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Abstract

In higher education, teachers’ teaching effectigsria the classroom is an
essential to improve the quality of higher edugatidowever, teachers’ teaching
effectiveness comes from the personal motivatiencgption, and satisfaction in the
teachers’ jobs. The merit incentive compensati@tesy is directly linked to teachers’
motivation and perception, which also directly mdirectly results in satisfaction with
teachers’ career and students’ learning in thesobasn. This study investigates the
factors in teachers’ performance evaluated in Garedassrooms by students and
teachers, and teachers’ demographic character{Et€}y which impact on teachers’
merit pay, and teachers’/students’ satisfactiondgparticipants were Chinese students
and teachers working in or enrolled in one of fdififierent higher education systems
from 2012 to 2013 semesters in Nanjing, China. €auanple contains 457 teachers and
9,017 students. The data was collected via onligstipnnaires.

Henschke’s Modified Instructional Perspectives meey (MIPI) (Henschke,
1989) was used to evaluate teachers’ performaniteinlassroom from instructional
perspectives. The MIPI includes seven factors:dtdct Teacher Empathy with Students;
Factor 2: Teacher Trust of Students; Factor 3:rttenand Delivery of Instruction;
Factor 4: Accommodating Student Uniqueness; Factdeacher Insensitivity toward
Students; Factor 6: Experience-Based Learning Tigaba (Learner-Centered Learning

Process); and Factor 7: Teacher-Centered LearmogeBs. The MIPI-s, an adaptation of

the MIPI, was used to evaluate student’s perceptidrieacher performance in the



Lu, Yunlin, 2014, UMSL 1lI

classroom from an instructional perspective. Sttgland teachers reported satisfaction
with learning and teaching usind.&kert-type scalen a demographic questionnaire.

This study utilized a quantitative approach witinslard multiple regression
analysis. There were three dependent variableshéesi merit pay, teachers’
satisfaction, and students’ satisfaction. The imtelent variables included DC factors
related to teachers’ motivation and perception, sewkn factors of MIPI and MIPI-s
with 45-items respectively. The results of regmssinalyses demonstrated significant
relationships as a whole between teachers’ meyiapd teachers’/students’ satisfaction
with teaching/learning, factors in teachers’ demapgiic characteristics, and seven factors

of MIPI/MIPI-S respectively.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The title “teacher”, in China, is a metaphor fengineers of the human soul and
spirit” as they provide the impetus for pursuingwhedge. Teachers have shared their
knowledge throughout the ages. Since the careaching is of such great importance
and admiration, research on how to attract andnretare excellent teachers is
necessary.

According to Edvantia’s (2007) study, “working catiehs and personal
satisfaction play a role in both novice and vetdemthers’ decisions about whether to
stay” (p. 65), teachers’ working conditions usuaéfer to “teacher workload,
compensation, school classifications, school sagetg student readiness to learn etc.”
(Riley, Robinson, & Forgione, 1996, p. 1). Accoglio Cooke (1961) and Geisert
(1988), and further supported by Maslow’s (1954)tdrchy of Human Needs,”
teachers must possess morality and commitmentier @0 achieve a level of satisfaction
with their careers. Despite these more developrheatecerns, studies reveal that low
pay has been regarded by teachers as one of tleetanpfactors of leaving the practice
(Goodlad, 1984; Harris & Associates, 1995; MoricdMrray, 2003). Furthermore,
another factor that is important to keeping teaslethe field is the degree of the
teacher’s satisfaction with the teaching careem@times, Shippen, & Cattret, 2004;
Hughes, 2006; Protheroe, Lewis, & Paik, 2002; Sha@f1; Stockard & Lehman, 2004).

Kelley et al. (2000) and Morice & Murray (2003) @af®und that teachers not only
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received satisfaction through students learningaraes, but that they also respect
compensation, i.e. “bonuses for meeting performampeovement targets” (p. 41).
According to Springer & Gardner (2012), these besusould be awarded for “student
performance, increased student attendance ratfyagion rates, dropout rates,
classroom observations, and portfolio completi@s,ivell as for other “measurable
outcomes of [the teachers’] effectiveness in tlassioom” (p.10).

However, teachers’ compensation styles and worgaggions vary among
different higher educational settings, for instagmoerit pay or non-merit pay, public and
private universities, colleges and universities, Btany studies reveal that teachers who
work within these different settings have varyiagdls of satisfaction and outcomes
(Baker & Dickerson, 2006; Bomotti et al., 1999; BuwFitzgerald et al., 2004; Cannata
& Penaloza, 2012). Among the different styles &mdher compensation, merit pay (also
called “pay for performance”) is a remarkable notivhich was brought into a new era
by governments. In the United States, Presideradka®bama, in 2009, publicly
advocated for new educational policies that expdmderit pay for teachers and allowed
for more charter schools (Meckler, 2009). By thd en2005, in the United States, 20
states already had a performance-based compensgsitem for K-12 schools, or were
in the practice of employing one (Epstein et @002, Johnson, 2006). In England, the
Department for Education and Skills, and in Austrdbrmer president Kevin Rudd, also
issued corresponding legislations to support tea f rewarding excellence in teaching
with extra pay (Meng, 2011). In China, merit pay lagso been instituted by the Chinese

government for teachers in the public educatiotesysince 2009 (Meng, 2011).
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Previous studies and policy makers indicate thattnsea good approach to attract and
encourage excellent educators and scholars intedheational field (Epstein et al.,
2009; Lin, 2008; Protsik, 1995). To date, most tmgaly plans still have difficulties in
regards to implementation, such as “evaluatingquersl, teacher and union position,
poor morale, staff dissension and competitionufailof plans to meet objectives,
changes in school system philosophy or leadersbifgective bargaining, and revenue
shortfalls” (Morice & Murray, 2003, p.40).

According to Murnane and Cohen (1986), the diffiguh measuring a teacher’s
output is one reason why educational administratfaied to execute merit pay among
teachers. Since we cannot decide teacher’'s comjpambased on solely on how many
students he or she teaches per day, measuringteet&aperformance is more complex
than measuring the performance of personnel irr giifttéessions. In addition, depending
on students’ achievement scores to measure tesgbegss has limitations when
“considering pay incentives system based on ecanemiironment or established a fair
evaluation system for teacher performance” (Murn&ar&hen, 1986, p.10). In order to
ensure this “fair evaluation system,” evaluationswdd be based on reports from the
teachers, their students, and other members aictne@ol (Springer & Gardner, 2010).
Edvantia’s (2007) reports further emphasized thaoirrance of teachers evaluating
themselves, saying that this would result in insegbjob satisfaction “if the school
[administrations] offered [teachers] greater autogp@nd administrative support at this

point” (p. 65).
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Due to their prominence in the literature, meriy,da@acher satisfaction, and
student satisfaction have been selected for fudiseussion in this study. In order to
assess how to maintain teachers’ satisfactiongards to their careers while also
evaluating their teaching effectiveness, this stadiyocates for evaluations of teachers’
in-class performance.

Although many studies from different perspectiveg legislative, economic,
and moral) have been conducted to advocate themwitation of merit pay since the
1980s (Bollou & Podgursky, 1983; Cohen & Murnae8@;9esander, 2000; Heneman &
Ledford, 1998), none have focused on combininghtest merit pay situations with
teachers’ satisfaction and students’ satisfactigh elassroom performance evaluations.
Therefore, this study will fill this gap in knowlgd with a rigorous study of the
differences between teachers’ performance evaluatiol teachers’ merit payteachers’
satisfaction with teaching, and their students'séattion with their education. At the
same time, this study intends to identify some jotedt factors that impact merit pay
and satisfaction. From the conclusions of thisgtpdlicymakers will have the research
to focus their efforts on implementing proper teagberformance evaluation procedures
that impact universities and teachers. That is, ttomeet teachers’ underlying needs
while improving classroom teaching based on repartsnitted by students and the

teachers themselves.

'In this study, a teacher’s annual income is usaghtme his/her compensation based on
merit pay, here, we just use ‘merit pay’.
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Background

In 1908, Newton, Massachusetts, was the first platee United States to i merit
pay. Along with a rise in economic growth and sbeislution, the concept of merit pay
regained interest with the 1983 wakkNation at Riskwhich suggested that teacher
compensation be “professionally competitive, madeztisitive, and performance-based”
(Epstein et a) 2009, p. 2; Protsik, 1995). These debates reggurdierit pay have never
stopped, and other compensation styles have atsofreposed in many studies. The
merit pay supporters consider that merit pay witioke teachers to work harder and
will therefore yield better outcomes. At the saimaet merit pay will offer “the incentive
to attract younger, college-level graduates to atiocal careers” (Epstein et al., 2009,
p.2). However, opponents contend that implementiegt pay would compromise
collaboration between teachers due to competigmidu & Podgursky, 1983; Cohen &
Murnae, 1986; Desander, 2000; Epstein et al., 2009%ddition, they claim that there are
no reliable means to assess students’ and theidesl achievement and success (Bollou
& Podgursky, 1983; Cohen & Murnae, 1986; Desan2l@dQ; Epstein et al., 2009), and
that high-stakes testing (a component of meritgyasyems) would lead to dishonesty
(Epstein et al, 2009). From an administrative spama, it was found that merit pay plans
have shown to be excessively arduous and time cainguor implementation
(Desander, 2000). Speaking as a school board meetherator Blaine Cookie (1961)
strongly disagreed saying that merit pay destregstier morale. In view of these above

arguments, we can infer that merit pay is a gogu@grh to retain and attract more able
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educators, keeping in mind that all of the disagrexts focus on one key point: the
difficulty in measuring a teacher’s performance.

It is time for us to explore how to relate teacherslass performance to student
satisfaction and outcomes (Epstein et al., 200€9t &f all, although historically merit
pay was not found to provide teachers’ high sattgfa with compensation reform, it
should be considered as a critical plan to retathracruit successful and excellent
teachers (Epstein et al., 2009). In 1988, the Joamhmittee on Standards for Educational
Evaluation issued a notable exception, which prieskepragmatic procedures on how to
build up criterions for an extensive range of humesource assessments among public
educational sections (Heneman & Ledford, 1998) s8gbently, Heneman and Ledford
(1998) provided new philosophies for teacher corspgon based on a competency pay
practice among managers and workers in the busssessr. Desander (2000) also
considered the significance of merit pay; and, tddegal considerations and practical
concerns, suggested it should rely on evaluatibtsagher performance. A scholar from
India employed an economics perspective and demadedtthe reliability and feasibility
of studying teacher performance in relation to (Myralidharan & Sundaraman, 2011).
From these studies, we can see that there haveieseendous efforts to create a model
or standard in evaluating teachers’ performancetaisdccessfully implement teacher
merit pay systems. Nevertheless, Geisert (1998nvelummarizing merit pay and the
Fairfax Country Plan, noted that notice of evalastandards and expectations is
fundamental to the evaluation process. Meanwhdenantioned previously, teachers’

participation and support are critical factors ns@re the success of merit (Springer &
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Gardner, 2010; Edvantia, 2007). Based on studienant pay and teacher’s
performance evaluation procedures, it is clearttierte is no uniform standard in teacher
evaluations, which remains the greatest difficulinnplementing merit pay into
universities and schools.

As we know, teachers and students are the mostrtang groups to focus on
when researching education. During the past ded¢exegver, educators increasingly
have come to realize that any meaningful improvenrethe quality of education is
highly contingent on improvement in the qualityimstruction (Anderson, 1991). To a
great extent, educational effectiveness is continga teacher effectiveness. Two
reasons can be given: funding support and teanhewration. According to Anderson
(1991), teacher compensation represents a sulatahthe total funds and educational
budget, between 75% and 95%, allocated to educatiomost counties, even in
developing. In order to substantially improve thelgy of education that students
receive, we must explore what happens in classesich the students receive their
learning (Anderson, 1991). Considering this pdintling suitable teacher performance
evaluation procedures is necessary for educatemainistrations to implement merit
pay among teachers in practice; and these assetssshenld be based areas such as
teacher behaviors, feelings, and beliefs in thesttaom. Therefore, the Modified
Instructional Perspective Instrument (MIPI1) andatgption (MIP1 — S) - an instrument
created by John Henschke in 1989 based on teaehefshbfeelings, and behaviors - will

be used in this study.
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The evolution of merit pay was in respotsthe public’s demand for educational
reform (Butterfield et al., 1995; Desander, 2000gksh, 1992; Firestone, 1991; Miller,
1996; Odden & Kelly, 1997; Sadowski & Miller, 199&imilarly, in China before the
1980s, there was single-salary pay for more thayed®s due to a single public-owned
economy (Fang, 2009). Under this framework, thezeawno differences among teachers’
compensation in different settings. Teachers’ esitam in teaching had been inhibited
for a long time, and the quality of education aleclined compared to the growth of the
Chinese economy. Few students in high school wgaldnto a normal university for
further study to become a teacher (Fang, 2009%.eSime 1990s, with the rapid growth of
the Chinese economy, reform concerning teacher easgtion was an agenda set by the
Chinese State Council. Since 2008, officials hayreed that the implementation of merit
pay among national, compulsory education systemedsssary (Lin, 2008). The
national reform is intended to attract and provekeellent teachers and scholars into the
educational field, in order to improve the wholeiotry’'s educational accomplishments
and quality (Lin, 2008). In 2009, the Jiangsu pnae advocated merit pay both in public
universities and in elementary schools in Nanjibggartment of Education in Jiangsu,
2009). While it is still in the Jiangsu provinckete are a lot of private educational
institutions which follow traditional compensatiepstems, that is, singer salary pay. In
this study, in order to avoid location and sampleion bias, the researcher selected
four types of Chinese colleges and universitiestady according to current higher
educational classification standards (Gu, 198407ZB804), that is, public university,

private university, public vocational college, gmmivate vocational college.
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Problem Statement

According to the Expectancy Theory, compensatiengases based on good
performance results in positive outcomes and highbsequent performance (Gerhart &
Milkovich, 1992; Jenkins et al., 1998). The resbaupports the belief that merit pay is
necessary for teachers in order to enhance teaffieetiveness in the classroom and then
improve their quality of educational practices.

Teacher performance evaluation and a differentua@n procedure need to be
taken into consideration among educational adnnatisn practitioners. It is believed
that teachers are “economic men,” which meansthigateachers have their own
motivation, perception, and satisfaction duringrtkeaching. How do we execute the
merit pay plans and examine their feasibility aatidity? Undoubtedly, a standard
teacher’s performance evaluation procedure shoeildelsigned or employed to clarify
this point. However, at the practical level, a teaxgperformance evaluation system is
dissimilar with other organizations and corporasioffor instance, we can evaluate a
standard workers’ performance based on how margugte they produced or how they
delivered their services in a specified time; hogrewe cannot execute these same
standards among teachers. So, it is necessarydlmgproper and accurate teachers’
performance evaluation procedures, with teachemdiggpation and support, to ensure
the success of merit pay systems. This researcthiastention to adopt existing
instruments to investigate whether they are swetédy assessing evaluation procedures
based on teaching effectiveness such as teacledraviors, beliefs, and feelings in the

classroom. In order to fulfill this study, the Médd Instructional Perspective Instrument
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(MIPI), created by Henschke in 1989, is employed tsacher performance evaluation
procedure to assess teachers’ teaching effectisemabsto support this study.
Instructional perspective “is comprehensively coisgnt of the teacher’s personal

and contextual identification, actions and compeatsin the classroom, and
philosophical beliefs for guiding practice” (Henkeh1989, p. 81). Henschke’s Modified
Instructional Perspectives Inventory (MIPI) was niyemployed to appraise
teacher/student-reported application of andragbgigaciples in a study of secondary
language classrooms as well as other disciplinasvédn, 1997; Drinkard, 2004; Linda,
2009; McManus, 2008; Rowbotham, 2007; Seward, 1S&hton, 2005; Stricker, 2006;
Thomas, 1995; Vatcharasirisook, 2011). The MIPludes seven subscales. They
include:

e Teacher Empathy with Learners,

e Teacher Trust of Learners,

e Planning and Delivery of Instruction,

e Accommodating Learner Uniqueness,

e Teacher Insensitivity Toward Learners,

e Experience-Based Learning Techniques (Learner-@Gahieearning Process),

and
e Teacher-Centered Learning Process (Henschke, p989).
The MIPI-S, as a revision of the MIRl,e@mployed to present the students’

evaluation results of their teachers’ instructigpalspective. After examining previous

studies, it is clear that few have been conductenherit pay and teacher performance
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evaluation. Most of the studies listed previou8ilysirate the relationship between merit
pay and teacher performance evaluation from pali@empetencies, and performance
perspectives. Studies also give some suggestiang dbsign format and how to
conduct merit pay and performance evaluation ircation, but they do not investigate
their feasibility and validity (Desander, 2000; &at, 1988; Tecker, 1984). There are
even fewer studies comparing teachers’ merit pajiffarent settings in higher
education institutions, or investigating the teasMstudents’ satisfaction with their
teaching/learning and their compensation from atruictive viewpoint. Therefore, this
study attempts to expand the research on teachérheir working conditions,
especially their working settings and compensatiomeveal the differences in teacher
satisfaction to teaching and merit pay, and studat$faction to learning. At the same
time, this study intends to use uniform standaodsdentifying the underlying
predictors that impact teachers’ merit pay, teaglsatisfaction and students’
satisfaction.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to investigate thenpry factors that impact
teachers’ merit pay, teachers’ satisfaction andesits’ satisfaction in different higher
education settings. Factors in teachers’ demogcagtaracteristics such as ages, gender,
titles, years of teaching, and workload (hourseatching per week), and factors of
teachers’ effectiveness in the classroom evaluaydabth teachers and students are
considered to be the factors of this study. In stigating those factors, this study

employs a uniform instrument called the MIPI, whisla teacher assessment procedure
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based on instructive perspectives to investigatehters teaching effectiveness in the
classroom on a short-term basis. Further on, thidyswill seek to understand the
reliability and feasibility of predicting teacherserit pay with different compensation
styles as well as teachers’ satisfaction with ttesaiching and students’ satisfaction with
learning while expanding this instrument to be sseasment procedure for a different
country. Second, this study has the intention vestigate the significant differences of
teachers’ merit pay, teachers’ satisfaction andesits’ satisfaction among different
groups who belong to different educational settifignrd, the research has the intention
to understand whether the underlying factors medgtid teachers’ demographic
characteristics are predictors to their satisfactind teachers’ merit pay.
Research Questions
In view of the above, the conceptual frameworkhid study is constructed as

illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Framework of the Study

DC? .| Teachers’
Satisfaction |,
TPET® Students’ R Teacher
Satisfaction | ﬁ Recruitment
(MIPI) it .
and Retention
TPES? (MIPI- Merit Pay”
s) 4

Note:*DC = Demographic Characteristics, which includes agedgg type-of-school,
degrees, title, years of teaching, hours of teaghimerit pay, degree of trust to school policy,
comments on payment, times to receive performaage’Merit pay is gauged by teacher's
annual income® TPET is teacher performance evaluated by teactiersis, MIPI: TPES is
teacher performance evaluated by students, thistii;s.

The study will explore the following research quass:

e Do teachers’ demographic characteristics predait therit pay, their
satisfaction, and their students’ satisfaction? thexe any differences among
different types of schools?

e Does teacher performance/ teaching effectivenes®iolassroom, evaluated
by MIPI/MIPI-s, predict teachers’ merit pay, theatisfaction and their
students’ satisfaction respectively?

Significance of the Study

The establishment of merit pay based on a teacherfsrmance evaluated by

Chinese teachers and students is done in ordelpchigher educational administrations
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recruit and retain highly qualified teachers fog thture. In addition, this research will
provide valuable information for educational adrsirative practitioners on how to
identify potential impact factors existing amongdeers’ demographic characteristics
and teachers’ performance evaluated by teacherstaddnts in the classrooms, which
affect teachers’ merit pay and satisfaction. Asaalership and policy study, this research
provides significant guidance for policymakersutufe legislation adjustment and
stipulation for education policy in merit pay implentation and strategies to retain
teachers in the future.

Measures including the demographic characterigtiestionnaire, the Modified
Instructional Perspective Inventory (MIPI), and #ddapted Modified Instructional
Perspective Inventory for students (MIPI-S) wilfesfan excellent practice opportunity
for evaluating teachers’ performance in the classréhrough exploring their teaching
effectiveness. The assessment instruments areoh@etive and practical, and are more
focused on human development than other standffieted by many educational
administrations. The MIPI and MIPI-S were used @nmresearch studies in the U.S.
and other countries, but not in China. Applyingnthi® China will expand their usage
into a new area. Combining their use with teacheex'it pay, this study makes a
contribution to the study of leadership and pobtydy in education as it expands the
evaluation process to human resource developmemtlas

Merit pay is a relatively new concepthina, advocated recently and in use since
2008. Therefore, the standards for evaluating &acperformance are unshaped and

more descriptive (Wang & Cheng, 2012). However ki factor to examining the



Lu, Yunlin, 2014, UMSL p. 15

validity and reliability of a merit pay policy i® determine the teachers’ performance
evaluation procedure within the different educaticsettings. This research has
important practical and theoretical significanceifoproving merit pay among different
education settings.

Hines et al. (1985) and Rai and Sraeast(2013) revealed in their studies that the
differences between students and teachers wouldt resnore motivation for teachers
teaching in the workplace. In this study, teachsasisfaction and students’ satisfaction
as well as their differences will be investigateghow the differences between teachers’
teaching motivation in the different working setfsn From this point, this study has
important practical and theoretical significancetfte educational administration
practitioners on how to assess teachers’ and dstsidstisfaction in the workplace.

In summary, this study employs a quantitative resedesign to identify the
following factors which potentially predict teackemerit pay and teachers’ satisfaction
as: a) teachers’ demographic characteristics, atebbhers’ teaching effectiveness in the
classroom evaluated by students and teacherseAame time, this study intends to
understand a) how merit pay differs among diffeeshucational settings, b) how
teachers’ satisfaction differs among different wiogksettings, and c) how their students’
satisfaction differs among different universitieslaolleges. From these analyses, this
study intends to understand the underlying faateleging to teachers’ teaching
effectiveness in the classroom, and how theser@atmpact teachers’ merit pay,

satisfaction, and their students’ satisfactioniffecent educational settings. In view of
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this, this study offers insights for educationatawistrative practitioners on education
leadership and policy implementation.
Delimitations, Limitations, and Assumptions

The scope of this study is limited to the invesimaof teachers’ performance as
measured by the MIPI and MIPI-S, while some demglgiainformation about the
teachers and students such as teachers’ degreasmanlearning experience, merit pay,
and working settings (public or private) etc. viaé examined in this study as well. The
researcher inspects the relationship under thefigkt both instruction from teachers’
perspective and learning feedback from studené&svsiare most directly related to
teachers’ performance in a teaching unit. Thisaeser did not scrutinize the whole
institution policy, legislations, the whole teacsigrzerformance evaluation process in
these universities and colleges, or other factoch sis the teachers’ union, supervisors,
and other stakeholders involved in merit pay aagdhers’ performance evaluation
(Hawley, 1982; Schneider, 1983; Tecker, 1984).

