity to perceive they might have been included in the 

early stages of SEOP. when in fact they were part of a flaccid 

implementation process. 

In the historical cluster of the survey. there were no 

significances found at the .05 level on analysis on all five 

questions within the cluster. therefore. no attempt was made 

to discuss each figure of chi-square analysis on this cluster. 

Item thirteen of the survey (My area director has a major 

voice in the interpretat ion of the guidelines of the SEOP) 

directed the respondents to their area director as the person 

primarily in charge of i.nterpretation of the guidelines of 

SEOP. How the teachers and fellow administrators vIewed the 

area director role was important for trust and feelings of 

responsibility to the area. Table .l, i provides the 

statistical comparisons of the groups in the study: 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM THIRTEEN IN SURVEY 

(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 

1 I 2 
I 

3 
I 

-1 
I 
; i I 

I 

(0-3 yrs. ) 14 13 I 
; 

1 a 

(4-7 yrs. ) 21 26 7 1 

(8-21 yrs. ) 17 34 1 a 

( 22 - Re t i r. ) 7 15 3 0 

Column 59 88 12 1 
Total 36.9% 55.0% 7.5% 0.6% 

I 
I Row I 

Score 
I 

28 
17.5% 
55 
34.4% 
52 
32.5% 
25 
15.6% 

160 
100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I COUNT : 
I I Row 

1 2 3 1 Score 
! 

Teacher 
I 

46 69 8 1 124 
77.5% 

Admin. 13 19 ·1 a I 36 
I 22.5% 

Column 59 88 12 1 
i 

160 
Total 36.9% I 55.0% 7.5% 0.6% 100.0% 

Table ,1.7 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 13" 

As a result of the data, it can be assumed that the area 

I 
I 

director was accepted as the major interpreter of the 
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guidelines of the SEOP. Almost 92% of the r-espondents 

reported that the area director had interpretive authority. 

Most, however, did not "strongly agree" with the statement 

(including a major portion of the administrators themselvesl. 

It was r-evealing to note that the other 8.3% of participants, 

who answered negatively, came from three primary areas of CES, 

southern California, northern Utah, and the Central Office 

staff. It would seem obvious the Central Office personnel 

would not respond that they had received interpretive 

instruction from their area director, for there is no area 

director in the Central Office. Both of the areas, however, 

in California and Utah, are strongly populated CES areas with 

many teachers. It was disturbing that eight of these teachers 

did not agree that their area directors could interpret the 

SEOP. These per-sonnel could be the ten per-cent discussed by 

Frank Day in the historical section of the policy analysis. 

It was important to note that other members of the California 

and Utah region had reported that their area director had 

correctly deciphered the policy for them. 

Another declaration asked employees to r-espond to the 

statement, ":1y area director explained the SEOP to me when it 

was initially introduced". Table ~.8 includes the comparison 

data from the survey: 
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I 

RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM ELEVEN IN SURVEY 

(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT ! 
Row 

1 2 
I 

3 
I 

-l Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) 11 10 I -l 3 28 
I 1i.8% 

(4-; yrs. ) 26 26 
\ 

3 0 55 
35.0% 

(8-21 yrs. ) 20 27 ! 1 1 49 
I 31.2% 

(22-Retir. ) 11 13 I 0 1 25 
I 15.9% r 

Column 68 i6 : 8 5 15i 
Total 43.3% 48.4% 5.1% 3.2% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

COUNT ! 
Row 

1 I 2 3 ! ·1 Score 

Teacher 49 64 7 , 
·1 

, 

12 ·1 r 

1 79.0% 
Admin. 19 12 1 ! 1 33 

I 21.0% 
Column 68 i6 8 

I 
5 

I 
15; 

Total 43.3% 48.4% 5.1% 3.2% 100.0% 

Table -1.8 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 11" 

Even though most CES employees felt there was latitUde in 

the area director's assignment to interpret the SEOP, almost 

ten percent of the respondents expressed a need for the area 

! 

I 
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director to perform better in their behalf. ~fost of the ten 

percent came from those who needed the performance the most, 

the teachers. Administrators should be concerned that four 

leaders strongly disagreed with the suggestion that area 

directors could explain the SEOP adequately. 

An illustration of the above point. If there was a 

budget request of five million dollars to fund the SEOP 

program, with ten percent of the particlpants not 

understanding the program well enough to use the money wisely 

(or according to program goals), there could be a potential 

misuse of ten percent of the five million dollars, or roughly 

$500,000, if the sample used in the study was representative 

of the total CES population. Inasmuch as the money used is 

derived from tithing monies delegated by the Board of 

Education, care should be taken by the administration that 

area directors ensure that all employees understand the goals 

and aspirations of the program. This discussion point was 

strengthened by the amount of administrators who did not 

"strongly agree" with the statement proposed. If the area 

directors had been overly cautious about this issue, then 

there would be a reasonable number of them who would have 

responded in the strongly agree column. 

The fact that a program of this magnitude was explained 

so well to so many individuals was amazing. With many layers 

of personnel to demonstrate the program to, CES performed a 
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great task in defining SEOP to people such that almost 92% 

felt their area directors had done a superb job in elucidating 

the program to them. 

One teacher added the following sentence to his 

quantitative answer in the survey: "How those administrators 

do all they do with as little time as they have is beyond me. 

They need to be congratulated!" There was a sense of trust of 

the administrat ion provided throughout the answers. Other 

statements on the survey, which were added parenthetically to 

the quantitative section by those participating in the 

assessment, expressed trust, concern for administrator 

feelings/perceptions, and for the high capabilities of those 

in administrational roles. 

The teachers' comprehension of SEOP after explanation was 

of concern. At times, administrators explain material but 

take for granted the comprehension by personnel. Item twenty

three of the survey (The teachers in CES understand the 

formulization of the SEOP.) was important inasmuch as the 

teacher should understand how the policy was generated and 

selected so that s/he can :5ive support to the policy. The 

research question was designed to assess how well the 

comprehens ion 0 f t.he prog ram was perce i ved by the respondents. 

Table -1.9 displays the data for anal~rsis of the research 

question: 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM TWENTY-THREE IN SURVEY 

( Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 
ROI. 

1 
! 

2 I 3 
I 

4 Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) 3 I 19 6 0 
, 

:28 
i 1i.6% 

(4-i yrs. ) 9 33 
i 

11 0 53 
I 33.3% 

(8-21 yrs. ) 10 40 2 0 52 
32.i% 

(22-Retir. ) 4 18 4 4 26 
16. ·1% 

Column 26 
I 

110 23 0 159 
Total 16.4% 69.2%1 14.5% 0.0% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

COUNT i I 1 Row 
! 1 2 3 

I 
·l I Score I I 

: I I I 
Teacher , 21 I 82 

i 
18 : 0 121 

I i6. 1 % 
Admin. 5 28 5 0 38 

I 23.9% 
Column 26 110 23 

I 
0 159 

Total 16.4% 69.2% 14.5% 0.0% 100.0% 

Table 4.9 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 23" 

The results shown in Table 4.9 demonstrated that most of 

the participants in the SEOP had an understanding of the 

formulization of the program. This result was not as 
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overwhelming in numbers as results were in previous questions, 

but it is important to note that almost three quarters of the 

respondents responded in the "agree" columns. In reading the 

quali tati ve sections of the survey, there could be some 

questioning of this statistic, however. ~!ore than ten 

teachers characterized the concepts of the Summer Option 

program as "greek to me ~any did not feel that they 

understood the terminology used in the policy. This provided 

some questioning of the data in the analysis received on the 

quantitative aspects of the survey on this question. One must 

note, however, that 85.6% was a strong response to the 

cognizance of the SEOP program formulization by staff members. 

The four participants, I.ho were part of the "old guard" 

(ranl6ing in service from twenty-two service years to 

retirement), added interest to this question. In analyzing 

why these teachers did not feel they understood the pol icy 

could be reflective of a noncommitment to change. Some 

teachers referred to the "old BYU Summer School plan" and how 

SEOP could not compare to the "stuff we used to do". It was 

difficult for experienced personnel, at times, to accept new 

concepts over old, fonder memories. 

Teacher comprehension of the purpose of SEOP \-'"8S assessed 

in question 26 and displayed in Table 1.10 below: 



, (0-3 
I 
! (4-7 , 
i 

RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM 26 IN SURVEY 

(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 

1 2 3 
I 

.t 

yrs. ) 12 13 4 ! 0 
I 

yrs. ) 16 33 6 I 
; 0 
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I 
Row 

Score 

29 
17.7% 
55 
33.5% 

!( 8-21 yrs. ) 27 24 2 1 54 
32.9% 

(22-Retir. ) 8 16 2 0 26 
15.9% 

Column 63 86 14 1 164 
Total 38.4% 52.4% 8.5% 0.6% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I COUNT I , Row 
I 

1 2 : 3 ·1 Score 

Teacher 47 65 12 1 121 
76.2% 

Admin. 16 21 2 0 39 
23.8% 

Column 63 86 14 1 164 
Total 38.4% 52.4% 8.5% 0.6% 100.0% 

Table ,! .10 "Resul ts of survey as clustered--Item 26" 

~uch of the analysis of this statement (I understood the 

purpose of SEOP when I was introduced to it) was tied with the 

analysis of former statements. Again, there was an 

overabundance of "agrees and strongly agrees" as compared wi th 
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the inverse responses. There was the consistent ten percent 

of personnel who did not understand the pol icY. It was 

prevalent that newer teachers had greater difficulty in 

understanding the purpose of the policy than experienced 

teachers with over eight years of service experience. The 

inverse of counts for the eight-to-twenty-one year group was 

important. This group of teachers constitutes a large portion 

of CES. If the sample was reflective of the total population, 

then many or most of CES employees strongly understood the 

purpose of SEOP within the total program of CES. 

It was important to point out that the "disagree 

responses" came from :-.1orthern Utah and Southern Cal i fornia, 

establishing patterns through the entire questioning process. 

~fany of the negative responses have come from these two 

distinct areas, thus provIding a pattern for observation. 

In summary to the historical section of the survey, most 

teachers understood of the purposes and designs of SEOP when 

it was initially introduced. A high percentage of the 

respondents had trust in the administrative abilities of their 

area directors and trusted them in their judgments. There 

were also large numbers of personnel who understood the 

formulization of the policy. 

In the chi-square analysis, there were no significant 

differences between years of service or administrators vs. 

teachers and their responses to the research statements. 
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What effects did the SEOP have upon teacher enhancement and 
preparation for better teaching? 

This research question generated some variability among 

the groups of participants. Each of the portions of this 

section received separate attention with the Pearson Chi-

Square analysis such that the comparisons of groups could be 

discussed. 

One of the goals of SEOP (and of Bartell's incentive 

model) was for the teachers to be profited by the policy which 

had been generated as a motivator. Professionalization of the 

CES teachers was of prime consideration to the stakeholders of 

the policy. The question of whether or not the teachers 

viewed themselves as more professional, provided insight into 

the extent to which the SEOP was accepted in the field. If 

the program provided professionalization, the motivator would 

be of assistance in influencing CES teachers to greater 

performance. 

Table 4.11 is the compilation of the results for 

statement three of the survey. Over 86% of the respondents 

strongl:; :lgrccd th:lt SEOP is :l '.':llu:lble tool i.n tC:lchcr 

development, as the statement proported. 
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ITEM THREE IN SURVEY 
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( Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 
ROI.' 

1 2 
I 

3 
I 

-l Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) ! 27 2 
, 

0 
i 

0 29 
: i 17.7% 

(4-7 yrs. ) i 40 15 
I 

0 I 0 55 
I I 33.5% 

(8-21 yrs. ) i 49 4 1 0 54 
32.9% 

(22-Retir. ) 25 0 0 1 1 26 
15.9% 

Column 141 21 1 I 1 164 
Total 86.0% 12.8% 0.6% 0.6% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

COUNT ! 
Row 

1 2 3 -! Score 

Teacher 105 18 1 1 125 
76.2% 

Admin. 36 3 0 0 39 
23.8% 

Column 141 21 1 1 164 
Total 86.0% 12.8% 0.6% 0.6% 100.0% 

Table -1.11 ., Resul ts 0 f survey as clustered-- I tern 3" 

The general accept.ance of the vf\.llle t'Jf SEOP to the 

teacher would seem to add vera.city to the fact that the 

cessation of SEOP in the near future would be damaging for 
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personnel morale. Almost 99% of the surveyants agreed that 

:he program was valuable as a motivator. 

The two who did not agree were both institute teachers 

with over twenty-one years experience teaching in areas where 

there is a high concentration of LDS Church members. The 

reasons for feeling different from 99% of your co-workers 

could be useful, but predictable. Non-contentment could 

continue as employees operate the way they have for years and 

years. They, possibly, cannot see the value in changing in 

order to assist the group of persons involved. One can barely 

conceptualize the exact opinions of these teachers. Perhaps 

these teachers represent the few Peterson was r-eferring to 

when he stated that 

[ guess one of the hardest things for me, 
personally, is ... I care. Individual 
people---I care a lot about them. I try 
to get around the system to see everyone 
and to say, "We are grateful for what you 
do". The hardest thing for me is to know 
that no matter what you do, there remains 
a little percentage, about two to three 
percent that will never by happy. No 
matter what you gave them, no matter 
what benefit package, no matter what type 
of salary you paid them, they will never 
be satisfied. This is difficult for me 
as an administrator ... 

It was due to the above discussion that there must be 

some reason, other than chance, that item three showed 

significance at the .05 level according to the Pearson Chi-

Square test. The reasons stated earlier could add credence to 
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the fact that the differences in the years of service 

responses are for a reason and not according to coincidence. 

Again, one could only conjecture as to why people would answer 

so differently to a statement and yet be so far from the norm 

of response. There could be some deeply hidden feelings which 

af fect these persons' responses. Perhaps hidden personal 

biases could have influenced responses rather than any problem 

the administration might have created throuqh the 

implementation processes. 

Item eight, below, was not significant. It's values were 

different from question three as the respondents assessed the 

role recruitment had in their success as teachers. CES, as a 

private organization, has no compulsory enrollment, even 

though Church leade rs strong ly recommend partie i pat ion in 

semin.:lry and ins t i tu te among the Church membe rs. Different 

people follow church leadership in varying degrees of 

allegiance. Church leaders have long supported the seminaries 

and institutes and their role in providing assistance to youth 

dur ing very format i ve years. Whether a teacher assesses 

him/herself a better educator as a result of the type of 

recruiting s/he performs was analyzed by the statement below. 

Item eight of the questionnaire stated "~Iy recruitment of 

students into CES programs have increased as a result of the 

SEOP" . Table ..j.. 12 enl ists the responses for the above 

statement: 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM EIGHT IN SURVEY 

(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 

1 2 3 
I 

-I 

! 

I 
Row 

Score 

, (O-3 yrs. ) 12 15 1 
I 

1 I 29 i 
18. -1% i 

(4-i yrs. ) 18 33 3 1 I 55 I 
I 34.8% I 

(B-21 yrs. ) 18 28 3 0 -19 
31.0% 

(22-Retir. ) 
I 

9 15 0 1 25 
15.8% 

Column I 57 91 7 3 158 
! Total I 36.1% 57.6% -L 4% 1. 9% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I 
COUNT , 

Row 
,., 3 Score 

Teacher -18 69 6 2 125 
79.1% 

Admin. 9 22 1 33 
20.9% 

3 158 Column 
Total 

57 
36.1% 

91 
57.6% 

7 
-1.4% 1. 9% 100.0% I 

Table -1.12 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 8" 

Analysis of statements such as statement eight was 

difficult because of the 93.7% acceptance rate of the 

personnel to the ~oncept of recruitment to effective teaching 

in CES. Most teachers perceived recruitment as being 

portentous in CES. Whether or not the actual numbers are 
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reflective of that belief was important to the issue. In the 

1988 summer program, there were roughly, for the sake of a 

point, I, 000 seminary personnel participating in the policy 

program. During the 1988-89 school year, the domestic CES 

programs of Released-Time Seminary, Dayt ime Seminary, and 

Special ~eeds Seminary realized a net ~rowth of 3,753 

students. This would average, at first glance, almost four 

students per teacher recruited into the program as a result of 

SEOP. This was statistic is misleading, however. The current 

growth percentage of the Church is at an annual rate of 8% for 

the United States and Canada. This figure could account for 

the growth of the CES programs wi thout any efforts, such as 

SEOP. It was as one teacher stated in the survey 

Most CES teachers give lip service to the 
concept 0 f rec ru i tmen t. They know the 
value of strong recruitment, but are 
afraid to infringe on the "free agency" 
of another individual. Perhaps, when we 
take SEOP seriously, we can realize the 
numbers [of recruits into CES programs] 
the Brethren have the trust we can have 
in Church Educational programs. 

This "lip service" would seem to be prevalent in the 

program. Recruitment should be addressed by the 

administration, if CES desires to continue to fulfill the 

expectations given to SEOP at policy generation. It could be 

that the eight teachers who did not feel SEOP had helped them 

were being more honest with the total program than the other 

148. 
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All numbers for this argument reflected the same pattern 

in addressing the recruitment issue. The bulk of personnel 

answered in the "agree" column. Their views about this 

question were not as strong as for question three. 

There could be a tendency for teachers and administrators 

to answer favorably to the above statement as a 

loyal ty to the ideals of the CES program 

resul t of 

and its 

administrators. ~ost, if not all, of the teachers seem to 

understand the importance of rec rui tmen t into this pr i vate 

educational program. If a teacher does not strive to reach 

"one individual who might have an opportunity to be changed 

around, then the teacher couLd feel like a failure to the 

IlnderlYlng principles of the programs of CES". Even though 

teachers ::lnd admini stra to rs understand the importance of 

recruitment, they shouLd understand the realities of the 

practice. 

