
 

 

ABSTRACT 

SPRAGLEY, KELVIN LAMONT.  Exploring Congruity of Curriculum and Instruction 

Policy Positions between the North Carolina Association of Educators and Its Teacher 

Members.  (Under the direction of John K. Lee.) 

 

To better understand issues of congruity between the North Carolina Association of 

Educators (NCAE) and its teacher membership, this study surveyed a sample of NCAE’s 

membership about issues related to curriculum and instruction.  The research reported here 

utilized a model (exchange theory) that makes a distinction between voluntary membership 

organizations and non-voluntary membership organizations. The survey sampled 263 NCAE 

teacher members.  Descriptive statistics, ANOVAs, and content analysis addressed three 

specific questions about congruity of positions taken by NCAE on curriculum and instruction 

issues and the beliefs of NCAE members.  Results suggest NCAE members hold views very 

congruent with NCAE leadership.  The importance of making distinctions between teacher 

views in non-bargaining states is a major implication of the findings.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

Introduction 

 Interest groups are organized collections of people who seek to influence political 

decisions and policy, as well as to help communicate viewpoints that political parties 

sometimes cannot or will not address (Nice, 1984).  The study of interest groups applies to 

constituents and members of respective organizations that have democratically elected their 

leaders to espouse their views on particular issues of concern (Bowler and Hanneman, 2006; 

Kuklinski, 1979).  Interest group activity among organizations also offers clues as to why 

people join membership organizations and what they expect in return for their membership 

(Sabatier and McLaughlin, 1990).  Several scholars have addressed how and if organizations, 

voluntary or involuntary
1
, represent the policy wishes of their group members (Browne, 

1977; Cornwell and Harrison, 2004; Keiser, Wilkins, Meier, and Holland, 2002;  Lieberman, 

2002; Mansbridge, 1999; Mitchell, 1997; Salisbury, 1975).  Findings from these works 

argued that leaders and leadership style within interest groups oftentimes dictated the level of 

policy issue congruity between members and organizations.  According to Franke and 

Dobson (1985), most stances taken by a respective interest group’s leadership normally 

reflected the wishes of the majority of its members in cases where membership was 

contingent upon matters and decisions made by the organization.  This construct is very 

evident in voluntary membership organizations. 

                                                 
1
 The reference to involuntary organizations contained within this work refers to unions that require individuals 

to be members of the organization.  These individuals pay membership dues (agency fee) that are often less than 

those who voluntarily choose to join the union.  This fee represents the cost of being a part of what is referred to 

as the bargaining unit.  
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The North Carolina Association of Educators (NCAE) is a voluntary membership 

organization.  As the largest education organization in the state, NCAE is composed 

primarily of teacher members who assume that their policy expectations are carried out by 

the associations’ elected leadership and hired staff.  As is the case with many voluntary 

membership organizations, NCAE members are provided an opportunity to make changes to 

the organizations’ constitution, create legislative agendas, dictate positions of major policy 

decisions, and provide substantive input into other activities that surround the philosophical 

direction of the organization.  As a result of this intimate level of participation, members 

expect that NCAE leadership will carry out the policy interests of dues paying members.  

Although this system might seem democratic, and the expectations logical, the question of 

whether or not NCAE is actually pursuing the policy interest of its members is less clear.  For 

example, though NCAE members have argued for higher salaries as part of their legislative 

agenda for a number of years (North Carolina Association of Educators Legislative Agendas 

for the years 2003-2006), the fact that select steps on the salary schedule continue to receive 

higher percentage increases while the majority of other steps receive lower percentage 

increases that are barely above the rate of inflation might represent a lack of congruity 

between NCAE leadership actions and member desires, implying that NCAE leadership may 

consistently hold different views on who should receive a substantive pay increase and who 

should not.  More so, though NCAE members have endorsed the need for the right to 

professionally negotiate their salaries and benefits with their respective employers (North 

Carolina Association of Educators Platforms and Resolutions, 2006), the NCAE Board of 

Directors appointed and then removed its executive staff from a joint committee with other 
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organizations that have the same goal.  These examples represent a nebulous level of 

congruity at best.  It is unclear if this is a failure of the ability of the organizations’ leadership 

to have success in political and policy lobbying or if NCAE’s policy initiatives are driven by 

select groups within the organization that are not representative of the larger membership. 

 The purpose of this study was to examine congruity of curriculum and instruction 

policy positions between NCAE and its teacher members.  Using an instrument created 

specifically for this purpose via a content analysis of selected NCAE documents, the study 

was conducted by surveying a random sample of 263 NCAE teacher members of the 

approximately 40,000 teacher members of the organization.  The study included an analysis 

of selected demographic characteristics of participants including race, gender, number of 

year’s teaching/member of NCAE, grade level teaching, and education attainment. 

 Background on the NCAE  

The North Carolina Association of Educators (NCAE) was formed on July 1, 1970, 

by the merger of the North Carolina Education Association (formed in 1857 with all white 

members) and the North Carolina Teachers Association (formed in 1880 with all black 

members) (Keever, 1970).  Documents confirming the merger were signed at the National 

Education Association (NEA) Convention in San Francisco, California, and the new Board of 

Directors met for the first time in 1969.  NCAE is currently one of the larger state affiliates 

of the NEA ranking 14th of the 53 affiliates.  NCAE is an all-inclusive association with all 

categories of professional school personnel eligible for membership including teacher 

assistants and other support personnel.  The total membership (active, associate, student, 

retired, staff) is approximately 70,000.  NCAE has one of the largest representative 
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assemblies (state convention) among the 53 NEA affiliates.  The ratio of delegates to active 

members is 1 to 20. The NCAE Representative Assembly usually has about 1,500 delegates 

attending.  NCAE also has one of the largest college student organizations among the NEA 

affiliates (North Carolina Association of Educators History, 2007).  NCAE occupied its 

current headquarters, the NCAE Center, in 1979.  The organization has 112 local units in 

public school districts, special State schools, and institutions of higher education.  The North 

Carolina Association of Educators is governed by an annual Representative Assembly and a 

Board of Directors. The Board meets about six times a year.  NCAE sends approximately 

225 delegates to the NEA Convention and employs 82 staff persons, including 38 field staff 

employees in regional offices across the state.  The state president of NCAE serves while on 

leave from his/her job as a teacher and serves as the full time chief executive officer of the 

association for a two year term, or four years if re-elected (NCAE History, 2007).  The vice 

president also serves full time for a two year term, or four years if re-elected.  The executive 

director serves as the chief administrative officer of the association. 

Viewed by many policymakers and educators in the state as the premier advocate for 

public education in North Carolina, NCAE uses its political clout to address educational 

issues within the state such as site-based management, teacher tenure, teacher salary, merit 

pay, and academic freedom.  A central task in this research was to consider a theoretical 

framework which would allow for an examination of whether NCAE leaders accurately 

represent the policy views of its teacher members.  In the section presented below, a 

theoretical framework is presented followed by a statement of the problem that drove this 

research project.  
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Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework that supported this research was the Exchange Theory, 

which predicts substantial congruence between organization leaders and members of 

voluntary organizations (Salisbury, 1969).  Salisbury (1969) argued that congruence would 

be high in organizations where collective policy benefits provided important inducements to 

membership (pp. 27-28).  In the case of voluntary membership organizations, the exchange 

theory assumes that the majority of the members’ views should be congruent with the 

organization; otherwise, they would choose to drop their membership (Sabatier and 

McLaughlin, 1990).  The exception would be trade unions where the right to drop ones’ 

membership is not an option (Schlozman and Tierney, 1986).  The Exchange Theory is also 

supported by the view that hired staff members who work for voluntary organizations are 

normally preoccupied with the maintenance needs of the organization and are thus very 

solicitous of the members’ policy preferences, as this insures future employment (Hayes, 

1986).  In Exchange Theory the promise of advocacy is one of the primary recruitment tools 

used by organization leadership to entice one to become a member of a voluntary 

organization, consequently leaders should be very solicitous of members’ views and will go 

to extreme lengths to influence them (Moe, 1980).  Exchange Theory also suggests that the 

more important policy issues are to members, the more congruent issues will be between 

members and leaders (Miller and Stokes, 1963).   

Berry (1984) summarized much of the traditional work related to Exchange Theory.  

He noted that unanimity of organizational philosophy should be the rule because of 

congruence between members and organizational leadership and the stated mission of the 
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voluntary organization to which they belong.  Any protest to the actions of organizational 

leadership, Berry stated, would be the act of failing to renew ones’ membership.  On the 

other hand, Sabatier and McLaughlin (1990) argued that there was little empirical evidence 

for the claims of member-leadership congruity in voluntary organizations, and that the need 

for more research in this area was extremely important if the theory was to substantively 

support numerous historical claims made on its behalf. 

Figure 1 illustrates the notion of a relationship between organizational leadership and 

its members and how the two entities exchange respective services.  In this illustration, 

leaders and members are depicted as dependent on each other for success. There is also 

considerable interface and solicitation by the organization of the members’ views on 

respective issues.  This solicitation of members’ views may take the form of focus groups, 

news bulletins, surveys, conference calls, or frequent member-driven conventions and 

meetings.  Assuming that the leadership of the voluntary organization has views very similar 

to the members, the theory suggests that most actions taken by leaders would have previously 

received the support of the members of the organization.  Any final action is normally always 

supported by members and organizations alike considering that the leadership consistently 

seeks the views of the member.  From a very practical standpoint, the concept of “exchange” 

is manifest in this theory by the manner organizations provide services to their members (e.g. 

advocacy on issues of interest, research on pertinent issues, member benefit discounts) in 

return for member service and allegiance to the organization (e.g. dues dollars, numerous 

volunteers). 
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                             Figure 1: Exchange Theory Model 

Statement of the Problem 

There is little empirical data which directly explores whether or not there are 

substantive policy differences between teacher members and their professional organizations 

in non-union, voluntary membership states when considering public school education policy 

issues.  In the review of the literature described here, there continues to be this general 

tendency to assume that teachers, who belong to some type of education organization, 

generally support the positions that their organizations take.  Additionally, these same 

sources assume that teachers in each state, regardless of cultural background, education level, 

race, and gender, share the same general views on the same policy issues.  If left 

unchallenged, this assumption might reflect an inaccurate picture of what teachers actually 

believe about educational issues.  It then is important for researchers to begin to question 

these assumptions if the policy and education communities are to better understand and 

communicate the true motives of teachers.  William Ade’s study of teacher/organization 
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congruity in 1982 comes closest to pointing out the distinct differences that may exist 

between teachers and their organizations regarding educational policy, but that study used a 

sample population of teachers who were all members of teacher unions.  Despite the 

limitations of Ade’s sample, inferences have been made from the Ade study to all teachers 

without consideration of other structural differences that exist in non-bargaining, voluntary 

membership states (Ade, 1982). 

The questions and issues that shape my research on the topic of congruity between 

NCAE and its teacher members were many.  Since very little work had been conducted in 

this area, the researcher considered whether teachers in a non-union, voluntary membership 

state like North Carolina were supportive of their organizations’ policy actions.  The 

researcher also wanted to explore if the leadership of the NCAE was responsive to its 

membership’s stated directives when addressing curriculum and instruction policy.  More so, 

the researcher was interested in knowing how NCAE defined curriculum and instruction 

policy.  In exploring these issues and how they related to the demographic differences among 

members, the researcher was curious if there were substantive policy distinctions among 

teacher members of NCAE when considering member demographic characteristics such as 

race, gender, education attainment, grade level taught, and length of time as a member and 

teacher. Finally, since North Carolina is a non-bargaining state and teachers can choose to 

drop their membership in NCAE when they are not satisfied with the work of the 

organization, the researcher was interested in exploring the areas teacher members feel 

NCAE needs to do a better job addressing if they are to stay members.  

 



          9 

 

 

CHAPTER II 

Literature Review 

Introduction to Literature 

The following literature review explores various aspects member-organization 

congruity and how groups attempt to represent the views of its members.  At the core of the 

review is an examination of teacher interaction with their organizations.  The first section of 

the review explores research that considers general representation between members and the 

organizations to which they belong.  The section also addresses how similarities and 

differences on organization issues break down between various groups within the same 

organization.  The second section is a review of how teachers relate to the unions and 

professional organizations to which they belong.  Finally, the third section explores the 

concept of teacher knowledge and how this type of knowledge enables teachers to share 

similar views on many policy issues that are either opposed, or strongly questioned, by the 

general population. 

Group Representation and Congruity 

 Luttbeg and Zeigler (1966) posited that few political interest groups actually have 

formal ways and means of ascertaining the desires of their members.  More than 50 years 

ago, Truman (1951) noted this disconnection between leadership and members, by pointing 

out that the affairs of most interest groups are run on a day-to-day basis by a fraction of the 

total membership.  In most cases, the hired staff actually “runs” political interest group 

organization, with the elected governance trusting the long-time experience of those who 

have done the work over a period of time.   
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 In a review of how interest groups advocated for their constituents, Truman (1951) 

examined characteristics that had a role in influencing success in lobbying.  These 

characteristics included group size, financing, lobbying techniques and the extent to which 

interested people felt an allegiance to the actions of interest group leadership.  Truman 

(1951) found that member allegiance to interest group action was viewed as the primary 

element that influenced successful lobbying by organizational leadership since it gave 

political significance to other factors.  According to Truman (1951), leaders felt that any 

issue members strongly supported would result in widespread activity such as rallies and 

letter writing to policy-makers.  The implication of this work was that without some degree 

of group allegiance to an organization, factors such as size, financing, and lobbying 

techniques would have little impact on a particular group’s success.    Cartwright (1968) 

added to Truman’s’ work by noting that when interest group leadership failed to 

acknowledge members’ lack of a allegiance to organization policy action, the organization’s 

professional attractiveness was lowered and group allegiance was threatened.  Cartwright 

1968) further noted that success in meeting member’s expectations by pursuing member 

allegiance to relevant issues generated a stronger attraction to the organization.  