This study is limited to the data collected, reveelvand monitored by
universities and colleges in the Nanjing area, Wlaie located in the eastern area of
China. Nanjing universities and colleges are goserand supervised by Jiangsu
Provincial Department of Education and have long) &#&raditional advantage in
education. Nanjing is a city with a long historyddms more than 100 higher educational
units. The higher educational sections’ classiitcet are based on the current Chinese
education systems. The author assumes the infosifram the same area will enhance

the data’s integrity, reliability, and consistentie study also assumes that teachers and
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students in these universities and colleges ansitbeesurvey truthfully and to the best
of their ability.

In addition, the study’s reliability of teachergniormance evaluated by students
is still in question. Although many studies havedeaubstantial efforts to address this
pending issue, there is still no standardized answgeneralized conclusion (Obenchain
et al., 2001). The author will delineate this tedature review section and address the
reliability of MIPI and MIPI-S in the following ch#ers. Finally, the results generated
from the study can only be generalized to the singtudy among higher education
systems which have different compensation systemsit pay and non-merit pay.

Definitions

The following names and terms used in this studydafined:

Economic Man An economic n&a man that is rational. He is a
narrowly self-interested actor who has the abtlitynake
judgments toward his personal needs (Muchinsky2201

Effective Teacher An effectivadber refers to “one who quite consistently
achieves goals which either directly or indireddguses
on the learning of their students” (Anderson, 1990Q.8).

Instructional Perspectives Inventory Instructidharspectives Inventory (IPI) was
developed to “identify beliefs, feelings, and baebay
adult educators need to possess” (Henschke, 1983)p

In 2005, the IPI was modified from a four-point erk
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scale to a five-point Likert scale and is referteas
Modified Instructional Perspectives Inventory (MIPI

Learning Satisfaction Learning satiifan refers to “student’s feelings and
attitudes toward learning activities; a happy feglor
positive attitude indicated satisfaction, whileuarhappy
feeling or negative attitude revealed discontebé¥|
2008, p. 45) .

Merit Pay Merit paJso the same as pay for performance, “offers
financial incentives to individual teachers, grogps
teachers, or whole schools based on predetermaséd t
related to measurable student achievement outcomes.
Merit plans reward teachers for
measurable outcomes of their effectiveness” (Sprigg
Gardner, 2010, p.10). Merit pay in China refer§ &
teacher’s compensation is paid according to higibst
technical content, post workloads, responsibil;jtaasl
post climate etc., combing with the current orgahan’s
economic effectiveness and the labor price, which
actually are classified into different positionsdied by
their duties according to in addition, their ouggutLi,
2010, p. 3). In China, the teacher’s compensason i

component of two portions: basic salary and mext, p
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thereinto, merit pay includes bonus and rewardsigYa
20009).

Motivatias an inner driving force to arouse an
organism to act towards a desired and sustains goal
directed behaviors (Obamiro, 2013).

Perceptieiers to “the organization, identification, and
interpretation of sensory information in order épresent
and understand the environment” (Shacter, Gillgert,
Wegner, 2011, p. 340).

Compensatadars to money transferring from the
organization to a single person. The compensasion i
usually done as an exchange for the corresponaiadsy
services, or both, or to complete a legal obligatio

Performance evalnati an approach by which an
employee’s job performance is tested and evaluated.

A public unity usually refers to a university mostly
funded by public sources via different levels of
governments.

A private uargity usually refers to a university not
operated by governments. Though it is not funded by
government, it may also be subject to government

regulation.
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Organization of the Study

This dissertation will have five chapters. Chajidee is the introduction of the
study, which includes the background of the stydypose for this research, research
guestions, and significance of this study. Chapteo is the review of literature, which
reviews teacher motivation and perception in edagagettings, the history of the
Chinese teacher compensation system, merit paymetinerit payment effects on
teacher performance, teacher performance evalyaiwhtwo critical inventories: MIPI
and MIPI-S. Chapter Three discusses the methodabtys study, including the sample
data and data collection, model building, statstanalysis process, and approaches.
This study’s results will be discussed in Chaptauri-followed by the conclusions and

discussions in Chapter Five, after the data aralysi
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

This chapter discusses the following issues aseflage to Chinese teachers in
higher education: Merit pay; teachers’ and studesaiissfaction; teacher’'s demographic
characteristics relating to teacher motivation pateption; teachers’ performance
effectiveness and performance evaluation; andropknerit pay, satisfaction, and teacher
performance evaluation from an instructional pectipe. Each section will include the
definition and content of each topic and theirtieleship and link to this study.

Merit Pay

This section will give a brief history merit pay, defines merit pay, gives a brief
history and discusses the factors that impact exaderit pay, its history, its influences
on higher education and merit pay in China. In fdidj arguments and constraints on
merit pay made by previous researchers have beematized in this section as well.
Merit Pay and Basic Concepts Relating to Merit Pay

In this study, merit pay has been selected as btieanotivational and
perceptional factors for further investigation @athers in education settings. Merit pay
is a familiar concept to millions of people whosenpensation is in some manner related
to performance effectiveness (Tecker, 1984). Asipusly stated, merit pay is used to
represent a variety of compensation programs, wihidinde various incentive and extra

awarding payment systems. Most are based on a mneeaisguality of performance,
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guantity of performance, or difficulty of performaa According to Tecker’s (1984)

statement, four basic concepts constitute mentioich awards of merit pay are based:

e Longevity—the length of time an individual has held a positibhe assumption

is that time in a position increases experienceeatdinces expertise.

e Credentials-the amount of course works and/or other ‘educali@xperiences

an individual was exposed to over time. The assiom$ that satisfactory
completion of course work and/or additional ‘edical’ experiences results in
knowledge and expertise that enhances performaraiéyq
e Additional duties—extra work, harder work, or margortant work. The
premise, which stems from the labor traditionhettmore work, or special kinds
of work, warrant additional compensation.
e Quality of performance—compensation should relat@dgments about how
effectively position responsibilities and objectware accomplished (p. 13).
Merit pay involves recognizing individual perfornt@nand paying teachers
according to their effectiveness. This concept m&suthat performance quality can be
measured and that money can be an incentive faowvimy teacher performance and
instructional quality (Tecker, 1984).
History of Merit Pay
In the 1920s, single-salary pay was the dominatepemsation style to offer
“both equity and objectivity to teacher pay” (Epstet al., 2009, p. 4), and was

introduced in Denver and Des Moines. Under thim&aork, a teacher’s appropriate
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compensation was determined by years of experi@ndalegrees the teacher had earned,
instead of by their race, gender, family, or teaghmethods (Epstein et al., 2009; Protsik,
1995). At that time, single salary pay had its ada&ges such as encouraging the teacher
to attain greater levels of education; and, thelteaunions had the chance of fairly and
equally representing all members in collective banmg agreements. Consequently, 97%
of communities in American had adopted the singlery pay plan (Epstein et al., 2009;
Protsik, 1995).

Single-salary pay has its restrictionsstfit greatly restrains wealthier districts
from attracting excellent teachers to meet the#cg needs in areas such as math,
science, and special education. Second, it thulaetenthusiasm of those who excel in
teaching, who are young, or have lower levels ofcation and credentials by failing to
provide an evaluation system that rewards critidwad lead to excellent (Epstein et al.,
2009; Protsik, 1995).

As we know, there always are exceptiveathers who need to be rewarded for
their extra and excellent effort and work. Coinoglwith this belief, merit pay was
introduced in 1908 in Newton, Massachusetts. Ii318&oorts likeAction for Excellence
(1983) andA Nation at RisK1983) brought teacher accountability and quality
instruction to the forefront of educational issg€shen & Murnane, 1986; Desander,
2000; Sadowski & Miller, 1996A Nation at Rislexplicitly suggested teachers’
compensation be “professionally competitive, madestsitive, and performance-based”
in order to “[link] compensation more directly ttassroom skill” A Nation At Risk:

Recommendation4 983, p. 1).
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Between the 1980s and 1990s, there were varyingds®@f successes with merit
pay systems across the nation. Many districts asdabdnuses determined by supervisors
and/or peer reviews for excellent classroom peréoree, but some teachers thought the
rewards were established on subjective and pregddissessments rather than on
objective assessments (Epstein et al., 2009). éntestudy revealed some problems
coming from personnel, administration, mutual bamgag disputes, and financial deficits
resulted in terminating or discontinuing the usenefit pay within six years (Epstein et
al., 2009). In March, 2009, President Obama expanuerit pay for teachers in an
extensive education vision, and called the stateaise standards for student
achievements (Meckler, 2009). Thus, merit pay retdrto the front of education
revolution.

In China, teacher compensation has experienceddvotutions. The first
occurred before 1980 when single-salary pay wageegdent for more than 50 years due
to a single public-owned economy. Under this framuthere were no differences
among teachers’ compensation in different settifpss resulted in little enthusiasm for
a career in teaching and caused a decline in thelgaty of being a teacher in higher
education despite a growth in Chinese economy.stedents in high school would go
into a normal university for further study befor@80s (Fang, 2009). The second
revolution began between 1980 and 1990, when snta#tased in compensation began
to occur. These increases were based on theiitljed and experience in teaching (Ding,
2010; Pan, 2009; Wang, 2010). From 1983 to 19&fh &chool graduates began to feel

more positive toward the profession of teaching emwliment rates increased in Normal
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universities (Ding, 2010; Pan, 2009; Wang, 2010 Third revolutiorbecan after 1990,
when teachesalaries began to increase again. These increasedwe tcthe rapid
growth of the Chinese econonand the high inflation rat@®ing, 2010; Pan, 200!
Wang, 2010). From th2000s tcthe present, the fourth revolutibmcusirg on teacher
compensatioccurred. At this time, teacher compensation begaantof the agenda «
the Chinese State Coun(CSC). In 2008, the CS@approved official legislatioto
implementmerit pay among national compulsory education systfing, 2(10; Lin,
2008; Pan, 2009; Wang, 201

Merit pay among teachers is comprised of two categoreshare divided intc
four categories: Bsic compensation (paid by different titles, yedrgeeching, anc
different districts)wages (basedn class hours); bonus@sased on excessively teach
hours the teacher has, research and administiatud; andreward (performanc
incentives) (Yang, 2009Presented here is a figure showihg correspondin
relationships of the compensation according to Yastement (200:

Figure 3: The Components of Merit Pay in Ct

Basic Salar
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Merit pay is a relatively new topic in China, anashtherefore been a subject of
discussion among scholars. Yang (2009) doubtedatinge domains of merit pay in
China, and made some comments on how to defingttheture of merit pay based on
descriptions of teacher work in higher educatiatiintions. Ding (2010) pointed out the
current deficiency of executing merit pay. For epémsince the teacher performance
evaluation procedure was very difficult to executben merit pay was developing into a
general promotion among teachers, the power of @dtrations who evaluated teacher
performance had been exaggerated. Wang (2010) stupechéhe systems of Chinese
teacher merit pay flexibility and advantages, aadegher suggestions on how to make
specific measures to cope with the merit pay reinatu Almost no scholars have
advocated for different views on merit pay impleta¢ion among public schools since it
was promoted on the national level, and studiegaticy and benefits about merit pay
interpretation have been supportive.

Arguments and Constraints of Merit Pay

As stated previously, education and its practitierielong to a special group,
which are different from the workers of industryo# workers consider themselves to be
outstanding at their jobs, and merit pay more ss lreatens the self-esteem of the
majority of employees. Often, teachers hold theebéhat the satisfaction of the
profession is ultimately more meaningful than &efinancial rewards (Epstein et al.,
2009; Geisert, 1988; Schneider, 1983). Argumemisray researchers on the benefits of
merit pay have continued over the years. Amongetihesearchers, Schneider (1983)

summarized the pros and cons of “merit pay asvid@lo
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[Pros]:

e Itis seen as economical;

e |t attracts competitive people;

e |t promotes good personnel administration;

e It has precedent and logic—Reward based on congretand

e It meets public objection to inequity of automagadary increases based on
service, or college credits.

[Cons]:

e Merit pay plans have not worked in education,

e Evaluation of teaching is too inaccurate,

e Discriminative rewards produce undesirable relaionthe schools, and
e Intrinsic rewards are more suitable in educatign’4).

Tecker (1984) discusses the constramtserit pay for performance in higher
education systems. For instance, he writes, “...thene no robust-designed
performance evaluation procedures, no performaeleged compensation systems, and
there were problems of the effective administrabbsuch programs” (p.15). He also
pointed out that fair and correct evaluation ardbjuent made by administrations and
schools for the educators are critical factorsaioduct merit pay; meanwhile, school
systems which have an investment in care, cregtiard rational decision making can
preserve and institute performance related compengarograms that contribute to the

assurance of staff member to strive for enhancedtefeness (Tecker, 1984).
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Merit Pay Studies in Higher Education

Although there are a few colleges and universitibere collective bargaining has
resulted in salary schedules according to facalbkrand longevity, most higher
education institutions still use some kind of mpay. In addition to monetary rewards,
they also use such practical incentives as worklassignments, and rank (Tecker,
1984).

Typically, preliminary salaries are well-known omiadividual basis and annual
increases result from institutional performancewatons. Performance measures
include number and type of publications, number gqumality of professional activities
and public service, activities within the instituti and student ratings of teacher
performance (Tecker, 1984).

Another influencing factor is supply and demanamacademic area as well as
offers made to an individual by another institutigvhile peer review is an integral part
of the higher education compensation and rewarsys administrators and governing
bodies usually retain the privilege to make thalfahecision (Tecker, 1984).

Like other compensation systems, the superficietsss of performance-related
compensation programs in higher education is nttoumt its flaws and critics. For
example, the emphasis placed on quantity ratherdhbality of activities is a debatable
issue, as is the fact that the system can easityidiinate against senior faculty members
because they started at lower salaries. Neverthdles system continues to be used

because it affords institutions flexibility. Whetha not the system results in increased
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teacher effectiveness, the methods and critenedbrmance evaluation appear to have
some correlation to decisions about effectiven&€ssKer, 1984).

An important factor when designing and developirggitrpay among teachers is
the necessity that the educational administrageels balance the interests of all
stakeholders (Springer & Gardner, 2010). In a thp&y study which involved multiple
stakeholders, “many schools chose to distributgivaly small awards across all school
personnel, regardless of individual performancegrii®er & Gardner, 2010, p. 14).
However, the relatively small incentive arrangenghidtnot have any significant effects
on teacher efficiency (Springer & Gardner, 2010ylda& Springer, 2009).

Summary

The emergence of merit pay has its historic oriised in the inherent needs of
social and human development. Merit pay has begctiped for more than 100 years
despite many arguments and constraints still bageittis topic. Comparing the pros and
cons of merit pay, it can be inferred that for fetscholars much effort should focus on
how to develop an effective way to evaluate teapleeiormance.

Satisfaction in Educational Settings

Research and studies on satisfaction originallyectnom a business and
management commitment; that is, to meet the conslisetisfaction. In business
satisfaction research, satisfaction has been daktimee ways: process, outcome, or a
synthesis of process and outcome (Ryan, 2010; P&rkéathew, 2001; Tse, Nicosia, &
Wilton, 1990). In this study, teacher satisfactiati include their satisfaction with

teaching and students’ learning outcomes and lagisfaction.
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As for the importance of students’ satisfactionpitas and Galambos (2004)
mentioned that the characterization of studentoasumers of higher education means
that the satisfaction of students becomes extremgdgrtant to the success of the
institution because the higher education instigishare the same intensely competitive
and sensitive marketing environment. Elliott anth§RB002) defined student satisfaction
with educational experience as a synthesis of th&tltognitive evaluation process and
subjective outcomes of the educational experiem¢iene. Rai and Srivastava (2013)
mentioned that the differences between teachesfaetion and student satisfaction will
stimulate positive satisfactory outcomes for bethcher and student.

There are many approaches and instruments fromreift points of view,
qualitative and quantitative, to investigate studsatisfaction. The quantitative approach
to assessing student satisfaction is to use aesitegh. A rating scale with one global
satisfaction item may ask either a yes-or-no qaestbout satisfaction or ask students to
report their level of satisfaction using a desigdatcale (Elliott & Shin, 2002; Ryan,
2009). Qualitative methods represent another waptain data on satisfaction. Patterson
et al. (1998) used interviews with 30 internatiostaldents at an Australian university to
identify determinants of student satisfaction. W2001) also used interviews in a case
study investigating the cross-cultural experierafdsvo students at an American
university.

Factors Impacting Teachers’ and Students’ Satisfaain
Factors impacting teachers’ and students’ satisfainclude many facets: age

(Cheng, 2000; Sauer, 2003), personality (Binet.eif97; Grayson, 2004; Logue,
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Lounsbury, Gupta, & Leong, 2007; Lounsbury, Saudsy@ibson, & Leong, 2005),
culture and ethnicity (Cheng & Tam, 1997; Guy, 19@@ucational experience (Knox et
al., 1992), and expectations (Cook, 2004; MarsB41®atterson et al., 1998; Wyss,
2002; Zenhui, 1999). Furthermore, Hines, Cruick&hand Kennedy (1985) reveal that
student perception of a teacher clearly influethesstudent’s degree of satisfaction with
their educational experience.

On the other hand, teachers’ satisfaction pladagleer importance on their job
and professional development, and the degreeadcher’s satisfaction with the teaching
career has also been proven to be as a critidalrfatteacher retention (Houchines,
Shippen, & Cattret, 2004; Hughes, 2006; Prothdrewiis & Paik, 2002; Shann, 1991;
Stockard & Lehman, 2004). Some scholars advocatdribreasing job satisfaction is the
best way to reinforce the teaching profession (&ath1998, Mertler, 2002).
Nevertheless, teacher job satisfaction can alsoawgpteachers’ teaching (Hughes, 2006;
Latham, 1998). Therefore, how to derive satisfacfrom teaching and maintain
teachers’ satisfaction levels with instruction aimgols are the prominent difficulties for
education administration consideration (Houchinspfen & Cattret, 2004; Hughes,
2006; Protheroe, Lewis & Paik, 2002; Quaglia & Mari1991).

In light of the literature reviewed for this studke following teacher
characteristics are chosen for further discussamasexamination: Gender, age, socio-
economic status, bonus received recently from tagchnd educational experience

(Moore, 1987; Tye & O'Brien, 2002), years of teaxhiworkload (hours spent on non-
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teaching duties) (Bandura, 1977), and commentsistitutional policy and working
environment (Latham, 1998).
Teacher’'s Social Demographic Characteristics Relatg to Motivation and
Perception

In this section, teachers’ motivation and perceptoe explored. At the same
time, characteristics of teachers’ demographic heen identified, which may impact
teachers’ motivation and perception.

Motivation

Incentives are used to motivate actions and toegehdesired outcomes. Most
theories about motivations share two themes: aetstanding what someone wants or
does not want makes it easier to encourage thabvpeéo do what is wanted; and b) the
promise of rewards and the threat of penaltiesK@ed 984). In view of this point, when
researching performance evaluation and merit payhave to identify the needs and
wants as well as the driving forces hiding behimeit.

There are various classical theories of busindsstefeness employed to
investigate workers’ needs in their working envimant (Argyris, 1964; Herzberg, 1966;
Likert, 1967; Maslow, 1968; McGregor, 1967). Fostamce, Maslow suggested that
“...general groups of human needs were arrangeceifotlowing hierarchical order
beginning with the most basic human needs: Physealrity, love, self-esteem, and
self-actualization” (Aktaruzzaman et al., 20113p6). All of these theories are well-
known and widely-accepted by scholars and reseexrdaméhe human resources

management field. From these theories, we can reo®ghat needs existing inherently
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among human beings are growth, achievement, regpidres, and recognition (Lewis,
1973). Lewis (1973) defined their corresponding miegin education. For example,
growth refers to mental growth, achievement reteithe need for achievement by
educators, and recognition refers to the recogndio educator earns (both material and
mental) from an outstanding service or performaAtough no one theory can be
supported over another, it is not difficult to chute that teacher’s needs can be
classified into two main types: Psychological aratenial needs.

Furthermore, there are some scholarsadvocate that teacher motivation has its
specialties. Lewis (1973) summarized in his bApkraising Teacher Performancén
addition to those needs such as growth, achievemesguonsibilities, and recognition
stated above, there is another prerequisite negddoher motivation, that is
maintenance needs, which includes economic, sgcarientation, status, and social
maintenance needs” (p. 14). These maintenance aeedsndamental requirements for
teachers. Tecker (1984) also highlighted the samm#gas Lewis when explaining the
reasons for performance incentives. The motivatioleacher performance effectiveness
comes from their various needs including both peiladjical and material needs.
Perception

In addition to motivation, perception is also atremely vital factor in
understanding human effectiveness and organizati@heavior since teachers, students,
and administrators execute their behaviors on #seslof what they think (perception)
(Lewis, 1973). If teachers act on their perceptiand different educators perceive things

differently, the students and administers may matvk what to expect. From this point of
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view, the perception of teachers is another guaeattt ensure that teachers reach the
objective of performance evaluation. Lewis (1978pdisted some factors determining a
human being’s perception: needs, stress, grougymesrole, reference group, position,
and reward system. Each perception comes fromrédiffesources such as family,
institution, and society and has different impacte@achers’ effectiveness. When
referring to reward systems Lewis (1973) explains:

The impact of a system of rewards on a school aezgton is very

noticeable. At least two different effects are ewd First, there are some

rewards which are directly related to the new idexelopment. The

educator does not necessarily have to utilizedkee-+only produce it. The

second noticeable impact is a production incentiere the educator

regards the outcome of his actions in a more otsttiway. Under the

production incentive system, educators will mokelly be concerned with

the consequences of their actions (p. 189).
Factors of Teacher’'s Demographic Characteristics

Teachers’ demographic characteristics in this stndyde the teacher’s gender,
age, titles, degrees, experience, and workloadss@ demographic characteristics have a
major impact on their motivation and perceptions.

Teachers’ motivation is derived from these chargties which include the
following aspects: Psychological and material negalbe more specific, factors such as
teachers’ economic status, security, orientatiod,social needs. These are necessities of

teacher’s motivation to improve their teaching angact their satisfaction.
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Similarly, factors such as stress, group presshed, role in the school, their
position, and the type of reward system they exper create their perceptions which
impact their teaching and effectiveness as teachers
Summary

In this section, teachers’ motivation and perceptice discussed. According to
the definitions, the teachers’ demographic charesties such as age, gender, title,
workload, and year of teaching, are the factorsatly related to teachers’ motivation
and perception in their classroom.

Teacher Performance Effectiveness and Performanceviluation Procedure

Anderson (1991) writes that “effectieathers are those who achieve the goals
they set for themselves or have set for them bgrst(e.g., school administrators,
ministries of education)” (p. 17). In addition, imakes the following assumptions:

o “Effective teachers tend to be aware of and adtipekrsue goals;

e The vast majority of teachers’ goals are or shtweldoncerned either directly or
indirectly with the learning of their students; and

e No teacher is effective all the time” (Anderson919p. 17).