Another strong response from the participants was 

received for the statement "I feel the SEOP i.s helping us to 

succeed as teachers", Figure 4.13 reflects the data from the 

statement fourteen of the survey: 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM FOURTEEN IN SURVEY 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 
Row 

1 I 2 
I 

3 
I '* Score , 

(0-3 yrs. ) 27 I 2 0 
I 

0 29 
! 17.7% 

(4-7 yrs. ) 35 19 1 0 55 
I 33.5% 

(8-21 yrs. ) 40 14 0 0 54 
32.9% 

(22-Retir. ) 18 8 0 0 26 
15.9% 

Column 120 43 1 0 164 
Total 73.2% 26.2% 0.6% 0.0% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

, 
COUNT i 

I ! 
Row 

I 1 I 2 3 4 
I 

Score , 

Teacher 93 31 1 i 0 125 
;6.2% 

Admin. 27 12 0 0 
i 

39 
23.8% 

Column 120 43 1 0 
I 

164 
Total 73.2% 26.2% 0.6% 0.0% 100.0% I 

Table 4.13 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 14" 

A single individual, a seminary teacher from Northern 

Utah. who responded in ciis.<l.greement was trIll:" isolated i.n 

his/her response to this statement. The 99.4% statistic was 

an obstacle to a person striving to find a difficulty in the 
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system. 

The fact that SEOP was assisting teachers to be more 

successful at such a high rate of percentage was of merit. 

Indeed, the Professional Responsibility incentive, according 

to Bartell, provides inducement for teachers to stretch for 

higher goals and aspirations as they become fulfilled within 

their educational aspirations. Because of the strong 

agreement of all years of respondents, along with teachers and 

administrators, the SEOP could be considered a strong 

incentive to motivate teachers to greater attainments. 

The next research question allowed for the testing of 

another area of teacher motivation, that of the educational 

methodology incorporated in the classroom. Most teachers love 

children and have deep feelings for their development. But 

the translation of those feelings into strong methodological 

practices is one test of an incentive package. The bas ic 

premises of SEOP seemed to allow teachers the opportunity to 

work on methodological processes. 

Table 4.14 contains the data collected for statement 

twenty-two, "SEOP has helped me to grow methodologically i.n 

the classroom". Again, the strong acceptance of the statement 

among respondents is of importance when combined with 

statement fourteen above. 
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ITEM TWENTY-TWO IN SURVEY 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 
Row 

1 
I 

2 
I 

3 
I 

.t Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) 20 I 7 2 
, 0 29 

I 18.2% 
(4-7 yrs. ) 22 ! 29 I 3 0 54 

, I 34.0% 
(8-21 yrs. ) 17 I 30 i 3 1 51 

32.1% 
(22-Retir. ) 10 14 0 1 25 

15.7% 
Column 69 80 8 2 159 
Total 43.4% 50.3% 5.0% 1. 3% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I COUNT I 
i Row 
I 1 I 2 

I 
3 I Score 

Teacher I 60 55 8 1 124 
1 78.0% 

Admin. , 9 25 0 1 35 
j 22.0% 

Column 69 80 8 2 159 
Total 43.4% 50.3% 5.0% 1. :3% 100.0% 

Table ·l.l.t "Results of survey as clustered--Item 22" 

The comparison of teachers to administrators demonstrated 

how many of the teachers (about 5,5%) perceived SEOP as a non-

incentive program for methodological pursuits. This figure 

could be disturbing to the Board of Education, as well as the 
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administrators of CES, if one of the ten teachers, who 

disagreed with the statement, were in a self-contained CES 

program. A large geographical reg ion could be affected 

strongly by the negative assessments of teachers. When 

teachers cannot succeed methodologically in the classroom, 

there are difficulties which spread throughout their program. 

The difference in significance (.016 at the .05 Levell 

between the teachers and administrators could be assigned to 

the administrators "hoping" for an ideal program, whereas some 

teaches detect the realities of teaching Io/ithin the classroom. 

Another interesting point in the analysis of teacher versus 

administrators' responses, was the chiastic nature of the 

"agree" responses as the responses relate to the teachers' 

responses. ~ost teachers ., strongly agreed" upon statement 

twenty-two, whereas most administrators just "agreed" with the 

statement, which was an interesting point in light of the ten 

teachers who did not agree with the statement. There was a 

wide diversity and gap in the teachers' responses. This could 

be explained by geographies, area director interpretations 

with ind i vidual teachers, and other concl us ions based on 

interpretations. 

A professional outlook upon CES as a unit was assessed in 

statement 27 of the survey. Table i .15 represents the 

resul ts 0 f the s ta tement, "The pro fess ional ima~e of CES has 

grown as a result of SEOP": 
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(0-3 ~{rs. ) 

RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM 27 IN SURVEY 

of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 

1 2 I 3 
I 

4 

18 7 I 3 I 0 
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Row 
Score 

28 ! 
• 

17.7% ' 
( ·1-7 yrs. ) 18 I 32 3 0 53 I 

i :13.5% 
(8-21 yrs. ) 24 21 6 0 51 

I I 32.3% 
(22-Retir. ) 11 I 13 2 0 26 

16.5% 
Column 71 73 14 I 0 I 158 
Total 44 .9% 46.2% 8.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I 
COUNT I 

I Row I 

1 2 3 , ·1 , Score , I 
, 

! I 

Teache r 60 49 11 0 
I 

120 
75.9% 

Admin. 11 24 3 0 38 
24.1% 

Column 71 73 14 
I 

0 158 
Total -14.9% 46.2% 8.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

Table 4.15 "Results of survey as clustered--rtem 27" 

Again, the chiastic nature of the data above reflects a 

dichotomy between teachers and administrators in CES, and thus 

the significance of difference in response found in the chi-

square analysis. Significance (.049 at the .05 level of 

significance) was found bet.ween the teachers and 

administrators on this statement. The largest number of 



241 

employees assessing SEOP as not assisting in the professional 

growth of the organization were teachers (approximately i%), 

even though a surprising three administrators did not assess 

the image changing as a result of SEOP. 

administrators who did not assess SEOP as 

The three 

helpful in 

professionalism were, significantly, from Southern California 

and ~orthern Utah, where a pattern of discontent had been 

developing. It was clear that acceptance of the goals of the 

program are reflective of the attitude of the leader of the 

area. This is a significant theory to the effective use of 

SEOP. The administrators should be, inwardly as well as 

outwardly, supportive of any incentive system. 

Program Goal Realization 

In reporting the data for the impact SEOP has on the 

goals of the policy, there was no significance at the .05 

level of chi-square analysis for this cluster of statements. 

Statement one of the survey h'as the first statement 

analyzed in the "program goal" cluster. Table ·1.16 is a 

reporting of the data to the statement, "I feel the SEOP is a 

beneficial program for the CES": 
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ITEM ONE IN SURVEY 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 
Row 

1 2 3 4 Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) 29 0 0 0 29 
17.7% 

(4-7 yrs. ) 50 -I, 

I 
1 0 55 

33.5% 
(8-21 yrs. ) 51 3 0 0 54 

32.9% 
(22-Retir. ) 25 0 0 1 26 

15.9% 
Column 155 7 1 1 164 
Total 94.5% 4.3% 0.6% 0.6% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

COUNT I 
Row 

1 I 2 , 3 
t 

4 Score 

Teacher 117 6 
, 

1 1 125 
7!3.2% 

Admin. 38 1 0 0 39 
23.8% 

Column 155 7 1 1 164 
Total , 94.5% 4.3% I 0.6% 0.6% 100.0% 

Table 4.16 "Results of survey as clustered--ftem 1" 

:\n oven:hclmin:; .:lcc(!ptance of SEOP among t.eacher's and 

administrators in CES was exhibited through the table. Almost 

99% of the surveyed accepted the SEOP as a beneficial program. 
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A subsection of the 99% was the 94.5% of the respondents who 

stated they "strongly agreed" that SEOP was beneficial to the 

CES program. There could be many issues involved here, but 

the Bartell model describing the coupling of extrinsics, as 

well as intrinsics, as motivators (which were discussed in 

Chapter One of this document) could explain most of the 

acceptance. The salary increase was acceptable to the 

personnel, the prepara tion time was appropr iate, and the 

results in the eyes of the respondents displayed an overriding 

trust in SEOP. It can be classified as a strong motivator. 

The two teachers who answered negatively to this 

statement were from Northern Utah and the Eastern United 

States. These two responses could be assigned as separate 

results, rather than a part of the pattern previously 

discussed. 

Recruitment and completion of student programs in CES was 

the design of statement seven of the survey (I feel the SEOP 

is helping the total program of CES with emphasis on 

recruitment and completion). Whether a student completes the 

four-year plan in high school or college is of significance to 

the administration of CES and the Board of Education. 

for the statement is reported in Table 1.17: 

Data 



I 

RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM SEVEN IN SURVEY 
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( Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 
Row 

1 2 3 
I 

.t Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) 16 12 1 0 29 
I 

17.7% 
(4-7 yrs. ) 18 30 6 I 1 55 

33.5% 
(8-21 yrs. ) 23 26 5 0 54 

32.9% 
(22-Retir. ) 13 13 0 1 27 

I 15.9% 
Column 70 81 12 I 2 165 
Total 42.7% 49.4% 7.3% 0.6% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I 
COUNT 

I Row 
I 

1 2 J .! Score 
i I I 

Teacher i 51 64 10 1 126 
76.2% 

Admin. I 19 1 7 2 1 39 
23.8% 

Column I 70 81 12 2 165 
Total 42.7% 49.4% 7.3% n.6% 100.0% 

Table .t.17 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 7" 

Recruitment in CES was a point of interest among teachers 

and administrator's as they assessed their roles wi thin the 

system and analyzed what was truly acceptable by the 

guidelines of CES. This was in the table above. There was 

not the overwhelming "strongly agree" response of other 
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statements. The vital statistic in table 4.1; was the years 

of service data. Only one responder from the group who had 

served most and one responder from the group who had served 

the least, expressed displeasure about the effect of 

recruitment upon the total CES program. The administrator 

response was very important, for the same administrator 

throughout the survey was expressing displeasure. as were many 

of his teachers. 

Those responders wi th the middle number of years of 

service reflected some displeasure with the recruitment and 

retention aspects of SEOP. This group could reflect a 

"settling" attitude among the employees. Feelings of 

complacency and teacher apathy could permeate their outlooks 

as to their employment in CES as the "nelvness of teaching 

wears off", 

These figures displayed a need for a "how to recruit" 

methodology discussed earlier in the history of the policy. 

The effect of SEOP upon the development of the teacher 

was reflected in statement fifteen of the survey (the SEOP has 

helped teachers to grow professionally). Figure ·1.18 was a 

copy of data from the statement: 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM FIFTEEN IN SURVEY 

(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 1 
I 
I 

COUNT i 
Row 

1 2 I 3 -1 Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) 23 6 0 0 29 I 

1 7 . 7% i 
(4-7 yrs. ) 40 13 2 0 55 I 

33.5% 
(8-21 yrs. ) 39 15 0 0 54 

32.9% 
(22-Retir. ) 21 5 0 0 26 

15.9% 
Column 123 39 2 0 164 
Total 75.0% 23.8% 1. 2% 0.0% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

COUNT I I 

Row 
I 

1 2 3 -1 Score 

Teacher 95 28 2 0 125 
76.2% 

Admin. 28 11 0 0 39 
23.8% 

Column 123 39 2 0 I 164 
Total 75.0% 23.8% 1. 2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Table -1.18 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 15" 

~ost respondents reported, in a large response, that the 

SEOP helped them to grow professionally (almost 99% 

agreement). The two "disagreements" were from teachers who 
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The same Northern Utah 

teacher had been answering negative on most statements, 

displaying a personal distrust of CES programs. With this in 

mind, SEOP is an overwhelmingly popular instrument in the 

professionalization of the CES teacher. Over 75% of the 

respondents "strongly agreed" to the statement. 

A different angle of assessing SEOP's ability to draw 

students into the CES classrooms through the employee's 

activities was considered in statement twenty-one, "I feel the 

SEOP is encouraging more students to participate in Church 

Education" , 

A major portion of the generation of the SEOP program 

centered on the expansion of the teaching within the 

classroom. SEOP was not designed as a progrnm filler, or a 

program which will give teachers an opportunity to work in the 

summe r. If a teacher \.;as utilizing the SEOP correctly, the 

administration and the Board of Education could summize that 

more students would desire to participate in the program as a 

result of better teaching, better relationships, better 

consistency in lesson preparation, and other purposeful 

exper iences for the students. The numbers from statement 

twenty-one reflected the attitude of the teachers and the 

administrators to the ability of SEOP to generate the extra 

boost to draw students into the programs of CES. 

Results are displayed in Table 4.19 below: 



( Years 

RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM TWENTY-ONE IN SURVEY 

of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 

248 

I 
I 

Row I 

1 2 3 I Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) i 13 15 1 0 29 : 

I 17.9% 
(4-7 yrs. ) 15 37 3 0 55 

34.0% 
(8-21 yrs. ) 18 32 2 0 52 

32.1% 
(22-Retir. ) 7 17 2 0 26 

16.0% 
Column 53 101 8 0 162 
Total 32.7% 62.3% 4.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

! COUNT ! 
Row 

I 
i 1 

I 
2 3 ~ Score 

Teacher 43 74 6 0 123 
75.9% 

Admin. 10 27 2 0 
I 

39 
2·t. 1 % 

Column 53 101 8 0 
! 

162 
Total I 32.7% 62.3% -1.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

Table ·L19 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 21" 

The same type of data was received on this item as in the 

other recruitment statements in the survey. Most teachers and 

administrators struggle with their opinions about the role of 
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~ec~uitment in CES p~ograms. The employees responded strongly 

to the value of SEOP in the CES prog~am, but they also 

st~uggled with the ~ole of ~ecruitment in the total package, 

even though ~ec~uitment was a major po~tion of the p~oposal to 

the Board of Education in 1984. F~om the data, a third of the 

employees we~e convinced of the value of ~ecruitment in the 

summe~ option, but mo~e needed to be influenced through 

education o~ inse~vice activities to accept the notion. ~ot 

much was being actualized in r-ec~uitment, for the~e was not 

the methodology to complete the r-ecruitment. This could be 

discouraging to the CES employees as they weighed the 

~ealities of recruitment. 

The final question in the cluster was tightly correlated 

to statement one of the survey. Where statement one assessed 

the beneficiality of SEOP, statement 29 assessed potential 

employee ~eaction to the cessation of SEOP policies. 

Many teachers reacted strongly to this quantitative 

question with little qualitative phrases added to the fo~m. 

Some of these phrases included: "Don't make us lose the 

program as a result of your study", or my program is in need 

of the strengths of SEOP". Statement 29 read, "It would hurt 

the total program of CES in the SEOP were discontinued". 

Table 4.20 is the compilation of those figures: 



RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM 29 IN SURVEY 

(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 

250 

1 2 3 4 
Row I 

Score I 
j I 

I 

I I 
i (0-3 yrs. ) 23 2 2 I 2 29 I 

I 17.8% 
(4- i yrs. ) 32 20 2 i 1 55 

33.7% 
(8-21 yrs. ) 33 19 1 I 1 53 

32.5% 
(22-Retir.) 1i 9 0 0 26 

16.0% 
Column 105 50 5 3 163 
Total 64.4% 30.7% 3.1% 1. 8% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I 
COUNT 

I 
Row 

! 
1 2 3 

I 
4 Score 

Teacher 82 34 5 3 124 
76.1% 

Admin. 23 16 0 0 39 
23.9% 

Column 53 101 8 0 163 
I -. 0 Total 64.4% 30. 1% 3.1% 1. 8% 100.0% 

Table 4.20 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 29" 

The tabulated summary of this item \.as of complete 

surprise in relation to the data received in statement one. 

Where 99% of those surveyed felt that SEOP was of benefit to 

the total program, there were 5% who fel t that it would not 
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damage either the CES program or its' constituents if 

discontinuance of the policy was necessary. When assessing 

the areas of discontent for the policy statement, the eight 

who expressed "disagreement" wi th the statement I.ere spread 

over the entire CES program. In analyzing the responses to 

statement 29 wi th statement one, all of these employees 

strongly agreed that the SEOP was beneficial to the program, 

but then disagreed that it would hurt CES if it were 

discontinued. Perhaps their thinking was that CES would 

continue, even though it could be difficult for some to be as 

effective as they had been before. After all, "CES had been 

in operation before SEOP" , as one administrator stated on the 

qualitative section of the survey. 

No teachers or administrators serving from year twenty

one to retirement responded "disagreeably" to this question, 

sugges t ing the "thankfulness for the program, !lS Stan 

Peterson had discussed earlier in the study. 

Credit Requirements and the SEOP 

The effect of increased credit requirements upon the 

efficiency of SEOP was studied. Before providing statistical 

analysis of this cluster, a description of the problem was in 

order. The qualitative sections of the survey provided 

valuable information. 

As a result of the crisis of education in 1983, many 
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school districts opted to increase the number of credi ts 

required for graduation from public schools. Inasmuch as the 

seminary student is "released from one period per day to 

participate", the credit crunch for graduation \o/as more 

pronounced. ~any CES teachers were expressing dismay with the 

difficulty of recruiting students when parents and students 

perce i ved that they had no room in school schedules for 

seminary. The problem seemed to be a released-time issue, but 

there could be other hidden issues which could emerge from the 

survey. 

The participants were presented the statement, "The high 

school/university has made it difficult or easy for students 

to part ic i pa.te in CES programs by ... " and then asked 

participants to provide information relating to the difficulty 

or ease they were experiencin~ '.vi th ':.heir .1.djo i nins; 

educational institution. 