Research has also suggested that certain social characteristics are predictors of greater 

political participation and that these characteristics manifest through interest group activities 

by examining politically motivated behavior.  According to Stokes (1960) and Lipset (1959), 

these characteristics included age, educational attainment, and interest in politics.  Stokes 

(1960) and Lipset (1959) found that individuals who were motivated to participate in 

political and policy activity also were similar in their age, education background, and general 
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concern for politics. Conversely, they also found that when groups were not interested in 

politics, there tended to be a similar correlation between their social background and interest 

in politics.  Research in political participation has suggested that few individual 

characteristics are exclusive in predicting participation. 

Pamela Conover (1984) examined representation of constituency views on select 

policy issues and how the views differed among various group.  Conover (1984) used a 

schematic approach to outline the perceptual effects that belonging to a certain group or 

groups could influence whether one thinks their organization is representing their policy 

views.  Using data from the 1980 National Election Study to test some of the hypotheses 

from the schematic approach, Conover (1984) suggested that group identifications played an 

important role in defining perceptual viewpoints related to politics.  She further noted that 

“one’s objective membership in a social group takes on psychological and political 

significance” (Conover, 1984, p. 761).  Finally, Conover argued that the self-location in a 

group is dictated by the relevance of the issues that the group chooses to focus on. Hence, the 

study implied that people who identify with different constituency groups within an 

organization focused on different interests than the majority of members and evaluated 

political issues from different perspectives. 

In examining group representations within unions, Newton and Shore (1992) 

identified and described eight types of union members.  Four of these member types were 

developed based on an interactive relationship between union instrumentality and 

commitment.  The others were based on interactions between negative views of the union 

ideology and union instrumentality.  This theoretical model was used to synthesize the 
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literature concerning union membership.  The authors noted throughout their work that there 

has been a reoccurring theme in the literature where the majority of attitudinal research on 

present union members has focused on union commitment.  Findings from the work point out 

that union member’s positive or negative view of the union activities reflect combinations of 

construct interaction in areas such as commitment and opposition.  The authors also conclude 

that the form (or allegiance) of union membership arises from individual perceptions and 

predispositions, which are influenced by external and work variables. 

 Clausens’ (1977) work contributed to the theory of the accuracy with which leaders 

of organizations perceive the views of their constituents.  The author reviewed social science 

literature relevant to this area and found that much of the work had been conducted in two 

areas; the perceptual task of the perceiver and the assessment of perceptual accuracy.  The 

work noted that political leaders have a tendency to overestimate likenesses, or congruity, 

with their constituents.  This may be due to the fact that in many political cultures with 

categories of people with like characteristics, they are perceived as sharing common beliefs, 

attitudes, and values.  Clausen believes that the result is less accuracy on behalf of the leader 

when assessing his constituent’s views. 

 In an article written by Ridgeway and Shelly (2004), the authors noted widely shared 

cultural beliefs about gender and their impact in what they referred to as "social relational" 

contexts.  These cultural beliefs, the two believed, were among the primary components that 

maintain and change the gender system.  The two noted that when gender is salient in 

ubiquitous contexts such as education, cultural beliefs about gender function as part of the 

rules of the game, causing bias via behaviors, performances, and evaluations of otherwise 
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similar men and women in systematic ways that the authors believe have far reaching 

impacts in policy and political arenas.  While the biasing impact of gender beliefs may be 

small in any one instance, the consequences cumulate over individuals' lives, personal and 

professional, and result in different outcomes for men and women and the groups in which 

they belong.  The authors show how these findings shed new light on many defining features 

of the gender system and illustrate the various implications for research into specific 

questions about gender inequality. 

 Franke and Dobson (1985) explored intragroup policy representation in large, 

voluntary associations.  They surveyed members and leaders of the National Retired 

Teachers Association (NRTA) and the American Association for Retired People (AARP) and 

found that leadership was statistically closer to the policy preferences expressed by the very 

active among the membership.  Franke and Dobson (1985) assumed that representation was 

dependent upon members sharing their policy preferences with the leadership.  The model 

used by the researchers was participation based and emphasized the importance of the 

intervening role played by group activists.  Although Franke and Dobson (1985) found in 

their study that many people still join interest groups for reasons unrelated to group policy 

pursuits, their research strongly suggested that the representativeness of the policy positions 

articulated by interest group leadership is ultimately governed by conditions which are 

related to the motivations underlying group membership.  

 In a study of active members of political parties, McCulloch (1990) noted that there 

were rarely reasons examined as to why individuals participated in these groups.  The author 

argued that only by introducing selective incentives from culture and ideology can an 
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understanding of voluntary political participation be achieved.  He also argued that for many 

activists, while their initial motivation for joining a party was important, the activity becomes 

an end in itself.  McCulloch further believed that the initial motivation for joining a party and 

continued participation are probably different. 

 Smith (1995) reviewed research that explored how lobbyist and interest groups 

influence the actions of the U.S. Congress.  The author inventoried and critiqued much of 

what he called “conflicting findings” on the topic of interest group influence.  Smith 

acknowledged that there is a better understanding of interest groups and how they operate.  

But when it comes to the role that interest groups play in setting agendas, formulating policy 

alternatives, or in persuading the members of congressional committees, the information is 

speculative at best. 

But how do issues of group representation and congruity apply specifically to 

teachers?  Do teachers who belong to advocacy organizations have views on educational 

issues that vary depending on age, gender, race, and time spent in the profession and the 

organization?  Or, do teachers represent congruity on the majority of views supported by 

teacher organizations? 

Teachers and Interest Groups 

 In one of the first studies of teachers and interest groups, Hagburg (1966) noted that 

differences between educators who were active in their organization and those who were not 

indicated the level of satisfaction with the policy actions of organization leadership.  Hagburg 

(1966) noted in his study, which addressed factors affecting union membership activities, that 

members who are more active in union activities, as contrasted to the less active, regarded 
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the organization, or some part of it, as a source of primary group satisfaction.  Hagburg 

(1966) contended that members who were more satisfied, as well as more active in 

organization activities, are the same individuals who tended to be instrumental in directing 

the organization’s goals and objectives.  Members who sat on committees or volunteered for 

other group activities that they perceived would help them address a relevant policy initiative 

consistently rated their experience as a member as a positive one.  

Sinclair and Tetrick (1995) suggested that much research illustrates that the primary 

determinant of union members’ level of commitment is their satisfaction with the union’s 

ability to secure desired levels of various work-based outcomes, such as wages and benefits.  

The authors stated that this is mainly a social exchange view of union commitment, similar in 

scope to the structure espoused by Salisbury (1969) and Hayes (1986) where they noted that 

the promise of advocacy is one of the primary tools used to recruit and retain members.  In 

conducting a study that extended organizational support perceptions and predicted union 

commitment, results indicated that perception of union support accounted for more variance 

in union commitment than did union instrumentality.  These findings indicate that the 

perceptions of union members may tend to be stronger on work-related objectives as opposed 

maintaining a general allegiance.  These findings were consistent across social professions 

such as teaching and police work as well as within the traditional labor force. 

There have not been many studies illustrating the extent to which teacher 

organizations represent the policy views of their teacher members. In one of these few 

studies, William Ade (1982) studied 107 Illinois elementary school teachers who were 

enrolled in a graduate program and investigated the relationship between teacher 
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characteristics and congruity on policy views between the teachers and leaders of the 

organizations.  As part of the study, Ade (1982) isolated factors such as age, education 

attainment, and membership in NEA or and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) as 

potentially influencing these levels of congruity. Fourteen research hypotheses were posited 

suggesting that teacher characteristics would be related to select education issues (e.g. 

teacher tenure, professional development, salary increase proposals).  Ade (1982) found that 

differences in policy belief representation between teachers and teacher organization 

leadership varied depending on the age of the teacher, how long the teacher has been in the 

profession, and how long they had been a member of their respective organization.  

Specifically, the younger a member was and the less time s/he had been a member of the 

organization and teaching, the more likely that there was to be a difference concerning how 

organization leadership represented their policy views. 

 Dorothy Jessup (1978) investigated factors that underlie teacher support for union 

positions.  She found that as long as the union addressed issues that made teachers feel that 

their profession was not respected by policy-makers and the general public, they would in 

turn be more supportive of the efforts of the organization.  Specifically, these sources of 

powerlessness included teachers’ attitude favoring more autonomy in the classroom and 

dissatisfaction with both local administrative leadership and educational programs in the 

schools.  Teachers reporting powerlessness showed higher rates of union participation than 

those who did not feel the same way.  These teachers were more likely, according to Jessup 

(1978), to participate in union rallies, make contributions to political action committees, and 

serve on select organization committees. This data was similar for both members of NEA and 
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AFT, though AFT members tended to encourage their leadership to focus more on addressing 

educational issues as opposed to NEAs’ members who wanted to focus more on economic 

issues. 

 Allegiance to any respective group varies depending on the issue and which segment 

of the general membership is perceived to benefit most from its possible implementation.  

Eberts (2007) stated that, “teacher unions have a history of fragmentation and internal 

bickering” (p. 202). He further noted that opponents of unions are quick to point out 

teachers’ unions can become excessively demanding, seeking to make the opinion of teachers 

the dominant force in education.  Eberts (2007) also contended that they tend to be 

dominated by radical groups that do not truly represent the majority of teacher members and 

posited that, in difficult economic times, teachers lose interest in professional matters in their 

drive for better salaries and conditions for teachers.  Lewicki, McAllister, and Bies, (1998) 

contended that teacher organizations, and others, are rife with mixed and multiple motive 

conditions that challenge people’s ability to manage the complexities of simultaneous trust 

and distrust of the groups and organizations to which they belong.  Beatte (1986) even argued 

that the needs of women in teacher unions, and organizations in general, are different than 

that of men, who tend to be the leaders in these organizations.  This seems to be the case as 

women have not been viewed as equals and full participants in the union movement, even 

though they may represent the majority of members in the respective organization, stated 

Beatte. 

 Since the ability of union locals to attain their goals is generally based on the 

members’ loyalty, belief in the objectives of organized labor, and willingness to perform 
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services voluntarily, commitment is part of the very fabric of unions (Sverke and Kuruvilla, 

1995).  In order for this commitment to be a conduit for mobilization and activity, the level 

of trust between member and organization must be reciprocal in some capacity.  By 

definition, trust as it relates to organization and member can be defined as what Mayer, 

Davis, and Schoorman (1995) referred to as: 

The willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on 

the expectation that the other party will perform a particular action important to the 

trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control the other party (p. 723).  

In a case study examining how union leaders constructed the relationship between  

teachers’ self-interest, teachers’ broader educational interest, and the internal and external 

factors that influenced how union teachers pursued union interests, Poole (2000) found that 

leaders often construct paradoxical relationships between teachers’ self-interest and broader 

education goals.  Poole noted that issues related to salary and job security were often placed 

in competition with issues related to professional development and accountability.  This 

resulted, according to Poole, in teacher members of unions constantly trying to prioritize the 

importance of these issues on both a personal and professional level.  The findings indicated 

that most union leaders focused on a dialectic relationship between economic welfare and 

professional development, which teachers tended to believe led to education quality over the 

long run, but had the ability to cause temporary policy incongruence in the short run.  These 

finding are even more pronounced considering that there are considerable comparisons made 

between union and non- union employees.  The literature is clear that this dynamic makes the 

job of the union leader that much more difficult.  Noteworthy to this issue is the work of 
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Figlio (2002).  In his study comparing the quality of teachers based on salary, significant 

differences were found.  For non-union school districts, he found a positive, statistically 

significant relationship between a districts’ teacher salaries and the districts probability of 

hiring qualified teachers.  A negative relationship was found in unionized school districts. 

 In research examining voluntary organizations, Luttbeg and Zeigler (1966) explored 

the ways that a leader may attempt to satisfy the desires of an organizations’ membership.  

The two authors gathered data from the membership and leadership of the Oregon Education 

Association where they collected three sets of information needed to test their theory.  The 

data was based on information obtained from the beliefs and attitudes of the members of the 

Association, the beliefs and attitudes of the leaders of the Association, and the perception of 

the attitudes of the members as held by the leaders.  Findings from the study indicated that 

the three ways leaders attempted to satisfy the desires of the members were to unconsciously 

act consistently with member desires, respond entirely in terms of personal attitudes and 

beliefs, and consciously seek to do what it was believed the membership of the organization 

desired. Regardless of the method used to satisfy the policy desires of the organization’s 

membership, leaders in the Oregon Education Association were more liberal than the 

members and leaders were more willing than the members to expand the legislative activities 

of the organization.  Another finding was that leaders exaggerated the atypical nature of their 

position, thus saw the members as more conservative than they really were. 

 But, what is it about teachers that cause many of them to have any type of allegiance 

or interest in these organizations?  Are there job related experiences that cause camaraderie 

of sorts among teachers?  The following section will argue that teachers have a form of 
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knowledge that makes them unique in their views on educational issues and argues that they 

have an alternate perspective of what is required to make conditions better for themselves   

 General Theories Concerning Teacher Knowledge 

The importance of teachers’ personal beliefs and other cognitive characteristics that 

influence their approach to knowledge about teaching, the classroom environment, and 

addressing educational issues of concern has been well documented (Berg, 2002; Lemming, 

1991; Raymond, 1997; Shuman, 1986).  Results from studies addressing teacher knowledge 

point out that people in general make sense of their social worlds and continually construct 

and reconstruct them according to views that fit into their understanding of society 

(Cherryholmes, 1980).  Teachers also bring their own personal beliefs, or teacher knowledge, 

to the educational environment and tend to use advocacy organizations to represent their 

views concerning what should take place in the instructional setting.  The job of the advocacy 

organization is to consider what teacher knowledge is worth representing in a context that 

may be challenged by non-educators and the general public. 

Deforges and Lings (1998) noted that the application of teacher knowledge is 

important when teaching students how to acquire content knowledge.  Teachers and the 

organizations that represent them, the authors argue, must adopt strategic approaches to aid 

in engaging students in tasks which require the use of curriculum context.  In order to be 

successful in transferring this knowledge, teachers must engage in personal and professional 

debate with students, whereby students are taught “what to do when they do not know what 

to do” (p. 396).  Angrist and Guryan (2004) noted that not even the empirical data obtained 

from passing the Praxis test provides criteria that correlate with successful and quality 
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teaching.  They also noted that most characteristics that make a teacher successful are salient 

and are difficult to quantify.   