That is to say, then, an effective teacher cowdd Ak defined to be as “one who
quite consistently achieves goals which eitherdtliyeor indirectly focuses on the
learning of [their] students(Anderson, 1991, p. 18). In fact, identifying farst which
“are related or contribute to teacher effectivengg$ar more difficult” (Anderson, 1991,
p. 18). There are some predominant factors dekwaday Anderson (1991, p. 19): a)

Goals from different perspectives (teacher pestglents and administrators); b) the
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knowledge, skills, aptitudes, and values both sttidad teacher possess when they enter
the school or the classroom; and c) different attara in teachers. Thus, when we
explore and try to understand teacher effectivervesshould take into consideration the
following: a) where the students are going (asrdateed, in part, by the goals of the
teacher), and b) where they have been (as detednmngart by their genetic
composition, their home backgrounds, and theirratool experiences etc.).
Performance Evaluation

Generally speaking, in industry, performance euvanas “a systematic and
periodic process that assesses an individual erepleyob performance and productivity
in relation to certain pre-established criteria angianizational objectives” (Abu-Doleh &
Weir, 2007, p.75). Tecker (1984) defined teachefopmance evaluation in almost the
same way, as: “[the process of] identifying, cdileg, interpreting, and providing
information for the purpose of judging effectivesief. 19). It can be inferred from the
definitions that the subsequent characteristieGnodffective performance evaluation are:

e Periodicity: Performance evaluation is a consisémt continuous work, but the

time schedule should fall within a specified periathich helps to analyze, track,

appraise and give feedback to the evaluation eauld improve the performance

management level.

e Process: As a process, performance evaluationtie than a form to be filled and
filed, which needs the administration’s constateérdgton on enhancing the
organizational objectives. In education settingbosls should be a place where

the people purposefully consider: a) What they viartccomplish; b) how well
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they are doing it; and c) what can be done bettecKer, 1984). As such, schools
are committed to continuous human growth as reftkot staff and student
behavior as well as the institutional philosophg @olicy written in their
statements.
e Information: A sound evaluation procedure showdhbsed on accurate,
relevant, timely, and useful information, while acarate, irrelevant and overdue
information may result in flawed and indefensibdsessments that may not be in
the best interest of students and teachers.
e Judging: There is no fixed and existing checktiating scale, model, system or
technological device to fully remove human judgmientn evaluation of a
professional’s performance, and there is no guaestttat evaluation judgments
are always perfect. Therefore, an effective evauapproach should
dramatically increase the probability that judgnsentiil be good by ensuring the
guality of the information on which decisions aeséd. The suitable policy
guestion is whether an evaluation approach is tettkeer than whether it is
perfect (Tecker, 1984).
Complaints about Teacher Evaluation, and the Relialtity of Students Evaluation of
Teachers Teaching Effectiveness

Referring to teacher evaluations, Hawley (1982estd'perhaps there is no other
topic in education today that is as universallyareigd with distaste, hostility, and
resigned frustration” (p. 1). Teacher performaecaluation is thought by many to be a

time-wasting activity. Teachers complain aboutrfags and transparency, and
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administrators usually complain that it is too tis@suming. The literature regarding
the use of merit pay in educational settings isdtitriticism and practical concerns
(Ballou & Podgursky, 1993; Desander, 2000; Firestd®91; Mohrman, Mohrman, &
Odden, 1996), which include: a) Adequate fundingppgms; b) teacher support of the
system; and c) teacher participant in the developraed application of the system.
Nonetheless, we are in the era of accountabilitg, taacher evaluation is the only way to
improve the lives of students, teachers, and tiean’s quality for the public

(Hawley, 1982).

The main objective of teacher performance evalnasdo improve the teachers’
instructional quality delivered to students. In iéidd, teacher performance evaluation is
also the process of “identifying, collecting, ingegting, and providing information for
the intention of measuring the teacher effectiveh€Becker, 1984, p. 17). Accordingly,
the procedures of the evaluation usually vary byemsity and school. Due to the
relationships between quality instruction and pesistudent outcomes, it is
understandable that student assessments of tesfdaiveness are also employed in
“dispensing merit-based salary increases and @atea competitive climate among
teachers” (Obenchain, Abernathy, &Wiest, 2010, §)18Ithough it was found in many
previous studies that students offer reliable assesnts of teachers’ ability (Marsh, 1987;
Marsh & Bailey, 1993; Obenchain, Abernathy, & WjeXlol; Seldin, 1984), it is still a
controversial issue. From this point of view, Oleain, Abernathy, and Wiest (2001)
investigated the reliability of students’ ratings@acher effectiveness and found that the

results supported and endorsed the previous fisdifigey further revealed that there
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was a significant difference in the reliability siidents’ evaluation on teachers in
different courses (Obenchain, Abernathy, & WieS0D).
Summary
In this section, teacher performance evaluasaefined as the process of
“identifying, collecting, interpreting, and provid information for the intention of
evaluation teacher effectiveness in classroom” K€ecl984, p. 17). Some characteristics
and concepts in relation to teacher performanckiatian have been elaborated upon.
For example, accurate, consistent, flexible, ardelytenacted and accepted teacher
performance evaluation procedures will improve enldance teacher effectiveness,
therefore having a direct influence on merit pagngl Teacher performance evaluation
accompanied by merit pay has many facets, ancettability of students’ evaluation of
teacher effectiveness was investigated and thdodbe significant.
Linking Merit Pay, Satisfaction and Teacher Performance Evaluation from an
Instructive Perspective
A popular belief is that merit pay can motivate éogpes to improve job
performance (Schneider, 1983). Based on previ@israents in this chapter, the effect
of merit pay is closely associated with a propecusate, and well-designed performance
evaluation procedure.
In The American School Board Jourr{&eptember, 1983) national poll of United
States teachers, a prominent majority of respontiaghers (62.7%) agreed that
teachers’ merit pay should be based on how wejl fleeformed in the classroom

(Tecker, 1984). Most educational organizations amts will pay for good work, and
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these organizations would like to pay more to enbdeacher effectiveness in the
classroom and attract more excellent teachers tk imeeducational organizations.
Tecker (1984) highlighted the relationship betwperformance evaluation, merit pay,
and the public expectation Merit, Measurement, and Money
Performance evaluation, as it relatedthe effectiveness of teacher

interaction with students, is what the public wants....The public

believes that evaluation related to compensatioh @ effective only

when there is a reward for competent performanceaaconsequence for

incompetence or lack of commitment. Performanceluat@n and

performance-related compensation are understoaithdoypublic----by all

workers, regardless of their role in the work fonebose income is related

in some way to the effectiveness of their individparformance or the

common effectiveness of the larger group of whiedytare apart (p. 12).

According to this statement, performance-relatedmensation is positively
correlated to teachers’ performance and what tidig(students, parents, district, and
government) desires, which implies that excelleatkashould result in more pay. In
universities and colleges, with their mission ofi\a&ing teaching services to students,
an accurate procedure of assessing an effectiverpemnce for teachers must focus on
their interaction with students in the classroom.

During the past decade, however, educators gradualle come to recognize that
any meaningful development in educational quahst students received is highly

associated with the quality of the instruction ttegichers delivered (Anderson, 1991).
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While the teacher is “a critical element” (Apps819p. 66) in any instruction and
learning activity (Ryan, 2009), the effectivenegaleations of teachers are of great
importance.

As we know, there are a lot of factors affectingdsints’ satisfaction. Students’
satisfaction is treated by many previous reseascagboth a dependent and an
independent variable (Tessema, Ready & Yu, 201tR}i&s also revealed that ‘Quality
of instruction’ (Aman, 2009), ‘educational expeeh(Elliott, & Healy, 2001; Peters,
1988; Bullups, 2008 ), ‘variety of course’(e. gariks & Faul, 2007; Heiman, 2008;
Begiri, et al., 2010), and ‘academic advising’ (e@prts et all., 2000; Elliott, 2003;
Olson, 2008) are factors to predict students’ fatioon. These variables already have
been investigated by Tessema, Ready, and Yu (20X2pve that they have a moderate
to high positive correlation with the other factarsd overall students’ satisfaction with
evidence from nine years of data with college stigleHenschke’s MIPI and MIPI-s are
good representatives to assess teaching qualibeinlassroom, a variety of teaching
methods, and academic advising. In this study,stefrihe MIPI and MIPI-s represent
how teachers perform their teaching in the clagsras evaluated by students. Thus, the
researcher holds the belief that factors of thelMRl MIPI-s are possible predictors to
students’ satisfaction.

Teachers’ satisfaction includes teacher satisfaatioth their teaching, working
conditions, and student outcomes. Furthermoregstusitcomes and teaching are tightly
correlated with teacher effectiveness in the ctamsrand interaction with their students.

Singh and Rawat (2010) pointed out, in order to@l@ito teachers’ satisfaction, it would
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be very useful to understand that “they pertaipeeived job characteristics, such as
conditions of work, roles and responsibilities atessroom practices” (p. 191). The
MIPI and MIPI-s have the ability to assess teachm¥baviors, beliefs, and feelings in
the classroom. In this study, the researcher asdhre belief teachers’ roles and
responsibilities and classroom practices are plespiedictors to teacher satisfactions.
Summary

This chapter summarizes the literature and begitisthe historical background
of merit pay, defines “merit pay” as used in therkture, analyzes the advantages and
disadvantage of merit pay, and lists ways meritipagjmplemented in higher education.
Teachers’ and students’ satisfaction were discuasddactors relating to teacher social
demographic characteristics and impacting theisfsations were elaborated. In
addition, teachers’ motivations during teaching angortance of their perception of
their teaching are investigated. Under the motoratind perception section, factors
which impact teachers’ motivation and perceptiothay relate to their effectiveness
were identified. Next, teachers’ performance evadmaprocedures and standards for
those performance evaluations are explained. Kintak researcher presents and
explains the possibility of combining merit paytisiction, and teacher performance as

evaluated by teachers and students.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

The purpose of this study was to investigate tlmamy factors that impact
teachers’ merit pay, teachers’ satisfaction andesits’ satisfaction in different higher
education settings. Factors in teachers’ demogecagtaracteristics such as ages, gender,
titles, years of teaching, and workload (hourseaching per week), and factors of
teachers’ effectiveness in the classroom evaluayduabth teachers and students are
considered to be the factors of this study. In stigating those factors, this study will
employ a uniform instrument (MIPI) as a teacheeasmsient procedure based on
instructional perspective to investigate teacheifsctiveness in the classroom on a
short-term basis. Further, this study ought to ustded the reliability and feasibility of
predicting teachers’ merit pay with different compation styles as well as teachers’
satisfaction with their teaching and students’statition with learning while expanding
this instrument to be an assessment proceduredifieaent country. Second, the
researcher wanted to investigate the significaiferdinces in teachers’ merit pay,
teachers’ satisfaction and students’ satisfactrooray different groups who belong to
different educational settings. Third, the researatianted to understand whether the
underlying factors relating to teachers’ demograhiaracteristics are predictors to their
satisfaction and teachers’ merit pay.

The study will explore the following research qumss:
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e Do teachers’ demographic characteristics predeit therit pay, their
satisfaction, and their students’ satisfaction? thexe any differences among
different types of schools?

e Does teacher performance/ teaching effectiveneseiolassroom, evaluated
by MIPI/MIPI-s, predict teachers’ merit pay, theatisfaction and their
students’ satisfaction respectively?

Design

In this section, the research setting’s demogaphd economic information is

described. Basic information about teachers indmgiaucational settings also was

briefly discussed in this paragraph.

Context

Jiangsu province is a big economic developmeng sta€China with GDP of
RMB 48,604 billion Yuan in 2011 (Government Repafrfliangsu Province, 2012).
According to Jiangsu Education Development Stagdieport in January, 2012, there
were a total of 163 higher education universitiestitutions, and vocational colleges
with a total of 161,062 faculty and staff memb&mnong them, 138 were public
universities and schools, while 25 were privatesarsities. Public universities and
schools usually receive more funding supports fgmvernments, their teachers are hired
by governments, and their pay is higher than idipuibstitutions. In China, private
universities are termed dependent universities,ishéhey have a dependent budget
finance system and teachers in this educationrsysi# not get merit pay as those who

work at a public education system do. In the Jiamqgsvince, there are also many
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private educational organizations and vocationdéges which are part of the main
stream educational system of the Jiangsu educésgsgem with more than 2,160,400
full- and part-time students; teachers who worthate organizations usually receive
incentives rather than the merit pay compensatystem offered by local governments
(Department of Education in Jiangsu, 2012).

Nanjing is also the fourth largest scientific r@sd educational group of cities in
China, which located in the eastern part of Chiee(Figure 3). It is the capital of
Jiangsu Province with a population of over 7.4 iomll Nanjing has 41 general higher
educational institutions (excluding military schepolvith more than 600,000 students
(Nanjing Government Report, 2012).

As for its economics, Nanjing has 13 districts andnties, with the total GDP of
renmingbi 6,140 billion yuan in 2011 (Nanjing Gowerent Report, 2012). Since 2009,
merit pay was a focus among public universitieflieges, and the compulsory
educational system in Nanjing too. All state-empldyaculties’ salaries are commonly
determined by teachers’ years of teaching, tipesjtions, etc., with minor adjustments
on their assignment locations; and, in the endhche/ear, some bonuses will be paid
based on annual assessment of performance. Thegavweronthly salary of a teacher
includes merit pay and is calculated by the tedshevel of education (2012 to 2014). It
is around renmingbi 5,000 yuan per month (US$6121 RMB Yuan). The average of
the total annual income including benefits and miees is more than renmingbi 6,000
yuan per month. The payroll funding depends oratieual budget from local state

departments of finance. There is a very small meeecompared to the previous year due
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to a higher inflation rate. In most universitiesnkfits, and incentives usually depend on
the university’s external funding from non-govermta support or donation. For
example, institutions will own and manage hoteld sestaurants in order to raise funds.
Based on Nanjing’s economical, educatiopapulation, and geographical
advantages as stated above, it was chosen bydiarcber to be the study focus area.

Figure 3: Nanjing Location; Nanjing Map.
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In this study, the researcher selected the paaintg) four kinds of settings in the
Nanjing area with the help of one officer who wodtghe Department of Education in
Jiangsu Province. These areas were supervisedfbyedt levels of government
education administrations because they came frdfiereint settings as delineated in the
previous chapter. The fieldwork was done from Mapecember, 2013. Data related to
this study was collected by online designated gomsaires concerning the teachers and

students demographic characteristics and teachfarpance evaluation procedures. The
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guestionnaire had been used in many previous styD&wson, 1997; Drinkard, 2004;

McManus, 2008; Ryan, 2009; Rowbotham, 2007; Sewi8€8; Stanton, 2005; Stricker,

2006; Thomas, 1995; Vatcharasirisook, 2011).

As for the groups, the research classified theh@cand students according to

their affiliate administrative and control categations into the following:

Group 1: A public university in Nanjing that is affiliate to the Department of
Education in Jiangsu Province which has alreadyl@yed a merit pay policy for
their teachers; 132 teachers had been inviteddyetbearcher to take part in this
research. Also 2,431 students voluntarily resporadest being invited by both
the researcher and their teachers via online survelass or after class.

Group 2: A private university in Nanjing that is affiliate to the Department of
Education in Jiangsu Province which did not emptwyit pay policy for their
teachers; 129 teachers had been invited by thandss to take part in this
research. Also, 2,350 students voluntarily respdradter being invited by both
the researcher and their teachers’ online survey.

Group 3: A public vocational college in Nanjing tiean affiliate to the
Department of Education in Nanjing which employedexit pay policy for their
teachers; 114 teachers had been invited by thandser to take part in this
research. Also, 2,273 students voluntarily respdradter being invited by both
the researcher and their teachers’ online survey.

Group 4: A private vocational college in Nanjirsgain affiliate to the Department

of Education in Nanjing which has not employed itneaiy policy for their
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teachers. One hundred and three teachers hadrbetd iby the researcher to
take part in this research; accordingly, 1,914 el voluntarily responded after
being invited by both the researcher and theirltees online survey.
Standard Multiple Regression Analyses Model
In this study, factors of teacher demographicalattaristics, and the MIPI and
MIPI-s as independent variables, are predictoteathers’ satisfaction, teachers’ merit
pay based on teachers’ annual income they repatebstudents’ satisfaction as the
dependent variable. A general model for standarltipieiregression analyses had been

set up before analyzing:
ydependent variables

=a+ bIndependent factors Beta coef ficientXindependent variale factors.

Here, a)y” is the value of the different dependent varialtlest is, what is
being explained;

b)“a” is the constant,

c) eachb”® is the independent variable’s beta coefficiemtdorresponding x ,
and

d) X" represents the different independent variableithexplaining the
variance in y.

Sampling
According tothe Sixth National Population Censteport in 2010 made by the
National Bureau of Statistics of ChiBSC, 2011), in Nanjing, there were 706,100
undergraduate and 65,900 graduate students digttilaumong different universities and

other higher education systems. This study samgkhection is an advantage. The
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population for this study included all adult leaisyehat is, students age 18 or older
enrolling in a credit course and teachers of tltmaases who studied or teach in the
different settings of schools and universities nigithe 2012-2013 academic years in
Nanjing, the eastern area of China.

In order to generalize and collect reliable data convenient and efficient way,
the data was divided into different groups, as meet previously, based on their work
settings, compensation style, and affiliate attrdns. Four different groups with
different settings from more than 40 universitiad achools, which have a long history
of offering a variety of degrees and training peogs and have merit pay or non-merit
pay system, was identified as a sample collectsiing.

Under this framework, more than 450 teachers an@gponding thousands of
students in their classes during the 2012-2013eanadyears was selected from these
universities and colleges. The rationale for chog$our of the typical universities and
colleges for sample selection was that these fatifig organizations are largely identical
but with minor differences. They offered differetggrees and certifications which
actually do not affect this study’s results and giamg selection because they have totally
different teacher compensation systems. Accordithe Krejcie and Morgan (1970)
study on how to determine sample size for reseacthities, the random sample sizes
required for population representation, utilizingnethan 383 samples for students and
teachers respectively, will be sufficient to mées study’s requirement since the
population size is 1,000,000. Finally, it was catifor the study that these organizations

and participants were willing to participate in gtady because the design of the
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research, including the demographic questionnaidet@o instruments evaluated by
teachers and students, took 15 to 20 minutesl to find complete.
Measures

Three measures were used in collecting data irstbdy. The demographic
guestionnaire was used to collect teachers’ dempbgraharacteristics, annual income
(merit pay) and satisfaction data on teachers amests. The MIPI was employed to
assess teachers’ performance in classrooms withliRes reflecting students’
evaluation their teachers’ performance in the ctagss.

Demographic Characteristics, Merit Pay and Satisfatton

Each teacher and student was asked to complete-paut corresponding
demographic information form: PART A was for bolie teacher and student, while
PART B was only for the teachers (see AppendixS)ce it was an online study, when
integrating the demographic questionnaire into padpes, the program automatically
identified the correct questionnaire parts basetherstatus of the participant.

In PART A, the teachers and students was askerbtade information about
gender, age, school settings, highest diploma giregethey had, and their degree of
satisfaction with teaching and learning. PART B waby for teachers and includes
number of years teaching as their working expegenwerit pay based on teachers’
annual income, compensation styles, and workloadd as how many hours they need to
teach per week, and titles and some topics. Teanhat pay was represented by
teachers’ annual income. The demographic scales gesigned in a closed form except

one variable, age. Teachers, as participants, asdvgeme questions about their
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attitudes toward performance pay and expectatiams the administrations (Kelly,
1997; Kelley et al., 2000; Kelly, Heneman, & Milamski, 2002; Milanowski, 2007):

e Do you like or want to be paid by your performaegaluated by yourself or by
students (for instance, very much, high, modetate, dislike)?

e Do you trust in the school system about performarage(for instance, totally,
pretty much, some, a little, never)?

e Do you like the design and implementation of thg ggstem (for instance, fair
and transparent, pretty fair and transparenttla fair and transparent, |1 do not
believe)?

e Did you receive performance pay in the last thregry (more than 3 times, 3

times, 2 times, 1 times, never)?

Teachers’ and Students’ Satisfaction

In this quantitative study, the researcher consdid®ay’s research (2009) at an
American community college. In the present studyglshts/teachers who enrolled/taught
for the 2012-2013 academic years were asked taiigade some factors impacting their
perception and motivation, and, at the same tidmntify their level of satisfaction with
their corresponding learning experience in clagadéhts/teachers were asked to rate
their general experience with teaching and studst @mnd present, on a continuum
betweentotally unsatisfactoryand totally satisfactory (i.e.no satisfactioand highest
possible satisfaction)Two global Likert-scale items were included irdamographic
guestionnaire (see Appendix D). the first one wascircle the number of ONO

satisfaction to 10 Highest possible satisfactiprwhich best indicates your level of
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satisfaction with your personal learning in thisucee subsequently, students were asked
to respond to the questioHow would you rate your general experience withrysiudy,
past and presentJsing a scale of ONo satisfactioh to 10 Highest possible
satisfaction.
Modified Instructive Perspective Inventory
TheModified Instructive Perspective Inventory (MIP&s a teacher performance
evaluation procedure, was the main instrument &buese teacher effectiveness in the
classroom. Its contents are elaborately describdus section.
Objectives of Teacher Evaluation Program
When referring to the objectives of an effectivecteer evaluation program,
Tecker (1984) claimed that it should meet threedtbjes:
e “Improves the quality of instruction delivered tmdents,
e Provides information that teachers can employ forawe or enhance their
performance, and
e Provides information that can serve as the badisartbugh and defensible
employment decisions” (p. 17).

Concerning above mentioned objectiveské&ef1984) emphasized that all
objectives should be met at the same time, andhkeat is no hierarchy among them.
Although improving the quality of instruction isglkey factor of improving teacher
performance, the same kind of information is reggiito achieve each objective. In order
to meet these objectives, all of the relevant peadptluding teachers, evaluators, the

board, and students should have a clear and commaerstanding of the purpose,
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criteria, and procedures involved in the evaluaparcess (Tecker, 1984). In summary,
the objectives of teacher evaluation ensure andawepthe overall quality of education
and enhance teacher effectiveness in the future.
Applying the Modified Instructive Perspective Invertory (MIPI) as a Teacher
Performance Evaluation Procedure

According to Henschke (1989), instructional perspeds comprised of “the
teacher’s personal and contextual identificati@tipas and competencies in the
classroom, and philosophical beliefs for guidinggpice” (p. 81). Instructional
perspective informs educational practice and shagaeher effectiveness in the
classroom (Ryan, 2009). In this study, the resesrotaintains that the instructional
perspective clarifies “the beliefs, feelings antidaors” (Henschke, 1989, p. 81) that
teachers may hold or present during teaching peeifsed point in time (Ryan, 2009).