Table 4.21 represented a numerical summary of responses 

gathered. The figure was important, for many of the 

surveyants questioned if there was even a problem to address 

or stated that "you are looking for particuLar issues." The 

no comment" reply could be interpreted various ways, either 

for difficillty or ease. The "none" was referenced to those 

who did not write anything on the blank of the survey. These 

responses could also have multiple meanings, which could be 

good or bad for SEOP goals. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES FOR CREDIT REQUIREMENTS 

GROUP DIFFICULT NO PROBLEM NO COMMENT NONE 
Teachers 68 42 11 8 
Percent 53% 32% 9% 6% 

Admin. 23 6 5 
Percent 64% 16% 14% 6% 

Total 91 48 16 10 
Percent 55% 29% 10% 6% 

Table 4.21 "Distribution of responses 
for credit requirements among respondents" 

TOTAL 
129 
100% 

36 
100% 

165 
100% 

From the above statistics, it was safe to assume that 

even though the problem was not system-wide, there were still 

sufficient concerns such that addressing the problem was 

appropriate. 

Figure 4.4 represents the Bliss et al. (1983) networking 

of the qualitative responses from the question. There were 

many hidden issues which were obtained through Lhis style of 

surveying. Many of these hidden issues are out of the control 

of the CES administrators cll~d the teachers. But there are 

some important concerns \.;hich are within the abilities and 

authority of the CES personnel to address. \lany problems, 

such as extra-curricular activities and events were clustered 

in this vein, striving to provide some style of sense such 

that ideas could be of use within particular settings. 
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NETWORK HODEL OF QUALITATIVE QUESTION 

"Do increa.sed credit requirements hamper SEOP goals?" 
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Responses were categorized according to those in Figure 

4. -1. There were five sub-categories under credi t c-equirements 

which added difficulty to the c-ealizing of the goals of SEOP. 

The increasing of credit requirements lyaS the major 

response to those who were having difficulty. The issue of 

fl1.iling st1!dents in high school for "learning disabilities and 

academic concerns hampered the ability of students to 

participate in the program because of their inability, then, 
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to graduate. Other teachers mentioned the no interest" 

factor of students who then used a no room in the schedule" 

excuse for not participating in seminary and/or institute. 

The increased credit problem centered in the elective portions 

of programs as students struggled to work with school 

counselors to adjust schedul es on a year by year basis. 

Teachers exclaimed that the counselors, at times, were 

misleading the students. The students 
bel ieve there is no room for seminary 
because they have to fit as many credits 
in as they possibly can. They don't see 
that they can spread out their schedule 
evenly over four years. 

Some counselors are encouraging some 
students that "Church" education is not 
important. Intellectualism continues to 
debunk religion--especially in college. 

Increased credi ts for entrance into college programs 

seemed to have concerned many involved in the seminary 

programs. This did not filter much lnto the institute 

programs because "the student will participate if he wants 

t 
.. a . 

"Too much emphasis on upper division college prep or 

college credit courses provided much concern among 

respondents. "Cracking down on graduation requirements ;lnd 

cl.:lsses for col18:;8" :nud8 it difficult for "seventeen-year-

alds to make" decisions between "graduation and taking 

seminary". A teacher declared 



The increase in requirements is less to 
blame than misinformation about what 
colleges expect students to meet. Many 
high school teachers, counselors, and 
administrators have little concern for 
the success of the seminary program and 
that attitude, passed to the students, 
can hurt. 
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The issue of "taking classes that 'look good' on college 

applications" I.as a strong issue when coupled with ., increasin~ 

pressure for academic excellence as well as 

opportunities for non-academic classes". 

One teacher frustratingly related 

They have finally given us released time 
for grades 9-12, but they require 26 out 
of 28 credits to graduate. School 
administrators are working for us because 
of legal issues but only as far as they 
have to. Credits toward graduation have 
to be made up and the high school 
administrators are dragging their- feet as 
to how my students can make them up. 

incr-easing 

Other teachers discussed the students non-desIre to 

"work, study or pass such that they can complete their 

requirements" in high school courses was thereby disqualifying 

their- participation in seminary. Schools offer "too many 

electives and other school related programs". .-\ teacher 

responded sharply to this argument by stating that "i four 

program is strong enough, the students will CHOOSE [sic] to be 

lnvolv~rj lnst~.<1.d of liS trying to prod them Cl.long". 

The Church sponsored BYU had not been cooperative, in the 

eyes of many CES personnel, to the issues of "requiring 
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classes which make it difficult for students to participate in 

seminary", One insti tute teacher expressed his frustration at 

"BYU'S refusal to certify my classes for credit at the 

adjacent University. [This] has not helped our recruiting 

efforts". BYU was pictured as 

a university striving to become the 
Harvard of the West. They are so 
concerned about their reputation in 
entrance requirements and language needs 
that they make it difficult for many of 
our students to participate in seminary 
and still have the room in their schedule 
for what the Brethren ask the kids to 
take. We work for the same department, 
you know ... 

The SES (socia-economic status) problems of families has 

made some registrations impossible into seminary and institute 

for "we have students I.ho must work after classes at college 

to support their families". These students were working so 

hard I.ith extra credit to make it that "they cannot 

realistically participate". Another comment on early-morning 

participants .::lnd their SES background adds light to the 

problem 

A few high schools schedule early morning 
classes to allow seniors to get afternoon 
jobs away from school. This interferes 
with early-morning seminary for seniors 
who have to choose be tween school and 
seminary at that hour. 

Ext ra curricular act i vi ties "add pressu re to the 

students" who would like to participate in seminary and 



institute. There are too many 

early-morning extra curricular demands on 
the students: band, basketball, 
swimming, water polo and student office 
meetings, as well as field trips. 
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Band work, choir trips, extra choir rehearsals particularly 

"make it hard for participation in early-morning seminary", 

The new issue of "tri-mester schools" and "year-round 

education" provided difficulties for the CES personnel to 

participate in SEOP. One teacher stated that CES had to do 

something better about this potential problem. "I need the 

money and the preparation time! I lose it [the money] when I 

cannot participate in the full SEOP program", 

Misinformation among parents and priesthood leaders added 

to the adversity of students participating in seminary, 

I think that the high schools and 
universities are interested in educating 
students and have done nothing to "make 
things easy or di ff icul t" for the CES. 
Parents and priesthood leaders are the 
ones who make it easy or difficult. 

At times, "students are the culprits for not I"orking to 

get seminary and institute into their schedules". They seem 

to be concerned for the their schooling "rather than striving 

to couple schooling and the Church together, which can happen, 

you know", 

Some respondents to the survey related that there was no 

problem, that they could see, with credit reqlli.rements. ~ost 

of these were i.nstitute teachers that "collld not see how SEOP 
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Some stated that their 

"relationship with the adjacent school is terrific!". 

Other teachers reported that their students had no 

di ff icul ty in taking rel ig ious courses for "they take extra 

classes in order to remain faithful". They work "special 

schedul ing" and other devi.ces to be able to participate in the 

CES program. 

The schools are helpful to some of the teachers I,ith 

their "open door policies" and by "opening the campuses for 

classes, activities, and other events". Some schools even 

assi3t in registration, "where the law permits". 

Those in home study areas stated there was no problem 

with the credits at high school. There I.ere many comments 

stating there was no problem ., in our current assignment [home 

study areasj, but that there were problems in former teaching 

assignments". 

The "no-comment 0' response was a nebulous response 

rotating three probable concerns: 

o ~o interest in the survey, 

G ~o interest in the issues, 

e Too busy to take care of the form. 
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The statistical information was interesting but had no 

significance in the chi-square analysis at the .05 level. 

The reactions of participants to the credit issues were taken 

in the light of "issue versus non-issue". 

Statement two dealt with the declaration, "The 

educational institution feeding my CES program is increasing 

credit requirements for graduation, thus making it difficult 

for the ~oals of SEOP to be realized". The statement was 

written such that the participant in the study could respond 

to the heart of a problem, if one existed. There could be 

some divers i ty between college/un i vers i ty programs and the 

seminary approach. 

The study was designed such that teachers could assess 

their program i.n light of their current assignment. ~lany 

teachers are rotated between seminary and institute 

assignments throughout their careers. The teachers can have 

a wealth of experience about the two differing programs. 

Therefore, if there i.s limited agreement with statement two, 

then the statement could be a strong non-i.ssue for the CES 

programs. However, division among the respondents could 

trigger a concentration of effort in this arena. 

Table 4.22 provides i.nformation to the statement: 



RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM TWO IN SURVEY 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 
Row 

1 2 
I 

3 , 4 Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) 1 5 
j 

14 I 9 29 , 
18.7% 

(4-7 yrs. ) : 2 8 I 28 15 53 
I 34.2% 

(8-21 yrs. ) 0 4 22 23 49 
I 31.6% 

(22-Retir. ) 0 2 13 9 I 24 
, 15.5% 

Column 3 19 77 56 155 
Total 1. 9% 12.3% 49.7% 36.1% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I COUNT I 

i I Row 

I 1 
I 

2 
I 

3 
I 

1 I Score 
: 

Teacher 
! 

3 ! 15 i 62 I H 121 
! I i ! 78. 1 % 

Admin. 0 4 15 i 15 34 
21.9% 

Column 3 19 ii ! 56 155 
Total 1. 9% 12.3% 49. i% 36.1% 100.0% 

Table ·1.22 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 2" 

From the data, i. t was apparent that there was not as 

strong an issue as originally hypothesized in the formation of 



the survey. However, 

agreement wi th the 
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wi th 14.2% of respondents expressing 

statement and 49.7% NOT strongly 

disagreeing" to the statement, there was evidence of an issue 

which should be monitored. The qualitative statements above 

and in Table 4.21 displayed stronger data supporting the claim 

that there was an issue to address. The spread among teachers 

and administrators, as well as the years of service, does not 

display the one-sided response observed in earlier statements, 

thus there could be some disagreement among the personnel of 

the effect of lncl'eased credit requirements upon the CES 

student, 

programs. 

along the lines of seminary versus institute 

Statements 10, 16, 20, and 28 were similar in wording in 

order to assess the impact of credit requirements and detect 

if there was some diversity in responses. It appeared nothing 

was gained significantly from the chi-square analysis of this 

cluster. 

"The credit requirements for graduation at o.'::ollege or 

university could undermine the goals of the SEOP" was the next 

statement for assessment. This statement was an attempt to 

fOCllS onto some of the sub-issues within the major issue of 

credit requirements at the universit.y or ~ol~. 

Table 1.23 develops the data for analysis: 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM TEN IN SURVEY 

(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 

I 
Row 

1 2 
i 

3 
I 

4 Score 
! 

(0-3 yrs. ) 0 8 I 15 5 ! 28 
17.6% 

(4-7 yrs. ) 0 11 32 9 : 52 
I J2.7% 

(8-21 yrs. ) 2 3 34 14 I 53 
33.3% 

(22-Retir. ) 0 3 17 6 26 
16.4% 

Column 2 25 98 34 159 
Total 1. 3% 15.7% 61.6% 21.4% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I COUNT 
I Row 

1 I 2 
I 

3 
I 

4 Score 

Teacher I 1 23 72 24 120 
75.5% 

Admin. 1 2 26 10 
j 

39 
24.5% 

Column 2 25 98 34 159 
Total 1. 3% 15.7% 61. 6% 21.4% 100.0% 

Table -L23 "Results of survey as clustered--rtem 10" 

I 
, 

The same pattern was exhibited in this statement as in 

the previous statement which was analyzed. There were 

~pproximately seventeen percent of the respondents who 

reported an agreement to the statement. There were, however, 
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more teachers who confided that they agreed to the proposition 

that excessive credi t requirements undermine the goals of 

SEOP. Most of the teachers who declared this were new 

teachers with fewer than eight years of service. 

An interesting statistic was generated from the 

administrators of CES. 

expressed an opinion 

Over 91% of the administrators 

that the credit requirements at 

college/universities did not reflect a problem with students 

participating in CES programs. This is significant, for most 

of the administrators of the programs have been involved, 

intensely, with the institute program (which serves the 

college/university level student) at some point of their 

career prior to administering. Perhaps nn interpretation of 

the data leads one to believe that most of the twenty-four 

teachers who expressed that they iiiSreed with the ,;tatement 

could be seminary instructors. Perhaps most of the problems 

are centered within the seminary program. More study is 

needed. 

Statement sixteen assessed the students J assessment of 

the credit "crunch" and how the students reacted to the 

problem. 

concerned 

Sta temen t sixteen read, "Students seem 

about credit for graduation and/or 

requirements about CES programs". The results 

overly 

college 

of the 

statement are in the following table, Table twenty-four: 
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ITEM SIXTEEN IN SURVEY 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

(0-3 yrs. ) I 6 

(4-i yrs. ) I 8 
I 

(8-21 yrs. ) 9 

(22-Retir. ) ~ 

Column 27 
Total 16.9% 

(Counts of Teachers 

I 
I 

I 1 
i 

Teacher 22 

Admin. 5 

Column I 27 
Total 16.9% 

COUNT 

2 3 

I 14 9 I 
I 

25 14 

15 22 

9 11 
j 

63 56 
I 39.-1% 35.0% 

and Administrators 

COUNT 

,., 3 
i! '" I I 

I 
50 I 39 

I I 

13 1 7 

63 56 
39.-1% 35.0% 

I 
0 I 

I 
i 

6 

1 

14 
8.8% 

Row 
Score I 

29 
18.1% 
54 
33.8% 
52 
32.5% 
25 
15.6% 

160 
100.0% 

Compared) 

I 
I 

! Row 
-1 Score 

I 
11 122 

i6.3% 
3 38 

23.8% 
14 160 

8.8% 100.0% 

Table 4.2·1 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 16" 

There was much diversity in the responses to this 

statement, particularly among the teachers. The teachers were 

nearly divided evenly I.hen considering whether or not students 
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were overly anxious with credit requirements. The anal ys i s 

the above data could denote enough of a concern that, indeed, 

there was at least the potential for a problem, if there was 

not a bonafied problem. 

The administrators' scores were pat terned oppos i tely from 

the teachers' score. This signified that the administrators 

generally disagreed wi th the suppos i t ion that there were 

students who were overly concerned. It was apparent there was 

diversity in the view of credit requirements in CES. The 

nature of the problem begs response and requires more careful 

analysis. As the cluster progressed, it became apparent, 

further, that this area would need greater study with other 

related, and more pointed, research designs. 

With a strong variance in response on statement sixteen, 

statements twenty and 28 were scrutinized with great 

enthusiasm, with the hope that the pattern of difficulty with 

increased requirements would continue. 80th statements asked 

the same question concerning graduation requirements, but for 

different areas, seminary and institute. rable 4.25 is the 

data display for statement twenty, which questions the 

institute involvement (The SEOP could boost enrollment for 

Institute classes, but university graduation requirements have 

hampered efforts): 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 
Row 

2 3 4 Score 

(0-3 yrs. ) 3 19 6 0 28 
17.6% 

(4-7 yrs. ) 9 33 11 0 53 
33.3% 

(8-21 yrs. ) 10 40 2 0 52 
32.7% 

( 22 - Re t i r. ) 4 18 4 0 26 
16.4% 

Column 26 110 23 0 159 
Total 16.4% 69.2% 14.5% 0.0% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

COUNT 
Row 

2 3 4 Score 

Teacher 21 82 18 0 121 
i6. 1 % 

Admin. 5 28 5 0 38 
23.9% 

Column 26 110 23 0 159 
Total 16.4% 69.2% 14.5% 0.0% 100.0% 

Table 4.25 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 20" 

As the results were mailed back. some respondents 

expressed uncertainty whether or not they could prov ide 

reliable data, for they had not been Leaching insLitute. The 

statement was general in nature. CES teachers had been in 

college as students. and seminary students feed into institute 
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programs, thus providing some perspective to all teachers in 

CES. There was general agreement among all participants that 

universi ty requirements hampered SEOP goals. Only 14.5% of the 

teachers "disagreed" that there was a problem. All groups of 

those in the category of years of teaching service were united 

in their voice that there was some concern. 

The responses to this statement could be construed to 

imply there was a concern among teachers and administrators 

for the relationship between credit requirements and student 

enrollment for institute programs. The pattern of difficulty, 

discussed earlier, was present inasmuch as the student now 

feels a greater premium upon his/her time than ever before. 

Students found it hard to "participate fully in institute 

programs and graduate on time .... A real dilemma". 

StatemenL 28 (The SEOP could boost enrollment In 

seminary, but increased high school credit requirements have 

hampered these efforts) was also explored for the pattern in 

which credit requirements affect CES high school programs. 

Figure 4.26 is a collection of the data: 



(Years 

(0-3 yrs. ) 

(4-7 yrs. ) 

RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM 28 IN SURVEY 

of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 

1 2 3 4 

2 16 9 2 

3 12 30 8 

(8-21 yrs. ) 16 25 9 

(22-Retir. 1 10 10 2 

Column 7 54 i4 21 
Total 4.5% 34.6% 47.4% 13.5% 
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Row 
Score 

29 
18.6% 
53 
:34.0% 
51 
:32. 7% 
23 
14.7% 

156 
100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

COUNT 
Row 

2 3 -I Score 

Teacher 5 ·l2 54 16 117 
75.0% 

Admin. 2 12 20 5 39 
25.0% 

Column 7 54 74 21 156 
Total 4.5% 34.6% 47.-1% 1:3.5% 100.0% 

Table -1.26 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 28" 

The analysis of the above data was informative in 

relation to the previous statement analyzed. From the 

qualitative data, there was a widespread perception among the 

institute instructors that no actual correlation existed 



273 

between credi t requirements and participation in institute 

programs. The statistics bore a concern across the board for 

the statement. 

The same data was not displayed for the seminary's role 

with credit difficulties. Almost 60% of the participants in 

the survey "disagreed" there was a problem in students not 

enrolling for seminary as a result of increased credit 

requirements (as compared to 39% "agreement"). Sem~nary was 

the place where it was hypothesized there could be a major 

difficulty beginning the program. Perhaps there was a problem 

in seminary, but from the statistical analysis, there was 

greater concern in the institute programs that was not being 

addressed correctly. Both the teachers and administrators 

agreed in the downplaying of credit issues. 