In one study, Pohan and Aguilar (2001) assessed pre-service and practicing 

educators’ personal and professional beliefs concerning diversity in an effort to explore 

teacher interactions with students.  Pohan and Aguilar (2001) pointed out that the social 

knowledge these individuals brought to the educational setting shaped their teaching style, 

and by default, the views that they would take to their representative organizations 

concerning educational issues.  Pohan and Aguilar (2001) posited that since professional 

beliefs, which are often crafted and presented by teacher organizations, are influenced by 

personal beliefs, it is critical that school curriculum address deeper issues related to diversity.  

Pohan and Aguilar (2001) also found that female pre-service teachers tended to be more 

accepting of diversity in the classroom than males.  When practicing teachers were 

considered, the finding did not note the same level of acceptance of diversity.   

Achinstein, Ogaua, and Sperglman (2004) noted, in results that were similar to many 

other studies, that socialization works and new teachers express beliefs and enact practices 

that reflect their districts approaches to certain content instructions.  Subsequent analysis 

suggested that state education policies and teachers’ backgrounds, and the policies supported 

or challenged by teacher organizations interacted to shape the socialization of many new 

teachers.  This, they believed, often resulted in schools having relatively distinct tracks for 

teachers; those who adhered to local scope and sequence instructional policy and those who 

chose to deviate from the same policies.  In a related study, Dee (2005) measured the 

correlation between teachers’ and students’ race, ethnicity, gender and expectations of 
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teachers about student abilities.  He found that teachers’ backgrounds and characteristics (e.g. 

race, ethnicity, gender) related to teachers’ perceptions of student performance, especially 

among students from the southern areas of the United States. 

Cochrane-Smith and Lytle (1990) argued that what is missing from the knowledge 

base for teaching are the voices of the teachers themselves; the questions that teachers ask, 

the ways that teachers use writing and intentional talk in their work lives and the interpretive 

frames that teachers use to understand and improve their own classroom practices.  They 

noted that by limiting the official knowledge base for teaching to what academics have 

chosen to study and write has contributed to a number of problems, most notably, the right to 

some form of academic freedom within the K-12 setting.  These problems, as defined by the 

two authors, manifest themselves in course curriculum and assessment choices made for 

students, where teachers generally have no opportunity to make recommendations.  

Cochrane-Smith and Lytle (1990) noted that teacher organizations normally address issues of 

academic freedom for its members in the policy and political arena, although, with very little 

success. 

From a historical standpoint, the concept of teacher knowledge has been on the 

educational scene since the 1950s and 60s.  Schwab and Harper (1970), in an effort to 

redefine the role of the teacher in education, believed that there was growing evidence for the 

need to take into consideration the personal beliefs, views, and cultural attitudes that teachers 

would juxtapose into their own instruction.  Schwab suggested that teachers could discover, 

from looking at their own practices, experiences, and the consequences of them, some of the 

inadequacies of flawed instructional practices that they had used in the past.  According to 
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Schwab and Harper (1970), teachers felt that if oft omitted factors such as reflection and 

personal views concerning curriculum were added to the conversation surrounding creative 

teaching and school practices, it would help to constitute a defensible and effective scheme 

of education whereby more collaboration could take place between teachers, teacher 

representatives, school systems and policymakers. 

Drawing from the work of John Dewey, Schwab and Harper (1970) further posited 

that the teacher must be a learner and must use the classroom as a venue and means to reflect 

upon education as a whole, as the laboratory in which to translate his or her reflections into 

actions, and thus to test reflections, actions, and various outcomes against many criteria.  

According to Schwab and Harper (1970), good teachers apply their own personal learning to 

the teaching and learning process. Schwab (1970) put forward a general thesis that called for 

a “renaissance” in the field of curriculum and a renewed capacity to contribute to the quality 

of American education.  In order to achieve this change, he posited that curriculum work 

should be diverted from the theoretical to the practical, and that there should be more 

commingling of the arts and real life experiences in education instruction.   

Building off of Schwab’s and Harper’s work, Shuman (1986) argued that there were 

actually three types of knowledge that related to teachers and teaching: disciplined empirical, 

practical experience, and moral/ethical reasoning.  Shuman (1986) argued that practical 

experience is never confined to research and is normally difficult to demonstrate.  Practical 

teacher knowledge represents certain approaches to teaching within the teaching profession 

(e.g. the maxim don’t smile until Christmas).  This type of knowledge, though not empirical, 

is still imperative to a teachers’ success in and out of the classroom.  Ethical reasoning 
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knowledge reflects the individual norms, values, and philosophical commitments of justice, 

fairness, and equity and is knowledge that teachers have prior to becoming an educator.  

According to Shuman (1986), this knowledge guides the core of all the work produced by the 

teacher, not because it is true in scientific terms, but because it is viewed as ethically the right 

thing to do and it is what teachers use when considering how they are going to treat their 

students, colleagues, as well as reconcile issues surrounding their profession via their 

organizations.   

 Darling-Hammond (1990) has added to this work by noting that improving 

instructional policy can only take place when conversations are held with teacher 

practitioners.  She does not support the current view of instructional policy improvement, 

whereby policymakers look to student test scores as the driving force behind curricular 

change.  Darling-Hammond (1994) argued that because of the nature of knowledge, 

understanding, diversity of human experiences, and paths people take to learning that it is not 

plausible to make curriculum decisions detached from school and classroom experience 

about exactly what, how, when and in what way ideas ought to be taught.  The proper way to 

seek out what needs to be taught and when, according to Darling-Hammond (1994), is to 

make sure that the people who are doing the teaching in a respective school are provided an 

opportunity to provide insight into all issues that address curriculum and instruction.  Such 

opportunity would include input into the selection of textbooks, supplemental materials, 

scope and sequence of curriculum and an opportunity for teacher organizations to represent 

the views of their members. 
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 Groll, Abbott, Broadfoot, Osborne, and Pollard (1994) described four models that 

outline and analyze the role of teachers in formulating educational policy and change in 

educational processes.  The work supported the idea of teachers as partners in creating 

educational policy implementing it.  Moreover, the work proposed a model of teachers as 

policy-makers in practice to explain the reality of teaching situations which can lead to the 

independent actions of teachers having positive systemic policy effects.   

 Mac an Ghaill (1992) examined the institutional dialectical dynamics of how policy 

influences on teacher cultures and how teacher culture and personal beliefs influence policy.  

The result, he noted, could be the emergence of a new type of teacher: 

Starting with the teachers’ personal experiences, meanings, and descriptions of their 

working lives, it is suggested that the sociology of education provide a rigorous and 

critical framework, within which to analyze the social relations of school.  This might 

enable teachers to move beyond the level of appearance to the deeper reality of what 

is going on in their work place, which would in turn help to integrate the intellectual 

and practical elements in the educational division. (p. 195) 

Zanting, Verloop, and Vermunt (2003) noted that practical knowledge (tips, advice, 

useful suggestions) is developed or adjusted by teaching experience and integrates teacher 

content knowledge, knowledge about students, the curriculum, and pedagogy.  The authors 

noted that this “experimental wisdom” can be very valuable to practicing and pre-service 

teachers alike, and is often promoted by educational organizations, and sometimes the 

general public, as the salient skill set that makes some teachers successful and others not.  
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This point is further reinforced by the belief that public perceptions of teachers are embedded 

in a context of political, social, and cultural attitudes (Judge, 1995). 

 Golombek (1994) noted the dangers of not acknowledging the importance and impact 

of teachers’ knowledge and relying too heavily on a standardized curriculum to be the 

primary conduit whereby students are educated.  According to the author, this not only hurts 

teachers, but students as well in the long run: 

A scholarly body of knowledge that becomes so decontextualized may deny the 

experience of the individual and/or group involved in the teaching situation being 

studied.  What gets defined as teachers’ knowledge may not only be ineffectual in 

practical terms for the teacher but may marginalize the status of teachers whose 

knowledge lies outside of the status knowledge domain.  The result is that teachers’ 

voices are not only devalued but are often silenced. (p. 405) 

Golombek (1994) noted that because of the criticisms of teachers’ knowledge, it is 

important that researchers attempt to understand teachers and their organizations from the 

teachers’ own perspective.  All attempts to study teachers’ knowledge should first embody 

the perspective that teachers are active agents in their classrooms and outside of their 

classrooms.  Teachers, with students, create meaning and draw upon a number of resources 

in their pedagogical behavior.  Golombek has suggested that by focusing on teachers in this 

way, it becomes appropriate to begin asking such questions as what knowledge teachers 

have, how teachers acquire that knowledge outside of the classroom, and how teachers use 

that knowledge to make sense of their classrooms and beyond. 

 



          27 

 

 

Criticisms Concerning Teacher Knowledge 

 It is important to note that teacher knowledge does have its share of critics as to 

whether or not the concept should actually be considered as knowledge.  Orton (1993) 

believed that since teacher knowledge is not scientific, as is math and science, and since it 

varies from teacher to teacher, the education community would do well to challenge its 

legitimacy.  And although Cochrane-Smith and Lytle (1992) thought that the concept held 

some validity, they warned that there are others in the education community who believe that 

the nature of this concept may cause isolationism among teachers.  Finally, as teachers 

continue to be acknowledged as professionals, Pelligrin (1976) believed that any 

acknowledgement of teacher knowledge would make it more difficult for teachers to achieve 

the respect that they consistently seek through their organizations or otherwise.  

 On a macro level, it is important to point out that advocacy organizations represent 

member interests in the area of teacher knowledge (Tierney, 2004).  In the areas of freedom 

of speech (in and outside of the school setting) and academic freedom, teachers find that their 

job security is often challenged when there is a perceived breech in what they as teachers 

believe they can teach and what administrators and parents believe they can teach.  Teachers 

in general have very strong convictions about freedom of speech and academic freedom 

issues (Tierney, 2004; Barlow, 2005).  Lee and Garrett (2005) stated very clearly that: 

Those of us who teach are quick to protest any perceived threats to academic 

freedom, and appropriately so, for the freedom to give expression to our views, 

whatever they may be, are crucial for the intellectual health of our institutions.(p. 

267) 
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It is with that same fervor that unions and associations represent teachers’  

interest surrounding this aspect of teacher knowledge.  Via the grievance process, teachers 

are allowed to present their views and justify their actions whenever there is a concern that 

they have overstepped an academic boundary.  As members of a local union/organization, 

these teachers are provided representation in an effort to prepare for challenges by school 

administration.  In all cases the union will provide staff assistance to address these issues.  In 

many cases, the union will even provide a lawyer.     

 Implications of Literature 

 The literature reviewed in this report places the issue of congruity and teachers in a 

context that examines how and if interest group activity meets the specific needs of its 

membership.  In exploring group representation and congruity, the literature suggests that 

members of respective organizations may change their views depending on how a specific 

issue impacts them personally. In examining literature concerning teachers and interest 

groups, the findings illustrate that teacher loyalty to their organization is often depended on 

how they viewed the success of their organization, whether or not they were active or passive 

members, and whether or not organization leaders can satisfy the needs of various factions 

within the entity.  In reviewing literature concerning theories of teacher knowledge, the 

findings suggests that teachers bring their personal views to the education setting, and 

oftentimes these views impact the work that they do in and outside of the classroom.   

What is constantly missing from the literature on the issue of congruency between 

members of teacher organizations and their leaders is any substantive research concerning 

voluntary membership teacher organizations.  Unlike in union states, teachers who belong to 



          29 

 

 

voluntary membership organizations have the right to drop their membership if they become 

disgruntled with the actions of organization leadership.  What may be implied in situations 

where teachers can choose to stay as members of organizations or leave at will is the 

assumption that congruity of policy initiatives will be strong between member and voluntary 

organization.  Thus, the purpose of this study was to address this missing area in the 

literature.  In order to do so, the following questions were addressed:  

1. How congruent are NCAE teacher member views on curriculum and instruction 

policy issues with those of the Organization’s leadership? 

2. To what extent do particular demographic characteristics (i.e. race; number of years 

as a member of the state association; number of years as a teacher; education 

attainment; grade level taught; gender) correspond to congruency of curriculum and 

instruction policy positions among NCAE teacher members ?  

3. Do teacher members of NCAE generally believe that their organization does a good 

job of reflecting their views? 
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CHAPTER III 

Research Design and Methods 

Introduction 

 This study addressed responses to survey questions that provided insight into 

congruency of curriculum and instruction policy positions between teacher members of the 

North Carolina Association of Educators and its leadership.  Data are reported in descriptive 

forms, including means and standard deviations, as well as on demographic characteristics of 

respondents using ANOVA procedures.   To address open-ended question responses, the 

study used a content-analysis to explore themes that resonated most frequently. 

Participants 

 The participants in this study were teacher members of the North Carolina 

Association of Educators (NCAE).  The organization is the 14th largest affiliate of the 

National Education Association (NEA), a labor union that includes educators, mainly 

teachers, as members of its 3.1 million totals.  Unlike many of the affiliates to NEA, NCAE 

is located in a non-bargaining, right-to-work state, which means that in North Carolina public 

sector employees cannot collectively bargain employment contracts with the employer or 

legally act to allow work stoppages.  Although composed primarily of teachers, NCAE also 

has among its ranks school administrators, teacher assistants, school service employees 

(nurses, counselors, etc.), bus drivers, and custodians.  Essentially, any public school 

employee can choose to be a member of the organization.  Unlike states that require school 

employees to belong to unions, school employees in North Carolina can opt to join NCAE or 

not.  North Carolina general statutes do not allow teachers and other state employees to 
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organize into formal unions.  A primary reason for undertaking this study was to address 

assumptions that are made concerning individuals who are members of teacher organizations 

in non-bargaining states.  As an organization in a non-bargaining state, NCAE claims to meet 

the needs of its members and the education community by pursuing the following objectives: 

1. Increase public confidence in and support for public education.   

2. Advocate quality teaching and learning for all students and public school staff.   

3. Strengthen the economic and legal status of members.   

4. Unite and represent all prospective, active and retired public school employees as 

members of NCAE.   

5. Foster a governance system that expands member involvement, enhances leadership, 

and responds to the needs of members.   