The Modified Instructional Perspectives InventddiRl) originated from the
Instructional Perspectives Inventory (IP1). As sthpreviously, the objective of
Henschke (1989) in developing the IP1 was to preadetter understanding of “the
beliefs, feelings, and behaviors adult [instrudtoeed to possess to practice in the
emerging field of adult education” (p. 83). In &duh, the IPI is intended to assess “the
teacher’s personal and contextual identificati@tioas [in the classroom], competencies
in the classroom, and philosophical beliefs fordiguy practice” (Henchke, 1989, p. 81).

The IPI was intended to be used as “a criticabrtibn or self-evaluation and
self-diagnostic instrument--providing clues for impement” (Stanton, 2005, p. 110).

This instrument was used with educators, educatqueeparation, graduate students,
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health care providers, nursing educators and stsderathematics faculty, school
administrators, business, and University Extensiorkers (Dawson, 1997; Drinkard,
2004; Henschke, 1994; McManus, 2008; Ryan, 200%dtham, 2007; Seward, 1998;
Stanton, 2005; Stricker, 2006; Thomas, 1995; Vatdasook, 2011).

There are seven composite scores for each IPIrfeaged on different items. The
IPI composite score represents the degree of Huhées’ report to the use of instructive
principles; that is, high scores show a more stt:dentered instructive perspective; low
scores show a more teacher-centered instructispeetive. The score only reflects a
teacher’s instructional perspective taken at omgquéar period, and, as Henschke notes,
the score does not represent “a constant, absatlmideute” (Stanton, 2005, p. 111).

Based on the previous statements, the ModifieduoBve Perspective Inventory
(MIPI), regardless of its objectives, procedures] tactors, can be employed to test
teacher effectiveness in the classroom as a coengiet formative teacher performance
evaluation procedure. In addition, after reviewmgny previous studies in relation to
MIPI and comparing the procedures standards ascatka by Tecker (1984), the
researcher considers the MIPI to meet the basi@actaistics which a standard teacher
performance evaluation procedure should have:

e Objectivity: MIPI's intention is to improve the uatstanding of teachers’
behaviors, and beliefs in the classroom which éeéd to their students;
e Periodicity: Instructional perspective is a conitaavolving attribute, and the
MIPI tests teacher performance at a particular nmanmetime instead of

representing a constant, absolute attribute;
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e Process: As a process, MIPI is more than a forbetblled and filed, which
needs the administration’s constant attention draeaing the organizational
objectives. There are a lot of “what” and “how” gtiens (e.g. what they want to
accomplish; how well they are doing it; what cardbee better) needed to
investigate teacher beliefs, feelings and behawipctass;
e Information: The MIPI offers correct, relevant, amdely information to students
and teachers in order to examine their teachingearding in class; and
e Judging: The MIPI offers an effective evaluatiopagach which dramatically
increases the probability that judgments will bedjby ensuring the quality of
information on which decisions are based (Daws88;1Drinkard, 2004;
Henschke, 1994; McManus, 2008; Ryan, 2009; Rowhol2007; Seward, 1998;
Stanton, 2005; Stricker, 2006; Tecker, 1984; Thqrh@95; Vatcharasirisook,
2011).
Studies on IPI and the MIPI

The IPI and MIPI have been used in many studies poithis study (Dawson,
1997; Drinkard, 2004; Ryan, 2009; McManus, 2008yBatham, 2007; Seward, 1998;
Stanton, 2005; Stricker, 2006; Thomas, 1995; Vatdiasook, 2011). For instance, the
IPI and MIPI have been used to assess the inginattperspective of teachers, teachers
in preparation, graduate students, health caregem/and instructors, school
administrators, and University Extension workergrischke, 1994; Ryan, 2009). In this
study, the MIPI will be used for the first timedwgaluate teacher performance and

effectiveness in China.
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In the last decade, Thomas (1995) used the IRuttyghe instructional
perspective of adult instructors teaching parerte. results indicate that teachers
developed a more andragogical instructional petsfethe longer they taught adults.
Thomas also found that full-time teachers were ntikedy than part-time teachers to
include parents in the process of planning andemeinting instruction in regards to the
factor Planning and Delivery of Instruction.

Seward (1998) also scrutinized the instructionaspectives of parent teachers
(i.e., adult educators teaching parents) by usiedRl. She found that teachers’ age had
an effect on positive identification with their tddéng method, specifically on the
subscaleJeacher Trust of StuderdsdTeacherPlanning and Delivery of Instructionn
addition, she stated that the number of in-seriv@a's of training and the parent
teacher’s length of service had a positive con@tatvith one factorTeacher Empathy
for Students

Dawson (1997) investigated the instructional pesgpe of nursing teachers. This
study determined that four IPI subscales (Teacher Empathy with Students, Teacher
Trust of Students, Teacher-centered Learning Pycasd Experience-based Learning
Techniquepswere affected by the highest educational degede Iy nurse educators.
Three subscales (i.&.eacher Empathy with Students, Teacher Trust ofe@ts, and
Teacher Insensitivity toward Studentgere influenced by the amount of their teaching
experience.

Drinkard (2004) employed the IPI withrseiteachers teaching in distance

learning settings. Drinkard found that increaseatieng experience was associated with
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a more andragogical approach to teaching and legras did the teachers’ level of
education. Therefore, according to Drinkard, nig®ducators with doctorates in fields
other than nursing showed more trust in studerts ¢thd educators with nursing
doctorates.

Stanton (2005) established the constralidity of the IPI. Stanton’s study
established that the overall reliability of the 1818768 by using Cronbach’s alpha.
Factors 1 through 6 were found to be interconnesiédtheSelf-Directed Learning
Readiness Scale (SDLRBactor 7: Teacher-centered Learning Processais
significantly correlated with the SDLRS. Stanto0@3) also recommended three
changes to the IPI according to his findings: ajneneased degree of variance in the IPI
response scale (the number of possible responsasioitem in the modified IPI should
be increased from four to five); b) a re-wording®F descriptors for the expanded
response scale (Stanton also modified the folloviivegpossible responses for each item
in MIPI: A — Almost Never, B — Not Often, C — SometimesUBually, and E — Almost
Always and c) the use of reverse scoring on items inwloelP| subscales representing
teacher-centeredness, Factor 5: Teacher Insehstowards Students and Factor 7:
Teacher-centered Learning Process. The suggestéificatons (Stanton, 2005)
improve the instrument in two ways: a) increasimg tesponse scale’s degree of variance
and the necessary re-wording of descriptors profadenore subtle distinctions in survey
responses; and b) using reverse scoring for paaints’ scores in Factors 5 and 7
provides a consistency of direction in scores acatissubscales (Ryan, 2009). After

incorporating the recommended reverse scoring otoFa5 and 7, high scores in all
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subscales represent student-centeredness (i.le.usegof andragogical principles); low
scores represent teacher-centeredness (i.e., mwf@dragogical principles) (Ryan,
2009; Stanton, 2005). Stanton (2005) also refihedunderstanding of IP| scores by
grouping teacher scores into category levels reptesy higher or lower degrees of
andragogical perspectiveligh Above Average, Above Average, Average, Below
Average, and Low Below Averagé&hese categories provided descriptors for use of
andragogical principles in future studies usinglflgRyan, 2009). However, Henschke
advises that the score should only be considereddacation of the teacher’s place on
that continuum at a particular moment in time, #ivat the score does not represent a
constant, absolute attribute (Stanton, 2005).

Stricker (2006) used the IPI to assess the instmelt perspective of principals-
as-facilitators-of-teacher-learning and evaluategbrceptions of teachers-as-students
with regards to the instructional perspective @fitiprincipals. Stricker found that there
was a gap between principals’ reported instructipeespectives and teachers’
perceptions of principals’ instructional perspeetivBased on the gap he found, Stricker
concluded that principals, as learning leadersement learned how to create conditions
conducive for learning and have not learned hoteach adults effectively.

Ryan (2009) used MIPI to investigate the satistactf adult learning from an
instructional perspective in foreign language alasss conducted in a local community
college. She found that the MIPI score for Faclotisrough 6 had significant positive

relationships with adult language learning satis&c Among these factors, it was
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Factor 1 that was tested to be to strongest sagmififactors of adult learning satisfaction,
while Factor 7 was a negative factor of learnings&action.

Vatcharasirisook (2011) employed the MIPI to inigede the relationship
between supervisors and subordinates. She inteandedend this inventory to the
business field and wanted to figure out a way ‘ordy help subordinates learn, but
techniques to increase employee’s job satisfaetm@hintention to remain in the
company” (p. 90). She found that three key fac{Bigoervisor empathy with
subordinates, Supervisor trust of subordinates,Samqérvisor insensitivity toward
subordinates) “had either direct or indirect eff@etan employee’s intention to remain in
the company” (p. 92).

Two more recent studies have used the modifiedolBkamine nursing education
(Rowbotham, 2007) and mathematics faculty (McMag0€8). Rowbotham (2007)
investigated the relationship between the instometi perspective of nursing educators,
using MIPI, and student perceptions of the learmgingate, using the Adult Classroom
Environment Scale (ACES). Her analysis of teachi€ksscores found that three
subscales were highly correlated with the scoFeacher Empathy with Students,
Teacher Trust of Students, and Accommodating StlfequenessMcManus (2008)
also determined that the demographic charactesistiage and highest degree attained
were the most significant teacher characterissseaated with the use of their teaching

principles.
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Explanation of Seven Factors of the MIPI

The IPI evaluates seven factors related to tegoérormance in the classroom.
Those factors ar&.eacher Empathy with Students, Teacher Trust aleBts, Planning
and Delivery of Instruction, Accommodating Studgnigueness, Teacher Insensitivity
toward Students, Experience-based Learning Tecksi@tudent-centered Learning
ProcessandTeacher-centered Learning Process

Factor 1is Teacher Empathy with Students. This subscatengprised of five
guestions. It assesses the extent to which thb¢eaxhibits a connection to and
understanding of the student by noticing studeangles, acknowledging and
appreciating student participation, and supportimeggdevelopment of positive self-
esteem. Factor 1 also assesses the attitude betsaoward creating a balance in the
classroom between individual student motivationleéon and acquisition of content
knowledge. The teacher acknowledges that both sts’dmotivations to learn and their
need to acquire content knowledge should be takerconsideration in the classroom
(Ryan, 2009).

Table 1: Factor 1, Teacher Empathy with Students

Item #| How frequently do you...
4 feel fully prepared to teach?
12 notice and acknowledge to students positive ggsim them?
Factor 1| 19 balance your efforts between learner contentiaitipn and motivation?
22 promote positive self-esteem in students?
26 express appreciation to students who activatygjzate?

Note.Cronbach’s alpha for IPI Factor 1 = .63 (Stantdi(3)
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The items and questions for Factor 1 are foundainld 1. Five choicedNEt
Often, Sometimes, Usually, Almost Alwdysve been offered for participants to select.
Factor 2 is Teacher Trust of Students. Factor 2 is inclusivél questions. The
teacher who answers these questions positivelyssedsnts as unique and worthy of
having the power to make choices and decisionstatloat they need. Students are seen
as possessing dignity and integrity and as abéxpoess their own learning needs and
participating in the evaluation of their learning.

Table 2: Factor 2, Teacher Trust of Students

Item # How frequently do you...
Factor 2 7 purposefully communicate to students that eachmiguely

important?

8 express confidence that students will develop kilks shey
need?

16 trust students to know what their own goals, dreand
realities are like?

28 prize the student’s ability to learn what is chexd?

29 feel students need to be aware of and communicate t

thoughts and feelings?

30 enable students to evaluate their own progrelesarning?
31 hear what students indicate their learning naeef®

39 engage students in clarifying their own aspora?

43 develop supportive relationships with your shid@

44 experience unconditional positive regard fodetus?

45 respect the dignity and integrity of the student

NoteCronbach’s alpha for IP1 Factor 1 = .81 (Stantd@(3)
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In Factor 2, teachers report items that help stisdeecome aware of their
feelings and communicate their goals, dreams, ealities. Teachers’ interactions with
students show confidence in the students, as wetspect and regard for them (Ryan,
2009). The items and questions for Factor 2 aradon Table 2. Five choiceslft
Often, Sometimes, Usually, Almost Alwdysve been offered for participants to select.

Factor 3 is Planning and Delivery of Instruction. FactasZomprised of five
guestions, mainly focusing on teacher learningabjes, teaching techniques, and the
use of instructional media in the classroom. Tlaeher who identifies with this factor
chooses techniques which are integrated with coktemwledge, and understands that
there is more than one way to approach instruckarnthermore, the teacher is interested
in creatively improving ways to plan and delivestmuction (Ryan, 2009).

The items and questions for Factor 3 are founthinle 3. Five choices (Not
Often, Sometimes, Usually, Almost Alwdysve been offered for participants to select.

Table 3: Factor 3, Planning and Delivery of Insttion

Item # | How frequently do you...

Factor3| 1 use a variety of teaching techniques?
9 search for or create new teaching techniques?
22 establish instructional objectives?
23 use a variety of instructional media? (Internettafice, interactive

video, videos, etc.) ?

42 integrate teaching techniques with subject matiatent?

NoteCronbach’s alpha for IPI Factor 3 = .72 (Stant@(%)
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Factor 4 is Accommodating Student Uniqueness. Factor 4adewp of seven
guestions. The teacher who responds to Factor gtique acknowledges the diversity of
students’ abilities, ways of learning, and applmabf knowledge. The teacher listens to
students and engages students in the discovehgwofihdividual abilities and also
anticipates and accepts that frustration is patti@fearning process. In addition, the
teacher recognizes that students can learn fronaooiner and that students have
something meaningful to contribute to the learrpngcess. All students in the classroom
have the ability to provide learning help to onetaer. This approach encourages
collaborative learning (Ryan, 2009).

The items and questions for Factor 4 are foundainld 4. Five choiceNEt
Often, Sometimes, Usually, Almost Alwdysve been offered for participants to select.

Table 4: Factor 4, Accommodating Student Uniqueness

Item # How frequently do you...

Factor4| 6 expect and accept student frustration as they tgaph

problems?

14 believe that students vary in the way they acquirecess, and
apply subject matter knowledge?

15 really listen to what students have to say?

17 encourage students to solicit assistance frover gtudents?

37 individualize the pace of learning for each stu@

38 help students explore their own abilities?

40 ask the students how they would approach aiteatask?

NoteCronbach’s alpha for IPI Factor 4 = .71 (Stantd@(%)
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Factor 5 is Teacher Insensitivity toward Students. Factm Gdomprised of seven
guestions. The insensitive teacher does not uratetshe reasons for student behaviors
such as asking numerous questions or needing anded period of time to understand
what is being learned, and, therefore, has feelfigstolerance and frustration with
perceived student attitudes and needs. Furtherrti@ énsensitive teacher cannot realize
that the student might have different ways of uatérding content and communications,
and may, therefore, interpret certain student biehsas inattentive, apathetic, or boring
(Ryan, 2009). Factor 5 is reverse-scored as suggjbgt Stanton (2005).

The items and questions for Factor 5 are foundainld 5. Five choices (Not
Often, Sometimes, Usually, Almost Alwdysve been offered for participants to select.

Table 5: Factor 5, Teacher Insensitivity toward d&nts

Item # | How frequently do you...

Factor5 | 5 have difficulty understanding studenhpof-views?
13 have difficulty getting your point across todstats?
18 feel impatient with students’ progress?
27 experience frustration with student apathy?
32 have difficulty with the amount of time studentededo grasp
various concepts?
36 get bored with the many questions students ask?
41 feel irritation at student inattentiveness i@ ldarning setting?

Note.Cronbach’s alpha for IPI Factor 5 = .7787 (Stan)Q)5)
Factor 6 is Experience-based Learning Techniques (Studamtced Learning
Process). Factor 6 is comprised of five questiongaging on interactive learning. In this

factor, the teacher recognizes learning as anigctibich can take place productively
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within a group or community of students, and tteeker believes in the importance of
making learning relevant to the real life of stutdefRyan, 2009).

The items and questions for Factor 6 are foundainld 6. Five choices (Not
Often, Sometimes, Usually, Almost Alwdysve been offered for participants to select.

Table 6: Factor 6, Experience-based Learning Teghes (Student- centered Learning
Process)

Item # | How frequently do you...

Factor6| 2 use buzz groups (students placed in groups to sBsaformation
from lectures)?
10 teach through simulations of real-life?
21 conduct group discussions?
24 use listening teams (students grouped togethéstamlifor a specific

purpose) during lectures?

35 conduct role plays?

NoteCronbach's alpha for IPI Factor 6 = .72 (Stantd@3)

Factor 7 is Teacher-centered Learning Process. Factor iveaguestions. The
teacher who reports a teacher-centered learningagip holds the belief that the student
should receive the amount and kind of informatidnol the teacher considers
appropriate. Therefore, the teacher’s role is terd@ne the studying that is necessary
and appropriate to a learning situation, and stisdare passive recipients of information.
The teacher is focused on providing students watmach information as possible, as
efficiently as possible; at the same time, thelieachooses the most appropriate
instructional plan for the students (Ryan, 2009)téi@a7 is reverse-scored as suggested by

Stanton (2005).
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The items and questions for Factor 7 are foundainld 7. Five choiceNEt
Often, Sometimes, Usually, Almost Alwdysve been offered for participants to select.

Table 7: Factor 7, Teacher-centered Learning Praces

Item # How frequently do you...
Factor 7| 3 believe that your primary goal is to provide studesmith as much

information as possible?

11 teach exactly what and how you have planned?

20 try to make your presentations clear enough tostatkall student
questions?

25 believe that your teaching skills are as refiagdhey can be?

34 require students to follow the precise learningegigmces which

you provide them?

NoteCronbach’s alpha for IPI Factor 7 = .57 (Stantd@(%)

The scores for each factor in the IPl are combtogatovide one summative
score (see Appendix G). This score places the &zarha continuum between High,
Above Average performance in class and Low, BeloxgrAge performance in class (see
Appendix G). Henschke has noted, however, thatatter scores and summative score
derived from this instrument only represent thehea’s instructional perspective at a
particular point in time (cited in Stanton, 2005).

Data Collection

A pilot study of the instruments was conducted pi@odata collection. Study
instruments surveys (MIPI/MIPI-S), demographic dioesaire, protection of human
subjects’ paper (Appendix A), consent informed pgp@pendix C) were prepared both

in Chinese and in English. After examining the feszk from the peer review, the final
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forms of the instruments, MIPI and MIPI-S, and dgnaphic questionnaire, were
integrated, designed and loaded onto web page® @attng approval from university
and allowance from the field universities and s¢ho@search packets designed online
were open to the target population in May, 201&chers and students were randomly
selected from different groups for answering thenenquestionnaires. Those selected
received a specified number (ID number) for tea¢h01, #002, #003......... )
associated with corresponding passwords assignétkelngsearcher. To ensure
anonymity of the participants no one had accessagassword identifiers but the
researcher to ensure anonymity of the participants.
Translation Issues

The data collection was conducted in both ChineseEnglish, and the
researcher translated the instruments, demogragpleistionnaire, and letters by
following these steps: a) All letters, informed sent, instruments, questionnaire were
prepared in English (the original version); b) Tasearcher translated verbatim from
English to Chinese (the Chinese version); andlbaek translation’ strategy as a check
on the researcher’s translation, that is, a biladgperson was invited and asked to
translate the Chinese version back into the origaraguage (the translated version)
(Merriam, 2009). The closer the back-translatedie@rcomes to the original, the more
reliable is the translation. In this study, thes@gher and the translators had a through
comparison between the translated versions andritp@al versions of the measures,

found the ninety five percent of them were matchargl there were no obscure words in
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the Chinese version, that is, easier for them ttetstand. After comparing different
versions, the research reliability as a bilingwatyg was satisfied.
Online Survey Design and Contents

Online survey embedded in Internet technology heseasingly been used as a
useful research tool, which has obvious advantagesconventional paper- and pencil-
mailed questionnaires: a) postal costs are elirathdi) missing data was reduced, and c)
no data entry is needed, that is, reducing er@adl(Gall, & Borg, 2007).

In this study, the online research packets include:

e Protection of Human Rights (IRB) (Appendix A),

e Instructions for Participants (Appendix B),

¢ Informed Consent (Appendix C),

e Demographic Information for Participants (Appeniik

e MIPI or MIPI-S (Appendix E & F), and

e Contact Information & Gift Information (Appendix G)

Some distinguishing features of the online resedssign for data collection
include the following:

e To avoid having any inappropriate person provida,daachers logged onto the
survey website with a designated ID (#001, #00B3#0...... ) and password. By
logging on with the same ID and password but diii@ENTER option buttons
(Teachers or Students), they also recorded theserd to participate in the study.

e Teachers responded to Likert-scale items of MIRdl, elosed-form items in

demographic questionnaire by clicking ‘radio butfofa kind of web-page
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feature). They responded to rank-order items bgrerg a number (i.e, ‘Age,’
‘Annual income’) and to open-form items (also, ‘©thssues’) by typing a
response. While students responded to Liker-staesi of MIPI-S by clicking
‘radio buttons’ (a kind of web-page features).
e After completing the survey, each participant wasted (but was not required)
to fill in their personal contact information forparticipant incentive, and then
clicked a SUBMIT button, which transmitted the dittahe webserver. If the
participants clicked this item without having comteld the entire questionnaire,
the web software informed them of which items sétjuired completion.
e The data was secured on the researcher’s web ssovidrey would be available
only to the researcher and the web server programme
e The raw data were in electronic form and were gasiported into a statistical
software program EXCEL for analysis (Carbonaro &badge, 2000; Gall,
Gall, & Borg, 2007).
Pilot Test

The purpose of pilot test is to determine whetherd are problems of
interpretation, for instance, wording, misunderdtag, frequently found in online survey
items, and the participants in the sample havecserit knowledge and understanding to
express a meaningful opinion about MIPI and MIREall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). A pilot
test of the online survey including questionnamd astruments was conducted in a
computer science classroom prior to use in thidystlihe researcher chose students of

the authorized universities to take the tests watmputers as a convenience. Feedback
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and comments about the online survey design wececalllected in the class and the
pilot test was completed in 15 minutes. There vmateany problems of the measures’
interpretation, wording, misunderstanding, andgiha testers showed they had
sufficient knowledge and understanding to expraseaningful opinion about MIPI and
MIPI-s.

Increase Response Rate: Site Selection, Pre-coniagtthe Sample, and Incentive
Approaches

In order to conduct this study, the researcheressgfally applied for funding
support from Department of Jiangsu Province. Atsw of the deans who was working
at Department of Education in Jiangsu Province nyaays was contacted. He helped the
researcher get into the target universities andashand contacted the heads of human
resources management department in these edusgtitams.