There could be many variables not explored for these two 

final statements in the cluster. Greater study should be 

performed to assess, specifically, by specific teachers of 

programs, the affect of credit increments upon CES pro~rams. 

However, from the data arising from this study, it was secure 

to state the appearance of an issue of importance. 

The final section of the study dealt with emerging issues 

\.;i thin the SEOP program. The emerging issues should be 

addressed by the administration of CES to ensure continuance 

of the policy since there has been such wide-spread acceptance 

of the program. 
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What are the emerging issues with reference to the SEOP? 

Part of the qualitative section of the survey allowed the 

survey participants an opportunity to express their opinions 

concerning emerging issues or problems relating Lo SEOP. The 

opinions were clustered using Bliss et al. 's approach. Figure 

4.5 was the cluster for analysis: 

~ETWORK ~ODEL OF QUALITATIVE QUESTION 
"What are the emerging issues relating to SEOP?" 

--Account
.oility 

--Generai 
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I i _ . 
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Figure 4.5 "Network: What are the 
emerging issues relating to SEOP?" 
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Figure 1.5 (Continued) 
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Table ~.5 (Continued) 



-Pay~ent over 
12 lonths 

-12 month 
contract 

-Research 
projects 

-~areer 

planning 
-Benefit 
? lanmg 

Table 4.5 (Continued) 

?'"-
- I I 

After clustering the r-esponses. it was ::lppar-ent there 

wer-e two major emergent issues: accountabil i ty and general 

pr-ogram operation. Each of these points became areas of 

focus. 

Accountability within the pr-ogr-am was of r-elevance to the 

acceptability of the policy. as stated by Peter-son, Schramm. 

and Day. However, all three stakeholders sensed ~ need for 

accountability "such that the pr-ogram would not be lost, due 

to [the lackl of compliance to the original goals", 

Accountability was not an easy discussion topic for many 

teachers in CES for, ~s was discussed by one teacher-, 

the way the success or failure of SEOP is 
evaluated, tlsing sheer numbers, can be 
misleading!! Was the Savior's mission 
successful in terms of sheer numbers and 
standard inter-relation of those numbers 
of converts he had as a direct result of 
his efforts? 

The respondents to the survey discussed four aspects of 

accountability with reference to SEOP. These included: 
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• general accountability principles, 

• the policing of employees, 

~ individual problems, 

~ and the processes of gaining accountability. 

Several t'espondents discussed the need fot' "balance 

l.;ithin the accountability of the program" (in a ~enet'al sense) 

and that local concerns needed to be balanced "wi th the big 

picture [which I the administrators always used". 

suggested that 

while increased accountability 1S 

probably needed, my fear is there I.ill 
also be increased non-helpful programs 
and meetings to attend that won't benefit 
me as well as other things I can do. 

.-\ teacher 

Still others suggested the "participation in a broader range 

of SEOP activities" displaYlng "( 1) how teachers are to use 

their time, (2) how to develop quality projects or activities, 

Clnd (3) how to develop into strong futuristic teachers". 

Other activities which could t'eflect 

accountability in SEOP included 

productivity in terms of students 
enrolled and retained/grades given in 
courses completed/ reports on researchl 
writing done/ students and priesthood 
leaders contacted. 

general 

Even though ideas on what could be done to assist in 

accountability were provided frequently, one teacher cautioned 

against becoming 



focused [solely] upon student enrollment 
and completion and leave out so many 
other parts of our assignments which 
could be benefited. 

The administrators should work on 

keeping SEOP flexible and locally 
applicable-there are too many local 
considerations for CES to start defining, 
too closely, what SEOP must or must not 
be about. 
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~any participants in the survey expressed the need for 

SEOP to "work in everyday life and not be Just a bunch of 

meetings so we [the teachers I are controlled", Special 

emphasises should be made upon administrative activities such 

as 

(1) workshops for principals, ;].nd for 
Admissions Advisors, (2) workshops on 
how to appropriately observe and appraise 
other teachers as well as ho" to be 
observed and appraised, and (3) helps for 
principals in how to budget for ;].nd 
appraise the physical needs of 
seminaries. 

:\ suggestion of workshops relat ing to the "pol ic ies and 

procedures manual would be informative about the function of 

various programs", A specific need was that of feedback to 

those administer ing programs. ~any suggested the need for 

area personnel to avoid "simply listening to lnformational 

feedback d.nd Lhen [ailin~ Jo unything wiLh it" it. wa:-; 

submitted that area administrators needed to "pass informati·m 

to the central office personnel such that we have a true VOice 
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i.n that office". 

A "decentralizing spiri ttl in the SEOP was suggested by 

one teacher and that the "administration shouldn't stifle 

creativity by being dogmatic and untrusting". 

administrator added 

during the school year, personnel are 
trusted. However, they are not trusted in 
the SEOP. Trust should be extended to 
the SEOP. 

An 

The few, the "ten percent of those who are ~oin~ to lose 

it for the rest of us", became a central focus of the policing 

area of accountability. Those who were striving to perform 

their duties viewed, with distaste, those who did not perform 

acceptably. 

Last summer I prepared an entire year of 
lessons, he 1 ps, Doctrine and Covenants 
commentary book, read seven boo ks re La ted 
to t.he Doctrine and Covenants, recorded 
app L icable v ideo spots, read four more 
church books of general doctrinal import. 
~jy colleagues, many, but not all, read 
maybe one book, ten lessons, watched 
movies, etc .. 

Teachers stated a desire to "handle the few who abuse 

[SEOP], or don't appear to be accountable for a standard. so 

that the program is not placed in jeopardy to all who are 

accountable" . ~Iost 0 f those who mishandled the program, 

accord in; to the ::-espondcnts, ',.;e re ":;ounger teache r3 ', .. ho 

expected the program and didn't remember selling shoes". 

There were those who didn't "think of others through their 
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laziness", 

~ost teachers agreed that accountability was important, 

but that there was also, of necessity, a need for "proper 

assessment" and "problem solving", 

The correct "recipe" for accountability required basic 

trust, with" ideas" about planning and "daily operation within 

SEOP" , Autonomy was desired in certain areas of CES in 

relation to SEOP, "for it seems at present t.hat some areas are 

more rigid and structured than others", Some 

desired the option to "work on their own programs" 

employees 

and spend 

less time on seemingly "non-related central office material", 

Autonomy in selection of activities was deemed important, as 

well as the notion that "reports on daily action is really 

not necessary, The administration needs to trust us 3S they 

do dur ing the year", One teacher sw;gested 3 Church-\.;ide 

curriculum providing il base for study and then allowing "the 

teachers the autonomy to study as they will", ~any teachers 

expressed the need for the "option", the "agency" to perform, 

and the "feeling of independence" in their work, "Trust us" 

was written throughout the surveys, 

Suggestions of trust were coupled wi.th su~gestions of 

flexibility that many already experienced in their [)[·ograms. 

"Some areas I have been in are so supportive of what propose 

as a professional, but others treat me iil(c 

training". 

have had no 
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~ew accountability measures could focus on the "numbers 

of recruits", the "number of contacts made to marginal youth 

during the summer", and "the number of completed student 

programs accomplished during the summer". 

~uch of the good of the SEOP policy lies in the 

ability to be able to nest schedules of 
teaching assignments, teaching 
responsibilities, and the 
responsibilities of touching the youth 
which are given to us to touch. Too many 
times, I have the feeling the area office 
does not understand what I want to 
accomplish in SEOP, and they disapprove 
of some activity I propose ... we need to 
nest the good we all do. 

The other aspect of emerging issues dealt with program 

operation. There were pleadings for "secretarial help" from 

both teachers and administrators during the summers for 

"principals and coordinators". Requests for recruitment ideas 

were prevalent. One teacher suggested 

I personally do not believe that summer 
recruitment is that effective. The 
crucial time is when students are 
registering for the next year! However, 
I also feel that by using the SEOP to 
strengthen your personal program that 
will in turn increase your enrollment!! ~ 

Another teacher advised that "wisdom is necessary in 

producing effective recruitment practices [forl at times we 

take the responsibility for recruitment i.n f~ES [a,.,ray] from 

priesthood leaders". 

:\n administrator sensed the problem with SEOP in 



reference to recruiting practices when he stated 

the time spent in teacher improvement 
tends to rob time from the time spent on 
recruitment and cause completion. I'd 
like to see less on teacher improvement 
and more on the other two. 
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Other emerging concerns included inservice through "the 

teleconference", having "BYU professors teach us" and having 

"a central office inservice which is of superior quality". 

"Some of our inserv ice has been Lacking i.n qual i ty and CES 

needs to work on this aspect of SEap", stated one older 

teacher. "You need to f ill teachers buckets" through using 

qualified people, 

especially using people outside CES who 
are well qualified in the subjects being 
studied. I've seen a lack of quality in 
the inservice lessons. 

Additional suggestions for program enhancement included 

the need for useful "teaching i.deas", "better r-ecruitment 

lists from institutes" and other related items. \-Iork from 

Salt Lake needed to fit the "objectives of SEap (not office 

work, repor-ts, paying bills, etc.)". 

Local program concerns included the need to adapt SEOP to 

"tri-mester- schools", "year-round schools", and oLher varying 

avenues public education programs were proposing. 

Consideration for reimbursement for expenses incurred on 

work while performing SEap was expressed as being needed, such 

as a "consideration for a budget allowance for those men that 
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need to stay away from their homes during the two-week area or 

associate area training" and "travel, lodging, and meals". 

Help with administrative details 

such as course outline preparation, class 
schedules, student visits in the 
Institute, building maintenance, budgets, 
[as well as] grading on a seminary level 
and the advisability of the incomplete 
[grade] being used for anything other 
than lack of 80% attendance, should be 
part of the SEOP. 

Those who were teaching in "one-teacher si tuations" in 

the "rural" areas of the church needed help with "boredom 

during SEOP", the "exchange of valuable ideas", work with 

"real teaching, rather than just games" and air-conditioning 

concerns 

~y building is 90-degrees-plus for weeks 
on end. I f we should work in the heat, 
get air conditioning or do not complain 
i.f teachers work from 6:00 to 2:30 p.m .. 
You wouldn't want to be in our offices 
later in the day. 

The "preparation of Early ~orning teachers for the school 

year" was an important issue discussed by many in this portion 

of the survey. The respondents understood the need [or SEOP 

with reference to the Early ~orning teacher. A need for 

assistance "with student governments" I.as important to a 

handful of teachers teaching in the "middle years" of CES. 

Expressions of support for existing SEOP programs filled 

the responses obtained. The "PDP program", the payment for 

school attendance" and post baccalaureate progr:J.ms were of 
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great benefits to the teachers. Some expressed a desire for 

more "post doctoral studies. through the department as a part 

of SEOP", as Iyell as a "CES sponsored ~lasters Degree program 

offered at BYU". Study through travel abroad programs "to 

church sites", "Book of ~ormon lands", and "BYU Abroad" were 

requested to be a stronger part of SEOP. according to some 

respondents. 

Other general operation issues worthy of consideration 

included "payment of SEOP monies over a twelve month period" 

and "issuing a twelve-month contract instead of SEOP. We are 

quickly losing the • opt ion part' of it .::lOyway". 

CES sponsored research projects and annlyses were 

suggested by some teachers as possible proposals for summer 

work in SEOP. A "career planning and benefit planning session 

-;f I,'ork" was needed by one employee i.n the midwest. He stated 

he I.;as the only one "hold enough to ask for i.t". 

Wi th the two major emerging issues defined through t.he 

qualitative portion of the survey. the quantiLative sections 

added light lipan l<ihich groups of individuals Iyere expressing 

which needs. There was significance in some of the emerging 

issues between years of service as well as bet.ween teachers 

and adminIstrators. Each statement was handled separately as 

t.o the Pearson Chi-Square analysis. 
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The issue of accountability was assessed in statement 

four of the survey. Participants were asked to ~espond to, 

"There needs to be more accountability for actions of teachers 

who pa~ticipate in SEOP". 

Accountability has been a sensitive area among educators 

for years (Johnson, 1984, p.-t; Patterson, 1969, p. 169; 

Rosenholtz. 1987. p. 5371. Teachers are ner':OIIS about 

providing some type of allegiance to a policing program when 

they Ilre not sure 0 f the evalua t i vc tool which I, ill be llsed 

within the policing of teachers. Administrators are also 

nervous as they are concerned about judging their staff 

according to nebulous criteria. 

S ta temen t fou r \'OS des i:;ned such tha t the r"csea~c he r 

could assess whether CES \o,'as commi tted to some type of 

accountability tool. 

There was significance for both sections of t.hc chi

square analysis (both in comparison of yea~s of service and 

comparison of ~esponses of teache rs 

administrators) . Significance scores 

comparisons were .013 .0003 at 

respectively. 

as 

for 

the 

compa~ed to 

the 

.05 

above 

1 e\'e 1 • 

Table -t. 27 represents the raw data obtained Cor the 

accollntabi 1 i ty issue: 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM FOUR IN SURVEY 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

I COUNT 
Row 

\ 1 2 3 I 4 Score 
I 

(0-3 yrs. l 2 9 15 
1 

3 , 29 : ! 

, 17.7% 
(-1-7 yrs. ) 5 i -1 t 38 I 8 55 I 

I i 33.5% 
(8-21 yrs. ) 6 I 20 23 , 5 54 

! I 
:12 . 9% 

( 22-Ret ir. ) 3 i 12 8 3 26 
15.9% 

Column 16 I 45 84 19 164 
Total 9.8% 27.4% 51.2% 11.6% 100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

COUNT i 
I Rolo.' i 

I 1 / 2 ; 3 -1 Score 
i I I 

Teacher 9 i 26 74 16 125 , I , 
I 76.2% 

Admin. 7 , 19 10 3 39 
23.8% 

Column 16 I 45 84 19 164 
Total 9.8% 27.4% 51.2% 11.6% 100.0% 

Table 4.27 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 4" 

Data from the above table represented the diversity of 

response received concerning the issue. In analyzing the raw 

I 
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numbers, the longer the teacher/administrator served in CES, 

the more he saw the need for accountabi 1 i ty. The younger 

groups, particularly those ranging in service years from four 

to seven years strongly distrusted accountability measures 

(nine to 46 ratio against more accountability in the four to 

seven serv ice year range). This was the reason for the 

significance variable on the chi-square test. The longer a 

teacher serves, the more s/he feels the need for 

ac c 0 u n tab i lit y :..:.Il..:..:;mc::o'-!n-"g"'-----'t""h=e __ v"-o~u'_!.n""'g:>..e:::..=.r _ _"_t.:::ec.::ao.::c"_'h=e_=r...;::.s . This same 

statement was repeated in the qualitative sections of the 

instrument. The older teacher does not feel the younger 

teacher understands what it was like without the SEOP, and 

fel t the younger teacher I.as taking the program" for granted". 

There I·UiS a signIficance of responses for the teachers as 

compared to the adminIstrators. The teachers, as a whole, 

were very "disagreeable" to the concept of greater 

accountability, whereas the administrators expressed a need 

for greater accountability on a two to one margin as compared 

to no more accountability. The significance level (.0003) was 

low for this statement concerning the necessity of the 

administrators to control what the teacher loias performinl5' 

This was the reason so many teachers were expressing the "loss 

of the option portion of SEOP" and other related statements. 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM SEVENTEEN IN SURVEY 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

(0-3 yrs.) 6 

(4-i yrs.) 5 

(8-21 yrs. ) I 5 ! 

(22-Retir. ) 5 

Column 
I 

21 
Total 13.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and 

1 
I 

Teacher 14 ! 

Admin. i 

Column 
I 

21 
Total 13.0% 

COUNT 

2 3 

8 Ll 

10 ! 32 

24 19 

11 8 

53 70 
32.7% 43. 2% 

Administrators 

COCNT 

2 I :3 I 
I 

31 63 
I 

22 i 

53 70 
32.i% 43.2% 

I 

i 

5 : 

2 i 

18 
11. 1 % 

Row 
Score 

::!9 
17.9% 
54 
33 3'" '0 

53 
:J2 . i% 
26 
16.0% 

162 
100.0% 

Compared) 

I 

Rot..' 
4 Score 

16 ! 121 
76.5% 

:2 38 
J 23.5% 

18 162 
i1. 1 % 100.0% 

Table ·1.28 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 17" 

The concept of accountability was studied l'urther in 

stRt,pment qevpnteen r)f thp slIrvpy whir::h >,nRlyzeri t,he 

accountability of teachers through standards of performance. 

The statement (The teachers need to be more accountable for a 
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standard of performance in the SEOP) was compared and reported 

in Table 4.28 above. 

The significance of the difference (.0002 at the .05 

Levell between administrators and teachers was interesting and 

could be explained as predictable. The teachers were nervous 

about more accountability and the delineation of that 

accountability through standards of performance. The 

administrators see standards as evaluative tools designed to 

better assess the productivity of teachers. With 64% of the 

teachers "disagreeing" l.,rith the concept, the standard could be 

harmful to morale. However, with the 36% of them sensing a 

need for accountability, there could be work performed to win 

more of the personnel to the idea of accountability, 

There was a wide variety in years of experience and the 

statement. The longer the employee I.as in CES. the more s/he 

perce i ved a requ 1 rement for standards 0 f pe rformance, The 

newer teachers were nervous about any standard which might be 

imposed upon them. 

Statement nine of the survey analyzed another emergent 

issue tied to the central office operation the SEOP program. 