6. Manage the operations and resources of the association to provide efficient delivery 

of services.  (North Carolina Association of Educators Objectives, 2008) 

This study focused exclusively on the teacher members of the NCAE, which consists of 

40,415 teachers (see Appendix D for a demographic- race, subject taught, and sex- 

breakdown of the NCAE teacher population).  For this study 1,000 teacher members of the 

NCAE were randomly selected to complete an online survey.  This number (1,000) was 

selected after the researcher realized the cost of conducting two mailings to the sample 

group.  Based on previous response rates from NCAE members who participated in various 

surveys, the researcher felt that randomly sampling 1,000 would provide him with a very 

good response rate. 
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 The researcher was provided access to the NCAE teacher population through his 

employment with NCAE.  The researcher was informed by the NCAE leadership that use of 

the membership database could only be conducted while on site, and that they would need to 

see what specific information was being communicated to the organization members.  All 

queries and analysis using the membership database were done under the supervision of 

NCAE management.  All demographic information pertaining to participants remains the 

property of the researcher and NCAE and will not be used for any purpose beyond those 

related to this study.  No individual identifiers were used on survey responses, so 

respondents’ identities were not able to be tracked back to their individual responses.   

 The Random Number Generation Analysis tool in Microsoft Office Excel was used to 

select participants from the list of NCAE teacher members in the database on file as of 

September 1, 2007.  The goal of the sampling process was to come as close as possible to 

achieving an equal percentage of teacher members based on sex, race, grade level, and those 

labeled as unknown for race and grade level.  The result of the random selection process 

(Table 1) proved to be comparable to the demographic characteristics of the NCAE teacher 

population; hence, there was no need to consider a stratified random sampling procedure to 

meet the goal of equal representation among a normally distributed teacher member 

population.   
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Table 1 

Random Sample –vs- Teacher Population Results              

                 Gender                        Race Grade Level 

Sample Population Sample Population Sample Pop.* 

Female(790) 

or 79% 

Male(210) or 

21% 

Female(31,54

9) or 78% 

Male(8,866) 

or 22% 

 

European 

American(650) 

or 65% 

European 

American(26,017) 

or  64% 

K-5 

(576) or 

57% 

---- 

  African  

American(190) 

or 19% 

African 

American(7,222) 

or 18% 

6-8(117) 

or 12% 

---- 

  Asian  

American(2) 

or .002% 

Asian 

American(126) or 

.003% 

9-12 

(179) or 

18% 

---- 

  Native  

American(10) 

or .01% 

Native 

American(505) or 

.013% 

Unk. 

(128) or 

13% 

---- 

  Hispanic (12) 

or .012% 

Hispanic (294) or 

.007% 

  

  Other (48) or 

5% 

Other(255) or 

.006% 

  

  Unknown(88) 

or 9% 

Unknown(5,954) 

or .15% 

  

* Unable to determine based on database structure 

Survey Instrument 

A survey instrument (Appendix A) was created using a process of content analysis in 

which individual documents were explored to determine curriculum and instruction policy 

positions that NCAE had taken over the past five years (2002-2007) that were of 

longstanding priority for the organization.  Specifically, the documents reviewed were: 
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legislative agendas, adopted new business items, platforms and resolutions, pertinent policy 

positions, Board of Director (BOD) minutes, and the NCAE news bulletin.   

The survey included three sections (See Appendix A for the complete survey).  Section A 

of the instrument asked the participants to provide biographical information including years 

as a teacher and member of NCAE, county in which they were teaching, gender, number of 

schools taught, current grade level(s) teaching, specific subject teaching, education 

attainment, race, and type of participation in NCAE .  Section B of the instrument included 

10 survey questions with likert score responses of 1 (low priority) and 5 (high priority) for 

each item.  Each question contained in this section represents a high priority policy area for 

NCAE as they were the result of an extensive content analysis of NCAE documents.  Section 

C of the instrument asked the participants to provide written feedback to three open-ended 

questions which addressed the over-all effectiveness of the NCAE. 

Survey content validity.  In establishing content validity for the survey, a working group 

was constructed to assist with the process. The group was composed of individuals associated 

with the NCAE and its policies including the NCAE Government Relations Manager, three 

NCAE staff within the Government Relations Department, NCAE Center for Teaching and 

Learning Manager, two NCAE staff in the Center for Teaching and Learning, the current 

president and vice president of NCAE, three former NCAE Board of Director Members, 

three current NCAE Board of Director Members, three current and three former 
2
NCAE 

                                                 
2
 The NCAE Government Relations Commission is an appointed body of members whose sole purpose is to 

discuss legislative issues and make recommendations to the NCAE Board of Directors as to what the legislative 

focus of the Association should be for a particular legislative session. 
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Government Relations Commission members, and ten randomly selected teacher members 

who did not participate in the final study. 

The ten teacher members were randomly selected by soliciting communications to each 

of the 100 local county/unit presidents (LUP).  Each LUP was asked to forward the names of 

teacher members who were interested in participating in a content analysis activity related to 

NCAE issues.  From this communication, the researcher received responses from 30 LUPs 

who provided 45 possible candidates from their respective locals.  From the list of 

candidates, the researcher selected each third (3
rd

) name and contacted the individual about 

their interest.  This was done until a total of 10 teacher members were available to work with 

the hired staff and governance leaders who composed the content validity group.   

Once the entire content validity team was gathered, the group worked to make sure that 

each statement to be included on the survey was understandable and conveyed the meaning 

that was intended. Members of the content validity team ranked each item included on the 

survey according to a likert scale of clarity (1- Not Clear at All, 2- Somewhat Clear, 3- Clear, 

4- Very Clear).  Three rounds of scoring were conducted with adjustments to items made 

between rounds 1 and 2 and 2 and 3.  Table 2 illustrates the scores on the three rounds of 

content validity.  The group worked to clarify each survey statement until there was a mean 

of three or higher (out of four) for each response.  Achieving a mean score of three or higher, 

in my judgment and based on my experiences with the NCAE membership, represented a 

measure of content validity for each statement included on the instrument for purposes of this 

study. The directions provided to the content validity work group for each reading were the 

following: 
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Please review the ten (10) statements on the paper provided you.  The statements 

represent positions supported by the North Carolina Association of Educators.  Your task 

is to read each statement for clarity.  Using the embedded likert scale (1- Not Clear at All, 

2-Somewhat Clear, 3- Clear, 4- Very Clear), please select the number that most closely 

aligns with your view of the clarity of the statement. 

Table 2 

Content Validity Work Group Results 

Question Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 

1 2.69 3.69  

 

2 3.77   

 

3 2.77 2.92 3.54 

 

4 3.23   

 

5 3.77   

 

6 4.00   

 

7 3.85   

 

8 4.00   

 

9 3.69   

 

10 2.69 3.77  

 

 

 After the instrument had undergone validation procedures using the input of the work 

group, the survey was then piloted to three larger, more diverse segments of the NCAE 

membership in order to examine content validity in more detail.  See Table 3 for the results 
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of these examinations; again, a likert range of 4 was used to measure clarity for each item (1- 

Not Clear at All, 2- Somewhat Clear, 3- Clear, 4- Very Clear).  The three groups who 

participated in the pilot were: randomly selected members from the initial sample (10), 

randomly selected members from NCAE caucuses and divisions (57), and a randomly 

selected member from each county (98).  No changes were made to the instrument as each of 

the groups had mean scores of three when responding to each statement.  

Table 3 

  Content Validity Results by NCAE Group 

Question *Group 1 **Group 2 ***Group 3 

 

1 3.60 3.07 3.12 

 

2 3.80 3.14 3.82 

 

3 3.50 3.14 3.05 

 

4 3.90 3.58 3.00 

 

5 3.70 3.89 3.10 

 

6 3.60 3.89 3.65 

 

7 3.90 3.84 3.51 

 

8 3.90 3.91 3.52 

 

9 3.60 3.07 3.28 

 

10 3.90 3.12 3.13 

 

*10 participants    ** 57 participants   *** 98 participants 

 

Survey dissemination.  
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Once the instrument was ready for dissemination, an envelope including directions 

for accessing the online survey was mailed to the home of each of the 1,000 randomly 

selected teacher members of NCAE.  This mailing was conducted twice to the same 1,000 

randomly selected NCAE teacher members.  Of the 1,000 NCAE teacher members who were 

mailed the survey on both occasions, 72 of the envelopes were returned each time because of 

incorrect addresses, individuals who had moved, etc.  Of the 928 envelopes that made it to 

their destination, a total of 263 NCAE teacher members (28.3%) completed the survey or a 

portion of it.   

SurveyMonkey was used to administer the survey.  The SurveyMonkey program 

provided general statistics which maintained a running update of the number of surveys that 

had been completed and when they were completed.  The program provided services that 

denied access to participants after the set deadline date.  The survey was set up on 

SurveyMonkey in a manner that allowed only one survey to be completed from one computer 

station.  This was done in an effort to make sure that multiple submittals were not conducted 

by the same individual. 

Data Analysis  

  Descriptive statistics (cumulative means, modes, and frequency counts) were used to 

analyze each survey question.  These statistics aided in addressing the first research question 

of the study which examined congruency between NCAE teacher members and the 

organization. 

To address the second research question for this study on the issue of inner group 

differences, ANOVAs were run on each variable for each subgroup.  ANOVAs were used to 
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assess the significant differences of means that may have existed between and within the 

respective groups within the population.  By convention, if the p-value was less than 0.05 (p 

< 0.05), the researcher concluded that his assumptions could be rejected and that the results 

were statistically significant.  The groups tested were: years as teacher, years as member, age, 

sex, grade level, education attainment, and race.  SPSS 16.0 was used to conduct these 

analyses.  Post hoc analysis using Bonferroni results illustrated which group means were 

significantly different from each other. 

In order to address the third, and final, research question, a content analysis of the 

open-ended question results was conducted.  This content analysis was based on a method 

recommended by Borg, Gall, and Gall (1993) to examine and compare the frequency of 

themes in participant comments.  After examining the list of responses for each open-ended 

question, looking for similar topics within each section, the researcher created a coding 

system where common themes were coded.  From there the researcher clustered similar 

topics together and arrayed them in a numerically descending order, listing the number of 

times that each topic appeared.  The researcher then coded all open-ended survey data and 

organized the coded data by code and by survey question (Tables 20 & 21).  

Reliability of Findings 

 The reliability of the findings were assessed using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, as 

the responses in the survey instrument were given a different weight (i.e. 1 [low priority] to 5 

[high priority]). The standard alpha coefficient of .70 was used to consider the internal item 

analysis reliability.  The results of the reliability analysis yielded a cumulative alpha 
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coefficient of .672.  Figure 2 below illustrates the alpha coefficient when a respective survey 

item was removed.   

 

 

Figure 2: Alpha Coefficient results when Items are Removed 

Limitations 

 One major limitation concerned the recruitment of the participants.  Initially there 

was an effort to offer participants the possibility of winning a gift certificate for their 

participation and to encourage them to complete the online survey.  Because of reasons 

concerning confidentiality, this option was not implemented and no gifts were offered to 

those receiving the mailing.  It is possible that this decision impacted the number of 

completed surveys as only 263 out of 1,000 were completed. 

In retrospect, it is also possible that the timing of the mailing negatively effected the number 

of NCAE teacher members who completed the online survey.  The first mailing took place 

during the 3
rd

 week of March 2008, with a wait time of one week in between mailings.  A 
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week later, the second mailing was conducted.  Unfortunately, for this study, this was also 

the same time period that many school systems were on spring break, and many of the 

participants may have been away from home during this time.  It is also possible that the 

short turnaround time request for completion of the survey could have been a factor. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Results 

 This section presents results in three sections.  The first section reports results directly 

related to research question 1 in the form of cumulative mean scores and standard deviations, 

frequency of response by priority, and mean and standard deviation results of survey question 

response.  The second section reports results directly related to research question 2, using 

ANOVAs by category, including an analysis of post hoc Bonferroni test results.  The third 

section reports results directly related to research question 3 as emerging from the analysis of 

participants’ responses to the three open-ended questions contained within survey.    

 The scoring system used for the 10 survey questions required participants to select 

from a likert scale of 1-5, with one representing the lowest priority and five representing the 

highest.  The term “priority” meant that NCAE leadership considered the topic to be of such 

importance that it pursued legislative or policy action on the issue.  For purposes of this 

study, any mean score three or higher on individual survey items represented moderate or 

high congruity between NCAE leadership and survey participants.  Using scores of three (3) 

or above to represent a measure of congruity is based on this researcher’s judgment as 

derived from my experiences with NCAE policy, legislative actions, and nine (9) years as an 

NCAE staffer. 

Research Question 1Results (How congruent are NCAE teacher member views on 

curriculum and instruction policy issues with those of the organization’s leadership?) 

 The mean score on all ten survey questions was higher than three, which was an 

indication, according to this researcher’s judgment, that the NCAE members who responded 
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to the survey held views that were congruent with NCAE leadership or more precisely with 

the NCAE leadership working group that constructed the survey items presented in this 

study.  Mean scores and standard deviations, along with the number of items answered, are 

reported in Table 4.  The mean scores ranged from a high of 4.5 for question 9 (parent 

responsibility) to a low of 3.03 for question 8(banning corporal punishment), with the mean 

of means being 3.8 (SD=1.2).  Of the ten survey questions, five had mean scores of four or 

higher, while the other five were between three and four.  Standard deviations ranged from a 

high of 1.58 for question eight (banning corporal punishment), to a low of .82 for question 

nine (parent responsibility).  All standard deviations were less than two.  Each survey 

question had missing responses that ranged from 7 to 12 items.  There was no clear 

indication why participants chose to omit responding to certain questions.  Question 10 

(Public/Private Funds) had the largest number of missed responses (12), while questions 1 

and 2 had the fewest (7). 