In order to increase the rate of response, a pnegacbwas done via a telephone
call to those selected including the teachers &udests. A pre-contact was an initial
message in which the researchers identify themsgetirecuss the purpose of the study,
and request cooperation. Telephone contacts wemnadist effective way for the
researcher to do that (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 200/hdky, 1975). As an online survey
design, the teachers ID numbers and password fogsponding IDs were given to the
participants, especially to the teachers, througheacontact. Teachers were also asked to
encourage their students to participate, which eod@the study consistency during data

collection as well.
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As an incentive to participate in this study, alipants who completed the
online survey were invited to leave their persamaltact information (see Appendix H):
email address, home address, and available cartephone number, so that they were
eligible to win a renmingbi 50 yuguguosupermarket gift card. Basing on the web
system which automatically generated a five-digtkly number and after drawing with
corresponding information they supplied onlineafiy, 200 of them accepted a
renmingbi 50 yualsuguosupermarket gift card respectively.

Protection of Human Rights

The student participants were anonymous througtiatat collection and analysis
process unless they contacted the researcher teguesbe informed of the study
results. Those who contacted the researcher anests to be informed of the study’s
results would be sent an abstract and informatimutaccessing the study. Once the
research was completed, all information would Hetdd.

Data Analysis

Data collected from the field was automaticallynied into files with EXCEL.
The statistical package used to conduct this arsalyas SPSS in English. The variables
were exported from EXCEL and loaded into SPSSuahér analysis. Data coding was
done before importing the data into SPSS for amalyscording to the Instructor’s
Perspective Inventory Factors guidance (see Appeaylieach score in MIPI (45 items)
and MIPI-s (45 items) were correctly itemized aaftalated into seven factors with new

variable names (e.g., Factor_1, Factor_2, Factor.. 3, and, Factor_s 1, Factor_s 2,
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Factor_s_3...... ) in SPSS. Finally, statistical analysethods with SPSS were employed
to answer the research questions.

Prior to analysis, all variables inaddn data such as age, gender, title, MIP1 and
MIPI-S scores, etc., were examined for accuracyatd entry, missing values, and fit
between their distributions and the assumptionggfession analyses. Due to data
collected via online programs, in this study, thess no missing value because the
program could not be submitted to the server sstekyg once the participants missed a
value during taking the online surveys. Descripanel summative analyses were
completed and discussed in later chapters.

In order to answer the initial questiostandard multiple regression analyses were
employed by the researcher as main analyses pnasedocording to the general model
set up in the previous section of this chapter. independent variables and dependent

variables were measured respectively as shown below

Satisfaction of Teachers and Students as the Dep¢Mariables

The satisfaction in this study includes two pa@$:teachers’ satisfaction with
their job, teaching, and students’ learning, arjds{bdents’ satisfaction with their
learning and teachers’ teaching. The level of fatigon was assessed using two
guestions designated by Likert-scale on a continbatweemo satisfactiorandhighest
possible satisfactiarin completing the first question, the participamuld circle the
desired number from INQ satisfactiopto 10 Highest possible satisfactipwhich best
indicates your level of satisfaction with your pmral learning/teaching in this course

subsequently, students are asked to respond tutdstionHow would you rate your
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general experience with your study/career, past gresentJsing a scale of ONO

satisfaction to 10 Highest possible satisfactipn

Merit Pay as the Dependent Variables

The main topic of this study is teacher merit pegacher merit pay is gauged by
teachers’ annual income, that is, depending onmowh the teachers get paid annually.
In this study, teacher merit pay and compensatigle s/ould be ascertained by two
different questionsAre you in a merit pay syst@nfyesor no) andWhat is your annual
income now after you involved in this educationglamizatior? (Interval numbers show
how much they receive, e.g. renmingbi 20,000~40ya@M, which represents the local
teacher incomes levels in Nanjing area). Thesetqusswere included in the

demographic questionnaire (Appendix B).

Factors of MIPI, MIPI-s, Teachers’ Demographical &hcteristics as the Independent
Variables

Independent variables in this study were factoteather performance
evaluation results: teacher self-assessment (Miid)student assessment (MIPI-s).
Seven common factors were investigated via 45 it@macher Empathy with Students,
Teacher Trust of Students, Planning and Delivernsiiruction, Accommodating Student
Uniqueness, Teacher Insensitivity toward Studéixperience-based Learning
Techniques (Student-centered Learning Process)Taadher-centered Learning

Process
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In addition, factors highly relevant for teacherrinpay, satisfaction, motivation,
and perceptions (e.g., age, gender, title, andataunal experience) (Lewis, 1973; Moor,
1987; Tecker, 1985) were added as teachers’ demloigraharacteristics in the statistical
analyses. Information about teachers’ age, wottknggst degrees gained before teaching,
titles, years of teaching experience, working hpcesicerns with performance
evaluation, concerns with merit pay, and opinidnsud the merit pay system were
collected as predictive independent variables. Quesabout titles and concerns with
performance evaluation were classified into categmsuch as teaching assistant,
instructor, assistant professor, associate profeaad professors etc. according to
current popular Chinese government classificatgtipailated by thélinistry of

Educationin China.

The framework of data analyses procedures
The framework of data analyses procetetereen dependent variables and

independent variables is illustrated as the bloguie 4):
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Figure 4: Data Analysis Processes

Independent Dependent
Eactors of DC »| Overall Satisfaction off
Teacher
MIP] > Merit Pay
(Seven Factor
MIPI-s Overall Satisfaction of
Students
(Seven Factor

From the above Figures, different data analysesoappes have been conducted
as the following steps:

a) Standard multiple regression analyses to teachezst pay as the dependent
variable, and factors of MIPI, MIPI-s and teachetemographic
characteristics respectively as the independeiabias;

b) Standard multiple regression analyses to teackatssfaction as the dependent
variable, and factors of MIPI, MIPI-s and teachedg€mographic
characteristics respectively as the independemablas; and

c) Standard multiple regression analyses to as stsideatisfaction the dependent
variable, and factors of MIPI, MIPI-s and teached®€mographic

characteristics respectively as the independeiabias.
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Multiple regression analysis modeigwummy variables also were employed
to assess the effects of teachers’ merit pay, tgatkatisfaction and students’
satisfaction across the subgroups of participaatep 1, Group 2, Group 3, and Group
4), and teachers'’ titles (Teaching Assistant, uredtir, Assistant Professor, Associate
Professor, and Professor). A multiple regressiodehwas run on the total sample data,
with teachers’ merit pay, teachers’ satisfactiorg atudents’ satisfaction as dependent
measures respectively. The type of Schools wasrémesented as three dummy
variables with merit-pay and public university he teference group, at the same time,
the teachers’ title was then represented as foomayvariables with teacher assistants as
the reference group, finally, and a set of contusupredictor variables in DC (e.g., age,
degrees, years of teaching etc.) were enterecimtidel for further analyses.

Summary
This chapter began with a summary of the purpodkisftudy and research
guestions. Research design, measures, and measliagslities in this study were
summarized. Data collection procedure were predeated data analyses procedure with

standard multiple regression analyses were condlirdéhe end.
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Chapter 4

Results

As stated in Chapter 1, the study repbiniere explored in detail the factors
potentially impacting teachers’ merit pay basedeathers’ annual income, teachers’
satisfaction, and students’ satisfaction. Theswofa@re supposed to exist among
teachers’ performance as evaluated by MIPI and MI®Rhich represented teachers’
behaviors, feelings and beliefs in the classroomiediseated by Henschke (1989). In
addition, this study also presented the differemece¢sachers’ merit pay, satisfaction and
students’ satisfaction among different four differgroups who were teaching and
studying at different higher education institutibsettings (e.g. Groups 1, 2, 3 and 4 as
described in Chapter 3). Generally, the data tesué presented and followed by
statement of the research questions as state@éwops chapters, and the format of this
chapter follows the following paradigm: first, tdemographic data of the participants —
teachers and students is reported; second, dats tHachers’ and students’ satisfaction
are described; third, MIPI and MIPI-s, includingithreliabilities, are presented and
statistically examined; finally, proposed reseajakstions are presented and statistically

investigated employing standard regression analygiSPSS software.

Description of Demographic Characteristics (DC) othe Participants
Participants who enrolled in academic 2QA®2t4 years at universities and
vocational colleges in the Nanjing, China, wereeglsto complete the questionnaires

online: a total of 457 teachers and 9,017 studeats involved in this study. Each
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teacher averaged more than 19 students (9,01 WYyesponded to this research. A
frequency analysis to these participants’ demogdcapformation was conducted and the

results appear in Table 8.

Table 8 reveals that among the 457 &&cid 7.5% of the teachers were male and
52.5% were female. Their ages ranged from 26 tgets of age with a mean of 41
years. One-hundred seventeen teachers (25.6% woekéeng for public universities in
the Nanjing area, while 116 of them (25.4%) seraeprivate university. In addition, 122
participants (26.7%) worked at public vocationdlexpe while 102 teachers (22.3%)

came from private vocational college.

As for their degrees, 240 of the teasl{B2.5%) held masters or doctoral degrees,
and 217 participants (47.5%) asserted they hadabpchelor's degree. Three hundred
and forty three teachers (75%) were starting ateet title than associate professors and
202 teachers (44.2%) had at least six years ohtegexperience. Two hundred and fifty
seven participants (40.3%) reported they had ananncome between renmingbi
70,000 and 99,999 yuan, which was much higher tiham@verage salaries (approximate
renmingbi 5,000 yuan per month as previously citedhe Nanjing area. Only 9.6% of
the teachers (44) declared they had an annual ied¢ogher than renmingbi 100,000
yuan. Interestingly, 316 teachers (69.1%) involiethis study reported they taught

more than five hours per week at their working sinit

The teachers’ students were invited by their teecard the researcher to

participate in the online survey and 9,017 studpatsicipated. The responding students
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Table 8: Descriptive Analysis of Demographic Chagaistics (DC) of the Participants

Characteristics Frequency Percentage (%) Mean Standard Deviation
Teachers 457
Gender
Male 217 47.5
Female 240 52.5
Ages 41 9.08

Type of Schools

Public University 117 25.6
Private University 116 25.4
Public Vocational college 122 26.7
Private Vocational college 102 22.3

Highest Degree

Undergraduate

Masters
Doctor

Title

Teaching Assistant

Instructor

Assistant Professor

Associate Professor

Professor

Years of Teaching

2 years
3 years
4 years

5 years

217
164
76

14
100
216
98
29

21
123

110

47.5
35.9
16.6

3.1
21.9
47.3
21.4
6.3

4.6
26.9

24.1
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More than 5 Years 202 44.2

Hours of Working per Week

2 hours 17 3.7
3 hours 33 7.2
4 hours 91 19.9
5 hours 172 37.6
6 hours 112 245
6 hours more 32 7.0

Annual Income (RMB)

10,000~29,999 2 4
30,000~49,999 85 18.6
50,000~69,999 142 31.1
70,000~99,999 184 40.3
Higher than 100,000 44 9.6
Students 9,017
Age 19 1.877
Gender
Male 4,726 52.4
Female 4,291 47.6

Type of Schools

Public University 2,071 23
Private University 2,691 29.8
Public Vocational college 2,844 31.5
Private Vocational college 1,411 15.6

Highest Degree
High School 7,820 86.7

Undergraduate 1,197 13.3
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had a mean age of 19 years and 1,197 of them (33&§%rted they already had the
bachelor’s degree. Most of the studems=7,820, 86.7%) were undergraduate students
with only a high school diploma. Among these stugetticipants, 2,071 students (23%)
were studying at public universities in the Nanjarga, but 2,691 students (29.8%) were
enrolled at private universities. In addition, 2i8tudent participants (31.5%) involved

in this study were enrolled at public vocationdleges, while 1,411students (15.6%)

were enrolled at private vocational colleges, dgcated in Table 8.

Description of Merit Pay
There were some factors of demographicaceristics (DC) relating to this study
as delineated in Chapters 1 and 2, which also lede®mme issues about teachers’
opinions on their compensation and compensatioicypdduring data collection, the
researcher also integrated these DC factors intiodgeaphic questionnaires, and the

collected data were analyzed in a simple descepmnalysis as shown in Table 9.

In this study, among the 457 teacher8,t2achers were included in a merit pay
system by the local government in the Jiangsu Roaviwhile 218 worked for private
and non-merit system educational organizationselbeless, 285 participants (62.4%)
reported he or she had accepted at least one angoale bonus in the past three years.
In addition, 294 teachers (64.3%) ‘highly agreedidceive compensation based on
performance evaluated by students. Very few otehaehers (36) indicated ‘dislike’ or
‘extreme dislike’ to this evaluation system. Intgnegly, 41 teachers responded ‘do not

care’ to any evaluation system at all. At the séime, when asked to
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Table 9: Descriptive Analysis of Teachers Merit Pay

Issues Frequency Percentage (%)
Compensation Styles 457
Merit 239 52.3
Non-merit 218 47.7

Degree of Agreement on Performance Evaluated byesis

Very much 75 16.4
High 219 47.9
Moderate 86 18.8
| do not care 41 9.0
Dislike 27 5.9
Dislike very much 9 2.0

Degree of Trust in School Compensation System

Totally 43 9.4
Pretty much 245 53.6
Some 97 21.2
A little 6 1.3
| do not care 66 14.4

Comments on the Design and Implementation of Cosgéan System

Fair and transparent 221 48.4
Somewhat fair and transparent 101 22.1
A little fair and transparent 122 26.7
| do not care and believe 13 2.8

Times to Get Merit Paid in Recent 3 Years

0 172 37.6
1time 61 13.3
2 times 172 37.6
3 times 30 6.6

More than 3 times 22 4.8
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indicate their degree of trust in the school sy&eperformance pay, 245 teachers
(53.6%) responded that they trusted in school cosgeon system ‘pretty much’, and
some of them (14.4%) ‘did not care at all'. Whatnsre, 322 teacher participants
(70.5%) held the belief that the design and impletaigon of the pay system in their

school was ‘fair and transparent’ or ‘somewhat &aid transparent’.

Descriptions, Reliabilities, and Validity of MIPI and MIPI-S
After categorizing and itemizing the 4énits into seven different factors according
to Henschke’s handbook (Appendix G), their meatasdard deviations and ranges are

reported in Table 10.
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Table 10: Descriptive Analyses of Seven FactarMtPl and MIPI- s

FACTORS &EXQLS SD MINIMUM MAXIMUM
Teachers
Teacher empathy with students. 19.14 3.13 8 25
Teacher trust of students. 4091 5.22 25 51
Planning and delivery of instruction. 18.21 2.78 14 31
Accommodating student uniqueness. 2399 2.86 15 32
Teacher insensitivity toward students 24.09 3.45 10 34
Experience based learning Techniques (student- 16.41 2.60 6 21
centered learning process).
Teacher-centered learning process. 10.93 3.24 7 25
Students
Teacher empathy with students. 17.50 2.98 5 25
Teacher trust of students. 37.80 5.54 11 55
Planning and delivery of instruction. 17.03 2.70 6 25
Accommodating student uniqueness. 23.87 3.28 11 35
Teacher insensitivity toward students 20.11 4.018 7 34
Experience based learning Techniques (student- 17.35 2.86 7 25
centered learning process).
Teacher-centered learning process. 12.62 2.92 5 24

All of the factors’ ranges felltine regular range values as proposed by
Henschke (1989, see Appendix G). After comparmegrnheans of the factors for MIPI
and MIPI-s, some of the means of teacher factkesTieacher Empathy with Studei(is
=19.14,SD =3.13),Teacher Trust of Studen(el = 40.91,SD =5.22), Teacher
Insensitivity Toward Studen@® = 24.09,SD =3.45) were higher than student®acher

Empathy with Studen{M = 17.50,SD =2.98), Teacher Trust of Studen(s! = 37.80,
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SD =5.54),Teacher Insensitivity Toward Stude(i$= 17.35,SD =2.86). There were
some factors influencing the means of the studanth asleacher-Centered Learning
ProcesgM = 12.62,SD =2.92), andExperience Based Learning Technig(lds=
17.35,SD =2.86) that were higher than teachéreacher-Centered Learning Process
(M =10.93,SD =3.24), anceExperience Based Learning Technig(@ids= 16.41,SD =
2.60). As for the factor ochccommodating Student Uniquendkg, means were nearly
identical.
Reliability and Validity of the MIPI and MIPI-s

The Cronbach’s alpha and a factor analysis werduxird to assure the reliability
and validity of the instrument. Cronbach’s alphatlee internal consistency coefficient,
determines internal consistency of the instrumermirder to test its reliability (Santos,
1999). The factor analysis was to confirm the vglidf the instrument. In this study, the
criteria accepted for the each factor was a Crdmbadpha of .70, as suggested by
Nunnally (1978). The factor loading was accepteenvit was higher than .30 showing
the results are moderately high, while the itenwughbe ignored when the results of

their factor loadings are less than .30 (Kline,4)99

As presented in Table 11, the Cronlsaalpha coefficient of factors 1 to 7 on
MIPI ranged from .42 to .67. Similarly, the Crocha alpha coefficient of factors 1 to 7

on MIPI for students ranged from .31 to .66.
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Table 11: The Cronbach’s Alpha for the Seven Factar MIPI and MIPI for Student

Cronbach's Cronbach's

Alpha?® Alpha®
Teacher empathy with students .59 43
Teacher trust of students .67 .66
Planning and delivery of instruction 42 31
Accommodating student uniqueness .58 .35
Teacher insensitivity toward students 42 Sl
Experience based learning Techniques (student- .53 37
centered learning process)
Teacher— centered Learning Process .62 A7

Note. 2 evaluated by using sample of teachers, amdhluated by using sample of
students.

Each item’s factor loading of MIPI and MIPI for gtents is presented following:

Teacher Empathy with Students

There are five items measured in thizssale on MIPI and MIPI for student. The
factor analysis confirmed one factor with an eigdag of 1.92, which explained 38.35%
of the variance. Items’ factor loadings (see Tdlde except MIPI number 3F&ctor
Loading=.22), met the criterion of the factor loadinglwa range of .34 to .48.
Regarding items on MIPI for students, the factalgsis confirmed one factor with an
eigenvalue of 1.54, which explained 30.86% of tagance. Items’ factor loadings
except MIPI for students number Zeagtor Loading=.18) met the criterion of the

factor loading with a range of .30 to .38.
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Table 12: Factor Loading for Teacher Empathy withdents
on MIPI and MIPI for Student

Factor Loading Factor Loading "
MIPI 4 .46 .38
MIPI 12 41 .32
MIPI 19 .34 .30
MIPI 26 .48 .18
MIPI 33 22 .36

Noté’ evaluated by using sample of teachers, and
b evaluated by using sample of students.

Teacher Trust of Students
There are eleven items measured irstiiscale on MIPI and MIPI for student.
The factor analysis confirmed one factor with ageavalue of 2.63, which explained

23.90% of the variance.

Table 13: Factor Loading for Teacher Trust of Studeon MIPI
and MIPI for Student

Factor Loading Factor Loading "
MIPI 7 .65 g7
MIPI 8 22 52
MIPI 16 .54 .66
MIPI 28 .40 .34
MIPI 29 37 .32
MIPI 30 .39 .34
MIPI 31 52 .66
MIPI 39 55 A7
MIPI 43 32 .50
MIPI1 44 53 57
MIPI 45 44 .69

Notée’. evaluated by using sample of teachers, and

&valuated by using sample of students.
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Items’ factor loadings (see Table 13), except Midinber 8 Factor Loading
=.22), met the criterion of the factor loadinghwé range of .32 to .65. Regarding items
on MIPI for students, the factor analysis confirnoe@ factor with an eigenvalue of 2.57,
which explained 23.32% of the variance. Items’datbadings all met the criterion of

the factor loading with a range of .32 to .77.

Planning and Delivery of Instruction

There are five items measured in thizssale on MIPI and MIPI for student. The
factor analysis confirmed one factor with an eigdag of 1.55, which explained 30.97%
of the variance. Items’ factor loadings (see Tdlemet the criterion of the factor
loading with a range of .40 to .80. Regarding item3VIIPI for students, the factor
analysis confirmed one factor with an eigenvalu&.8#, which explained 26.73% of the
variance. Items’ factor loadings met the criteradrihe factor loading with a range of .30

to .82.

Table 14: Factor Loading for Planning and Delivef/Instruction

on MIPI and MIPI for student

Factor Loading Factor Loading "
MIPI 1 .40 .30
MIPI 9 .40 .82
MIPI 22 52 42
MIPI 23 43 57
MIPI 42 .80 .30

Note. ® evaluated by using sample of teachers, and

Pevaluated by using sample of students.



Lu, Yunlin, 2014, UMSL p. 89

Accommodating Student Uniqueness

There are seven items measured in thiscsld on MIPI and MIPI for student. The
factor analysis confirmed one factor with an eigdag of 1.51, which explained 21.58%
of the variance. Items factor loadings (see Table dxcept MIPI number 3&é&ctor
Loading=.24) and 40Kactor Loading= .26), met the criterion of the factor loadingtwi
a range of .31 to .57. Regarding items on MIPIstoidents, the factor analysis confirmed
one factor with an eigenvalue of 1.50, which expddi 21.44% of the variance. Iltems’

factor loadings met the criterion of the factordway with a range of .46 to .82.

Table 15: Factor Loading for Accommodating Studéniqueness

on MIPI and MIPI for Student

Factor Loading Factor Loading "
MIPI 6 31 52
MIPI 14 .48 .48
MIPI 15 .48 A7
MIPI 17 .46 .50
MIPI 37 57 .82
MIPI 38 24 .46
MIPI 40 .26 A7

Note. ® evaluated by using sample of teachers, and
Pevaluated by using sample of students.

Teacher Insensitivity towards Students

There are seven items measured on thicalédon MIP1 and MIPI for student. The
factor analysis confirmed one factor with an eigdag 1.65, which explained 23.63% of
the variance. Items’ factor loadings (see Tableré) the criterion of the factor loading

with a range of .48 to .55. Regarding items on Md&PIstudents, the factor analysis
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confirmed one factor with an eigenvalue 1.97, whagplained 28.07% of the variance.
Items’ factor loadings except MIPI for student nientk3 Factor Loading= .23) met the

criterion of the factor loading with a range of 180.60.

Table 16: Factor Loading for Teacher Insensitityvards Students

on MIPI and MIRIrfStudent

Factor Loading Factor Loading "
MIPI 5 .65 .30
MIPI 13 .55 .23
MIPI 18 .60 .58
MIPI 27 54 .50
MIPI 32 .67 .49
MIPI 36 .55 .60
MIPI 41 .48 54

Note. ® evaluated by using sample of teachers, and

Pevaluated by using sample of students.