Statement nine read, "I feel those l.,rho are administering the 

SEOP (central office personnel, zone administrators, area 

personnel) understand the purpose of the SEOP". 

the survey are included in Table 4.29 below: 

Results of 
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ITEM NINE IN SURVEY 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT I Row, 
1 i 2 I 3 

i 
4 Score i 

( 0-3 yrs. ) I 18 ! 7 I I 

2 I 1 i 28 
I 

17.2%: 
(4-7 yrs. ) , 30 25 , 0 

I 
0 55 I 

I , :33.7%.-
(8-21 yrs. ) , 38 15 1 0 54 I 

I 
I 33. 1 % 

(22-Retir. ) I 16 
I 

10 0 0 26 
I 16.0% I I 

Column 102 : 57 3 1 163 
Total 62.6% I 35.0% 1. 8% 0.6% 100% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I 
COUNT , 

Row 
I , 2 J 4 Score i I l I I 

I I 

Teacher 70 , 50 I 3 1 124 
: I 76. 1 % 

Admin. 32 i i, 0 0 39 
23.9% 

Column 102 57 3 0 163 
Total 62.8% 35.0% 1. 8% 0.6% 100.0% 

Table ·L29 "Results of survey as clustered--[tem 9" 

~ost employees perceived that the administrators 

understood the program of SEOP (almost 98%). The few who did 
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not agree were younger teachers who lacked the experience to 

understand the program themselves. The one teacher who was 

not a "new" teacher had been negat i ve, wi th little support 

from others' opinions, towards the SEOP throughout the study, 

thus providing a discounting his/her responses. It was 

interesting to note that the four who had difficulty \o/ith 

SEOP's interpretation by administrators were from areas of 

high concentrations of CES teachers. This could be ;10 

interpretation of something, more than a mere misunderstanding 

of an administrator's comprehension of the SEOP. 

The significance level for the comparison of teachers 

with administrators was .035 at the .05 level of the Pearson 

chi-square test. The reasons for the di fference could be 

attributed to the number of administrators 182%) \o/ho believed 

they understood the program. It would be understandable that 

a person in charge would feel him/herself knowledgeable :l.bout 

the i.mplementation of a program of the magnitude of SEOP. 

Greater unity could be desired among the administraLor's and 

greater explanations to new hirees could help to diffuse the 

misconceptions found in this statement. 

One of the predominant areas of policy analysis is the 

analysis of the cost of a policy IYith regards to its output. 
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RESULTS OF SURVEY AS CLUSTERED 
ITEM NINETEEN IN SURVEY 

(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

COUNT 

1 , 2 
I 

3 i 4 

(0-3 yrs. ) I 18 11 I 0 I 0 I 

(4-; yrs.) 19 :33 2 o 
I i 

(8-21 yrs. ) 25 I 26 1 0 
I 

, 

( 22 - Re t i r. ) 13 i 12 1 i 0 
I 

I ! 

Column 
I 

i5 82 4 0 
Total -16.6% 50.9% 2.5% 0.0% 

Row 
Score 

I 29 
18.0% 
54 
33.5% 
52 
32.3% 
26 
16.1% 

161 
100.0% 

(Counts of Teachers and Administrators Compared) 

I COUNT 
I I Row I 

1 , :2 :3 I I Score 
I i I 

I 

Teacher 63 I 58 1 r) 122 
! i5.8% 

Admin. 12 24 3 0 I 
I 

39 
i 2·t.2% 

Column 
I 

i5 82 -1 0 161 
Total 46.6% 50.9% 2.5% r).O% 100.0% 

Table L30 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 19" 

Statement nineteen of the survey loJas designed to assess 

the cost effectiveness of the SEOP. The statement "The SEOP 

is cost effective in producing the teacher effectiveness, 

I 
I 

i 

I 
I 
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r-ecr-ui tment/r-etention, and teacher- pr-ofessionalization" became 

the next emphasis of analysis. Figure 4.30, above, exhibits 

the data from the collection of responses. Analysis of the 

statistical data confirmed that most (97.5%) of the employees 

surveyed support the cost effectiveness of SEOP. They favor 

the use of the money expended for- the goals drafted by the 

Boar-d of Education. The engrossing data lies in the 

significance level (.009 at the .05 levell, again, of the 

compar-ison of teacher-s Wi th administrator-s in CES. Of the 

people who "disagreed" with the cost effectiveness of SEOP, 

three of the four wer-e administrators. The administrators 

were from various areas of the country, thus not establishing 

a pattern of locale for analysis. Some of the grounds which 

could have pr-ompted the difference in responses for teacher 

and administrator-s could have been the non-realization of the 

numbers which should be visible with the SEOP. The teacher-s 

could see the per-sonal benefits wher-eas the administrator-s can 

see only the pr-ogr-am successes which are judged, many times, 

by the number-s of students involved rather- than the 

pr-epar-ation and/or- intrinsics I.hich are taking pLace. 

A significant statistic was that no one "strongly 

disagr-eed" wi th the statement. Through greater efforts to 

fine tune the policy, a potential for unity is possible. 
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(Years of Service as Compared With Counts) 

(0-3 yrs.) 5 

(4-7 yrs.) 5 

(8 21 - yrs. 20 

(22-Retir. ) 7 

Column 37 
Total 24.0% 

(Counts of Teachers 

I 1 

Teacher 27 

Admin. 10 

Column 37 
Total 24.0% 

COUNT 

2 3 

17 3 

6 

21 ; 11 
, 

12 6 
I 

91 
I 

26 I 59.1% 16.9% 
and Administrators 

COUNT 

i 2 
i 

3 
I 

I 

;4 I 1 7 
! 

i 17 9 
1 

91 26 I 59.1% 16.9% 

4 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 I 0.0% 

Row 
Score 

25 
16.2% 
52 
33.8% 
;) 

33.8% 
25 
16.2% 

154 
100.0% 

Compared) 

I 
Row 

4 Score 
I 

0 118 
;6.6% 

0 36 
23.4% 

0 154 
0.0% 100.0% 

Table 4.31 "Results of survey as clustered--Item 25" 

Statement twenty-five of the survey (The central office 

staff had control of the implementation of the SEOP) examined 

t h '" ~ 0 n t r 0 1 t. he c e n t r a 1 s t a f f (1 f r: E S had '1 p 0 nth e 

implementation of SEOP. The general operation of the SEOP was 

of concern to many involved, not only in the policy analysis, 

I 

! 
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but in the understanding of the control with which the central 

staff were willing to distribute to the various areas in CES. 

Figure 4.31, above, represented the data obtained from 

the survey. The numbers above reflected the notion that there 

was some diversity in understanding who had control of the 

SEOP. Apparently there were some who understood that the SEOP 

was implemented through the n.rea personnel. There was an 

ave rwhe lming number of peopLe who attributed the 

implementation of SEOP to the Central Office staff. Over 83% 

of the personnel surveyed I.,ere misinformed as to who had 

implemented SEOP. 

The significance of this number lies within the idea of 

who the field person feels slhe can trust in i.nterpreting 

further plans and aspirations within the SEOP. The feeling of 

the "brass upstairs not understanding me in my little town", 

as one teacher expressed it, would not find itself as readily 

into the cognizance of the personnel of CES. 

All of the administrators expressed an agreement Lo the 

question that they (the administrators) were the people who 

had implemented t.he pol icy. This could be explained by the 

statement structure, or non-structure. 

A short portion of the triangulative process of 

verification was to interview a segment of the field personnel 

providing an avenue for ownership of suggestions for 

amelioration of SEOP. As was displayed in Figure 1.5 and the 
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related quantitative data, two emergent issues were prevalent-

-accountability and program operation. Ten teachers tvere 

phoned and asked a prescribed set of questions designed to 

assess what can be accompl_shed in the areas of accountability 

and program operation such that the SEOP can be reinforced. 

The teachers were sampled according to the random numbers 

list (:-finium, 1978, )p. 547-48) and were phoned for their 

responses. Table 4.: 2 contains the matrix of responses to the 

two issues. 

TEACHER REACTION TO ACCOUNTABILITY AND PROGRAM OPERATION 

;TEACHER DESCRIPTION 
f 

~Seminary Teacher 
;wi th six service 
:years in CES. 

ACCOUNTABILITY 

Fel t problem was 
not widespread but 
that the few make 
things difficult. 
The time log needs 
to continue. 
Accountability 
needs to be with 
the Associate Area 
Director in 
interviews. 

PROGRAM OPERATION 

For Central office: i 

duties which are' 
assigned. he felt: 
this should be' 
stopped. Have thef 
departmen t make ;1: 
list of duties to, 
be completed fori 
the summer and have I 
the teache ['s wri tel 
proposals for them. Ii 

He added the leveL 
of scholarship wasl 
lac kin g i nl 
inservice. CES cam 
do much better 
through effective 
teleconferencing, 
using qualified 
individuals. 

F i. ~ II r p 4 • .1 2 " Tea c h p r r p !-\ C t. i <) n t: 0 A. ceo \I n t., b i Lit y -'\ n d 0 per a t ro n " 
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! 

Seminary Teacher 
with fifteen years 
experience in CES. 

CES Coordinator of 
twenty-three years 
of service in the 
field. 

Ins tit ute 
instructor with 
twenty-three years 
of experience in 
CES. 

CES will have to 
live with 
accountability 
problems. ~othing 
can be done--they 

I will always be 
there. TRUST is 
the key--when logs 
are used, he is 
more worried with 
what he writes down 
than the work 
actually completed. 
CES needs to worry 
about those items 
which are 
quantifiable but 

, let the others take 
care of themselves. 

suggested the onl y 
way to assist in 
accountability for 
a coordinator was 
to establ ish the 
twelve month 
contract system. 

TRUST is the only 
way to ensure 
accountability. 
Administration must 
be more detailed on 
what they truly 
desire in the 
program 
Recruitment, 
retention, and 
student enhancement 

~ __________ -.!i 5 1-.00 v l'\ 'S I.le • 
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A non-issue. 

The administratorl 
needs to be mindful, 
of the teachers 
rather than just 
the program. Be a 
teachers 
admin is trator. 
:-Ieed more teaching. 
ideas. 

Those teaching 
alone need the 
inservice and 
assistance when 
they meet together. 

Table 4.32 (Continued) 



i I n s tit u t eJ Daily, weekly, and 
i Instructor wi th 28 monthly logs are 
I years of service to I the only easy to 

I
CES programs. ins u r e 

accountability. 
The principal, 

I director, or next 
; in line reviews 

weekly what is 
happening with the 
tea c her 
Administration must 
be buH t in weeklr 
forms. 

Teacher Seminary 
with four years 
experience in CES. 

~jixed signals 
coming from 
administration when 
trust in school 
year but not in 
summer. Suggests a 
stratification of 
teachers according 
to years of 
service. 
teachers need 

New 
much 

inservice training, 
those past four to 
six years are ready 
to hone material. 

Table 4.32 (Continued) 
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Need good inservice 
but not too much. 
Don't make meetingsl 
for the sake of l 
meetings or tol 
"control" thel 
teachers. CESI 
trusts them all 
year, why not in 
the summers? 

Inservice needs to 
be reflective of 
individual needs, 
not what 
administrator feels 
is necessary. 
People n~ed to make 
letters of 
recommendations for 
work needed by 
central office 
rather than just 
bei.ng :l.ssigned. 
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~---------------------4------------------------+-----------------------. Regiona 1 
Coordinator with 27 
years service in 
CES programs. 

iSeminary teacher 
iwith eighteen years 
lexper ience wi th CES 
Iprograms. 

Seminary principal 
with 28 years 
experience in CES. 

Accountability 
forms must come at 
beginning of 
summers. Only 
HONOR system will 
work. Teachers 
need to be 
respected like they 
are the other ten 
months of the year. 
Cannot have peer 
policing or more 
reports. Trust the 
teachers. The 
administration will 
know who is having 
difficulty. 

No changes. System 
currently using is 
all dght. 

Teachers are 
accountable to the 
building principal. 
Very successful 
both ways. All 
people in building 
like the situation. 

Teachers do not: 
have the right to i 
"buck" the system.: 
ioJe do what we are I 

told! PDP is SO! 

strong! ! 

Good inservice 
helpful 
coordinators. 

is I 

for: 

Good balance' 
al ready in Area. 
Do not change it. 

~lajor emphasis in 
summer is 
completion. uver 
40 students helped 
per summer and all 
staff is thrilled 
abou tit. They are 
happy wi th the 
inservice if it is 
not over two weeks 

r-__________ ~..,.......,-~_.,.._=_-~-_,_-__:_.,.---:i:.!n~l~.n~~-. __ ._ .. _ . 
Table 4.32 (Continued) 
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Seminary Teacher All area is all 
wi th two years I ri gh t if the 

Use the forms with 
the principal 
i n v 0 I v e d 
Accountability is 
important but so is 
trust and feeling I 
you arel 
professional. 

experience. 

CES c oordinato I' 
with thirteen years 
experience. 

Time sheet needs to 
be light for 
accountability and 
great for a 
reporting of 
successes and 
t h i n g s 
accomplished. Do 
not need a BIG 
BROTHER attitude 
a m 0 n g 
administrators. 
could use phones 
for reporting to 
those responsible 
for programs. 

Figure 4.32 (Continued) 

teachers are 
trusted wi th a 
vo ice wi th the 
administration. He 
understands the, 
val u e 0 f: 
guidelines, but! 
feels a need for' 
p I' a f e s s ion a 1 ' 
freedom. 

The tired retread: 
a f teachers need I 

the inservice. The' 
formation of: 
committees iSI 

important toi 
completing specific 
tasks. The 
committees mus':.i 
have useful; 
directions for It; 
to work or teach,~rsl 

become bogged down. 

~1ost of the above CES employees mentioned trust md honor 

in the i I' responses. The values of the CES pre,gram were 

paramount in the operation of the program. 

The various suggestions in accountability ranged from 

program policing in peer situations :J.t ':ES buildings 

(generally a principal or one in line ~utrlority) to the 

reviewing of program goals. All, but one respondent agreed 
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that something had to be done with accountability. .Hl "knew 

one teacher" who was misusing the program. If this were but 

ten teachers chosen at random (which were ~eflective of the 

total CES population), there could be a potential for many who 

were not using the program as it was envisioned by the 

stakeholders in 1984. 

Program operation had many variations of suggestions, 

centering upon the goals of a general CES plan as I.ell as 

local concerns. Use of the proposals above were confined to 

Chapter Five in the ~ecommendations for further app~opriate 

!lction. 

The final question which must be analyzed concentrated 

upon the numbers of students who have enrolled and have 

completed the program with c~edit. 

significantly 

statistically, 

imp~oved, 

that 

there 

SEOP was 

recruitment/~etention of students. 

I f the numbe~s have 

could be :lrgument, 

assisting in the 

Table ·t. 33 rep~esents 

yearly seminary totals fo~ 1984-85 through 1989-90, in areas 

of total students enrolled, students completing with credit, 

and the percentage of students completing with credit. Only 

seminary numbers were ~eported because of the strength of 

patte~ns which are manifest in their numbers. The behavio~al 

patte~ns of high school students are much more predictable and 

observable than those of the institute student. The institute 

student has many more independent variables affecting his/her 
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involvrnent in CES programs (i.e. work, upper division college 

courses, marriage, etc.). The seminary data, therefore, could 

show greater patterns of involvrnent. 

COMPARISON OF ENROLLMENT, COMPLETION, AND PERCENTAGES FOR 
1984-90 

TOTAL STUDENTS ENROLLED IN SEMINARY 

:38H5 198H6 1986-07 :nH3 i38H3 i;89·l0 

~eleasea·ti3e '),049 l2,233 34.188 17 ,Bll l2, j 20 l7.036 
, uayt lle ~, 389 J,171 4,SJi 4,944 4,581 L024 
. SariY·lorn. 52,124 55, j 99 ~0,402 ~2, 123 66,081 10,383 
Home·study 14,068 13,727 10,114 9,373 3.327 1,327 
Special !d, 2,731 3,305 2,566 i,m 1,782 i ,0 Ii 

. GRAND TOTAL ! 50,961 157,700 161,867 166,867 i 72,391 i82,535 
Pet, Growth *·····4, JX····"····2. 6X····u ..•. 2. 7X····"····4. 0X··· u ·····5. jX····' 

SEMINARY STUDENTS COMPLETING WITH CREDIT 

Releasea·ti:le ;4. 4 00 i 5,4 i 9 i7,3i2 1I,m 76,201 ao, i u2 
wartue 1.614 2.070 2.851 1,434 1.263 ~ ,ll ~ 

I eari1·lorn. JUn ;6,207 :9,339 (1),129 4;,202 (ti .: i6 
d03e's,uay ; ,311 7,m ),455 5, j 79 USO 4 I 322 
jpec 1 a 1 ::1. : ,IJ65 !J2 ~56 382 152 1 i 0 
mND iCTAL ,08,045 112,234 116,403 121,422 i 23,734 i3\,m 
Pet. ;rcwtn ',···2. I\····u ..... l. ;X··· u ·····4. iX····u····5.aX····u .... ( .5~····' 

PERCENTAGE OF SEMINARY STUDENTS COMPLETING WITH CREDIT 

Releasea·ti~e 10.m 79.m 30,m li.m i2.m ·~1.a3~ 

Dayt l~e i7.m 55.23\ 62.m i9.m i [. 36X ~3,m 

eari7·10rn. i5.m i5. 70~ 65,m i 5 . ~ 8% ~6.m i5 .. i7X 
~o~e·Huay 55.51% 54.m 53.m 55.m 55.00X ~ - 11 \' 

\ot 0 • ww' 

Speclal ::d. ;3.00\ 30.m 37. 26X H,m 47.au 45. i ;~ 
TOTAL ~ERCEHTAGE "1,lOX i 1. i iX 11.35% i3.m i~,m :U6X 
?c ~. Change , ...... ~3X····u .•... m····'t •••• i. 4 H····u ... i .1 n··· u ..... 63\····' 

Table ·1.33 "Total student enrollment and completion" 

AnalYSiS of the above data does not significantly prove 
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or disprove SEOP' s influence upon recru i tment, retent ion, 

completion, and growth within seminary programs. The 

statistics of growth are low, however, for the concentration 

SEOP was to have on the different aspects of CES. 