Table 4  

Cumulative Mean Results By Survey Question 

 

Question Number Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Missing  

 

Responses 

(Q1)Differentiated Pay 256 4.13 1.07 7 

 

(Q2)Control Curriculum 256 4.16 .85 7 

 

(Q3)Collective Bargaining 252 3.78 1.29 11 

 

(Q4)Employee 

Accountability 

254 4.32 .89 9 

 

(Q5)School Calendar 255 3.51 1.39 8 
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Table 4 Continued 

(Q6)Kindergarten Enrollment 254 3.30 1.43 9 

 

(Q7)Separation Church/State 252 3.37 1.47 11 

 

(Q8)Corporal Punishment 254 3.03 1.58 9 

 

(Q9)Parent Accountability 253 4.50 .89 10 

 

(Q10)Public/Private Funds 251 4.02 1.13 12 

 

Averages 254 3.81 1.20 9.3 

 

 

In response to the statement concerning differentiated pay (Q1), the sample 

respondents had a cumulative mean of 4.13, which represented relatively strong congruity 

between the views of NCAE and the participants.  The question also had a standard deviation 

of 1.07, with seven respondents choosing not to answer the item. 

 When asked to respond to the statement that teachers should ultimately control the 

school curriculum (Q2), a mean score of 4.16 and a low standard deviation (.85) illustrated 

that NCAE teacher members sampled and NCAE both considered this issue to be a priority.  

This survey item had the lowest standard deviation. 

 The statement which addressed support for the creation of collective bargaining rights 

(Q3) received a mean score of 3.78.  This score represented a moderate level of congruity 

between the sampled teacher members of NCAE and the NCAE.  Eleven participants elected 

to omit this question and not respond. 

 On opposing the determination of employee accountability and the comparison of 

individual teachers, schools, and school systems on the basis of student performance on 
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standardized tests (Q4), respondents answered with a mean score of 4.32, and a standard 

deviation of .89.  These results show that both NCAE and the respondents considered this 

issue to be a high priority. 

 When asked what priority should be given to maintaining the current position 

surrounding the school calendar where students can start school no earlier than August 25 

and can stay in school no longer than June 10 of each year (Q5), the response was a mean 

score of 3.51.  The standard deviation was 1.39. 

 When asked if moving the kindergarten enrollment date from October 16 to July 1 

should be a priority (Q6), a mean score of 3.30 was calculated, with a standard deviation of 

1.43.  These results illustrate slightly less agreement than other questions between 

respondents and NCAE leadership, but still represented some level of congruity as the mean 

score was higher than three.   This survey item received the third lowest mean score of any in 

the instrument, and had one of the highest standard deviations. 

 Supporting the principle of separation of church and state (Q7) received a mean score 

response of 3.37 and a standard deviation of 1.47.  These results represent moderate 

congruity between NCAE and respondents of the survey as the mean was higher than three.  

Eleven participants elected not to respond to this item. 

 When asked to consider banning corporal punishment in public schools (Q8), survey 

participants responded with a mean score of 3.03, which was also as a moderate level of 

congruity between individuals who responded to the survey and NCAE leadership.  The 

mean response to this survey item was the lowest of the 10 survey questions.  This survey 

question also yielded the highest standard deviation (1.58). 
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 A mean score of 4.50 was posted when sampled respondents were asked to respond to 

whether they would support legislation that would hold parents/guardians legally responsible 

for the academic and social behaviors of their children (Q9).  Responses to this question 

yielded the highest mean score among survey items.  This question also yielded the second 

lowest standard deviation (.89). 

On opposing any effort to allocate state funds to non-public schools or to privatize 

public school services, such as janitorial and cafeteria services (Q10), respondent’s scores 

came in at a mean score of 4.02, with a standard deviation of 1.13. The mean score represents 

a higher than average level of congruity between NCAE and sampled members. 

 Comparisons among questions yielded additional findings.  Responses to question 9 

on parental accountability indicated that survey respondents believed very strongly that the 

organization should support legislation that would hold parents/guardians legally responsible 

for the academic and social behaviors of their children.  Responses to no other question 

yielded mean scores higher than the 4.50.  Similarly, responses to question 4 on employee 

accountability indicated that survey respondents believed very strongly (M=4.32) that the 

organization should oppose an accountability system that evaluates teachers and schools 

based solely on student performance on standardized tests.  Both of these survey items 

addressed issues of accountability which reflected the highest mean scores for the survey 

questions. 

 Table 5 illustrates the mean of means for the survey response questions as well as the 

cumulative rate of response by priority for each statement on the survey.  The mean of means 

for the survey responses is 3.81, which is another indication that the responses to the survey 
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that NCAE members who responded to the survey held views that were congruent with 

NCAE leadership.  The table also illustrates that the large majority of responses (82.6%) 

were higher than the establish congruity level of three (3). 

Table 5 also illustrates the frequency of responses to each survey question.  Question 

8 on corporal punishment had the highest number of “low priority” responses (69) suggesting 

that a number of participants thought that the issue of “banning corporate punishment” 

should not be a major focal point of NCAE.  One could infer from this particular data that 

these 69 respondents thought that NCAE should spend more time on other policy areas, or 

maybe, that the organization should not take this position at all when considering this 

particular item.  As stated earlier, the mean score for responses to question 8 was the lowest 

for all questions.  

Table 5  

Frequency of response by priority and survey question 

Priority Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Ave. 

 

Mean 4.13 4.16 3.78 4.32 3.51 3.30 3.37 3.03 4.50 4.02 3.81 

 

Low  

 

Priority 

11 2 18 2 39 46 38 69 4 11 24 

Priority 

of 

 

 2 

10 6 28 8 18 29 44 38 4 17 20 

Priority 

of  

 

3 

36 45 49 37 49 49 43 33 19 41 40 
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  Table 5 Continued 

Priority 

of  

 

4 

78 99 51 66 70 62 40 44 60 68 64 

High  

 

Priority 

121 104 106 141 79 68 87 70 166 114 106 

No  

 

Respon

se 

7 7 11 9 8 9 11 9 10 12 9.3 

% 

respons

es  

higher 

than 

 3 

91.9 96.9 81.7 96.1 77.7 70.5 67.2 57.9 96.8 88.8 82.6 

Total 263 263 263 263 263 263 263 263 263 263 263 

 

 

The frequency of responses for questions 5, 6, and 7 on the issues of maintaining the 

school calendar, kindergarten enrollment, and separation of church and state were between 

68 and 87 for “high priority”, while the frequencies for the same questions also had some of 

the highest number of responses for “low priority” for each respective item.  The average 

frequency of responses in the high priority category was 106.  Aside from the mean score for 

question 8 on corporal punishment, questions 5,6, and 7 yielded the lowest mean score 

responses, while also having relatively high standard deviations.  The distribution of 

frequency responses and the high standard deviations among these items suggest that 

respondents were divided on these issues.  
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When asked if the NCAE should oppose legislation that differentiates teacher salary 

(question 1), 91.9% of the participants selected a three or higher, while less than 10% 

selected the lower priorities of one or two.  Similarly,  when participants were asked about 

teachers having the final say on what should be included in the course of study (question 2), 

96.9% of NCAE teacher members responded  by selecting a three or higher, with only eight 

participants selecting a one or two.  The standard deviation for question 2 was the second 

lowest of all the questions in the study. When participants were asked whether NCAE should 

support the passage of collective bargaining legislation (question 3), 81.7% responded by 

selecting the higher priorities of three or more, with 46 members, or 17.4%, selecting a one 

or two for this item.  This question also had a larger standard deviation than questions one 

and two.  Responses to question 4 (teacher accountability) yielded 96.1% of participants 

responding at three or higher, with only 10 respondents selecting a priority of one or two.  

Question 4 had the second highest tally of respondents who selected the highest priority of 

five.  When participants where asked if they supported maintaining the current position 

surrounding the school calendar (question5), 77.7% of them selected a three or higher, while 

21.6% selected a priority of one or two.  Question 6 (kindergarten enrollment) frequency 

responses show that 70.5% of respondents selected a three or higher, with almost 30% 

selecting one or two for the same item. Questions 7 (separation of church/state) and 

8(corporal punishment) yielded the lowest percentage of respondents selecting three or 

higher (67.2% and 57.9%, respectfully).  Question 9 (parent accountability) provided the 

second highest percentage of respondents who selected a three or higher (96.8%).  Finally, 
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question 10 (privatizing state funds) showed that 88.8% of respondents selected a three or 

higher. 

Research Question 2 Results (To what extent do particular demographic characteristics (i.e. 

race; number of years as a member of the state association; number of years as a teacher; 

education attainment; grade level taught; gender) correspond to congruency of curriculum 

and instruction policy positions among NCAE teacher members?) 

 In order to examine if survey participant subgroup categories differed significantly 

from each other by survey question, ANOVAs were calculated by subgroup category and 

survey question.  This analysis was important given that the Exchange Theory predicts 

substantial congruence between organizational leaders and members of voluntary 

organizations, so the researcher assumed that there would be no significant differences 

between subgroups on the statements surveyed.  As noted in chapter 2 of this study, the 

Exchange Theory assumed that members of volunteer organizations interact with 

organizational leadership prior to major decisions being made.  The theory suggests that most 

actions taken by leaders would have received support from members of the organization, 

given that the leadership consistently seeks the views of the member.  The first subgroup 

analysis explored via the Exchange Theory lens was the years as teacher category.  

Years as teacher. Table 6 illustrates mean responses by survey question for years as teacher.  

ANOVA results for this area of analysis show that there was a significant difference between 

group means for question 3[F(6, 244)=4.06, p˂0.05], question 6 [F(6,246)=4.71, p˂ .05], 

question 7 [F(6,244)=6.58,p˂0.05], question 8 [F(6,246)=9.79, p˂ 0.01] and question 
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10[F(6,243)=4.73, p˂0.05], with the issue of banning corporal punishment (Q8) showing the 

largest difference between group means.   

Table 6 

ANOVA /Years as Teacher 

  

Source  df MS F P 

 

Differentiated Pay (Q1)   Between Groups 

 

Within Groups 

6 

 

248 

1.068 

 

1.148 

 

.930 .474 

 

Control Curriculum (Q2) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

248 

  .589 

  .727 

.811 .562 

Collective Bargaining (Q3) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

244 

4.057 

1.581 

2.566   .020* 

Employee Accounta. Q4) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

246 

1.012 

  .793 

1.276 .269 

School Calendar (Q5)  Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

247 

2.395 

1.923 

1.245  .284 

Kindergarten Enroll. (Q6) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

246 

4.707 

1.992 

2.363   .031* 

Separation Chur/State (Q7) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

244 

6.575 

2.065 

3.184   .005* 

Corporal Punishment (Q8) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

246 

9.786 

2.337 

4.187     .000** 
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  Table 6 Continued 

Parent Accountability (Q9) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

245 

1.067 

  .631 

1.692 .123 

Public/Private Funds (Q10) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

243 

4.726 

1.204 

3.925   .001* 

**p≤.01,*p≤.05 

Table 7 illustrates differences for questions where a significant difference was 

recorded for years as teacher demographic sub categories.  Post hoc Bonferroni results for 

question 3 on collective bargaining show that differences existed between respondents who 

had been teaching for 11-15 and 31 or more years (Table 7).  Descriptive data contained in 

Table 7 for question 3 illustrated that respondents with 11-15 years teaching (M=4.37, SD= 

1.18) considered this item to be more of a priority than their colleagues who had been 

teaching for 31 or more years (M=3.17, SD=1.66).  

Table 7 

Significant Mean Differences Between Groups/Years as Teacher 

Survey Question Number of 

Participants 

Mean Standard  

Deviation 

Q3 (Collective Bargaining) 

                         11-15ab 

                         31 or moreab 

 

43 

17 

 

4.37 

3.17 

 

1.18 

1.66 

Q6 (Kindergarten Enrollment) 

                         0-5ab 

                         21-25ab 

 

32 

39 

 

2.59 

3.74 

 

1.52 

1.09 
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Table 7 Continued 

Q7 (Separation Church/State)  

                         0-5ab 

                         11-15ab 

                         21-25ac 

 

32 

44 

39 

 

2.53 

3.70 

3.74 

 

1.58 

1.39 

1.37 

Q8 (Corporal Punishment) 

                         0-5abd 

                         6-10abd 

                         21-25abc 

                         26-30ad        

 

32 

43 

39 

39 

 

2.06 

2.67 

3.74 

3.25 

 

1.24 

1.50 

1.40 

1.44 

Q10 (Public/Private Funds) 

                       6-10abc 

                      11-15ab 

                      16-20ac        

 

43 

43 

40 

 

3.44 

4.18 

4.37 

 

1.40 

  .98 

1.10 

     Note: Significant means shown are obtained from post hoc Bonferroni results. 

Post hoc Bonferroni results for question 6 of Table 7 illustrates that there was a 

significant difference between groups, specifically between those respondents who had been 

a teacher for 0-5 years and those respondents who had been a teacher for 21-25 years.  Data 

in Table 7 shows that moving the kindergarten date from October 16 to July 1 was a higher 

priority for respondents who had taught for 21-25 years (M=3.74, SD=1.09) than respondents 

who had taught from 0-5 years(M=2.59, SD=1.52). 
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Post hoc Bonferroni results for question 7 of Table 7 illustrates that the significant 

mean difference observed was between those members who had taught from 0-5 and 11-15 

years as well as between those who had taught for 0-5 and 21-25 years.  Specifically, Table 7 

suggests that separation of church and state was a higher priority for respondents who had 

taught 11-15 years (M=3.70, SD=1.39) than those who had taught from 0-5 years (M=2.53, 

SD=1.58).   Similarly, maintaining the separation of church and state was a higher priority 

for those who had taught 21-25 years (M=3.74, SD= 1.37) than those who had taught for 0-5 

years. 

Post hoc Bonferroni results for question 8 of Table 7 show the mean difference 

observed between those members who had been teaching 0-5 and 21-25 years, 0-5 and 26-30 

years, and 6-10 and 21-25 years.  Seeking a ban on corporal punishment was a higher priority 

for respondents who had taught for 21-25 years (M=3.74, SD=1.40) and 26-30 years 

(M=3.25, SD=1.44) than those respondents who had taught for 0-5 years (M=2.06, 

SD=1.24).  Similarly, those respondents who had taught for 6-10 years (M=2.67, SD=1.50) 

considered seeking a ban on corporal punishment less of a priority than those who had taught 

for 26-30 years.  For each analysis within this category, the subgroup that had been teaching 

longer rated the ban on corporal punishment as a higher priority than teachers who had been 

teaching for fewer years. 