Experience— based Learning Techniques/Studententered Learning Process

There are five items measured in thissale on MIPI and MIPI for student. The
factor analysis confirmed one factor with an eigdag of 1.57, which explained 31.36%
of the variance. Items’ factor loadings (see Tdilg except MIPI number 1@-éctor
Loading=.20), met the criterion of the factor loadinglwa range of .31 to .37.
Regarding items on MIPI for students, the factalgsis confirmed one factor with an
eigenvalue of 1.42, which explained 28.38% of tagance. ltems’ factor loadings met

the criterion of the factor loading with a range 36 to .66.
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Table 17: Factor Loading for Experieneebased Learning Techniques/Student
centered Learning Process on MIPI and MIPI for &toid

Factor Loading ® Factor Loading "
MIPI 2 31 .35
MIPI 10 .20 41
MIPI 21 34 51
MIPI 24 34 .66
MIPI 35 37 .50

Note. ® evaluated by using sample of teachers, and

Pevaluated by using sample of students.

Teacher— centered Learning Process

There are five items measured in thissale on MIPI and MIPI for student. The
factor analysis confirmed one factor with an eigdag of 2.16, which explained 43.25%
of the variance. Items’ factor loadings (see Tdldg except MIPI number 1Féctor
Loading=.16) and 34Kactor Loading=.17), met the criterion of the factor loadingtwi
a range of .59 to .63. Regarding items on MIPIstoidents, the factor analysis confirmed
one factor with an eigenvalue of 1.60, which expddi 32% of the variance. ltems’ factor

loadings met the criterion of the factor loadinghna range of .40 to .67.

Table 18: Factor Loading for Teacher centered Learning Process

on MIPI and MIPI for Student

Factor Loading ® Factor Loading "
MIPI 3 .59 40
MIPI 11 .16 .67
MIPI 20 .63 54
MIPI 25 .62 .66
MIPI 34 A7 A1

Note. ® evaluated by using sample of teachers, and
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b evaluated by using sample of students.

Teachers’ and Students’ Satisfaction
Teachers and students were asked t(their general experience w past and
present teaching and studying on a continuum bettotally unsatisfactor to totally
satisfactoryby using a scale 0 (no satisfactionjo 10 (highest possible satisfacti.
The following two histograis, Figures 5 and @resent the results of their over

satisfaction distributionfor their teaching and study, respectively.

Figure 5 presentise distribution ofeachers overall degree of teaching satisfac
with the mean of the teach’ overall satisfaction was 7.0N(E= 457;SD =2.12). Most
of teachers reported their dec of satisfaction was between 5 and df@re than 10l
teachers responded their de( of satisfaction was around 8 or 9. F®achers indicatt
their satisfaction walsetweel 0 to 2. In other words, the teacherdicated . high degree

of satisfaction witltheir daily teaching activities and current |

Figure 5 Histogram of Teachers Ovall Degree of Satisfactic
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Figure 6 presesthe distribution of students overall degree of iaagy
satisfaction witlthe mean of the stude’ overall degree of satisfactiaf 7.47 (\ =
9017;SD =2.04).The student mei was significantlyhigher than the mean of teacl
satisfaction. Most of thstudents reported their satisfaction degree f&dl trange from °
to 10, and more than 3,500 students respondeddhigsfaction \as9. Very few student
reported their degree ettisfaction ranged from 0 to 6. The studertgortera high
degree of satisfactionith their daily learning activities. Meanwhile,sthould be note
thatstudents overall degr of satisfactionl = 7.47;SD =2.04), according to the

kurtosis is a lessondense distribion than teachersM = 7.02;SD =2.2).

Figure 6 Histogram of Students Overall Degree of Satitsfen
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Analyses of Research Questions
In this section, teacher’ demographic charactiesisand seven factors of MIPI a

MIPI-s wereemployed as prediors to investigate their impach teachers’ satisfactio
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students’ satisfaction, and teachers’ merit payggdwby teachers’ annual income. In
addition, the differences between teacher’s satisfia, student’s satisfaction, and
teachers’ merit pay among four groups of institogiovere analyzed. The results are

presented by research questions:

Questions 1: Do teachers’ demographic charaaistics predict their merit pay,
their satisfaction, and their students’ satisfactio? Are there any differences among
different types of schools?

Standard multiple regressions were conducted wdbher merit pay, teachers’
satisfaction, and students’ satisfaction as thedeéent variables respectively, and
teachers demographic characteristics factors ssielg@, gender, type of school as
dummy variables, titles as dummy variables, ye&tsarhing, hours of teaching, merit
pay/non-merit pay, agreement of performance evadllay student, degree of trust to
school’s policy and implementation of merit payéis of performance pay received in
the recent 3 years etc., as independent varigblasdard multiple regression analyses
with dummy variables had also been conducted ttoexphe differences in teachers’
merit pay, teachers’ satisfaction, and studentssfe&tions. Type of schools (Group 1,
Group 2, Group 3, and Group 4) was representeldras ttummy variables with public
university (Group 1) as the reference group. Mealawfeacher’s Titles (Teaching
Assistant, Instructor, Assistant Professor, Asdedraofessor, and Full Professor) was
represented as four dummy variables with Teachisgjsdant as the reference group.

Regression results are summarized in Table 19.
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Teachers’ Merit Pay and Teachers Demographic Charderistics

Regression results indicate the linear aoatlon of the teachers’ demographic
characteristics variables was statistically sigaifit in prediction of teacher merit pay,
F(11,9005) = 407.93 < .001,R? = .41, indicating that approximately 41% of the
variance of the teacher merit pay in the samplebeaaccounted for by the linear

combination of strength measures.

The unstandardized regression weights of eachrfase presented as well. As
we can see in Table 19, all of the factors excepgtekes of trust in school compensation
policy had positive regression weights, indicatingy had a positive impact on

predicting teachers’ merit pay.

The effect sizes of each factor have been calaitatexplain the proportion of
variance in teachers’ merit pay that can be expthloy these predictive factors.
According to Cohan (1988), teachers’ &gé = .15), and years of teaching? = .15)
were higher than .14, which indicated they hadensfer effect on teachers’ merit pay.
And, other factors’ effect sizes, such as teachagtiest degrees, hours of teaching, and
performance evaluated by students were belowwvbih indicated they had a weak

effect to teachers’ merit pay.

In Table 19, we can see the different degrees pagnamong different groups on
teachers’ merit pay. Teachers who worked at priuateersity in Group 2 scored 1.62
units higher on the teacher’s merit pay scale coatpto the teachers who worked at

public university in Group 1. Teachers who workég@ublic vocational college in Group
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3 scored 1.42 units higher on the teacher’'s masitgrale compared to the teachers who
worked at public university in Group 1, while teachwho worked at private vocational
college in Group 4 scored 0.89 units higher ontélaeher’'s merit pay scale compared to

the teachers who worked at public university in@ra.

Similarly, we also can see the different degreasmpict among teachers’ titles on
teachers’ merit pay. Teachers who were instrudoosed .56 units higher on the
teachers’ merit pay scale compared to the teaetteosvere teaching assistants.
Teachers who were assistant professors scoredhi&shigher on the teachers’ merit pay
scale compared to the teachers who were teachsigfa®s. Teachers who were
associate professors scored 1.30 units highereotettthers’ merit pay scale compared to
the teachers who were teaching assistants. Teashersiere professors scored 2.36
units higher on the teachers’ merit pay scale coatpto the teachers who were teaching

assistants.

Teachers’ Satisfaction and Teachers’ Demographic Giracteristics

Regression results indicate the linear combinatfathe demographical
characteristics variables was statistically sigaifit in predicting teachers’ satisfaction,
F(11, 9005) = 189.41p < .001,R? = .24, indicating that approximately 24% of the
variance of the teachers’ overall satisfactiorhe $ample can be accounted for by the

linear combination of measures.

The unstandardized regression weights of eachrfaare presented as well in

Table 19. As we can see, teachers’ age, highestelegears of teaching, and times
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received performance pay in recent three yearghbaitive regression weights,
indicating they had a positive impact on predictiegchers’ satisfaction. On the contrary,
hours of teaching and degree of trust in schoatpdiave a negative weight, indicating

they had a negative impact on predicting teactsassfaction.

The effect sizes of each factor have been calaitatexplain the proportion of
variance in teacher’s satisfaction that can beamnptl by these predictive factors.
According to Cohan (1988), hours of teach{ng = .15) was higher than .14, which
indicated they had a stronger effect to teachettssfaction. The factor of times of
performance pay teacher received in recent y@grs= .07) was higher than .06, which
indicated it had a moderate effect to teachersitpay. And, other factors’ effect sizes

were below .06, which indicated they had a weakatffo teachers’ satisfaction.

In Table 19, we can see the different degrees paohamong different groups on
teachers’ satisfaction. Teachers who worked aggeiuniversity in Group 2 scored .25
units lower on the teacher’s satisfaction scalemamed to the teachers who worked at
public universities in Group 1, and teachers whoked at public vocational college in
Group 3 scored 2.63 units lower on the teachetisfaation scale compared to the
teachers who worked at public universities in Grauphile teachers who worked at
private vocational colleges in Group 4 scored Lidiis lower on the teacher’s

satisfaction scale compared to the teachers whieglaat public universities in Group 1.

Similarly, we also can see the different degreasmpfct among teachers’ titles on

teachers’ satisfaction. Teachers who were instracoored 1.27 units lower on the
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teachers’ satisfaction scale compared to the tesehieo were teaching assistants.
Teachers who were assistant professors scoreduig3lower on the teachers’
satisfaction scale compared to the teachers whe teaching assistants. Teachers who
were associate professors scored 1.71 units lowéreoteachers’ satisfaction scale
compared to the teachers who were teaching assisfaaachers who were professors
scored 1.53 units lower on the teachers’ satisiacdtale compared to the teachers who

were teaching assistants.

Students’ Satisfaction and Teachers Demographic Chacteristics

Regression results indicate the linear combinaticihe demographic
characteristics variables was statistically sigaifit in predicting students’ satisfactién,
(11, 9005) = 32.07% < .001,R? = .05 indicating that only approximately 5% of the
variance of the student overall satisfaction ingample can be accounted for by the

linear combination of strength measures.

The unstandardized regression weights of eachrfaee presented as well in
Table 19. As we can see, except for teacher’s getitle, and hours of teaching, all of
the other factors had positive regression weighti¢cating they had a positive impact on

predicting students’ satisfaction.

The effect size of each factor also was calculadezkplain the proportion of
variance on teacher’s satisfaction that can bea@ixgdl by these predictive factors.
According to Cohan (1988), all the factors efféazes(n 2) fell below .06 which

indicated teacher demographic characteristics hagak effect to students’ satisfaction.



Lu, Yunlin, 2014, UMSL p. 99

In Table 19, we can also see the different degréemapact among different groups
on students’ satisfaction. Students who studigatiaate universities in Group 2
scored .58 units higher on the students’ satisiactcale compared to the students who
studied at public universities in Group 1, anddstuits who studied at public vocational
colleges in Group 3 scored .61 units higher orstbdents’ satisfaction scale compared
to the students who studied at public universitieSroup 1, while students who studied
d at non-merit pay and private vocational colleigeGroup 4 scored .63 units lower on
the students’ satisfaction scale compared to tngesits who studied at public university

in Group 1.

Similarly, we also can see the different degreesphct among teachers’ titles in
students’ satisfaction. Students whose teachers wwstructors scored .22 units lower on
the t students’ satisfaction scale compared toestisdwvhose teachers were teaching
assistants. Students whose teachers were asgistéegsors scored .30 units lower on
the students’ satisfaction scale compared to stademose teachers were teaching
assistants. Students whose teachers were asgomégesors scored .31 units lower on
the students’ satisfaction scale compared to tngesits whose teachers were teaching
assistants. Students whose teachers were professwesl .24 units lower on the students’

satisfaction scale compared to the students wieasdhérs were teaching assistants.
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Table 19: Multiple Regression Analyses with Meay/PTeachers’ Satisfaction, and Students’ Satigfacs Dependent Variables
and Factors of Demographic Characteristics as Pctalis Variable

Variables _ Merit Pay . TTeachers’ Satisfaction . Stu:jents’ Satisfaction .
E- F B t U F B t L F B t 0"
Model 41 407.93 24 189.41 .05 32.07
Gender .05 3.31 .00 -12 -2.07 .00 -04 -390
Age .00 235 .15 .01 240 .05 .01 .36 .01
Degree .07 6.10 .03 .09 3.14 .00 -04 -1.32 .00
Years of Teaching .02 1.78 .15 A1 352 .04 .03 90 .01
Hours of Teaching .08 7.78 .03 -10 -3.71 A5 .05 155 .01
Performance Evaluated by Students .01 1.39 .01 -03 -152 .01 .00 .07 .00
Degree of Trust in School Policy -.01 -76 .02 -07 -428 .01 -.00 -.08 .00
Times of Incentive Pay Received .05 .06 .05 .23 781 .07 .03 .74 .00
Type of Schools
Group 2 1.62 40.91 .07 -25 -250 .03 .58 517 .01
Group 3 1.42 36.95 .02 -2.63 -26.93 .17 .61 561 .01
Group 4 .89 27.23 .02 -1.10 -1328 0 .0 -63 -6.85 .04
Title
Instructor .56 12.79 .00 -1.27 -11.33 .01 -22 -1.80 .00
Assistant Professor .86 19.30 .03 31.4-12.69 .00 -30 -2.36 .00
Associate Professor 1.30 26.50 .03 -1.71  -13.68 .00 -31 -2.22 .00
Professor 2.36 3493 .03 -1.53 -8.92 .03 -24 -1.25 .00

Note Type of schools was represented as three dumnablas with merit pay and public university as th&erence group.
Title was represented as four dummy Wemwith teaching assistant as the reference group
P< .05
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Questions 2: Does teacher performance/ tdang effectiveness in the classroom,
evaluated by MIPI/MIPI-s, predict teachers’ merit pay, their satisfaction and their
students’ satisfaction respectively?

First, standard multiple regression aredywere conducted with teacher merit pay,
teachers’ satisfaction, students’ satisfactiorhasdependent variables, and MIPI seven
factors Factor 1:Teacher Empathy with Learners, Factor 2acher Trust of Learners,
Factor 3: Planning and Delivery of Instruction, Rac 4: Accommodating Learner
Uniqueness, Factor 5: Teacher Insensitivity towkaearners, Factor 6: Experience-
based Learning Techniques/Learner-centered LearRimgess, and Factor 7: Teacher-
centered Learning Proce3®valuated by teachers as independent variabkggeBsion

results are summarized in Table 20.

Teachers Merit Pay and Seven Factors of MIPI

Regression results in Table 20 indicate the liceanbination of the seven factors

of MIPI — teacher performance evaluated by teachers wastistlty significant in

predicting teachers’ merit pak(7, 9009) = 157.03) < .001. The sample of multiple
correlation coefficient was .33, indicating thapegximately 11% of the variance of the
teacher merit pay in the sample can be accountdalyfthe linear combination of
strength measures.

The unstandardized regression weights of eachrfaae presented as well in
Table 20. OnlyFactor 1:Teacher Empathy with Learndrad positive regression weights,

while Factor 2: Teacher Trust of Learners, Factor 4: Asunodating Learner
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Uniqueness, Factor 5: Teacher Insensitivity towkaearners, Factor 6: Experience-
based Learning Techniques/Learner-centered LearRimgess, and Factor 7: Teacher-
centered Learning Procedsad negative regression weights, indicating alPMactors
except teachers empathy in class were negativeethigion of teacher’s merit pay.
Factor 3: Planning and Delivery of Instructiahd not contribute to the multiple

regression models.

The effect sizes of each factor have been calaitatexplain the proportion of
variance in teacher’s can be explained by thesdiqiree factors. According to Cohan
(1988), effect sizeg?) of Factor 2: Teacher Trust of Learne¢g? = .11), Factor 4:
Accommodating Learner Uniquengsg = .06), Factor 5: Teacher Insensitivity toward
Learners(n? =..07), Factor 6: Experience-based Learning Techniquesther-
centered Learning Procegg? = .08) were higher than .06 but less than .14, which
indicated a moderate effect on teachers’ merit pay, other factors’ effect sizes like
Factor 1:Teacher Empathy with Learndrg® = .04), andFactor 7: Teacher-centered
Learning Proces$n? = .04) were below .06, which indicated a weak effecteachers’

satisfaction.

Teachers’ Satisfaction and Seven Factors of MIPI

Regression results in Table 20 indicate the limeanbination of the seven factors
of MIPI - teacher performance evaluated by teachas statistically significant in
prediction of teachers’ satisfactidf(7, 9009) = 193.48p < .001. The sample of

multiple correlation coefficient was .36, indicaithat approximately 13% of the
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variance of the teacher overall satisfaction ingample can be accounted for by the

linear combination of strength measures.

The unstandardized regression weights of eachrfaare presented as well in
Table 20 Factor 3: Planning and Delivery of Instruction, Rac 6: Experience-based
Learning Techniques/Learner-centered Learning Pss@ndFactor 7: Teacher-
centered Learning Processd positive regression weights, whiactor 1: Teacher
Empathy with Learnerdtactor 2: Teacher Trust of Learners, and FactofTeacher
Insensitivity toward Learnersyhich indicate they were negative or positive iadgicting
the outcome of teachers satisfactibactor 4. Accommodating Learner Uniquenelss

not contribute to the multiple regression models.

The effect sizes of each factor have been cakdifat explain the proportion of
variance in teacher’s satisfaction that can beamnpt by these predictive factors.
According to Cohan (1988actor 1:Teacher Empathy with Learndrg = .14) and
Factor 7: Teacher-centered Learning Proc€s$ = .18) were higher than .14, which
indicated they had a stronger effect on teachatsfaction. Other factor effect size
values(n?) ranged from .06 to .08, which indicated a modeeéfiect on teachers’

satisfaction.

Students’ Satisfaction and Seven Factors of MIPI
Regression results in Table 20, which gmeshe linear combination of the SDC
variables was statistically significant in predigtistudents’ satisfactiof(7, 9009) =

39.65,p < .001. The sample of multiple correlation coeéitis was .17, which indicated
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that approximately 3% of the variance of the teaciverall satisfaction in the sample

can be accounted for by the linear combinatiortreingith measures.

The unstandardized regression weights of eachrfaae presented as well in
Table 12 Factor 1:Teacher Empathy with LearneFgctor 2: Teacher Trust of
Learners, Instruction Factor 4: Accommodating Leartniqueness, Factor 5: Teacher
Insensitivity toward Learners, Factor 6: Experiefzased Learning
Techniques/Learner-centered Learning ProcassiFactor 7: Teacher-centered
Learning Procesbkad negative regression weights, which indicateg there negative in
predicting the outcome of teachers’ satisfactieactor 3: Planning and Delivery of

Instructiondid not contribute significantly to the multiplegression models.

The effect size of each factor also was calcultadezkplain the proportion of
variance in teachers’ satisfaction that can beamnpt by these predictive factors.
According to Cohan (1988), all of the factors effsizes(n?) fall below .06 which

indicated a weak effect on students’ satisfaction.
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Table 20: Multiple Regression Analyses with MedlyPTeachers’ Satisfaction, and Students’ Satigfacis Dependent Variables
and Seven Factors of MIPI as Predictors Variable

Merit pay Teachers’ Satisfaction Students’ Satisfaction _n
Variables R? F B t n* R? F B t n” R*> F B t n?
Model 11 157.03 13 193.48 .03 39.65

Teacher Empathy with Learners .03 6.77 .04 14 1353 .14 .00 -26 .01
Teacher Trust of Learners .02 -854 11 .01 -97 .08 02 -269 .02
Planning and Delivery of -
Instruction .00 -82 .05 .08 784 .08 .00 -04 .01
Accommodating Learner - - -
Uniqueness .04 -991 .06 .00 -44 .06 .03 -2.89 .01
Teacher Insensitivity toward - - - -
Learners .05 15.92 .07 .01 -1.36 .08 .03 -3.84 .01
Experience-based Learning
Techniques/Learner-centered - - - -
Learning Process .05 12.60 .08 12 13.83 .06 .09 10.25 .03
Teacher-centered Learning - - -
Process .05 1058 .04 15 1545 .18 .03 -258 .01

Note. .05
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Similarly, standard multiple regression was conedavith teachers’ merit pay,
teachers’ satisfaction, students’ satisfactiorhasdependent variable and MIPI-s seven
factors Factor 1:Teacher Empathy with Learners, Factor 2acher Trust of Learners,
Factor 3: Planning and Delivery of Instruction, Rac 4: Accommodating Learner
Uniqueness, Factor 5: Teacher Insensitivity towkaearners, Factor 6: Experience-
based Learning Techniques/Learner-centered LearRimngessandFactor 7: Teacher-
centered Learning Proce3®valuated by students as independent variabkgreRsion

results are summarized in Table 21.

Teachers’ Merit Pay and Seven Factors of MIPI-s

Regression results in Table 21 indicated the limeanbination of the seven factors
of MIPI —s, that is, teacher performance evaluatetie classroom by students was
statistically significantF(7, 9009) = 66.29p < .001, The sample of multiple correlation
coefficients was .22, which indicated that apprceadety 5% of the variance of the
teacher merit pay could be accounted for by thealirombination of strength measures.

The unstandardized regression weights of eachrfaare presented as well in
Table 21. OnlyFactor 2: Teacher Trust of Learners and Factor &pErience-based
Learning Techniques/Learner-centered Learning Pssbad positive regression weights,
indicating their positive impact on teacher meaypHoweverFactor 3: Planning and
Delivery of Instructiordid not contribute significantly to the multiplegression models.

The other factors indicated a negative predictibteachers’ merit pay.

The effect size of each factor also was calcultadezkplain the proportion of

variance in teachers’ merit pay that can be exptaby the predictive factors of MIPI-s.
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Al of the factors effect size@?) fall below .06 which indicated the seven factors of

MIPI-s had a weak effect to teachers’ merit payoading to Cohan (1988),.

Teachers’ Satisfaction and Seven Factors of MIPI-s

Regression results in Table 21 indicated the limeanbination of seven factors of
MIPI —s, that is, teacher performance evaluatdtenclassroom was statistically
significant in prediction of teachers’ satisfacti®i{7, 9009) = 59.85) < .001. The
sample of multiple correlation coefficient was .#idicating that approximately 4% of
the variance of the teachers’ satisfaction in #ma@e could be accounted for by the

linear combination of strength measures.

The unstandardized regression weights of eachrfase presented in Table 21.
Factor 1: Teacher Empathy with Learners, Factoddcommodating Learner
Uniqueness, Factor 5: Teacher Insensitivity towhedrnershad positive regression
weights, which indicated a positive prediction @di¢hers’ satisfaction. Whileactor 2:
Teacher Trust of Learners, Factor 3: Planning angliizery of InstructionFactor 6:
Experience-based Learning Techniques/Learner-cedteearning Process, and Factor
7: Teacher-centered Learning Procdssd negative regression weights, which indicated

a negative prediction of teachers’ satisfaction.

The effect sizes of each factor also have beenledézl here to explain the
proportion of variance in teachers’ satisfactioat tten be explained by these predictive

factors of MIPI-s. All of the factors effect sizég?) fall below .06 which indicated the
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seven factors of MIPI-s had a weak relationshifesxhers’ satisfaction according to

Cohan (1988).