From the data analyzed in this chapter, CES has succeeded 

in providing SEOP as an incentive for teacher enhancement, but 

has much work to perform in order for the statistics to 

realize the effects of SEOP (as is reflected in Table 4.33). 

This was an area for concentration in relation to 

accountability. Perhaps the employees are not making the 

connection between a successful CES program and recruitment 

and completion rates. 

Summary 

This chapter dealt with the policy analysis at' the Summer 

Employment Option of the Church Educational System designed to 

assess if this style of a policy could fit within Bartell's 

model of teacher incentives and particularly within the 

Professional Responsibility section of Bartell's model. The 

policy analysis provided a history of the SEOP with the 

objectives and the values of the program. 

The four other research questions \.;ere explored uSing 

both qualitative and quantitative tools of measurement through 

tables, figures, and matrixes, I.;hich aided comprehension of 

the data used. 
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A survey instrument was used to gain data for the 

research analysis, as were interviews and document analysis 

techniques. 

It was found that the SEOP was highly successful as a 

policy, but had emergent issues which should be addressed for 

continuance of the program and its goals. It was also found 

that SEOP was a Professional Responsibility lncentive. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to assess the vlability of 

an incentive model among educators. Bartell's (1988) model of 

incentive systems was used as a framework for identifying the 

style of the particular incentive. The incentive tested in 

the study was classified as a Professional Responsibility 

incentive (Bartell, 1988). The Professional Responsibility 

incentive motivates teachers to greater productivity Lhrough 

providing expanded roles and sharing opportunities for growth. 

Intrinsic ['ewards are .;oupled Idth extrinsic compensation 

within this incentive. 

The Summer Employment Option Program (SEOP) of the Church 

of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints was evaluation as a 

Professional Responsibility incentive. The study ;lsscssed 

whether or not the policy motivated teachers to greater 

performance within this private sectarian school system. A 

policy analysis technique (the Bush Gallagher Technique) was 

used to conduct the policy formation and implementation study. 

Part of the policy analysis included a history of the 

generation of the SEOP with its objectives and beneficiaries. 
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Four other research questions were answered to elicit the 

policy's goals and objectives, and the degree to which they 

have been met. 

Conclusions 

Question One--What was the history of the SEOP? 

The historical study of the SEOP formation was replete 

with the values of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 

SAints. It would be impossible to divorce the SEOP incentive 

system from the values espoused by the Church. Much of the 

policy's success depended upon the unity of the teachers 

generated by their commitment to the Church and its teachings. 

The policy was formed as a result of concerns over the 

work performed t,ithout pay by tear.hers in outlying areas of 

the Church during the summers when their school-year teaching 

contract was not in force. The inequities between seminary 

and institute personnel warranted an equalizing program that 

would promote unity among all employees of the Church 

Educational System (CES). 

~uch discllssion took place and work completed during the 

years from 1980 to 1984 to dev ise a proposal to the Church 

BO:]'r'd of Education which was designed to (1) provide payment 

for labor performed in the summer months, (2) assist in the 

recruitment and retention of students into CES programs, (3) 
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and (4) 

contribute to the professionalization of employees. 

The proposal presented by stakeholders was approved in 

May, 1984 with implementation taking place on a limited basis 

that same summer. ~uch of the 1984-85 school year was used to 

generate guidelines for full implementation in the summer of 

L985. Participants could opt for one through eight weeks of 

extra duties and be paid a.t a rate of 2.25% of their base 

salary per week of extra accomplishment. 

There was some di fficulty with implementation, 

particularly with the policy concerning advanced degree 

seeking among the employees. However, given the size of the 

implementational force, there was relative ease in 

implementing the policy. Teachers were overwhelmingly 

supportive of the policy's tenets and the underlying basis of 

the policy, t<,"ith over 90% of the participants in this study 

positively supporting the pro~ram. The CES employees were 

also grateful for the foresight of the Church Board of 

Education in sensing the need for monetary remuneration. 

Teachers and administrators, surveyed for this study, 

expressed gratitude for the policy and the extrinsic payments 

rece i ved f rom the Board. The teachers fel t the Board I"as 

generous and the salary received was more than adequate". 

Area directors were placed in charge of implementation 

throughout the llnited Stat.es and Canada, I"ith over L300 
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teachers and administrators. The area director had authority 

to interpret the program goals and aspirations. Great trust 

was placed in the area directors and the teachers themselves. 

Honor and confidence became incorporated within the system, 

along with pre-printed forms designed to facilitate the 

teacher in planning his summer employment around the goals 

advocated by the Board of Education. Auditing procedures were 

placed into force and are still employed today. However, it 

is important to note that the individual teachers were so 

scattered across the vastness of the system that much of the 

work accomplished had to be trusted to be finished as 

described by teachers to the administrators. 

Statistical analysis of the numbers of recruits for the 

years of 1984 to 1990 does not show a marked increase of 

students recruited into Lhe program dS ,1 result of SEOP. 

Completion rates are meager and "closer [to J the growth 

figures of the Church than real effort being performed by CES 

employees" . 

The greatest benefits so far realized by CES abide Idthin 

the personal development and the morale of the participants in 

the program. Their financial necessity to work unrelated jobs 

during the summer is now a past event. Teachers enjoyed the 

summers of preparing and becoming renewed for the upcoming 

year. From their perspective, the resllits of the SEOP were: 

(1) better involvement in preparatory activities, (2) greater 
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uni ty among workers, (3) greater acceptance of the role of the 

Board of Education, and (4 ) a greater feel ing of 

professionalism and trust among the employees of CES. 

Question Two--What effects did the SEOP have upon teacher 
enhancement? 

The results of a survey sent to 200 CES administrators 

and teachers were used as the primary data for the rest of the 

research quest ions. Teachers over\ ... helmingly supported the 

statement that SEOP had assisted them to develop KS educators, 

thus fuI f ill ing part 0 f the Bartell mode 1. Teachers were 

motivated through added responsibilities to perform at 

greater heights and levels. The teachers overwhelmingly 

supported the premise that SEOP was a valuable tool 1n teacher 

development, that the SEOP had assisted in greater student 

recruitment into CES pro~rams, and that the SEOP was helping 

the teachers to succeed in the classroom. Over 90% of the 

respondents approved of the statements of this study cluster. 

There were a few who did not feel the program was sufficiently 

flexible. in the final analysis. It must be remembered that 

very, very few expressed any negative expression towards any 

part of the survey apart from the issue of credit requirements 

'lnd ('hurch Education, \10 s t f) f t. he I') the reI 11 S l e l'S r e C e i \' e d 

~reat support and enthUSiasm, attributes which are difficult 

to attain or find within educational literature. 
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Teachers' growth in pedagogy was evident, as instructors 

were asked to participate in concentrated inservice programs 

designed to sustain powerful teaching techniques. This point 

was important in CES, for there is no "compulsory education" 

in the program. There was some disparity in response towards 

the growth in pedagogy i.n teachers as a resul t of SEOP 

guidelines. Administrators felt differently from teachers for 

various reasons, some of which we can only suppose. r t I,as 

hypothesized in the study that the teachers and administrators 

might use dissimilar judging cri teria to estimate when a 

teacher was growing pedagogically, because some growth is not 

easily measured. 

The professional ima~e of teachers was of not clear among 

the different staffing groups (teat:hers vs. administrators) of 

CES. Over 91% of the respondents expressed the 

professionalizlng power of SEOr. The chiastic nature of the 

responses from both groups allowed for an .00.19 Level of 

significance of difference between the response groups. The 

teacher, truly, was the beneficiary of the SEOP in those early 

years. ~ost teachers took full advantage of the time provided 

them by the policy. 

Question Three--Were the goals of SEOP accomplished in the 
earlv vears of implementation? 

~ost CES educators judged that the SEOP was a beneficial 
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incentive program. The overriding goals of increased 

rec ru i tment / re ten t ion, teache r 

professionalization were still being 

program I s conception until this study 

development, 

addressed, from 

was performed. 

and 

the 

The 

teachers and administrators responding to the survey produced, 

both in statistical and qualitative responses, evidence of 

teacher development and professionalization. The statistical 

reporting of the data did not support the premise that 

recruitment and retention had progressed since implementation. 

The qualitative responses displayed a "spirit" of recruitment 

among the teachers, with few dissenters to that supposition. 

Statement twenty-one of the survey provided quantitative data 

supporting the .. intentions of the teachers", I .. ithout the 

actual numbers displaying a fruition of their desires. 

Respondents believed SEOP was assisting teachers 

professionally by an almost 99% level across the analysis by 

years of service. In the review of literature, there was not 

any other study found which could state the same figures of 

acceptance. Whether you study merit pay programs, career 

ladders, or other styles of incentives, acceptance level in 

excess of 90 percent was di f f icul t, i. f no t i.mposs ible, to 

locate in the literature. 

Most teachers expressed the feeling that taking SEOP away 

would damage the performance of CES, both professionally and 

monetarily. ~any of the CES families have come to depend upon 
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the salary of the summer option, with most arranging family 

budgets so that they do not lose the opportunity to labor for 

the Church during the summer months. 

Question Four--"Were credit requirements hampering the 
accomplishment of the goals of SEOP?" 

Perhaps the ~reatest divergence in responses to the 

survey occurred in the discussion of the effects of credit 

requirements upon the goals of the SEOP. Teachers and 

administrators were divided according to the issue. The 

problems of recrui tment and completion, as direct 

consequence of credit increases over the past few years, were 

directly addressed in the study. Both college/university and 

high school requirements were assessed for lmpact upon the 

three goals mentioned previously. 

There was a mixed reaction among the participants. ~Ios t 

did not iden~ify a strong relationship between the enrollment 

in CES programs and credit requirements, but enough of the 

respondents expressed concern that the administration of CES 

should keep this issue i.n the forefront, not only on the 

\~asatch Front (where the highest concentrati0n of CES and 

Church population is centered), but also wherever early 

morning pro~rams are provided. Extra curricular ~ctivilies 

are beg inning to af fec t, detrimentally, the maintenance 0 f 

consistent programs before high school begins every day. 
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The college/university issue was not pronounced. Most 

post-high school institutions provided access to buildings and 

services, as they would for any religious organization they 

are required by law to accommodate. 

The most interesting strand of this cluster emerged in on 

the issue of who was hampered more by the credit crunch of the 

1980's, according to the participants of the survey. ~ost felt 

that the institute program was affected more by credit 

problems than seminary, that the institute student would take 

the classes if slhe wanted to take them, no matter the 

scheduling difficulties slhe might encounter. This mentality 

could explain much of the difficulty in recruiting procedures. 

It seemed to most respondents that ~he students would attend 

if they wanted to and that "it would limit their agency" if we 

did not recruit potential students openly. 

Question Five--What were the ~merging issues in SEOP? 

Two major incentive issues permeated the qualitative and 

quantitative measuring devices, the post-survey inLervie'''s, 

and the data collection interviews with the stakeholders: a) 

accountability tactics (designed so that the policy ,,,auld not 

be retracted by the Church Board of Education) and b) 

specific policy operation. 

Accountability was simple to identify as an issue, but 

difficult, for administrators as well as teachers, Lo provide 
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some response such that would alleviate the issue. Trust, 

professionalism and similar terms were expressed repeatedly as 

the only devices of SEOP accountability, that "our 

organization, if any on the face of the earth, should be able 

to beg honesty and trust". 

Some accountability approaches were suggested in the 

post-survey telephone interviews. These included: 

A. An overseeing of the program operation by the 

immediate rank supervisor rather than merely by the 

area office personnel. Some areas have adopted 

this model wi th success as the spec i fie seminary 

principal or the institute director now provides 

feedback and policing for the policy. For those 

CES personnel in single-instructor situations, the 

~ssociate area director or the regional coordinator 

could be the person to insure accountability. The 

principals, directors, or coordinators would be 

expected to report to the area office concerning 

each of the employees under their direction. 

B. Better written reports. Reports are usually a post 

hoc situation and need to be designed with a more 

prospective purpose. Some respondents complained 

that by the time someone questioned summer 

activities, the summer was almost over, thus 

leaving no time to correct activities so as to 
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better suit CES 

needs. Reports 

goals, as well as local program 

should be wr i t ten throughou t the 

summer weeks, rather that at the end, with written, 

specific results on what was accomplished in the 

three major areas of SEOP. Because of the amount 

of paper this approach could generate, a separate 

level of CES staff, as part of their summer option 

time, could be llsed to review the forms, utilizing 

intervals [rom their summer employment to audit, 

anonymously, the varyinlJ areas. The reports would 

be valuable for immediate assistance, if some 

impropriety had taken place. Only experienced CES 

staff should provide recommendations to area 

personnel who act upon nny recommendation from the 

Lnspectors. 

C. :Ulow the CES personnel to operate wi thout any 

style of accountability forms at all. I f the 

department trusts the teachers throu~houL the 

school year, why should it be different for the 

summer time? ~Iany respondents observed that any 

accountability forms for time utilization sends the 

messaqe that they cannot be trusted ~ith the sacred 

tithing funds of the Church. One teacher, who i.s 

also a Stake President (a hi~h ecclesiastical 

office) \-irote 



I am entrusted each week with tithing and 
operating funds in my ecclesiastical 
call ing. I have thousands of dollars, 
for which I am ultimately responsible, 
which is used through various levels of 
organizations and Ward Bishops. [feel a 
great trust from the Brethren in my 
ecclesiastical calling. From CES, [ feel 
like a child, even though I am using the 
same monies. Does CES feel I wi 11 cheat 
the Lord any more in the week than on the 
weekend? 
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Perhaps it would be better [or all involved if the 

CES took a second Look at the accountability issues 

and decided about what it is most concerned. 'los t 

SEOP participants (a very high number) use the 

monies appropriately. One telephone in terv iewee 

reminded CES that there "is no I.;ay to guarantee 

100% appropriateness. rt is a game of schooling 

and teaching what is appropriate, and that i.s a 

neve rend ing game". 

D. Keep the accountability approaches exactly :lS they 

are now. 

Each of the options have merit; perhaps an "lmalgam 

policy, drawing together different sections from each would 

serve best the needs of administration as I.;ell as other 

personnel concerns. 

The other issue centers upon the !5encral operation of the 

SEOP in assigning of appropriate enterprises and duties from 

the central/area office. Stan Peterson expressed dismay that 
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some individuals felt that CES needed to provide total 

autonomy in their work, whereas the field believed that 

anything over two weeks (excluding the PDP experience) was too 

much for the local concerns to be addressed appropriately. 

Several suggestions on this issue we!:'e received from the 

various respondents: 

A. Peterson (and many teachers) asserted that when rou 

work for any o!:'ganization, you should be at thei!:' 

disposal. Any activities that CES requires should 

be addl'essed when assigned by the central staff. 

One teacher expressed dismay at people who voiced 

displeasure at working for the CES central/area 

needs, "Le t them go wo rk for I BH or AT & T and let 

them balk that system. They would be out on their 

ears" ~ CES has the authority and obli:;ation to 

accomplish its goals no matter what means are 

necessary and the employees 0 f the sys tern should 

"fall in line". It should be expected of the 

central/area offices (as has been evidenced in 

years past) that they remain cognizant also of 

local time needs and desires. 

B. The extra needs of the CES system should be handled 

by a volunteer system operating within the SEOP 

framel.;ork. If there is a job to be performed, let 

CES propose the need and then expect proposals on 
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how it could be accomplished and by whom. The 

personnel of CES are loyal when they understand the 

need and could accept that the extra duties during 

the summer, as part of SEQP, would enhance their 

jobs, career, and teaching ability. 

Leave the issues as they are currently. CES is 

providing a superior incentive. Why fix it when it 

is not broken? 

D. Do not exceed two weeks of inservice tra1ning and 

The 

structure the inservice training separat€:ly. 

Inservice should be mandatory for all employees 

with zero to five years of service. It would, 

after that time, be part of the SEQP option for it 

teach~r , Too much inservice time is wasted just 

for the sake of having inservice, The sys temlvide 

satellite inservice would greatly benefit those 

beyond the five year tutorial timeframe, "Ioihen a 

man has been teaching 26 years, like I have, I have 

heard about most of Lhe methodologies [ can stand", 

There were great disagreements about inservice 

training among those with over ten years of 

experience, Too much of it "is a l.,raste of time", 

leaving many teachers wi th the problem 0 f ~o ing 

back to their areas "unfed and frustrated", 

CES program, of necessity, is trusting 
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organization, \.;hich encourages input from field personnel. 

This vital area of SEOP operation demands unselfishness from 

both administration and employee camps. 

Recommendations 

The SEOP should continue as it is now operated, excepting 

the following two recommendations. The program is so highly 

popular and effective that cessation would cause many 

undesired ripples. The following recommendations are designed 

as fine-tuning procedures, reflecting the data received for 

this study. 

CES should continue to trust its employees. 

accountability incorporated into the system 

predicated on Lrust and the effects of that trust. 

Any model of 

should be 

The use of 

level administrators and CES peer accountants ;,'as \'aluable 

throughout the program. There is a specific auditing 

procedure in place in the central office after the forms were 

mailed there. The procedure can be augmented so that 

immediate feedback can be generated for those who are not in 

line wi th CES programs. All iludi ting procedures should be 

kept otherwise intact, with the extra level suggested. Thus, 

the personnel in the field r.an believe they have a \'oice in 

the audi t ing procedure and are "no t feeling that a few will 

ruin it for the rest," because the whole organization assists 

in monitoring efforts. 
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The operation of the SEOP should also be centered upon 

trust. CES does have the ~ight to impose its expectations on 

its employees. Howevc~, from a mo~ale standpoint, it would 

seem advantageous to ~equest p~oposals from the total CES 

program before assi~nments are made for specific work to be 

completed. 