For question 10, post hoc Bonferroni results showed that significant differences were 

observed between those respondents who had been a teacher 6-10 years and those who had 

been a teacher 11-15 and 16-20 years (Table 7).  Respondents who had taught for11-15 

(M=4.18,SD=.98) and 16-20 (M=4.37, SD=1.10) years rated the opposition to allocate state 
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funds to non-public schools as a higher priority than those who had taught between 6-10 

years (M=3.44,SD=1.40).  

In summary, the “years as teacher” post hoc Bonferroni results illustrates that 

respondents who had taught from 0-5 years had significant mean differences with groups on 

3 of the 10 survey questions.  For example, the differences observed between respondents 

who had taught from 0-5, 21-25, and 26-30 years as a teacher on the issue of corporal 

punishment, where teachers who had fewer years in the classroom considered getting rid of 

corporal punishment as less a priority than teachers who had been in the profession for a 

longer amount of time.  Question 7 painted a similar picture where teachers who had taught 

for 0-5 years suggested that supporting the separation of church and state should be less of a 

priority. 

Years as member. Table 8 presents ANOVA results from the survey given the number 

of years participants had been members of NCAE.  ANOVA results for the “years as 

member” category illustrate that there was a significant difference between group means for 

question 6 [F(7,246)=8.40, p˂0.01], question 7[F(7,244)=5.55, p˂0.05], question 

8[F(7,246)=7.89, p˂0.05], and question 10 [F(7,243)=3.55, p˂0.05].  These questions 

addressed issues concerning kindergarten enrollment, separation of church and state, corporal 

punishment, and state funds to private schools, with the issue of kindergarten enrollment 

(Q6) showing the largest difference between group means for the “years as teacher” category.   
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Table 8 

ANOVA/Years as Member 

  

Source  df MS F P 

 

Differentiated Pay(Q1) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

7 

248 

1.024 

1.149 

.891 .514 

Control Curriculum(Q2) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

7 

248 

1.294 

.707 

1.830 .082 

Collective Bargaining(Q3) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

7 

244 

3.364 

1.616 

2.082 .046 

Employee Acc.(Q4) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

7 

246 

.658 

.800 

.823 .596 

School Calendar (Q5) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

7 

247 

1.497 

1.948 

.769 .614 

Kindergarten Enro. (Q6) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

7 

246 

8.399 

1.890 

4.444 .00** 

Separation Chu/State (Q7) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

7 

244 

5.549 

2.091 

2.654 .012* 

Corporal Punishment (Q8) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

7 

246 

7.887 

2.368 

3.331 .002 
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   Table 8 Continued 

Parent Accountability (Q9) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

7 

245 

1.097 

.676 

1.624 .129 

Public/Private Funds (Q10) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

7 

243 

3.545 

1.222 

2.900 .006* 

**p≤.01, *p≤.05 

Table 9 illustrates differences for questions where a significant difference was 

recorded for years as a member demographic sub categories.  Question 6 post hoc Bonferroni 

results for Table 9 illustrate that a significant difference was observed between those 

respondents who had been a member for 0-5 years (M=2.57, SD=1.45) and those who had 

been a member for 11-15 years (M=3.64, SD= 1.28), 16-20 years (M=3.68, SD=1.21), and 

21-25 years (M3.69, SD=1.35).  Participants who had been members for 0-5 years responded 

that moving the kindergarten start date was less of a priority than their longer tenured 

colleagues. 

Table 9 

Significant Mean Differences Between Groups/Years as Member 

Survey Question Number of 

Participants 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 
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  Table 9 Continued 

Q6 (Kindergarten Enrollment) 

                        0-5abcd 

                        11-15ab 

                        16-20ac 

                        21-25ad 

 

56 

50 

41 

33 

 

2.57 

3.64 

3.68 

3.69 

 

1.45 

1.28 

1.21 

1.35 

Q7 (Separation Church/State) 

                        0-5abcd 

                        11-15ab 

                        16-20ac 

                        21-25ad  

 

56 

49 

40 

33 

 

2.92 

3.77 

3.52 

3.93 

 

1.58 

1.24 

1.30 

1.32 

Q8 (Corporal Punishment) 

                         0-5abc 

                         16-20ab 

                         21-25ac 

 

57 

41 

33 

 

2.28 

3.39 

3.66 

 

1.37 

1.56 

1.36 

Q10 (Public/Private Funds) 

                         0-5ab 

                         11-15ab 

 

57 

48 

 

3.54 

4.33 

 

1.28 

              .78 

Note: Significant means shown are obtained from post hoc Bonferroni results. 

 

Post hoc Bonferroni results for question 7 (Table 9) note that a significant difference 

between means was observed between respondents who had been a member of NCAE for 0-5 

years (M=2.92, SD=1.58) and those who had been a member for 11-15 years (M=3.77, 
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SD=1.24), 16-20 years (M=3.52, SD=1.30), and 21-25 years (M=3.93, SD=1.32).  

Participants who had been a member for a longer period of time responded more favorably 

than those in the 0-5 subgroup that continued support for separation of church and state 

should be a priority.  Upon observation, it was noted that significant differences existed in 

the same groups for question 6. 

 Question 8 post hoc Bonferroni (Table 9) analysis show that there was a significant 

mean difference observed between those respondents who had been a member for 0-5 years 

(M=2.28, SD=1.37) and those respondents who had been a member for 16-20 years (M=3.39, 

SD=1.56) and 21-25 years (M=3.66, SD=1.36).  Again, the sub-group 0-5 provided the mean 

differences that were significant between groups.  Mean differences between the groups 

illustrate that respondents who had been members for 0-5 years consider banning corporal 

punishment in public schools as less of a priority than respondents who had been members 

for a longer period of time.   

 Question 10 post hoc Bonferroni results for Table 9 illustrate a significant mean 

difference observed between those respondents who had been members 0-5 years (M=3.54, 

SD=1.28) and 11-15 years (M=4.33, SD=.78.  The respondents who had been members for 

11-15 years opposed state funds being given to private schools more so than those 

respondents in the 0-5 sub-group. 

As with the “years as teacher” analysis, the 0-5 category for “years as member” was 

consistently the group where a significant mean difference occurred.  These differences 

occurred with the same statements as in Table 6.  
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 Age. ANOVA results for the “age” subgroup (Table 10) illustrate that a significant 

mean difference existed between age groups for question 3 [F(4,246)=4.23, p˂0.05], on the 

issue of supporting the creation of collective bargaining laws.  Specifically the mean 

difference occurred between “age” group 30-39 ((M=4.12, SD=1.06) and age group 50-59 

(M=3.44, SD=1.48) and can be seen in Table 11.  Younger respondents appeared to support 

the creation of collective bargaining laws in North Carolina more so than older respondents.  

Though questions 1 (differentiated teacher salary) and 10 (state funds to private schools) 

came very close to providing significant mean differences between age groups, no other 

question on the survey produced significant mean differences between age groups.   

Table 10 

ANOVA/Age 

Source  df MS F P 

Differentiated Pay (Q1) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

4 

250 

2.331 

1.128 

2.067 .086 

Control Curriculum (Q2) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

4 

250 

.891 

.721 

1.236 .296 

Collective Bargaining (Q3) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

4 

246 

4.228 

1.624 

2.603 .037* 
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  Table 10 Continued 

Employee Acc. (Q4) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

4 

248 

.642 

.800 

.802 .525 

School Calendar (Q5) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

4 

249 

3.743 

1.906 

1.963 .101 

Kindergarten Enrollment (Q6) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

4 

248 

3.382 

2.055 

1.646 .163 

Separation Church/State (Q7) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

4 

246 

.867 

2.207 

.393 .814 

Corporate Punishment (Q8) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

4 

248 

2.540 

2.527 

1.005 .405 

Parent Accountability (Q9) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

4 

247 

.494 

.692 

.719 .579 

Public/Private Funds (Q10) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

4 

245 

3.199 

1.261 

2.536 .057 

 *p≤.05        

 

Table 11 

Significant Mean Differences Between Groups/Age 

Survey Question Number of 

Participants 

Mean Standard  

Deviation 
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 Table 11 Continued 

Q3(Collective Bargaining) 

                30-39ab  

                50-59ab 

 

65 

78 

 

4.12 

3.44 

 

1.06 

1.48 

Note: Significant means shown are obtained from post hoc Bonferroni results. 

 

Gender. ANOVA results for the “gender” category (Table 12) illustrate that there 

were significant mean differences for question 3 [F(1,248)=8.48, p˂0.05] concerning 

supporting collective bargaining legislation and question 7 [F(1,248)=10.35, p˂0.05], which 

supports maintaining the separation of church and state).   

Table 12 

ANOVA/Gender 

 

Source  df MS F P 

 

Differentiated Pay (Q1) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1 

253 

.826 

1.152 

.716 .398 

Control Curriculum (Q2) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1 

252 

.057 

.726 

.078 .398 

Collective Bargaining (Q3) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1 

248 

8.483 

1.635 

5.188 .024* 
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    Table 12 Continued 

Employee Accountability (Q4) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1 

250 

.204 

.791 

.258 .612 

School Calendar (Q5)  Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1 

251 

3.106 

1.937 

1.604 .207 

 Kindergarten Enrollment (Q6) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1 

250 

1.681 

2.066 

.813 .368 

Separation Church/State (Q7)  Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1 

248 

10.349 

2.164 

4.783 .030* 

 Corporal Punishment (Q8) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1 

250 

.807 

2.543 

.317 .547 

 Parental Accountability (Q9) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1 

249 

.085 

.685 

.124 .725 

Public/Private Funds (Q10) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

1 

247 

2.956 

1.287 

2.297 .131 

*p≤.05 

Table 13 illustrates the mean difference for the “gender” category for question 3 and 

question 7. Concerning collective bargaining, men (M=4.14, SD=1.29) considered the issue 

to be of more importance than women (M=3.70, SD=1.29).  In reference to maintaining the 

separation of church and state, men (M=3.75, SD=1.49) indicated more so than women 

(M=3.26, SD=1.46) that the policy should remain intact.   
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Table 13 

Significant Mean Differences Between Groups/Gender 

 

Survey Question Number of 

Participants 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Q3 (Collective Bargaining) 

                 Male(ab) 

                 Female(ab) 

 

56 

195 

 

4.14 

3.70 

 

1.21 

1.29 

Q7 (Separation Church/State) 

                 Male(ab) 

                 Female(ab)     

 

57 

193 

 

3.75 

3.26 

 

1.49 

1.46 

Note: Significant means shown are obtained from post hoc Bonferroni results. 

Grade level. ANOVA results for Table 14 show that there were significant mean 

differences by “grade level” for question 1[F(2,247)=3.77, p˂0.05] which addressed 

opposing differentiated salary.  Results also illustrate that there was even more mean 

difference for question 6 [F(2,247)=22.53,p˂0.01], which focused on kindergarten 

enrollment changes.  The final significant mean difference was noted for question 9 

[F(2,245)=3.59, p˂0.05], which addressed supporting parent accountability.   

Table 14 

ANOVA/Grade Level 

  

Source  df MS F p 
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 Table 14 Continued 

Differentiated Pay (Q1) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

2 

247 

3.777 

1.114 

3.389 .035* 

Control Curriculum (Q2) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

2 

247 

.095 

.726 

.131 .878 

Collective Bargaining (Q3) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

2 

245 

1.899 

1.650 

1.151 .318 

Employee Accountability (Q4) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

2 

246 

1.971 

.758 

2.602 .076 

School Calendar (Q5)  Between Groups 

Within Groups 

2 

247 

5.020 

1.928 

2.603 .076 

Kindergarten Enrollment (Q6) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

2 

247 

22.523 

1.925 

11.706 .00** 

Separation Church/State (Q7)  Between Groups 

Within Groups 

2 

244 

.032 

2.216 

.014 .986 

Corporal Punishment (Q8) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

2 

246 

.782 

2.578 

.303 .739 

Parental Accountability (Q9) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

2 

245 

3.586 

.665 

5.397 .005* 

Public/Private Funds (Q10) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

2 

243 

.673 

1.256 

.536 .586 

** p≤.01,*p≤.05 
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Post hoc Bonferroni results (Table 15) for question 1 for opposing differentiated pay 

illustrate that the significant difference of mean responses between the grade level subgroups 

occurred between respondents who taught at grade level K-5 (M=4.29,SD=.99) and those 

who taught at grade level 9-12 (M=3.85,SD=1.19).  The mean differences between the two 

showed that K-5 teachers considered the issue of opposing differentiated pay to be a higher 

priority. 

Table 15 

Significant Mean Differences Between Groups/Grade Level 

Survey Question Number of 

Participants 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Q1 (Differentiated Salary) 

                       K-5ab 

                       9-12ab             

 

138 

49 

 

4.29 

3.85 

 

  .99 

1.19 

Q6 (Kindergarten Enrollment) 

                       K-5ac 

                       6-8bc 

                       9-12abc 

 

138 

63 

49 

 

3.63 

3.17 

2.53 

 

1.43 

1.32 

1.34 

Q9 (Parent Accountability) 

                       K-5ab 

                       9-12ab      

 

138 

47 

 

4.63 

4.19 

 

  .66 

1.11 

Note: Significant means shown are obtained from post hoc Bonferroni results. 
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Post hoc Bonferroni results by grade level(Table 15) for changing the kindergarten 

enrollment date (Q6) show that the significant mean difference was observed between those 

respondents who taught grades K-5 and grades 9-12 as well as between grade levels 6-8 and 

grade levels 9-12.  K-5 participants (M=3.63, SD=1.43) responded more favorably to the idea 

of changing the kindergarten enrollment date from October 16 to July 1 than did 9-12 

respondents (M=2.53, SD=1.34).  Also, 6-8 teachers (M=3.17, SD=1.32) considered 

changing the start date for kindergarten to be more of a priority than their 9-12 counterparts. 

Question 9 post hoc Bonferroni results for supporting legislation that would hold 

parents more accountable (Table 15) illustrate that the difference was observed between 

those members who taught in grade level K-5 and those who taught in grade level 9-12.  The 

mean difference between the two noted that K-5 teacher (M=4.63, SD=.66) respondents 

considered legislation that would hold parents more accountable to be more of a priority than 

their 9-12 counterparts (M=4.12, SD=1.11).   