Students’ Satisfaction and Seven Factors of MIPI-s

Regression results are summarized in Table 21,hwhdicate the linear
combination of seven factors of MIPI —s, thatéscher performance evaluated in the
classroom was statistically significaf{;7, 9009) = 46.52p < .001. The sample of
multiple correlation coefficient was .19, indicaithat approximately 4% of the variance
of the students’ satisfaction in the sample co@ddbcounted for by the linear

combination of strength measures.

The unstandardized regression weights of eachrfaeoe presented as well in
Table 21 Factor 3: Planning and Delivery of InstructipandFactor 7: Teacher-
centered Learnin@pad positive regression weights, which indicat@dsitive prediction
of teachers’ satisfaction. WhiRrocesd~actor 1: Teacher Empathy with Learners,
Factor 2: Teacher Trust of Learners, Factor 4: Asunodating Learner Uniqueness,
Factor 5: Teacher Insensitivity toward Learnerscka 6: Experience-based Learning
Techniques/Learner-centered Learning Proclss, negative regression weights, which

indicated a negative prediction of students’ satisbn.

The effect sizes of each factor have been calallagee to explain the proportion
of variance in teachers’ satisfaction that canxy@aened by these predictive factors.
According to Cohan (1988), all of the factors effsizes(n?) fall below .06 which

indicated a weak effect to students’ satisfaction.
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Table 21: Multiple Regression Analyses with Megl/PTeachers’ Satisfaction, and Students’ Satigfads

Dependent Variables and Seven Factors of MIPI-Braslictors Variable

Merit Pay Teachers’ Satisfaction Students’ Satisfaction

R? F B t n> R? F B t n> R> F B t n>
Model .05 66.29 .04  59.85 .04 46.52
Teacher Empathy 02 -339 .03 01 124 .01 03 259 .02
with Learners
Teacher Trust of 01 446 .02 .06 .03 02 -277 .03
Learners 11.81
Planning and
Delivery of -.00 -69 .01 -01 -1.19 .01 .01 99 .01
Instruction
Accommodating
Learner -02 -5.49 .02 .00 13 .01 -01 -8 .01
Uniqueness
Teacher
Insensitivity -03 | .03 .08 14.38 .03 -06 -11.50 .03

13.69

toward Learners
Experience-based
Learning
Techniques/Learne -03 -5.93 .03 -03 -2.63 .01 -.03 -2.51 .02
r-centered
Learning Process
Teacher-centered 01 175 .02 01 -152 .02 02 257 .01

Learning Process

Note.p< 0.05



Lu, Yunlin, 2014, UMSL p. 110

Chapter 5

Discussion

This chapter presents a summary of téysand important conclusions
drawn from the data presented in Chapter 4. Itides/a discussion of the

implications for action and recommendations fotHar research.

Summary of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate tlmgmny factors that
impact teachers’ merit pay, teachers’ satisfactiod students’ satisfaction in
different higher education settings. Factors icheas’ demographic
characteristics such as ages, gender, titles, péaeaching, and workload (hours
of teaching per week), and factors of teachergaffeness in the classroom
evaluated by both teachers and students were @editb be the factors of this
study. In investigating those factors, this stuchpoyed a uniform instrument
(MIPI) as a teacher assessment procedure basedtounctive perspective to
investigate teachers teaching effectiveness igléssroom on a short-term basis.
Further on, this study sought to understand thabidity and feasibility of
predicting teachers’ merit pay with different compation styles as well as
teachers’ satisfaction with their teaching and stus' satisfaction with learning
while expanding this instrument to be an assessprecedure for a different
country. Second, the researcher had the interdiamvestigate the significant

differences of teachers’ merit pay, teachers’ &att®n and students’ satisfaction
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among different groups who belong to different ediomal settings. Third, the
researcher had the intention to understand whétleeunderlying factors relating
to teachers’ demographic characteristics are pi@dit¢o their satisfaction and
teachers’ merit pay.

Accordingly, the literature review in this stuelyplored several standard
key factors, including gender, ages, titles, yedisxperience, comments on
administration’s policies, etc., of the demograptharacteristics among teachers’
motivations and perceptions. This study also carsidl and summarized the
definitions, history, standards, practices and cemisifrom previous research on

teacher pay, satisfaction, performance evaluatyoutiizing the most important

instrument— MIPI — while reflecting on the central status and promine

practices of teachers from a different country,in@h
Research Questions

Research questions related to the apoMalems have been investigated
and reported by students and teachers as follows:

e Do teachers’ demographic characteristics predeit therit pay, their
satisfaction, and their students’ satisfaction? thexe any differences
among different types of schools?

e Does teacher performance/ teaching effectiveneteiolassroom,
evaluated by MIPI/MIPI-s, predict teachers’ meatyptheir

satisfaction and their students’ satisfaction respely?
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Findings

This study answered and explained the propgsedtions in detail. Some
major findings were concluded based on the res@ii@hapter 4, as the following
shows:
Reliabilities and Validities of MIPI and MIPI for S tudents

In this study, MIPI and MIPI-s are thi®minent measures were employed
by the researcher as a teacher performance assggmoeedure to test teachers’
effectiveness in the classroom. The Cronbach’saattefficient of factor 1 to 7
in MIPI ranged from .42 to .67, and the Cronba&iha coefficient of factor 1 to
7 in MIPI for students ranged from .31 to .66. Tégearcher considered the
MIPI and MIPI-s was the first time introduced amd®iginese higher educational
universities and colleges, some potential threatke research instruments
resulted in the lower results comparing previouslists among these items as
presented in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, for instanuteyral difference, translation
problems, social desirability bias, and sampliresl@tc. (Hseuh, et al., 2005;

Picot et al., 1997).

As for each item with the Factors, sotems in MIPI, for instance,
number 8, 10, 11,33, 34, 38, 40, and items in MIAbr instance number 26 and
13, their factor loadings value were less than a@@prding to Kline (1994), they
should be ignoredVhen going back to the items, the researcher foleske
factors mainly relating to teacher learning objeedi teaching techniques, and the

use of instructional methods in the classroom (ldiekes, 1989; Ryan, 2009).
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Since these instruments had been advocated in3$l#e the researcher wondered
if there were some concerns about the instructidifrences between the USA
and China, such as teaching method, group learamdjnstruction techniques,

for instance, online classroom, which impactedréseilts of this research (Yuan,

2005).

Differences in Teachers’ Merit pay, Teachers’ Satfaction and Students’
Satisfaction among Different Groups

In general, the mean of the degree of studeatssfaction to learn was
higher than the mean of the degree of teacheristaetion to teach. To be more
specific, as for teachers’ satisfaction, teachemafpublic university were
satisfied than the other teachers belonged tottier groups: private university,
public vocational college, and private vocationallege. The sequence of
remaining groups, in descending order of satisfactivas private universities,
private vocational colleges, and public vocatiar@leges. As for students’
satisfaction to learn, on the contrary, satisfact@s highest in private, and the
sequence of other groups in descending order walicpuocational college,
public university, and private vocational colletjée can infer that there are no
necessary relationships between teacher’s andratadatisfaction, in other
words, teachers with higher satisfaction from té&aglid not generate students

with higher satisfaction from learning anide versa
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As for teachers’ merit pay, teachers’ merif pas highest in private
university, and the sequence of other groups icateing order was public
vocational college, private vocational college aatlic university.

From previous statements, we could infer tbathers who participated
in this study, and worked in public university wactually were hired by
governments and gained more funding supports fromernments than the others
had little in their merit pay, but they indeed hiad highest satisfaction among the
participants.

Predictors of Demographic Characteristics Relatingo Teachers Motivation
and Perception of Teacher Satisfaction, Teacher MérPay

The results of standard multiple regressiodicated that a combination of
Demographic Characteristics variables was stadibyisignificant with respect to
merit pay and teacher satisfaction. The resultgpetific Demographic
Characteristics variables taken individually, hoagevevealed a more
complicated picture. Although age was not fountiéa predicator of merit pay,
Demographic Characteristics variables includingdgendegrees, titles, years of
teaching, hourly workload (hours of teaching),Hart merit pay fairness, were
found to be predictors of merit pay (Yang, 2009).t@e other hand, although
performance evaluated by students was not fouhe faredictors of teacher
satisfaction, DC variables such as age, work ggttiegrees, titles, hourly
workload and faith in merit pay fairness and yesdreaching were found to be

predicators of teacher satisfaction in this stuslyall (Cook, 2004; Wyss, 2002;
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Houchines, Shippen & Cattret, 2004; Hughes, 200X et al., 1992; Sauer,

2003).

Among those factors, we also know teathers’ age and years of
teaching contributed greater effects on teacheesitrpay comparing to other
Demographic Characteristics factors. Although hpurbrkload (hours of
teaching) presented negative relationship to teathatisfaction, it contributed
greater effects on teachers’ satisfaction compadrgher Demographic

Characteristics factors.

Seven Factors of both MIPI and MIPI-s as Predictos to Teachers
Satisfaction, Teacher Merit Pay, Students Satisfamn

The results of standard multiple regressions, whiele based on the data
considered in Chapter 4, indicated that a comlmnatf the seven factors from
MIPI and MIPI-s was statistically significant forgalicting teachers’ merit pay,
teachers’ satisfaction, and students’ satisfac#i@for the MIPI individual
factors, factors of eacher Trust of Learners, Accommodating Learner
Uniqueness, Teacher Insensitivity toward LearnEsqerience-based Learning
Techniques/Learner-centered Learning ProcasslTeacher-centered Learning
Processhad a larger effect on teacher merit pay, and facbreacher Empathy
with Learners, Planning and Delivery of Instructjdreacher Insensitivity toward

Learners, Experience-based Learning Techniquesfierazentered Learning
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ProcessandTeacher-centered Learning Procdsxl a larger effect on teacher

satisfaction.

Although teacher performance (as evalubtetdachers and students) had a
statistically significant, albeit weak, effect dmdent satisfaction, it was very
difficult to determine any effect of teacher penfiance (as evaluated by teachers

and students) on merit pay or teacher satisfaction.

Surprise Findings from the Study

Listed below are a number of surprises the reseafolind in this study:

e In this study, the mean of students’ satisfactmlearn and teachers’
teaching was higher than the mean of teachersfaation to teaching and
students’ learning, while the unbalance betweechea’ satisfaction and
students’ satisfaction would improve teachers teachlust as previously
stated by Hines et al. (1985), and, Rai and Sravas(2013), the
differences between students and teachers wouldt resnore motivation
to teachers teaching in the workplace.

e Teachers who worked for public university had thedst merit pay,
while they had the highest satisfaction among ti@segroups.
According to previous statements, these teachens eed by
governments, gained more funding supports from gowents, and got
paid higher than the others. The fact brought ek bathe point which

delineated in Chapter 2 about merit pay in higltercation, “many
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schools chose to distribute relatively small awad®ss all school
personnel, regardless of individual performancegrii®er & Gardner,
2010, p. 14). Even teachers work at public univgréne administration
and policy makers in public university would like halance the interests
of different stakeholders, which results in a lowerit pay actually for
teachers while does not affect their teachingsii®pr & Gardner, 2010;
Taylor & Springer, 2009).

e The effectiveness of teachers in class, as evauimstéheir students, not
only had very little effect on merit pay and teackatisfaction, it also had

very little effect on student satisfaction.

Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to explorecwliactors in teacher
demographic characteristics and teacher teachfagtefeness in the classroom
evaluated from perspectives of both teachers artests could possibly impact
teachers’ merit pay, teachers’ satisfaction andesits’ satisfaction. Therefore, as
a quantitative study, teachers’ demographic charaend their performance
evaluated with MIPI and MIPI-s by students and leas, teachers’ merit pay,
teachers’ satisfaction and students’ satisfacaon, their relationships had been
measured, analyzed and discussed in different appes in this study.

This study was an extension of impletimgrthe Modified Instructional
Perspective Inventory (MIPI1) and the corresponditaglified Instructional

Perspective Inventory for students (MIPI-s) in Ghiwhich offered an excellent
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practical opportunity to evaluate teacher perforoeathat is, their teaching
effectiveness in the classroom through explorimgyrtheliefs, feelings and
behaviors. The overall reliability of using theastruments has also been
established in another country (Vatcharasiriso®,12, and also enhanced the
concept that the assessment measures were moogéiahjeractical, and focused
on human development than the typical standara@sexffby many educational
administrations (Henschke, 1984; Ryan, 2009; Ted@84; Vatcharasirisook,
2011).

In addition to examining the connectimiween Modified Instructional
Perspective Inventory (MIPI) and the corresponditaglified Instructional
Perspective Inventory for students (MIPI-s) withdlker merit pay, this study
contributes to the development of educational lestde and policy study in
education as it expanded the evaluation procedutbgpayments to educational
human resources development. At the same timerdbéarch can serve to inform
educational administrative practitioners about liowttract and retain this kind
of teacher population, and to what degree the t¥adre satisfied with their
annual merit pay and performance based on evatulittan teachers per se and
their students. Hence, it would provide significegferences for policymakers in
the adjustment and stipulation of future legislatio

Finally, as previously stated, merit p@ag relatively new plan in China,
just advocated in recent years and has only beshfos five years. The uniform

standards of evaluating teacher performance aveualshaped and largely
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descriptive in contemporary discussions (Wang &r@/h2012). As advancement
to this research, there is important practical thiedretical significance to the
improvement of a teacher assessment procedursaciate satisfaction and merit
pay, especially in merit-based systems of compengsamong different
education settings.
Issues for Future Research

Although it was a good research to skome significant evidence
between teacher merit pay and their performan@e@feness evaluated from
perspectives of both teachers and students in, ¢lessesults generated from the
study could only be generalized to the similar gtachong different higher
educational systems which had different compensaystems and attributions.
Therefore, it still needs further study.

First, as for the measures, since M MIPI-s were fixed mode for
students and teachers to choice, but in this stheyresearcher found some
students and teachers held different opinions duheir responding to MIPI and
MIPI-s because they thought they should have diffemstruction method and
instruction style in class instead of the curram.dHence, further different
investigations or comparative studies on MIPI an&M should be encouraged
to take among different settings to show theiratalities and generalizations.

Second, although this research serveattaopa leadership and policy
study, and the author mainly inspected the relatignunder the belief of that

both instructions from teacher perspective andiegrfeedback from student
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view were the most directly related to teacher$gperance in a teaching unit, at
the same time, some of factors associated withtpayi and performance
evaluation have been investigated via demograpestipnnaire, the author did
not scrutinize the whole institution policy, legisbns, the whole teacher’s
performance evaluation process in these univessanel schools, and the
accordingly teacher’s union, supervisors and oskegteholders involved in merit
pay and teachers’ performance evaluation (Hawl@821Schneider, 1983;Tecker,
1984). For instance, in China, it is well-knownttheny universities are now
pursuing publications with high reputation and alsong the volume of how
many publications the teacher have per year asdhaual performance
evaluation evidence, meanwhile decide whether amdrhuch the teacher can
accept merit pay in the end. Basically, teachedifferent universities can
receive one time awards of renmingbi from 5,000a0,000 yuan per article
based on the quality of journal he or she publisitettie end of the year once who
published (Chen & Hong, 2012). To some degreepitld/result in very common
phenomena that teachers would prefer to pursuerés®arches than delivering
highly teaching to students in their daily work @@h& Hong, 2012). Therefore,
teachers’ publication volume should be a critieatér impact teacher’s merit pay
and their satisfaction.

Third, as stated in the preface, th@@uassumed the informants from the
same area would enhance the data’s integrity bhiétiaand consistency, and the

study also assumed that teachers and studentsraaistive survey honestly and to
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the best of their ability, therefore, this studysWianited to the data collected, and
reviewed and monitored by universities and schwmoéstypical location and
specified. Studies on merit pay and teacher pedona evaluation should be
based on a long-term data, at least more tharyéaes long (Springer & Gardner,
2010). In order to generalize the study, varioestions selection and long-run
investigation relating to this study should be donthe future.

In addition, the study’s reliability tdachers’ performances evaluated by
students is still in question. Although many stsdi@ave made substantial efforts
on this pending issue, there is still no standadianswer or generalized
conclusion (Obenchain et al., 2001). In this studg,researcher combined the
teachers’ evaluation by themselves with studetttspagh the overall reliability
between MIPI and MIPI-s was .726, it still deserteeurther investigation
because there are still other issues potentidigcang students evaluation such
as politics environment, student preference and eweotional intelligence

(Corcoran & Tormey, 2013; Obenchain et al., 2001).

In the end, this study just concenttaie factors and their relationships
on merit pay, satisfaction and performance assessiued also identified some
factors had direct effects on teachers’ merit gayisfaction and students’
satisfaction, but the researcher did not exploeefainctions of intrinsic variables’
roles. It brings more consideration need to be donevestigate their interactions
and specify what kind of factors indirectly impact their satisfaction at different

levels. For this point, moderators and mediatdetirg to this study, and their
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impacting procedures on teacher merit pay andfaetisn, need to be determined
and discussed in future research to prove whichtpave need to pay attention to
when referring to teacher merit pay and satisfactio
Summary

The purpose of this study was to explore wiféchors in teacher
demographic characteristics and teacher teachfagtefeness in the classroom
evaluated from perspectives of both teachers amtsts could possibly impact
on teachers’ merit pay, teachers’ satisfactionsindents’ satisfaction. Therefore,
as a quantitative research, teachers’ demographi@acters and their
performance evaluated with MIPI and MIPI-s by studeand teachers, teachers’
merit pay, teachers’ satisfaction and studentssfeation, and their relationships
had been measured, analyzed and discussed irediff@pproaches in this study.
The study lasted eight months since May 2013, @péants in this study were
students and teachers enrolled in 2012- 2013 adadears. Four hundreds and
seventy-five teachers and 9,017 students had beéad by the researcher and
their teachers to take part in this study. Datéected via an online designed
approach and had been analyzed in standard muiéigtession. The findings
included the measures reliabilities and validihad been investigated, factors
impacted teachers’ merit pay, teachers’ satisfaciod students’ satisfactions had
been identified, and differences among differenvensities and colleges with
different settings had been explored as well. Latiins of this study and further

research were advocated as a means for futurercbssach as measures



Lu, Yunlin, 2014, UMSL p. 123

implementation of MIPI and MIPI-s, repeating thensastudy, and deeper
research into the functions by defining mediatord moderators impacting merit
pay and satisfaction, to provide additional infotima to be able to generalize and

contribute more the results in the future.
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/.\ Office of Research Administration
University ey s
o Migsouri = mﬁm SHasre 5o

Fax 314-516-6758

E-mall: oraghumsl.zdu

DATE: June 8, 2013

TO: Yunlin Lu

FROM: University of Missouri-5t. Lovuis [RB

PROJECT TITLE: [470774-1] AN EXPLORATION OF MERIT PAY, TEACHER AND STUDENT
SATISFACTION, AND TEACHER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION FROM AN
INSTRUCTIONAL PERSPECTIVE

REFERENCE #:

SUBMISSION TYPE: Mew Project

ACTION: DETERMINATION OF EXEMPT STATUS
DECISION DATE: June 8, 2013

REVIEW CATEGORY:  Exemption caiegory # 2

The chairperson of the University of Missour-5t. Louis IRB has APPROVED has reviewed the above
mentioned protocol for research involving human subjects and determined that the project qualifies for
exemption from full committes review under Title 45 Code of Federal Regulations Part 46.101b. The
time period for this approval expires one year from the date listed above. You must notify the University
of Missouri-5t. Lowis IRB in advance of any proposed major changes in your approved protocal, ...
addition of research sites or research instruments.

“You must file an annual report with the committee. This report must indicate the starting date of the
project and the number of subjects to date from start of project, or since last annual report, whichever is
more recent.

Any consent or assent forms must be signed in duplicate and a copy provided to the subject. The
principal investigator must retain the other copy of the signed consent form for at least three years
following the completion of the research activity and they must be available for inspection if there is an
official review of the UM-5t. Louis human subjects research proceedings by the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services Office for Protection from Research Risks.

This action is officially recorded in the minutes of the commities.

If you have any questions, please contact Carl Bassi at 314-518-8028 or bassi@umsledu. Please incude
wour project titie and reference number in all comespondence with this committee.
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Instructions

R EiRE R Bl

Included in this survey, you will find the follongninformation:

Instructions for participants via online survey apaper

Informed Consent for Participation in Research wtes
Demographic Questionnaire

Modified Instructional Perspectives Inventory (fteachers and
students)

Incentive Information and Personal Contact inforroat

ZMERERER , RESRIVMTAERMH

M LB E R B
ZEMREDHBERES
ZEREEERBRFERNSE
HEEITNERE (BUNERAMFERER )
ZERERMITHIMDIABRRER

The steps for conducting the online survey as thelfowing:

Step 1:Please use youb (or your teachelD) and corresponding
password, select “Access for Teachers” or “AccessStudents” to
get into your correct web page to fill in the swyrve

Step 2: Please read carefully about tBever Letter in your first
page andInformed Consent for Participation in Research
Activities in the second page, then selecAtcept” or “I will not
accept, and then press tHENTER key to goto the next step

Step 3:Please complete yolremographic Questionnaire

Step 4: Please completéhe Modified Instructional Perspectives
Inventory (for teachers and studentsaccording to your
categorized webpage.

Step 5: Read Incentive Information carefully and leave your
contact address, telephone or email addredea®ersonal Contact
Information.
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MERERSSIR

o X% FWMARNIDMAERBMHID , REMAEMNER , &F
‘UMM A B REFEFAED  BRBALTHNART , HFHA
EERS ;

o XX BHAMARZESINE-_TTINSERRIIANERESR",
ERETRERTETARAEREENTERHAET % ;

B=%  FEBEEXERBAERS
FMY  FREGEANAEESHENNYETMNERE ( HIH6E
AMZEER )

o ERS : FHHAMAXSEERMAN" , HiFE TEMBIE, emailit

i, RRARENDMABKRAR

Thank you for making an important contribution tg m
understanding the relationships between the anmeaime of the
teachers and their beliefs, feelings and behaviorastruction!

BN B THER L ESHINERHZIEFHEN, &
ZRHUFZITHKAD TR EZTH |

Yunlin Ly Researcher

Doctoral Candidate
College of Education, Leadership & Policy
University of Missouri — St. Louis

St. Louis, MO 63121
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Division of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies

5 8 One University Blvd.
University St. Louis, Missouri 63121-4499
o Missouri Telephone: 314-339-4431

St.Louis E-mail: ylnmd@umsl.edu

A S
)
N

Informed Consent for Participation in Research Activities
AN EXPLORATION OF MERIT PAY, TEACHER AND STUDENT SATISFACTION, AND TEACHER

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION FROM AN INSTRUCTIONAL PERSPECTIVE

Participant HSC Approval Number

Principal Investigator  Yunlin Tu PI's Phone Number 1-314-359-4431; 86-138-5157-8797

1. You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Yunlin Lu and Dr. Lloyd Richardson. The
purpose of this research is to investigate the relationships existing among merit pay, teachers and students
satisfaction and performance evaluation in class in higher educations in Nanjing, China.