Inservice should not exceed two weeks (excluding PDP 

experiences), "tnd should be differentiated :].cco~ding to 

experience levels of those participating. All new employees 

(zero yea~s experience through five years of experience) 

should go theough a highly structured p~ogram instructing them 

upon 

A. Gene~al CES principles, 

8. Expected SEOP outcomes, 

C. Expected outcomes of CES p~o~~ams. 

D. Administrational duties of CES personnel (including 

compute~ tutoring), and 

E. Summer instruction of Policy and Procedures manual. 

The inservice should instruct the personnel on appropriate 

expectations for those hieed into the CES. Some teachers 

expressed frustration at "learning everything from practice". 

The summer inservice foe new teachers l.Jould assist them dueing 

their early years on what will be required throughout their 

career. Inservice should given, after five years, as needs 

arise. Teachers who have over ten years of ser'vice experience 
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should have the option of being involved at their choice. 

Final Conclusions 

After all data collection and reduction were complete, it 

was obvious the SEOP was, indeed, an incentive system that 

follows Bartell's model for Professional Responsibility. 

Through receiving greater emphasis upon recruitment and 

retention, teacher enhancement, teacher utilization, and 

extrinsic relvards of ~reater pay, the teachers of CES were 

happier, more contented, taught Ivith greater expertise, felt 

"hungry for the coming year" and were more loyal to t.he hiring 

organization as a whole. 

Incentives are necessary in education, as they are in 

other service organizations. The difficulty is to provide the 

correct incentive for the correct organlzat.ion. SEOP has 

functioned as an effective incentive for the "mployees and 

students of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 
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Appendix A 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANT DESCRIPTIONS 

1. Stan Peterson: A former teacher/administrator in public 
education and at Brigham Young University, Mr. 
Peterson has served in many administrational 
positions in the Church Educational System ranging 
from Dean of Continuing Education at BYU, Assistant 
and .-\ssoc j ate Commissioner of Education. and 
currently serves as the Administrator of Seminaries 
and Institutes of Religion and Primary and 
Secondary Schools of the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints. ~Ir. Peterson has 23 years of 
service in the ranks of CES. 

=================================================== 

2. Clarence Schramm: 
A former teacher in CES who has been in 
administrational duties in the Church Educational 
System for many years. Dr. Schramm has 33 years of 
experience in CES as a teacher, early morning 
supervisor, Area Director, Zone Administrator, and 
is currently Administrative Assistant to Stan 
Peterson. 

=================================================== 

3. Frank Day: 
A former teacher and administrator in the Church 
Educational System before ['etiring in 1988. Dr. 
Day had served as a teacher, early morning 
coordinator, Associate Commissioner,and 
Administrative Assistant in his 35 years in Church 
Education. When interviewed, he had been out of 
the system for two years. 

=================================================== 
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Appendix B 

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR POST-SURVEY INTERVIEWS 
WHAT CAN BE CHANGED WITH ACCOUNTABILITY AND PROGRAM OPERATION? 

After the data collection of the past few months, two 

emergent issues have come from the SEOP and it's operation. 

The two include accountability and program operation. Would 

you please respond to anything you might suggest that would 

assist in these two areas? ~or definitional purposes, 

accountability deals with performing the acts the teacher has 

written upon the E-1 form for approval and then using the time 

wisely for the goals of SEOP. 

Program oper'ation was of impor'tance. ~or a definition, 

problems in pro~ram operation deal with performlng duties for 

the general operation of CES, lnservice duties, inservice 

training, PDP assignments, and any other duties which might 

detract from local needs and desires. Any suggestions should 

center upon helping the administration of CES under'stand how 

to assess the needs of t.he local program as well as lise SEOP 

for the betterment of the total program. 

These explanations and questions were used as a guide through 

interview procedures. 



325 

Appendix C 

SURVEY OF THE SUMMER EMPLOYMENT OPTION 

Instruct ions: Thank you for partic ipating Id th this 
dissertation project. Please f ill in the 
bubble under the declaration which best 
describes your reaction to the statement. 
Five of the questions are open ended for you 
to wri te a response to the quest ion. I f you 
need more room to answer these, please turn 
the page over and continue your response. 
Please answer ALL questions, no matter what. 
role you play in CES. 

THE SEOP HAS THREE MAJOR GOALS. THESE INCLtJDE 
IMPROVEMENT OF TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS, BOOSTING 
STUDENT RECRUITMENT /RETENTION, AND THE 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF TilE TEACHER. 

1. I feel the Summer Employment 
Option (SEOP) is a beneficial 
program for the Church 
Educational System (CES). 

:2. The educational in::;titution 
feeding my CES program is 
increasing credit requirements 
for graduation, thus making it 
difficult for the goals of the 
SEOP to be realized. 

3. The SEOP is a valuable tool in 
teacher development. 

4. There needs to be more 
accountability for the actions 
of teachers who participate in 
the SEOP. 

5. CES teachers had a ~oicc in thc 
formation of the SEOP. 

3TRONGLY AGREE 
AGREE 

o o 

o a 

o o 

o o 

o IJ 

i) [S - $T RONG L ': 
AGREE J [SA~U 

o o 

'l .) 

o o 

o o 

Q o 



6. My initial reaction towards SEOP was: 

7. I feel the SEOP is helping the 
total program of the CES 
with emphasis on recruitment 
and completion. 

8. My recruitment of students 
into CES programs have 
increased as a result of 
the SEOP. 

9. I feel those who are admin-
istering the SEOP (central 
office personnel, zone 
administrators, area personnel) 
understand the purpose of 
the SEOP. 

lO.The credit requirements for 
graduation at a college or 
university could undermine the 
goals of the SEOP. 

11. Ny Area Director explained the 
SEOP to me I."hen it 
was initially introduced. 

12. I believe the motivating issues 
the SEOP were 

13.~y Area Director has a major 
voice in the interpretation 
of the guidelines of the SEOP. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

behind 

o 
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0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 () 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 () 

the formulation of 

G G G 



14. I feel the SEQP is helping us 
to succeed as teachers. 

15.The SEQP has helped teachers 
to grow professionally. 

16.Students seem overly concerned 
about credit for graduation 
and/or college requirements 
above CES programs. 

17. The teachers need to be more 
accountable for a standard of 
performance in the SEQP. 
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0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

o o o o 

18. Some future SEQ? issues the administration of CES should 
be concerned with include: 

19. The SEQP is cost effective in 0 0 0 0 
producing the teacher 
effectiveness, recruitment/re-
tention, and teacher 
professionalization. 

20.The SEQP could boost enrollment 0 i) 0 '! 
in Institute classes, but 
university graduation 
requirements have hampered 
efforts. 

21. I feel the SEQP is encouraging 0 0 0 0 
more students to participate 
in Church Education. 

22.SEQP has helped me to grow 0 0 0 U 
methodologically in the 
classroom. 

23.The teachers in CES understand 0 0 0 0 
the formulation of the SEQP. 
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2~.My reaction to the salary we receive with the SEOP is: 

25. The central office staff had 0 0 0 0 
control of the implementation 
of the SEOP. 

26. I understood the purpose of 0 0 0 () 

the SEOP when I was intro-
duced to it. 

27. The professional image of CES 0 0 0 0 
has grown as a result of the 
SEOP. 

28. The SEOP could boost enrollment 0 0 0 0 
in Seminary, but increased 
high school credit requirements 
have hampered these efforts. 

29. It would hurt the total 0 0 0 0 
program of CES if the SEOP 
were discontinued. 

30. fhe high school/university has made i. t difficult or' '~asy 

[or students to participate 1n CES programs by 

Thanks so muc h! ! 
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CHI-SQUARE VALUES FOR ADMINISTRATOR VS. TEACHER 
PEARSON SCALE AT THE .05 LEVEL SIGNIFICANCE 
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CLUSTERS VALUES DF SIGN. Y!N 

History 

5. CES teachers had a voice in the 
formation of the SEOP. 

10. ~y Area Director explained the 
SEap to me when it was initially 
introduced. 

13. ~y Area Director has a major 
voice in the interpretation of the 
guidelines of the SEap. 

23. The teachers in CES understand 
the formulization of the SEap. 

26. I understood the purpose of 
the SEap when I was introduced to 
it. 

TeA.cher 

3. The SEOP is a valuable tool 
in teacher development. 

8. ~y recruitment of students 
into CES programs have increased 
as a result of the SEOP. 

14. I feel the SEOP is helping us 
to succeed as teachers. 

22. SEOP has helped me to grow 
methodologically in the classroom. 

27. The professional image of \~ES 

has ;ro~n as a result of the SEOP. 

6.835 3 .07 i 

3.568 3 .312 

l. 1 Ii .3 • i 66 

.517 2 . ii2 

1 . 1 18 J . ii3 

1 .907 J .592 

1 . ~58 3 .581 

.825 2 .0 G 2 

10.380 3 .016 y 

6.012 2 .049 y 



Goals 

1. I feel the Summer Employment 
Option (SEOP) is a beneficial 
program for the Church Educational 
System (CES). 

7. I feel the SEOP is helping the 
total program of the CES with 
emphasis on recruitment and 
completion. 

15. The SEOP has helped teachers to 
grow professionally. 

21. I feel the SEOP is encouraging 
more students to participate in 
Church Education. 

29. It would hurt the total program 
of CES if the SEOP were discontinued. 

Credit 

2. The educational institution 
feeding my CES program is increasing 
credit requirements for graduation, 
thus making it difficult for the 
~oals of the SEOP to be realized. 

10. The credit requirements for 
qraduation at a college or 
university could undermine the goals 
of the SEOP. 

16. Students seem overly concerned 
about credit for graduation and/or 
college requirements above CES 
programs. 

20. The SEOP could boost enrollment 
in Institute classes, but university 
graduation requirements have 
hampered t:!ffurt!:i. 

28. The SEOP could boost enrollment 
in Seminary, but increased high 
school credit requirements have 
hampered these efforts. 

1 .018 

-l.325 

1. 115 

1 • 180 

1.892 

5 . a·ll 

2. 137 

7.266 

.H8 
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3 .797 

3 .228 N 

2 .573 

.) . 55·! 

3 .209 

:3 .595 

.169 

3 .iSH 

.Of)..J 

:3 .930 
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Emerging 

·L There needs to be more 19.169 3 .000 Y 
accountability for the actions of 
teachers \o/ho participate in SEOP. 

9. I feel those who are 8.612 3 .035 Y 
administering the SEOP (central 
office personnel, zone 
administrators, area personnel) 
understand the purpose of the SEOP. 

1 i . The teachers need to be more 19.349 J .000 y 
accountable for a standard of 
performance in the SEOP. 

19. The SEOP is cost effective in 9.518 :2 .009 Y 
producing the teacher effectiveness, 
recruitment/retention, and teacher 
professionalization. 

25. The central office staff had 3.229 " .199 ~ ... 
control of the implementation of 
the SEOP. 
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APPENDIX E 
Form E-l for SEOP 

Summer Employment Agreement 
(Du. 10 e.nlral OfficI! by Apnll) 

N~lne _______________________________________________________ ___ 
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Social Securrly Number: ___________________ _ ~lo)'ce ill ;, ________ _ 
Fuli.lime Assignmenl: __________ ,,-,."'=, _______ _ 

n,~ Surnmer Employrn",,1 Oplion Program .s i",."d.d,o tnllance I"" .1/ectiu."tSS ollull·lim .. C!;S I~och.rs and odminislra,ors In 
<or'1''''g oull"o" r.I'9'OUS educol,on respans,b,I,I .. s. n,. primary purposes o/lh. Summer Employm,"1 Option Program i" order ul 
prlorrtyorr: 

A. To improu. leaching tllecliuon,,, 
0. To inCffas. sludtnl fnrolfmonl ond campl.I'on ral' 
C. To enhance tI,. prolessional grOWlh o/lh. I.aching & odminiSlrotiu. personnel. 

N~luro or Summor work 10 be comploled 
1. ___________________________________ _ 

2. __________________________________________________ _ 

J. ________________________ ___ 

Tolal 

Numb., 01'01.1 
hours 10 b. 
dorvolfd 'a 
tach OPIlO" 

I~", comml,,~d /0 wa," __ hour, ou u..'u.lt (0' __ WU" I./Ot 0 fOlrJI ol __ houtL (Ma.nmll"l"l oltoUlfd it CO houtl~' Wff~ lor S ~.Ic J. 10101 0/320 ho"" I 

My Summtr work ",nod utril b,q.n 
___________________ andf"d ______________ _ 

I und,.,ttand tll0t any dropout from 0' porlra/ful",I",,", of tHIS Summrr worlc obligation U/f;t b .. tuaJuotrd bymy erto dirtctor {orparflol pavrnrnt 

Signfd, ________ --..l_--,---------
NOTE: Your po(~nlio/ incornO! lor oddilionol Summ.r .mp1oym.nl can b~ figurrd as [ollows: 
Currcnl acodelllic y~ar /Jose ,arorv X 2!;% (,0225) pcr week X "umb.r 01 w •• ". 

ntQUlffd Siq".lluft" (or Aooro .... .,I: 

° ,,"tll,,'tCM· On' .... ' - C .... ,ol 011«,; Cory _ A, •• , AIIfX'tClI. A' .... J" • ......,-t 
/ft\lll'. ,,'10 SU I. rClS Sl 



333 

APPENDIX F 
Accepted and Rejected E-l Forms for SEOP 



Church 
Educational 
System "'';t::!~.;';;'~''.' 

Rejected E-l Form 

Summer Employment Agreement 
(Dul! '0 C~n'rol OfficI! by April I) 

N.me __________________________________________________________________ ___ 

333a 

Soci~1 Securily Number: _____________ _ ErqJloyee ill U _________ ___ 

Full lime Ass'gnmenl: ---------"11..:"";;,:----------

71,~ SWllmn E",pIClVII'Plit Optiolll'.oqrall1 is IIItPllded '0 ellhollce tile r/fec,juPllcss of(ul/.lilile CES leae/'crs alld admll1is'rators" 
CO"\'IIlg ou' 'hcrr '('/'g,ous rducat,oll r~sPolIs,b,',"es. The pflmory purposes a/ the Summer Employmen, Option Progrom,n order o. 
PflOflty o,e: 

A To '"'nrOUI? Irac/ling pl/ec';ueness 
fl. To Illcreasp studcnt pnrollntcn' and cample,jo'1 ,ate 
C. To en/lallcI! till! prOfl!sslonol grow'h 0/ till! leachillg & adrn,,"s'ro',vc persollnel. 

Nalure 01 Surnmer work 10 be compleled 

I. Conceive and procrac coenuLar pncotl for cln~uroo~ intlLr ucLion. 

2. Church IIlnLory travd ,,!th fnClily throu,;h "en tern staLe 9 

I'." ,rui t:n~nL. r ir~nidco. npccinl nUClClr clnoo for ~rn:1untlnl; 
J·----~"1~1;~II~D~CrnJlO~O~~~"~~~nl~or~3~.~~----------------~----~~------

Tolal 

Number 01101.1 
hours 10 be 
drvolfd 10 
(,3ch option 

~o 

120 

1:<0 

__ .... Iul.ulnJ.lr~I'__ __________ olld "nd ___ -"J-"uC!l..J.'(--'Jc:=0"-_______ _ 

I tmd,.r5fond tllOf any dropollt Ito," or parf1ot(ul(,lIm"fll of tillS Su,"mrr work obligallOt1 WIll beo fva/uafed bV"'\I or eo d,rrcfor {or por',ol paymrn' 

S,glltd---------.:t""""=o:,.:-:,---------

NO T E: Your potrllllQllI1com~ for odd,tronal Summer emplovment can be figurrd as fallows: 
C"rrell' academ,c I'ear bas .. salary X 2~;'t (0225) per week X IIumber of weeks. 

Rl'QulI('d Siqf'laluf~~ lor ArnIOVf'\I: 

Alloe.:]I, A.,a 0..,( lur 

0." .. ""''''' 0.;'; •• 1 - c,.,,'" orr.,. Co •• - A .... All"' .... A .... lod..duol. /I 1;; 
RM,d,m tV U S£A ,. ,CES l 

----=::::::::== 
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Rejected E-1 Form 

,,/I \I rr. It 
1':clllcalioll:ll 
~yslCJn ~I;:.:::::".-':'.;:"'''' 

Summer Emll/oymenl Agreemenl 
(Ouc 10 Im/l1cdiote Supcruisor by 1 Fcbruary) 

APR 2,' 1987 

CES BENEFITS 

Nilrnc __ _ .'1,ril 1'1, l'Jd'l 
U;;;. 

SOCIal Sceullly Numucr: Payroll Number:. 

Fulllllnc Ass,gnmenl: 

I ill '~ll\lll! !\ CI':'lt. 'IlL I,d 1.:lL'fltlofi of Inrltitute :;tuJcnt!.i--·Jl}rl:illl~ \lith 

, II, I'; "~I: 

,Id '/I'lt 111' t.', tilt' .. II·!'! !:i:;;:ioflolr., \lOrlt in Grl~:lt urit.lin .1Ilt! itu 
" JI' l,1o lil:.lilli. j' .~lu'k·f1t tuJ~ly. l')(J II1"u) 

'I I .• "'\1" lIi.I.'Jr.' .,:.;:,nc], tion til'C"t U,·it;tin COflfnrctlcc lilt) hr~ 

Number of Inl.1 
houn 10 be 
dcvolfd 10 
I!Jch option 

')6 

r' "" ,,,' '1.1.1 I 'It' ',d," "LI,I.rllll'" I .. • If ,,"Jritll'f! tlJ till' r,·'I<l:ll!it~:;.H!I lllUldo 110 

• l' " L'l I.; 111. I I.l ",' I, :" I r, I.d rut" tllJ ;;tuth!IILn bJ :;l!t!jJq~ ItU\I til"': !'roplll:t 
.1 ),,11 1.11111.. LJ'I. II ('I tllllil r tll1.-; C;\.;.I';:!!. 1 \Juu(u !llIrtll!uLd.·r.:; rll~~: tu 1"c:ld,~' 

---"c ••. d .c .. " ,: .. trh,,' . . _t!. del. till. L.II "HC5 i" bouth",,, Ul ;, "I jlcllh"rll 
--.Ll.~~'1i ,! "d!! C ' ;,1, •. , oC ti,,, ' rll ,- jp ,,!dell '", ]·,\lprl's!;] 

./~ 

<! r:::, 'UL;<- -, .. _.(.- rO' .~ ..... ~ f'---.L-/-...-.-J TOlal <;0 

• l-yli... ...... ,c.. "~r" -- ........ ·..,..,....-...... --7. 
I tlllI r.l:lrnnrr"rd 10 worl!. ~~ hUll" pr, u,'fr" for -1t- u!ttA;s.lo, 0 (0(~1 01 ~C)IOU" IMoxlmum allow.d IS 40 IIOU'S pfr wr,A; fat 8 u,'C",.Ir;.,. total of J~O hou,s,) 

Mv 5(J",m~r u.'wlt nrnod u",fI oPtJ'" _",I",· · .. '1.<>0-1,1.,<" ___________ and "nd __ · .... 1'<':,;-.· ..... '.!JI,'--________ _ 

11"ui,.,'§tul/(j (ltlll ollvdwpout Itam or put'lol fu//lUmtut cl "llS Summ",r u.'orJc obllgallon WIll be f!va/uatf!d bv mvor~o dlrrctor forparl,o/pavment. 