Education attainment. ANOVA results by education attainment (Table 16) illustrate 

that a significant difference was observed between groups for question 5 [F (3,248) =8.33, 

p˂0.05], which addressed the current NCAE position surrounding school calendar.  

Specifically, the difference was between those who earned a BA degree and those who have 

a Masters/NBCT (Table 17).  The mean difference between the two was small in comparison 

to many other group differences noted in this study, with participants who held a BA 

(M=3.75, SD=1.26) responding more favorably than participants with a Masters/NBCT 

(M=3.27, SD=1.45) that priority should be given to the NCAE position that students should 

start school no earlier than August 25 and stay in school no longer than June 10.  It should 
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also be noted that results for this issue were somewhat skewed considering that there were 

only 3 respondents each who were in groups PhD and Specialist.  

Table 16 

ANOVA/Education Attainment 

 Source  df MS F P 

 

Differentiated Pay (Q1) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 

249 

1.956 

1.143 

1.711 .165 

Control Curriculum (Q2) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 

249 

.598 

.725 

.825 .481 

Collective Bargaining (Q3) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 

245 

1.522 

1.665 

.914 .435 

Employee Accountability (Q4) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 

247 

1.836 

.764 

2.403 .068 

School Calendar (Q5)  Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 

248 

8.328 

1.855 

4.498 .004* 

Kindergarten Enrollment (Q6) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 

247 

2.593 

2.039 

1.448 .229 

Separation Church/State (Q7)  Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 

245 

2.424 

2.185 

1.109 .346 
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  Table 16 Continued 

Corporal Punishment (Q8) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 

247 

4.706 

2.505 

1.879 .134 

Parental Accountability (Q9) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 

246 

1.869 

.670 

2.789 .056 

Public/Private Funds (Q10) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

3 

244 

1.665 

1.286 

1.295 .277 

*p≤.05 

 

Table 17  

 

Significant Mean Differences Between Groups/Ed.Attainment 

Survey Question Number of  

 

Participants 

Mean Standard  

 

Deviation 

Q5 (School Calendar) 

                     BA(ab) 

                     Masters/NBCT(ab)       

 

133 

113 

 

3.75 

3.27 

 

1.26 

1.45 

Note: Significant means shown are obtained from post hoc Bonferroni results. 

 Race. Table 18 illustrates the analysis of the ten survey questions based on the 

category “race”.  ANOVA results note that there was a significant mean differences between 

racial groups for question 7[F (6, 243) =7.03, p˂0.05], which addressed of separation of 

church and state.  Significant mean differences were also noted for question 8 [F (6, 

247)=8.16, p˂0.05], which addressed banning corporal punishment.  The final area of 

significance for the race category was question 10 [F (6,241) =3.85, p˂0.05], which 

addressed opposing efforts to allocate state funds to private schools (Q10).   
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Table 18 

ANOVA/Race 

 

 Source  df MS F P 

 

Differentiated Pay (Q1) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

246 

1.038 

1.153 

.900 .496 

Control Curriculum (Q2) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

246 

1.447 

.709 

2.042 .061 

Collective Bargaining (Q3) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

242 

2.784 

1.638 

1.700 .122 

Employee Accountability (Q4) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

244 

.458 

.790 

.580 .746 

School Calendar (Q5)  Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

245 

3.863 

1.893 

2.040 .061 

Kindergarten Enrollment (Q6) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

244 

2.700 

2.064 

1.308 .254 

Separation Church/State (Q7)  Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

243 

7.027 

2.067 

3.400 .030* 

Corporal Punishment (Q8) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

247 

8.161 

2.363 

3.453 .030* 
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   Table 18 Continued 

Parental Accountability (Q9) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

243 

.755 

.691 

1.122 .350 

Public/Private Funds (Q10) Between Groups 

Within Groups 

6 

241 

3.852 

1.193 

3.230 .050* 

*p≤.05 

 

 Table 19 illustrates differences for questions where a significant difference was 

recorded for the race sub categories.  Post hoc Bonferroni results illustrate that the mean 

difference between racial groups for question 7(Table 19) was observed between those 

respondents who classified as African-American (M=2.76, SD=1.49) and European-

American (M=3.60, SD=1.41), with the latter suggesting that maintaining the separation of 

church and state should continue to be a high priority of NCAE.  African-American 

respondents had the lowest mean score response to this issue.   

Table 19 

Significant Mean Differences Between Groups/Race 

Survey Question Number of  

Participants 

Mean Standard 

 

Deviation 

Q7 (Separation Church/State)  

                     Afri. American(ab) 

                     Euro. American(ab) 

 

46 

152 

 

2.76 

3.60 

 

1.49 

1.41 
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  Table 19 Continued 

Q8 (Corporal Punishment) 

                     Afri. American(ab) 

                     Euro. American(ab)   

 

46 

151 

 

2.43 

3.33 

 

1.41 

1.57 

Q10 (Public/Private Funds) 

                     Euro. American(ab) 

                     Other(ab) 

 

149 

29 

 

4.19 

3.48 

 

 .96 

1.37 

Note: Significant means shown are obtained from post hoc Bonferroni results. 

 

 Question 8 (Table 19) Post hoc Bonferroni results note that a significant difference 

was also observed between those respondents who were African-American (M=2.43, 

SD=1.41) and European-American (M=3.33, SD=1.57).  European-American respondents 

agreed more so with NCAE that banning corporal punishment in all public schools should be 

a high priority.  Those in the African-American group responded that banning corporal 

punishment should be less of a priority for NCAE. 

 Post hoc Bonferroni results for question 10 (Table 19) found that the significant 

difference was observed between respondents who identified as other (M=4.19, SD=.96) and 

those who identify as European American (M=3.48, SD=1.37).  The view of European-

Americans was more in line with the position of NCAE that public funds should not be 

allocated to non-public schools.   

Research Question 3 Results (Do teacher members of NCAE generally believe that their 

organization does a good job of reflecting their views?) 
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To address the research question 3, “Do teacher members of NCAE generally believe 

that their organization does a good job of reflecting their views?”, responses to a series of 

open-ended questions were analyzed.  Participants were asked to respond to three questions 

(see Appendix A for these questions).  Table 20 illustrates themes that emerged from analysis 

of the open-ended question responses, as well as the number of times that the theme appeared 

in the responses.  Table 21 lists the number of times that participants addressed a topic from 

the 10 item survey in an open-ended response.  Table 21 also lists the number of open-ended 

survey responses that supported the NCAE positions as referenced in the survey.   

Table 20 

Open-Ended Question Themes 

Question 1 

(Overall Effectiveness) 

Question 2 

(Areas for better service) 

Question 3 

(Effective Areas) 

Need more presence (23) Being more professional (15) Providing educational 

information (41) 

Member support (27) Biased towards Democrats 

(13) 

Lobbying/salary 

increases(48) 

Very effective (16) Job protection training for 

members (23) 

Member Representation 

(31) 

Not union, need union (31) Better NCAE staff support 

(19) 

Supporting NBPTS (21) 
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Table 20 Continued 

Maintains status quo (11) Teacher working conditions 

(27) 

 

Obtaining better 

salaries/strong legislative 

efforts (42) 

Aggressiveness towards 

obtaining better salaries (14) 

 

Slow to respond (19) Opposing NCLB/Unjust 

Accountability (10) 

 

 Advocacy for teacher unions 

(17) 

 

 

Using Table 20 in conjunction with Table 21, one can see the number of open ended 

responses which also addressed one of the 10 survey items.  Specifically, Table 21 lists the 

three general headings of the open-ended questions, and beneath the headings are the number 

of references that were made concerning one of the survey items.  For example, when 

members were asked to write about a specific area of effectiveness for NCAE, 33 members 

referenced the issue of differentiated pay, which addressed question number 1 on the survey 

list.  The initial reference does not pertain to whether the member supported NCAE’s efforts 

or opposed them, only that it was referenced in the open-ended section of the study.  The last 

column in Table 21 references the number of responses that favored the work that NCAE 

was doing in each respective area.  For example, the issue of salary and differentiated pay 

was referenced in responses to each open-ended question a total of 51 times, but the total 
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number of responses that were supportive of NCAE’s views in some capacity numbered 45.  

Overwhelmingly, the open-ended responses correlate highly with the survey responses in that 

the majority of participant comments were favorable of the NCAE position. 

Table 21  

Open-ended Responses Similar to Survey Questions 

Survey Question 

Topic 

Open-ended 

Question 1-

Overall 

Effectiveness 

Open-ended 

Question 2- 

Better Service 

Open-ended 

Question 3-

Specific Area 

of 

Effectiveness 

# 

Supporting 

NCAE 

Differentiated Pay 

(Q1) 

3 15 33 45 

Curriculum Control 

(Q2) 

2 4 1 6 

Collective 

Bargaining (Q3) 

13 7 4 20 

Employee 

Accountability 

(Q4) 

4 3 5 9 

School Calendar 

(Q5) 

0 8 2 5 

 

Kindergarten 

Enrollment (Q6) 

0 1 0 0 

Separation 

Church/State (Q7) 

0 1 1 1 

Ban Corp. 

Punishment (Q8) 

0 1 0 0 

Parent 

Responsibility (Q9) 

0 8 1 9 

Not Privatizing 

Services (Q10) 

0 0 0 0 

 

The following three subsections review these results by open-ended response questions. 

Open-ended question 1. There were 180 responses to open-ended question number 

one on the overall effectiveness of NCAE.  Seven themes emerged from the analysis of open-
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ended response data from open-ended question one. The seven themes included the 

following:  

1. Obtaining better salaries/better legislative effort: This theme addresses both the 

support that some respondents have for NCAE’s legislative efforts to obtain 

higher salaries, as well as those respondents who feel that the legislative effort is 

not effective in increasing salaries and warding off anti-teacher policy. 

2. Not union/need union: This theme illustrates the disappointment that many 

respondents have with NCAE not being a formal union. 

3. Member support: This theme illustrates how good of a job select respondents 

thought that NCAE did in being present when its members called.  

4. Need more presence: This theme addresses concerns respondents had with not 

knowing what NCAE does for its members, and the concern that the organization 

does not actively address policy issues that are most important to teachers. 

5. Very effective: This theme represents responses that were written in one or two 

word comments that illustrated general overall support for NCAE. 

6. Maintain status quo: This theme addresses concerns from those respondents who 

wrote that NCAE only responds to select individuals within the organization, and 

who believe that the average member really has no impact on what the 

organization does. 

7. Slow to respond: This theme addresses responses that are critical of the amount of 

time that it takes NCAE staff to follow-up with members in need of legal 

assistance or who require staff guidance on other job related issues. 
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The theme of obtaining better salaries/better legislative effort received the largest 

number of references (42).  Seventeen respondents stated that NCAE’s presence in the North 

Carolina General Assembly and State Board of Public Instruction was influential and 

respected and that pay increases were primarily the work of NCAE.  Participant number 45 

wrote that NCAE has been highly effective for the past 20 years and that “the involvement in 

state government has benefitted all NCAE members.  Participant number 45 further wrote 

that “The pay raises that teachers have received over the past decade are in large part due to 

the efforts of NCAE.”  Similarly, participant number 60 noted that “NCAE has done a great 

job getting teacher salaries up.”  In reference to working with other areas of the legislative 

process to accomplish goals, participant number 119 scribed that “I have been pleased with 

the strides they have made in working with the governor on issues such as salary and class 

size.”  Conversely, 9 respondents noted that political and policy activity needed to be 

increased by the leadership of NCAE.  Participant number 11 wrote that, “We need to be 

more active with the legislators.  If we are not going to ask for more money why do I need to 

be a member?”  Four respondents were critical of NCAE action on the federal accountability 

model, “No Child Left Behind.”   Participant number 167 referenced that the “NCAE should 

work with North Carolina legislators to bring about change to the current federal education 

policy.”   

The theme of collective bargaining received the second most mentions in the open 

ended responses (31) to open-ended question one.  In general, respondent’s comments 

concerning unions and collective bargaining addressed NCAE’s inability to be called a 

union, but thought they were considered successful for a state that does not have this right.  
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Three participants commented that NCAE does a decent job for a state that does not have a 

union.  Participant 93 wrote that, “I feel the NCAE earns high marks.  I would, though, 

support collective bargaining.”  Five respondents mentioned that NCAE should continue to 

pursue the right for public school employees to be able to negotiate with their employers.  

For example, participant number 12 noted that “the NCAE does well considering that we 

have no real bargaining power”, while participant number 48 claimed, “I feel that it (NCAE) 

has done a decent job, but we need a UNION with collective bargaining abilities in NC.”  

Responses such as these were clear on the issues of salaries and working conditions claiming 

that both could be better if North Carolina was a union state.  Participant number 59 noted 

that “NCAE actually has its hands tied since it cannot call for a strike”, while participant 131 

remarked, “Other states strike in order to prove they mean business…where are our guts?”  

Twenty-seven respondents noted that NCAE supported its members in some capacity.  

Participant number 86 wrote that “It is my opinion that overall, NCAE is an effective 

organization.  I am not as active as I should be, but wherever I need them, they are always 

there.” Participant number 166 wrote that,  

I feel that NCAE is very effective for the general member.  It does a great job 

advocating for those members who are simply joiners and want the legal protection.  I 

feel that the organization makes an effort to outreach to members with specific 

concerns as well.  

 Participant number 43 wrote that, “I have been a member for a long time.  Overall, NCAE 

continues to do great work.” 
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The theme that received the fourth highest mentions to the open-ended questions one 

was that NCAE needed more presence (23) so that members would know exactly what it is 

that the organization does. This theme also mentioned that respondents feel that NCAE is not 

active in specific policy areas that regularly impact teachers. A general consensus concerning 

presence was that NCAE did a respectable job but was still an unknown commodity.  For 

example, participant number 27 wrote that, “NCAE is okay I guess.  I come from the 

corporate world and education is just a little different”.  Participant number 99 wrote that, “I 

think NCAE is effective in advocating for teachers, but I think NCAE could do a better job of 

making all members aware of all the services available through NCAE.”  Another respondent 

wrote that, “I find it a waste of money.  I am still not sure exactly what you do.”  Participant 

number 31 wrote that, “NCAE needs better marketing.”  Five participants also noted the 

importance of creating better working conditions for teachers and the importance of 

legislative policy that make it safe to work in a respective building.  For example, participant 

number 111 noted that, “In most cases, NCAE does not consider the working conditions 

under which teachers are working.  It seems they are more interested in looking good in 

Raleigh.”  Participant number 124 stated, “NCAE needs to work harder to help teachers deal 

with administrators that are not looking at how their goals affect how teachers teach.” 