2. a) Your participation will involve completing a brief demographic online survey, including questionnaires,
and the Modified Instructional Perspective Inventories.

Data will be collected from students and teachers working and enrolled in higher education inbetween
2012 and 2013 academic year in Nanjing, China. Approximately 500 subjects are expected to participate
in this research.

b) The amount of time involved in your participation will be approximately 20 minutes.

3. There are no anticipated risks associated with this research. All data will remain anonymous; do not put
your name on the survey. The researcher is the only person who will have access to the data unless the
participants give permission to reveal their information. Your teachers will not see your response.

4. There are no direct benefits for you participating in this study. However, your participation will contribute
to the knowledge about the relationships between merit pay and teacher satisfaction we are taking in higher
education and may help society to understand teachers’ importance to the nation.

5. Your participation is voluntary and you may choose not to participate in this research study or to withdraw
your consent at any time. You may choose to participate in this research by selecting “I read and agree to
take part in this research” bottom of this consent form before accessing to this survey with your account
number and password, and completing the online survey designed in this set.

You may choose not to answer any questions that you do not want to answer. You will NOT be penalized in

any way should you choose not to participate or to withdraw. In all cases, your organizations and teachers
will not see your answers.

Page 1 of 2
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6. By agreeing to participate, you understand and agree that your data may be shared with other researchers
and educators in the form of presentations and/or publications. In all cases, your identity will not be
revealed. In rare instances, a researcher's study must undergo an audit or program evaluation by an oversight
agency (such as the Office for Human Research Protection). That agency would be required to maintain the
confidentiality of your data. In addition, all data will be stored on a password-protected computer and/or in a
locked office.

7. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, or if any problems arise, you may call the
Investigator, Yunlin Lu at 314-359-4431 (USA); 138-5157-8797(China) or the faculty advisor, Dr. Lloyd
Richardson at 1-314-516-5095. You may also ask questions or state concerns regarding your rights as a
research participant to the Office of Research Administration, at 516-5897.

T have read this consent form and have been given the opportunity to ask questions. Iwill also
be given a copy of this consent form for my records. I consent to my participation in the
research described above.

Participant's Signature Date Participant’s Printed Name

Signature of Investigator or Designee Date Investigator/Designee Printed Name

Page 1 of 2
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APPENDIX D: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE

EFXERAERER

Thank you for your willingness to participate inisttstudy. You are asked to
provide the following demographic information. Tm$ormation is for research
purposes only.

BHES 5L E, THLRERUTHEXHELIES , X TFHIEEK
RIS,

Section A:For each item, please select the correct response.

A % : FEERET , IBEEEIEHENEE

1.Gender( 5/ ): Male ( B ) Female( &)
2. AgefFiR: ()

3.What kind of school your are studying and teachi®y( 75/5/ % 28t & % %7
FEX T 1T FEEEFZH ? )

Public and Merit Pay University ( 23 #3743 T R AR )
Private and Non-merit Pay University( FAM i REIMHA R T HHIBRER )

Public and Merit Pay Vocational college 233 3517483 T & K ER L
Bz )
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Private and Non-merit Pay Vocational collegg FAM i REHSH M T HH
B 2% )

4.What is your highest diploma or degree you hayd##§ G #I R 5 = /7 56 & %
72 )

High school( & ) College (k%) Undergraduate ( &% ) Masters ( B
%24 ) Doctor (L4 )

5.Circle the number which best indicates your levklsatisfaction with your
learning/teaching in class.

No satisfaction Highest pobk satisfaction

THE 0123456789 BEWREMNHERE

6.0verall, how would you rate your general experiemgeh your study/career,
past and present?.

No satisfaction Highest pobk satisfaction
FHE 0123456789 METHEMNRE
7.Please explain the reason for your overall satigtacrating:

( )

8.Please enter your teachers ID here againgZ XL ESEEZEZIFAND ) :
()

Section B: This section is designed for only teachers to complete. For each
item, please indicate the correct response.

BEo : ZEDEBITIEE, WMTIER , EEFMENNEBER,



Lu, Yunlin, 2014, UMSL p. 159

9.Title ( R# )

Teaching Assistant( HBE#HZ AR ) Assistant Professor ( Bh % )
Instructor( # M) Associate Professor( @##&% ) Professor ( #i% )

10.How many years you have been teaching/d &M ZLET ) ?

1-year (15 ) 2-years(2fF )3 years(3%F ) 4years(4%F ) 5years (5
£ ) morethan 5 years( 588 k)

11. How many hours you teach per week in this semester®/Z/ & K Z B
EEHRZ LR ? )

2 hours ( 2/MY ) 3 hours( 371t ) 4 hours( 4/MEt) 5 hours( 5 /MEt)
6 hours ( 6 /Bt ) 6 hours more( 6 /MEHELE )

12. What is your annual income now after you enrotl@d education program?
( BIREREZFEL T I EEPA ? £17 - RMB )

10,000~29,999 30,000~49,999 50,000~69,9980,000~99,999 higher
than 100,000( &F 1077 7T )
13 Are you in a merit pay system2&E 2 LB FEH LT FBHE ? )

Yes No

14Do you like or agree to be paid by your performaraluated by your
organizations or by studen® ( Z/F E 2L E EXLEHI K HNE F BRI T ( B
LR B FIEHZ ) F LT ) B AREFTZIE ? )

Very much ( JFEE ) High ( B ) Moderate ( —f% ) | do not care (
B X1 ) Dislike ( R ) Dislike very much

15. Do you trust in the school system about performanase ( 1&/E & 15 1FF 1
HIZH T HFERAL ? )
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Totally ( E2fE4E)  Pretty much ( f§4E ) Some( —#& ) A little ( FEE
) 1donotcare( BFxRA )

16.How do you like the design and implementation ef pay system of your

organization?( E/a AT IF NPT TE I AR T B H) T ZERB R I SHTT
?)

Fair and Transparent ( AIEFI3EB ) Somewhat Fair and Transparent(
— &N IEFIERA ) A Little Fair and Transparent ( BPRLIEMEHR ) |
Don’'t Care and Believe ( BF X U0 tHFHE )

17 Did you receive performance pay in recent threersRg £ RIT = F K2

BEREZTHMAERMLE ? )

Once( —R) 2times ( 2/ ) 3 times (3X) more than 3 times( & 3X )

Thank you!
V-17/
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Appendix E: Modified Instructional Perspective Inventory —

Adapted for Students (MIPI — S)

HEFNERE (FEFRRE)

APPENDIX E: Modified Instructional Perspectives Inventory

--Adapted for Students (MIPI-S)
© John A. Henschke, Adapted by Yunlin

HETNERE (FERERAR )

Listed below are 45 statements reflecting belfefsljings and behaviors
beginning or seasoned teachers of adults may ormoaipossess at a given
moment. Please indicate how frequently each statetygically applies to your
instructor. Circle the letter thatbest describes thstructa-

T 451 FONEF EBER BN ESFHEHIFEHII TEHE T A EEE — 1
BERMBAFEHRILEM, BEFTH. tHWEHRHEZINTE , X T
FEETNERL , EEE 1IN G EEHZHERE (A B C D E ) M1,
I EL) BRAZ B R 5 TR A SR E I o
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How frequently does your
teacher...

REMBEZ R o o o

Almost Never

MF

i
Sometimes

Not Often
x

R
Usually
2%

Almost

Alwaysis 2

1. use a variety of teaching

techniques(iE # % H ) Fl A
LR FRIG?

vy)
(@)
W)

m

2. use buzz groups (studen
placed in groups to discus
information from lectures)?

AEEFIENE (Y
EEHBRALRB /DA |, IR
AMERHITIHIR) ?

3. appear to believe that his/her

D

primary goal is to providg
students with as

informationas possibldR{S
f Rt B9 = E B AREEB 4
FERERALEZHNER
?

mudah

4. appear to be fully prepared
teaChNHEMHF 7T RO AHER
e ?

—+

o

5. have difficulty understanding

student point-of viewsR ¥
BRFENMS?

6. appear to expect and accept

student
grapple with problemsfi£2

MESZENRRBIEZE

frustration as they
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IEB %R BAaT ?

7. purposefully communicate
students that each is unique

important® € 5 % 4 3 1T
WE, HEBRAEHZ
M—FE-MEE?

[0
2|y

8. express confidence th
students will develop th

skills they need®f =4 F2 X
KR LRINBE ?

at

D

9. show he/she values search
for or creatingnew teachin

techniques® Rt =% & M 7E
FRMEEFHOBERET
FHEHNE?

ng

10. teach through simulations
real-life

situations® I Xt T 3% & &
ESEMNRLSRALNZE ?

settings or

of

11. appear to teach exactly wh
and how he/she has planne

FERAEITRHNRITEE ?

nat

4%

12. notice and acknowledg
positive changes in student

BEEMINAEIZ £ P EAIR
WAL ?

je
S7?

13. have difficulty getting his/he
point across to student8HE

6] 5 4 4R i b T M Y R

-
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?

14. appear to believe that stude
vary in the way they acquir¢
process, and apply subje

matter knowledgetl 15 # 4
FEMATEREL,. FIIBMN
AmMEEXAREFERE

?

nts

1%

1

ct

15. really listen to what studen
have to say? A R5A -
gEE = = = W 2

16. appear to trust students

know what their own goals

dreams, and realities are lik
FE A FEM - B2 HE
* . BHEFD v RAnfay 2

Py

A

17. encourage students to sol
assistance from

otherstudents® il =~ 4= 1) H fih,
A% = R~ ERgEEEL 2

cit

18. appear to feel impatient wi
students’ Progress? 4 %
"HY R RMG 2

th

19. balance his/her effor
between student conte
acquisition and motivatio?
PN BT
P T A B it 55 ) 2

[S
nt

20. make her/his presentatig
clear enough to forestall 3

student questior fth 5 & itk
EHWRDEHANBEMHZ A

ns
Il
A
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LREFTAEZENREA ?

21. conduct group discussions?
ERENRS ) BITMA

e ?

22. establish instructions
objectivesBE BN Z B R
?

23. use a variety of instruction
media? (Internet, distanc

interactive video, videos, et¢.)
RRABEEN (ML, =i
. RERXUMERME ) ?

24. use listening teams (stude
grouped together to listen f¢

a specific purpose) during

lectures#E ¥ 2 st F A3 O 1R
RN ( #5 RT EHI AR
HE—ANBE#HEBR) ?

nts
DI

A

25. appear to believe that his/h
teaching skills are as refine

as they can bdR{E fb = & it
WEER KRB RE?

er
nd

26. express appreciation
students who activel

participate® £ & 2 tn £ 1R
WRZRERBZE?

to

27. appear to
frustration with

apathy®t 4 7 iR atRI;M

experieng

e

student A
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BENBEBITR?

28. appear to prize the studen
ability to learn what s

needed® 2 & 2 3] {1 &
ENsEND#FHITHER ?

29. appear to feel that studel
need to be aware of ar
communicate their though

and feelingsBE B Z F £ 1K
EENEENSMI D EM
TNNEEERTE ?

nts
nd
[S

A

30. enable students to evalug
their own progress |

learning?g@F £ MBS
EFILBEHEEH L RIEE
51?

ate

31. hear what students indicd
their learning needs ar§¥iT

FHEMMFEMENNZEIFR
x?

ite

32. have difficulty with the
amount of time students ne

to grasp various concep®&?
FHEFETHMAENH L
, TR SRR 2

33. promote positive self-estee
in students® il F £ K @

L, B8?

m

34. require students to follow t

N

precise learning experienc

£S
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which he/she provides to the&?
KA TR OB 18 = 4R 1
HEFLK ?

35. conduct role playsPiE i
i) HITR B ?

36. appear to act bored with t

many questions students asky

RBZERRR ?

37. individualize the pace of

learning for each studer®
AN S EFENEI]TE
?

38. help students explore thei

own abilities®s Bh A R 4]
HCHWeEEH ?

39. engage students in clarifyir
their own aspirationd@ i =

EXHMMNERE ?

40. ask the students how th
would approach a learnin

task A (7] 2 4 4t 4] 2047 52 BX,
HEWEIES?

41. appear to feel irritation ¢
student inattentiveness in t

learning setting® 2 4 £ 1§
NAEFRLIBZRE?

At
e

42. integrate teaching techniqu
with subject

R
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mattercontentf 2 = £ 15 1
BRENBBREE—E?

43. develop supportiv
relationships with your student

SRERREBNXR?

D

ﬁ)

44, appear to experien(
unconditional positive regar

for students® F4EEKRITILSR
HEYFIREY X 2

e

45. respect the dignity an
integrity of thestudent&@ B34

HEFMABRNTE ?

d

Thank you for participating in this research.

BABHESNEFL !

Appendix F: Modified Instructional Perspective Inventory (MIPI)

BTN ERE
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Modified Instructional Perspectives Inventory (MIPI)

© John A. Henschke, Adapted by Yunlin Lu
HZITFOIELSE ( BIFLE/FIR )

Listed below are 45 statements reflecting belideelings and behaviors
beginning or seasoned teachers of adults may or nwypossess at a given
moment. Please indicate how frequently each statetgpically applies to you.
Circle the letter that best describes you.

WA PO IElF EERRM BB FHERIFTEHII ATEERE T ATRETE — 1
LBEMBAIFERZTHIEN, BERTH. FXNEME , X T FEENE
EW, HHEE (A B CDE) FEZEL, BELREESHETREDE,
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How frequently doyour

j&ﬁgko o o o

Almost Never

MF

Not Often

rE
Sometimes
BrtR
Usually

w

Almost

AlwaysiE &2

1. use a variety of teaching

techniques?E # % # & A
ZRPFRTE?

w

m

2. use buzz groups (studen

placed in groups to discuss
information from lectures)p

AR ITieNA (2
EEKARE/NA |, TR
AWERBTHIR ) 2

3. believe that your primany
goal is to provide students

with as much information
as possibletBE BN EE
BfreE A FERERT
RRZMNER?

4. feel fully prepared to teach?

XNHFRIEMGT T RO E
&7

5. have
understanding

point-of views 3y %4 fY M
REMRERE ?

difficulty

student

6. expect and accept student

frustration as they grapp
with problems®iE M2

eA
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FENRJLZLEEIES

&) &R ?

7. purposefully communicat
to students that each

uniquely important#i 2 5
FEBRTEAE , HEABX
HEBEM—T—HNEE

?

e
is

8. express confidence th
students will develop th

skills they need® 4 £
R LRABE

?

at

(4%

9. search for or create ne
teaching techniques®sk 16|

EHOHFERD?

W

10. teach through simulatior
of real-life 2@ XN IS4 EHE
SHELSRALHZF ?

NS

11. teach exactly what and hc
you have planned?#& 48

TR TR ?

12. notice and acknowledge
students positive changes

them?B EFMINIR B Z &£

B AR B AL 2

13. have difficulty getting you
point across to student&?

mFEEELEN[/NER
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3 ?

14. believe that students vary
the way they acquirg
process, and apply subje
matter knowledgefH 15 =~

AEMATIREL, FI 3’
OB FTSAAE = FRAEAE
TEARA] 2

n

ct

15. really listen to what

students have to sayZF4ETF
BRHNEBHE ARG ?

16. trust students to know wh
their own goals, dream

and realities are likefB{E
ZFHEAEMIBE W ER
. BRI AR ?

17. encourage students
solicit assistance from

other studentS® i % & ]
HEEZFERES LHEEY

?

18. feel impatient  with
students' progresSPF4EZ7]

Byt R RIAM O ?

19. balance your effort
between student conte
acquisition and motivation

EEFEHFRNBTRIREA
B AEFEE NS

nt
?A
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20. try to make you
presentations clear enou
to forestall all studen

questionst B IR BHE TN
BREWRALUREFIES
H W R ?

=

-

21. conduct group discussion
(EHZEIES ) BRITNE

Wi ?

S?

22. establish instructioné
objectives R EHZE B ¥5 ?

31

23. use a variety 0O
instructional media’
(Internet, distance
interactive video, videog

etc FIAHZEN ( WE
.z, REXWHSN
& ) ?

24. use listening team
(students grouped togeth

to listen for a specifi¢

purpose) during lecture®®
PER R AT IREARK (W
2 BT [E B 4 SR T — A
B4HFER) ?

S

25. believe that your teachir
skills are as refined as the

can be®EE il & b AV 2L
SHEECABERE?

AY%4
<
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26. express appreciation
students who activel

participate ™ £ E & il £
BHRZREBEZE?

to

27. experience frustration wit
student apathy® % 4 £ L i§

R RIMELEXBERITR?

h

28. prize the student's ability t
learn what is neededP=

EZIMNFEERE D
1T%5 ?

0o

29. feel students need to
aware of and communica

their thoughts and feelings”

RERZFAWEIENT
ME AT B AT
BERX?

be

[e
I)

A

30. enable students to evalus
their own progress i

learning28 5@ F £ 114 B
CEZFIIRPIMEHSD
MIEES ?

ate

31. hear what students indicg
their learning needs ar#®

UT 5 4 A0 ] 1 U e AT B9 22

SIBR?

ite

32. have difficulty with the
amount of time student
need to grasp varioy

conceptsEFEFE T

SA
S
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RENBS L , 7ol 7E
?

33. promote positive self
esteem in student&ehh 3 £ 1

wEt, BE?

34. require students to follo
the precise learnin
experiences which yo

provide themE R F 4 =
REBERUENHEELR
?

W

[«

35. conduct role playsP7E Lt
REY ) HITREFEHR ?

36. get bored with the mar
guestions students ask®

MEFERRE ?

y

37. individualize the pace ¢
learning for each studen

XA BFENZEITE
?

f
1?

38. help students explore the

own abilities®E B S & #R T b
TBECHEED ?

124

r

39. engage students
clarifying their own

aspirationsf # = 4 K I
A EEE ?

in

40. ask the students how th

would approach a learnin

g
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taskAf 7] 2 &£ A4 0 Al 52
RECHEIES?

41. feel irritation at studer
inattentiveness in the

learning setting® # 4 £
RRNTEPBHIBEZKER?

42. integrate teaching

techniques with subject

matter contentF (¥ 1H
FMRENRESE—E?

43. develop supportiv
relationships with your

students&EF £ F R X i
S ESE

(4%

44. experience uncondition
positive regard for

students¥ F £ BRIT LR
RV TR B R PE 2

al

45. respect the dignity an
integrity of the

studentsBEEF4EMWE™
FMABHTE?

d




Lu, Yunlin, 2014, UMSL p. 177

Thank you for participating in this research.

BABHES AT !

Appendix G: Scoring the MIPI and the MIPI-S
MIPI 1 MIPI-S 448
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Appendix : Scoring the MIPI and the MIPI-S % 4

Scoring process for both instruments: A =1, B C27 3, D =4, and E=5

except onreverse scored items.

NENERETSD : A=1,B=2,C=3,D=4, E=R 7T kMito B 5.

Scoring for items in Factors 5 and 7 is reversed A B =4,C=3,D =2 and
E = 1.Reverse scored items are 5, 13, 18, 27,824 B (Factor 5) and 3, 11, 20,

25, 34(Factor 7).

SNERFSM7TANTBiT 9K : A=5B=4,C=3,D=2ME=1 AF5
a&it9mWmE 25, 13, 18, 27, 32, 36, 41H F78 /I E £3, 11, 20, 25, 34

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (M)
4 7 1 6 5 2 3

12 8 9 14 13 10 11
19 16 22 15 18 21 20
26 28 23 17 27 24 25
33 29 42 37 32 35 34
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30 38 36

31 40 41

39

43

44

45
Total Total Total Total Total Total Total

POSSIBLE | POSSIBLE

FACTORS MEAN | TOTAL | \ovoM | MAXIMUM
1. Teacher empathy with students. 5 25
2. Teacher trust of students. 11 55
3. Planning and delivery of 5 25
instruction.
4. Accommodating student 7 35
uniqueness.
5. Teacher insensitivity towand 7 35
students
6. Experience based learning 5 25
Techniques (student-centered
learning process).
7. Teacher-centered learning 5 25

process.
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Appendix H: Incentive Information and Personal Contct Information

SERERMANMARRER
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Appendix H: Incentive Information and Personal Contct
Information

SERERMANMARRER

As an incentive to participate in this study, adlricipants whocomplete the
online research surveyswill be eligible to win a RMB 50 YuanSupermarket,
movie, or book-purchasing gift card.

NS ERMRBENRED , IEANRAEESEINRRENESRAR
MHBHWY%, BRARF[EWIF

The drawing rate will reach 5% of the total pagants in the end.

MR PRGN ES 5 ABRI5%.

If you wish to take part in the drawing, please fill in your information as the
below:

1) completeyour email address,

2) your name and your contact address, or your Inwei] and
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3) contact telephone number.
MRMRBEZERER  FEEEXNERNT

1) ] 15 E & i) email i it

2) ® W % B B KR X B X , @B B &
f5:
3) Bx R B iE

If I win, | understand that the person in charge tbé drawing (not the
Investigator) willcontact me to verify my aboveommhation.

G WREMGU AR, HEIEZTE HEZHNREF ( TEHAAE )
S FEEXT LR IEE AT HRE

Signature:

XZ -

If you have any questions or concerns about this drawing, pleasecontact the

| nvestigator:

MRIEEREMAD , FHRARZAEAGEIMEL

Yunlin Lu, (025)87769211 or yunlinl@hotmail.com.
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Appendix I: Instruments Permission Letter from Dr. John A. Henschke
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LINDENW@D

LINDENWOOD UNIVERSITY  ST.CHARILES, MISSOURI

5/25/13

Mr. Yunlin Lu
Doctoral Student
University of Missouri St. Louis
#1 University Drive
St. Louis, Missouri 63121

Dear Mr. Yunlin Lu:

| am pleased that you wish to use the Modified Instictional Perspectives
Inventory (MIPI) and the Modified Instructional Per spectives Inventory —
Adapted for Student Use (MIPI-S) in your Doctoral Ossertation at the
University of Missouri-St. Louis. | understand tha your dissertation is to be
entitled, “An Exploration of Merit Pay, Teacher and Student Satisfaction,
and Teacher Performance Evaluation from an Instructonal Perspective.”

| hereby give you permission to use these copyrigdd instruments. | would
expect appropriate citations for the Inventoriesn your dissertation or any
publications that result from using them.

If there is any other way | may help you in this pocess, please let me know.
My best wishes to you in your research. | look faward to hearing of your
results.

Most Sincerely,

John (. Fenschhe

John A. Henschke Ed. D.
Chair of the Andragogy (Adult Education) Doctorahghasis Specialty

Instructional Leadership Doctoral Program
Phone: 314-651-9897
E-mail: jhenschke@lindenwood.edu
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Andragogy Websiteshttp://www.lindenwood.edu/education/andragogy/
http://www.umsl.edu/~henschke

209 S. Kingshighway* Saint Charles, MO 63301-169% Phone: (636) 949-2000
www.lindenwood.edu
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