Signed_ 
/ 

NOTE: Your nolenl,ollllCoJIIP {or od",lionol Summer emplovmenf CO" be {igured us {ollows: 
CIl"en' acodonue your /JOse salary X 2!",t (0225) per week X number 0./ weeks. 

eJ. 
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Rejected E-1 Form 

CII II reit 
I':dllcaliollnl 

APR 1 4 1987 

S yst ern ~I;':'::'~.~':':::'I .... 

Summer Employment Agreement 
(Due to IlIlmediate SupenJ/sar by I February) CES 8E~'JEFITS 

(Revised) 
4 Harch 198' 

Nill11C __ _ ,,,,,. 
Payroll Number; __ -76r::]:::O=]:-:2i::4::;U:-:-~(:-:J!:::-O=:-=::7<-;;;-_ 

.found on chfo(" Uuh by """'" and~' 

r "II Iline /\sSI91lI1lCIlI: _ 
Uirector 

Svmp"r,IIIIn \;,'ek .1l\d Pre-School Convention 

(Trove' nod <,gnYf1otjgol 

2. --.!i..t:.m i 11 n [y 
~.~~~g~r~,~,~,~,~,, ___ H~C~r~r~!L!LILr~t~Uu~~~t1~j1uk~!~'-~\I~!I~ ________________ _ 

J, -11~_u~~t~r~ __________________________ _ 

-!.U:;!l.~I,.H'(cr'.!lcc t'rc\,nco"oU1 n q chDlrman r('!ip('I\~Jihle; and 

____ ~)~thQ~~~~n~mun~n~r~s~---]L-,~IDj1~Y~"L_~(~~~4L-1~I~p~!lur~3LL) ______ __ 

CurricululIJ preparation 10 days (80 hours) 

Tolal 

Numu4?r nf IIlMI 
hours In he 
d~Dled 10 
~ach oPhon 

40 

104 

200 

f .JlIt cQIT1tf1rl'rd 1o u.onrk -1A 0. huu" lI"r u..'t"fll: lor ~ U.'ull:l./or a lotol of ..l.U.{hour, (Mlnllnurn oJJolVtd IS 40 houts per 1Uf'" (u, 8wt'C'ks. '0 tal of J20110 .. ", 

,"'fv SWJllf1cr WOlle p(!rlOd u..'liI Lrgltl __ .... ' .... ,,-',-'Y<-.... (, __ ' ..... '''-J''''B.J.7 ______ ""d."d __ ...:.""'U::...o..8..::U..::5"'c:....-"'2.;:2-','--1;.-9;;....;;8_7 ____ _ 

f WU/C't5tund thu'lInv "rOnotlt Iram or portrallul{lllmrnt 0/ tlu, Summer work oblIgatIon Will be evaluated IJv myareo d"fctor lar pnrtlafpovmeru 

~~~~~.--------------

NOTE Your potenflal "l('unll! Inr od,fJllOnnlSufJ1lTlrr cmnfoVnJ('nt cnn hI! figured as fullows: 
Currl'rTt (/CUt/l'III1C ,"'l'ur lJa~C! su/ury X 2~~'r, (0225) (lC!r week X number 01 weeKs. 

".7 ,t~ 7Jl! 
A,l'o 0.'1'(10' 

R-w:'" SlA '01 tcn ' 



Church 
Educational 
System I ... r!,::,:~~.;,:;,~~" 

Name _ 

Socl~1 Secul/lv Numucr: __ 

Accepted E-l Form 

Summer Employment Agreement 
(Due (0 Cenlrol O//icf! by IIprll I) 

ruillilll' "'519nl11enl: _____ _ 
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OJ/00/90 [)leu, 

II,r S"",,,,rr [lIIplDVlllrnl O,,'iOl' rroqIO"'t< IIIIClldcd 10 .IIhollce Ih. rl/cCllurlle"ol /ul/ li"'c CES leuc/lPr~ 011<1 odll ",",, ""01< "' 

CUll' IIIgoUII/,." r.l.g,ous .ducal,oll respoIIS/IJlI,'ies. /1 •• p'llnorypurposes o/Ih. Su",m., Emplovm.nl UPlionProgrOll1l11ord.r 01 

Priority m~.· 
A. To improu. IMChillg e/lecliueMH 
n. To illcreo,e ,'udcIII cnro/lmcIII olld cOlllp/.'ion role 
C. To ellhollce /h~ prO/CHlonal growlh o/Ihe Icochillg & odmilliSlrolivC! personllel. 

N.,lule 01 SU,"lIIer wOIk 10 be complelcd 

I. rEnCII!!"; (rrECTIVCII(55r T~"ch dally d., •• for 5 wryk' 6112-7/12 (100) 

Complellon of l.", of Mo,e. Eunlu.tlon (lO) Completion of "019 Picture" 

~nnly~l. of l-Nephl (20) nrc. In,tllutg In,rrylcg P/S-5/0 IJ2) 

QYU Studle. Center (10) Pallelc •• nd Proceodur •• Manu.1 (0) 
2. nECnUlTMEPlTr 

Identify .nd recruit lac. I ,tud.nt. (lO) 

r(nSOPlnL CnOlJrll. Conllnue IIU9h Ilioloy .tudy - p.nrl of Gront Price (JO) 

Compuler ne,enrch (10) Compulor f.mlll,rlly (10) 

Numb .. 0/ 101.1 
hou,.,o be 
d.vol.d 10 
tach opl,on 

lO 

so 

I urn cnmmrll"d fn u""i.: ~ huu,. r" II .... ~ to, _O_lL'''''''', lor a IQlnlnf ~ hour, (1-1011"'11'" oIlOtL'fd" 40ltoll" rw" u.,r~ (0' 8lL'f'f'~'. IOffll of .1;tOholl" 

".tySWIII1If'r 'OO'~ p""odlL.111bt'q'" June tl - July 1 J (I'j) o1ldt"d nlJ9u~t G - I\uaust 17 (2) 

I ulldt"~Ialld 11101 oily dropoul Itorn or nOrflal (ul/rUm"", 011111' Suntrtlf'r work ourigrtflon u.nll ht! tvo/UOfP.d by Mlvn1JlO rl,rcrtor lor nm1lal po~'rttrlll 

NOI E: ~'our nO/PIII'ol ",comr lor nd,iIIiOl/QI SUI1lI1l~r emnloVlllrll1 CIll; oe /!9UO.·C1 os /ollows: 
Cu"ellf acodelllle vrar bo.", salary X 2Wt (.0225) pcr wrek X IIwllber 0/ w",eks. 

H'''lll1J('d Siq":tlurn tor "Pflro\,'~I: 

Orttrrl-uflnr1 0.1,1,,_, - (,,,,,0/ Of ... " C(tftl' - Atf'O, AnUl.,_" A.ra.1rGuduoI 

R"-"tf'dlm 

-

SEA I. le(s 
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Accepted E-l Form 

Summer Employment Agreement 
(Due to Immediate Superuisor by 1 ;fJ\!tJ'tIll1'~~ 

1 March 

333e 

March 1. 1988 
/) . ., .. 

Sm.!'}i Security NUllIllcr:_ I'oyrull NUUlucr: __ ...,6,..)0=,3",2".'."10",-,,,6.,.,1,.,0=== 
Ii ound on (hK. uu" by ncotW nr~ ! .. "oNJ 

Director 
''0'''Il0l'1 

I. TEAC IIlIlG : 

Summer seminary inservice claas for facullies of the six stakes of the San 
F'ranci~co nc(~lul1 in concert wllh LelnnLl \I. \lri~hl 40 

Summer Institute class at Cupert1no •••••••••••••••••• 40 

RESE:ARCHr 

Ha lerials prcl'ara lion, update work •• • • • • • • • 40 

Area acoil:nmen til (UYIJ, budllet, leleconference. other) 80 

!leading and crona-reference work 40 

3. COUn:JE AlID LESSOrl PREPARATIOlir 

!lew Tcat.amcnt subject. vreparnt.lon 40 

President:! of the Church 5ubjccl preparation 40 

Numuer o( lI1tal 
hours In be 
devoted In 

l!.lCh oJ)tlon 

80 

160 

eo 

Totor )20 

__ J_u_n_e_O",5..:.., _19.;...8_8 _______ anc.l."d ___ A_U....:8:..U_S_l_2_0..:..-.;.1.:..9_8_8 ____ _ 

/ IHlcit!,uufltil'UJI tlll\l til "!lout l,om or purtltJi (ulfllImer1t of HilS Summ~r WOlk. obl,gatton uJlIl b,.· ~lIoluOlcti by my ort"l1tilrcclor lor porllol ,",oYff1{!n,. 

S'9".d __ _ 

NOTE' \'1111' POIC!I1fWllllCllIllI! {nr nJdlfim1CJ1 Swmn~r crnnlovmcrtf con be {i~lIrccJ as follows: 
L'urrrnl ULuueHIIC yeur base su/ary X 2!~'t (.0225) pcr w~ek X nwnocr of wp,eks. 

RECEIVED l1i\n - 7 1988 
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Accepted E-l Form 

RECEIVED t:r.~ ! ~ IG3G 

Cit II rc:h 
I':d II 1::1 I i !llial 
Sys I elll ~';~~:'::,,~::::"'" 

Nillll!! 

Summer Employment Agreement 
(Due tu Immediate Superuisor by +n5i II pi HAR 01 1m 

3-10-88 

630-3100-610 
Payroll Number: --:-:,,"',,"', ... "'1 ... =,"' ... "',=-. :-: ... "'","'''''= ........ =-= .. ''' .,-'oN, 

Director 
rill! t"Ul' t\S!lltjllllH.'111. _________ "",,"~:-:.,---_----

__ i\!:CLln~crvjce Attend CES symp,si,:.:.:!O...;a::.,;t:.....::(J;.;,Y.;:,U _____ _ 
Teach one institute class from June 7 thru Ju y 

Ident 1fy patterns to teach in the Book of Mormon 

-F-... aJuiltton....ll.Llt~~L.QL11Q~~hat It was that Israel lost 
when the lIigher Priesthood (order) was taken from them 

2. ----1'l.rciLa 55 i Illlc\Llnseru Io'CC _______ ~-.....,._,_------,--:-:---:--_:_-
Identifying, recruiting and counseling with surrmer students to get 

---';"';'':'''II1Crii1i1TIie sunmer course. 

Make contact with all students who llve ln the Flagstaff area who are 
-----"attl!lTlllm:rtlJ\U~most of oot;:;tudl?Tlts""cUlile F. alii out-1:lf-tow'rtnt)---

--Dlnt..! nu ed...s. t.JJdy-o f BilBo ber t 5 00 t b r-ililo",k",-,olL./...f ..Jt.Jl!o,urDl..1illou.nl...... _______ _ 
Study of lIugh rlibley on the (look of r~ormon 

Famil jarjzatfon with selected portions of the Pseudepigrapha 

Talal 

NLimunnl 
hotUS 10 

dl!VOlefl 
rlleh UI)! 

230 

40 

__ 5_0 

320 

10111 cornnJlflrd 10 tllfJl.ic 40, hUll" p .. , ~:t." (0' _(J_ LLitt" •• /or a lululu( .1f9houtl CMOIIIIIUn1 olluux-d I' ·Wholln Dtc" wt'",Ii; 10' B ~l'kJ.lollJl 0/.1. 

,"v S .. n"nN ""uk p ... ",I .. ,,1I &"1'" June 1, 1900 u,,,J ",<I flu gus t 20. 1900 
(The 7 >leeks orior to the Symposium ends July l'lth.) 

IWlli"'5t<Jrlli 'II,1t Ullv,bCl,lUIII/,OfJ1 0' purl/oj 1t11/.1I!!I'!n' u/ th,s SUlfUrlC'r wo,k OO/.YOI,u" WIlt be ClJu/uclll" hy my ur('o tilrec:rur far purf,u/, 

NOTE: i'ollr rotI.!ItlIC"'flcorn(' for nc1<I!tIOIlCli Slimmer emniOt,llTlt!l1f con l.H! /lgurrd os fullows: 
Cllrr .. ,,' ocod~,,,1C \'~ur uus~ sulary X 2!,'t (.0225) pcr week X /lumoer 0/ weeks. 

~c __ '~..J-;::::'n'=::'o::-.------



APPENDIX G 
"Stun Peterson Ie tel' of approval for study" 

Ch II reh 
Ed II (i.1l it) Illli 
C \' .s l' \ 111 ", ('.'" -/ /" .. n.", J _ '- tit I .• ",,·~.w 5""" 

UATE: 17 Hay 1990 

TO: CES Per~onnel 

MEMORANDUM 

FROH: Stanley A. Peterson. Administrator 
Reli~iouB Education 

RE: Those ParticiPl1tinst in the Study of the 
SUlllmer Employment Option 

ADMINISTRATION OFFICE 

nrolher Nvl" .. Snlmond i" studyinl( the Summer ~:"1l1oyment Option Prol(ram nntl. 
"Ith 0111' p"rmi'l"IOII, hng prepnred a 'IuesLiollllnirc to help I(nther data 011 the 
"f fcctlV,,"e'l:l of th i" Ilrol(ram. 1 wou Id IIppr<?cinte it if you would cooperate 
fully with 111m nlld prov ide the IInswers as they are sou~ht. 

Thnnks 90 much for your work with us in furth"rin~ the work of the Church 
Educational System. 

Stanley A. Peterson 

cm 
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Dear Colleagues: 

APPENDIX II 
"Letter of Participation" 

June lO. 19')0 

I am a doctornl student in educational ;]dministration at the University 

of Arizona. I am ~tudyinR incentive models in education and am u5ing the 

Summer EmploymneL Uption Program (SEOr) of the Church Educational System as 

an al1;]lysis model. 

You wi 11 [ind nn enclosed survey about the SEOr. This survey will take 

approxLm;]tely 15 to 20 minutcs to complete. Please follow the instructions 

on the qllcstiunnnuc. ~Iote that all of tile data collected will Ile [rom the 

1'}8<J-YO ~chool year. Some CES personnel have already changed ;]5signments. 

"lease ;l1151o('r the question5 1n the context of LlIC 1 '.l1:l9-QO ncaucmLe year. 

Please complete this survey today ond put it Lnto the mail. ~Iy 

t imc rest r Le t lons Ilell your ear I icst attcnL ion to the quest iOnnillre. 

fhe datn collected should Ile of grcot usc to the Church Educational System 

llnd to my disse~tational cffort:l. 

Thank you for your as:listanee and time. 

Sil1cerely. 

~,,~L5t 
Uoctornl Candidate 

335 



APPENDIX I 
"Follow-up letter of ParticipuLion" 

July Z4, 1990 

Dear Colleague: 

~ little over a month ago I sent a dissertational 
survey on the Summer Employment Option Program 
(SEOP) to you for consideration. Thin 
Post card Is Intended to be a reminder to those 
who might not have had the opportunity to 
complete the questionnaire. If you have 
completed the survey, please disregard this 
reminder. If you have misplaced the 
questionnaire, you can receive another by writing 
to me at: 1333 E. Znd St. Tucson, ~rlzona 85719. 

Thanks, so much, (or your help in the survey ot 
the SEOP. 

Sincerely, 

lIylee Sa lmond 
Doctoral Candidate 
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APPENDIX J 
"Memorandum to CES Personnel in California" 

Church 
Educational 
S Y 5 t e m Th~ Church of JtlU, Chr,,' 

of Lolltr·doy Sa,"" 

CalifornIa Soulh Arta 

To: All Full-Time CES Faculty 

From: Gordon E. flauss. Area Director 

Re: Illstructions for participation in the Surrrner Employment 
Option Program-1985 

Da te: Augus t 24. 1984 

Dear Brethren: 

Enclosed is a memo copy from the Centra I Office on the abo'/e referenced 
subject. Please read the information carefully and note any questions 
you may have. To avoid confusion and mlsunderstanding at this time. 
please do not discuss this program with those who are not addressed in 
the memoother than your wives. (Caution wives not to discuss this 
program with anyone but her husband. 

I will visit each District Faculty r·leeting during the month of September 
to discuss this program with you. answer questions. and give further 
instructions. Please come prepared. 

Best wishes for a successful school year. I deeply appreciate each of you 
and the fine work you do. 

dt 

Enclosures (3) 

Sincer.et~ your brother, 
l,/ V 

.' .I 1-1 lOr\... 
Gordon E. r'!auss ----
CES Area Director 
Cal ifornia South Area 

Offia of Ih, Arta DlFtclor • 6350 Slat, U",v'''lty Driv, • Long B,a<h. California 90815 • (2 I 3J 493·1451 
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