There were 16 responses that pertained to the theme of NCAE being “very effective.”  

In general, the comments related to this theme were one or two word references.  Participants 

113, 114, and115 each wrote that NCAE was “very effective.”   One of two references which 

extended beyond these two words was written by participant 70 who wrote that “The overall 

effectiveness of NCAE is great.  I love all it has done for me and I enjoy being a part of all it 
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has to offer.  The other multi-word comment came from participant 123, who stated that, 

“Overall, NCAE is a very effective organization that represents all educators.” 

Unlike the previous comments, which tended to be more positive in their description 

of NCAE’s effectiveness, there were 11 respondents who addressed the theme, “maintains 

the status quo”.  Participant 4 wrote that NCAE should “involve the regular member more in 

the policy decision-making process and not just long time members.”  Participant 8 noted 

that “my local NCAE rep does not ask us what we think; she just tells Raleigh what they 

want to do.”  Participant 112 wrote that, “How effective is legislation to remedy issues faced 

by teacher (i.e. duty-free lunch, planning periods for elementary) if there are loopholes for 

districts/schools not to comply?  Everything is the same.” 

There were 19 responses made referencing the theme, “response time”.  In general, 

these statements tended to be negative in scope and addressed NCAE staff responsiveness to 

respondent’s issues surrounding job actions taken against members. Participant 120 wrote 

that NCAE was “sometimes slow to respond when members need help.”  Participant 169 

wrote that “NCAE staff was sometimes slow in returning phone calls, especially when 

member’s jobs are on the line.”  Participant 82 write that, “NCAE staff in Raleigh does not 

seem to respond to phone calls from members promptly according to my members”.  

Open-ended question 2.When asked how the NCAE could better serve its members, 

164 responses were noted, with 8 themes resonating from the content analysis. Themes for 

this area of analysis included the following,  

1. Being more professional: This theme addresses what some respondents mentioned 

relating to how NCAE should focus on issues related to professional development 
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and self-betterment.  The comments note that some respondents feel that NCAE 

places too much of its focus in what some believe are the wrong areas. 

2. Biased towards Democrats: This theme addresses concerns by some respondents 

who felt that NCAE only collaborated with legislators in the Democratic Party. 

3. Job protection training for members: This theme addresses the desire for some 

respondents to be trained to protect their job on a daily basis, as well as when 

NCAE staff cannot be contacted. 

4. Better NCAE staff support: This theme addresses concerns that some respondents 

have with NCAE staff supporting members with their various professional needs 

and the biases that respondents feel are the reason for the lack of NCAE staff 

support 

5. Teacher working conditions: This theme addresses concerns that some 

respondents have related to the perceived lack of focus that NCAE places on 

making working conditions better for teachers in the classroom. 

6. Aggressiveness towards obtaining better salaries: This theme addresses concerns 

that some respondents have with NCAE’s perceived lack of effort in pursuing 

higher salaries for teachers.  

7. Opposing NCLB/unfair accountability: This theme addresses the concern that 

some respondents have with NCAE’s effort to change the accountability systems 

that teachers in North Carolina are evaluated by.   

8. Advocacy for teacher unions; This theme addresses the concern that some 

respondents have with NCAE not being a true union and the concern that the 
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effort is not being made to change policies that would allow unionism for North 

Carolina’s state employees.  

There were 15 comments that addressed the theme of “being more professional”, 

whereby respondents wrote of the need to provide more information for self-betterment and 

the need to be better represented by NCAE staff.  Participant 59 wrote that NCAE staff 

“should look more professional when meeting with members and administrators.”  

Participant 139 wrote that NCAE was “too aggressive and does not act like a professional 

organization at times.”  Participant 8 had concerns with the perceived view the public has of 

NCAE and wrote that “I think that NCAE could be more professional.  Everything that it 

does now is political.”  There were also those members who thought that NCAE should focus 

more on traditional areas of professionalism.  For example, participants 7 and 11 noted that 

“tuition support for members going to graduate school” should be a priority for NCAE.  

Participant 120 wrote that “NCAE should address issues surrounding the graduation project 

and issues surrounding...the use of 4x4 block to counteract funding.”  Participants 17 and 21 

added that NCAE should offer more professional development and assistance in training us 

to keep our jobs. 

Thirteen respondents wrote that NCAE focused on Democratic candidates and their 

issues too often, with very little attention paid to the political views of other parties.  

Participant 55 wrote that “I think NCAE should look at other political candidates other than 

Dems.  They also want us to vote Dem.-not always the best choice.” Participant 111 added 

that “not all members of NCAE belong to the Democratic Party and the actions of Raleigh 

need to reflect that. I am Republican.”   Added participant 116, “The NCAE endorsement 



          83 

 

 

process seems to lean too far to the left.  Whatever happened to being bi-partisan?”  

Participant 127 addressed concerns surrounding NCAE mimicking NEA and its policies 

saying, “NCAE does not have to do everything that NEA does.  North Carolina can be more 

diverse in its support of legislative candidates and policy that comes from Republicans.  Stop 

acting as though everyone is a damn Democrat.”  Participant 144 wrote that, “The way we 

support candidates must be reconsidered.  I am independent but Democrats seem to get too 

much focus.” 

The theme of training members to protect their employment status received 23 

references from respondents.  Participant 48 wrote that “we need to be able to defend 

ourselves when staff and local representatives are hard to reach.”  Participant 19 noted that 

“NCAE needs to help us enforce student discipline and help us protect ourselves when 

attacked.  We often lose our jobs behind this.”  Participant 75 wrote that NCAE should 

“teach us to communicate in such a way that we do not jeopardize our livelihood.”  

Participant 99 wrote that “younger members need to be taught how to protect themselves.”  

Respondents also noted that NCAE should offer more support that teaches members how to 

document and to prepare for meetings with principals (participant 153), as well as to 

understand what rights members have when parents threaten them.  Participant 155 wrote 

that “NCAE should help us protect ourselves from bad parents”, while participant 158 noted 

that “NCAE should help to see that parents are held accountable…Parents tend to want to sue 

teachers when their child does not learn.  How do we prepare ourselves against this?” 

The theme of staff support (19 responses) was a continuing theme from the first open-

ended question, where respondents questioned the response time of NCAE in relation to 
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select issues and groups.  Participant 44 wrote that NCAE staff “needs to work on being 

more responsive to members needs” and participant 53 noted that “staff needs to be reminded 

that this is our organization and we pay dues.  When we call they need to be there.”  

Participant 66 also noted that “when field staff are changed to a different service area, neither 

NCAE or the staff member do a good job of informing the member that they do not have the 

same person.”  One respondent, participant 24, interjected race when s/he wrote, “It seems 

like NCAE staff show favoritism toward white members in need…especially teacher 

assistants who are in need.”  There were also generational disagreements concerning staff 

support.  For example, participant 18 wrote that “longer serving members need more 

attention from NCAE”, where participant 27 noted that “there needs to be more marketing to 

the newer member.  It seems that the long time members control everything in my area.”  

Conversely, participant 67 wrote that “NCAE staff does a good job for the members” and 

that “staff responds quickly when called.” 

Teacher working conditions received 27 references as one of the 8 themes that 

resonated with open-ended question two.  Participant 68 noted that NCAE “needed to do a 

better job of creating better working environments for educators in general.”  Issues such as 

“lack of a planning time” and “duty-free lunches” were referenced frequently.  Participant 

156 wrote that “NCAE seems incapable of making principals follow state law as it relates to 

a planning time for teachers.”  Participant 154 wrote that “NCAE needs work to make sure 

that teachers have time to eat.  I can never get a moment to myself, even during lunch.  It 

makes the day very difficult.”  Participant 129 addressed the issue of teacher time by adding 

that “NCAE needed to do a better job of protecting teacher’s time after the school day ends, 
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if we are not to get extra pay.  We should exclude PTA meetings, musicals, etc. from being 

required.”  Participant 146 noted that “it seems administrators are allowed to mistreat 

teachers and it seems that NCAE is unwilling to do anything about it.” 

There were 14 responses to the theme that addressed obtaining higher salaries for 

teachers in North Carolina.  Participant 6 wrote that “teacher salaries in this state do not keep 

up with those in other states, which is why people come here for a few years and then leave 

when they get a little experience.”  Participant 29 noted that “NCAE is the blame for 

allowing the salary schedule to climb to 30 steps before one gets top pay.  In retrospect, 

NCAE should realize that the schedule that the state had in the 1980s was not so bad after 

all.”  Participant 47 provided what was probably the most compelling argument for the need 

to pursue higher salaries for teachers: 

Our teacher salaries need to improve drastically!!  I can barely make my paycheck 

stretch to the end of each month.  I hold a masters’ degree and a 24 hour advanced 

certificate with 23 years experience.  In the business world I would be making double 

what I make teaching.  I don’t get my summers off.  I have a summer job to 

supplement my income. 

Participant 135 wrote that NCAE “should promote an increase in the 6
th

 year 

supplement.  It hasn’t changed in 15 years or more”. 

On the theme of accountability and the federal program, No Child Left Behind, 

participants made 10 references. Participant 52 noted that the “current accountability 

programs were unfair and unrealistic and NCAE has done very little to bring about the 

necessary change to address concerns being voiced by educators.”   The same participant also 
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noted that “administrators need to carry out mandates in school the way they are suppose to 

be carried out, not the way they want them to be carried out.”   References were also made 

concerning parents and accountability.  Participant 132 wrote that there “was no 

accountability for parents when they do not send their children to school ready to learn.”  

Participant 133 noted that NCAE “should work to make sure that the legislature does not 

hold teachers wholly accountable for student’s achievement.  Parents should be accountable 

too.”  Participant 115 wrote, “Let’s look at the issue of parental accountability.  The schools 

are expected to be all and do all for kids.  Where are the parents?” 

The support for unionization in North Carolina was a theme that received 17 

references in the second open-ended question.  Participant 5 wrote that “NCAE could be 

more productive if it was a real union.”  Participant 61wrote, “if issues of accountability and 

salary were bargained at the county level, the trouble with teacher recruitment and retention 

would go away.”  Participant 37 added that “NCAE needs to make sure that its members do 

not feel intimidated by bad administrators .This happens all the time.  Maybe if we had a 

union we could do something about it.”  Respondents also wrote specifically about the 

perceived correlation between unionism and employee benefits.  Participant 110 wrote: 

“NCAE needs to be more vocal and explicit in meeting the needs of teachers (i.e. salary, 

working conditions, respect).  Act like a union!”  Participant 93 added:  If we had a union, 

we would have better insurance, more income, and a 20 year retirement plan.”  Participant 1 

summarized his response by writing, “As a non- union organization there is really little that 

they can do to go beyond what they do now.” 
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Open-ended question 3.There was areas where respondents wrote that NCAE was 

doing an effective job.  The themes that resonated from this analysis included the following. 

1. Lobbying and salary increases: This theme addresses the support that some 

respondents have for the manner by which NCAE pursues higher salaries for 

teachers, as well as the manner in which the organization advocates for other policy 

issues. 

2. Providing advocacy information: This theme addresses the support that some 

respondents have for the literary information that NCAE provides to its members. 

3.  Member representation: This theme addresses the support that some respondents 

have for the manner NCAE represents its members in times of need, both at the state 

level and local level. 

4.  Supporting National Board for Professional Teaching Standards: This theme 

addresses how some respondents agree with the manner NCAE supports the National 

Board Certification process for teachers. 

The highest number of references (48) for open-ended question three was made to the 

theme lobbying/salary increases.  For instance, participant 7 wrote that “Working for pay 

increases is one of the best things that NCAE does.”  Also, as participant 20 added, 

“Working to elect the correct people so that they give us pay raises is something that NCAE 

does very well, but there seems to be more that needs to be done.”  Similarly, participant 151 

wrote that NCAE “has done a great job of ensuring that teacher salaries do not get frozen 

again.  NCAE keeps the legislators on their toes and has a definite influence in the politics of 
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education.”  Sixteen other references to salary and lobbying were one or two word phrases 

such as “salary”, “legislative”, and “improving pay.” 

Next, there were 41 references to the theme that addressed NCAE providing 

educational information.  For example, participant 62 wrote that “NCAE is always current 

and has the best interest of teaches in mind.  Also, thank you for the NCAE magazine-it is a 

fantastic source of information and ideas.”  Similarly, participant 38 noted that “publications 

are very informative and legislative issues are adequately covered.” Participants 13, 14, 15, 

16, and 17 each responded similarly that NCAE provides good information from the state 

related to newsletters and grant opportunities. Also, participant 76 wrote that NCAE 

“supports teachers with information to do their jobs”, with participants 116, 134, and 143 

each referencing the information that NCAE provides via its “emails and listservs”. 

The third theme “member representation” received 31 references where respondents 

wrote that NCAE was doing an effective job.  Participant 32 wrote that “NCAE is the only 

group that can watch out for our needs when legislators are always trying to take more away 

from teachers and add more to our plates.”  Participant 67 noted that NCAE does a good job 

representing its members because “NCAE is allowed access into legislator’s offices because 

they are viewed as a professional association and not a union.”  Other respondents noted that 

NCAE did a good job representing members by protecting their jobs.  Specifically, 

participant 18 wrote that “being a member of NCAE makes some administrators think twice 

before attacking teachers.”  Participant 106 added that “NCAE has done a good job focusing 

on inequality.”  Likewise, participant 147 wrote that “NCAE does a very effective job in 
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protecting the jobs of its members.  I also think that NCAE does an excellent job in offering 

top notch staff development in this area.” 

Last, in the area of professional development, 21 respondents wrote that NCAE was 

doing an effective job supporting teachers who pursued National Board.  Participant 135 

added that “the only reason that North Carolina has more NBCTs than any other state is that 

NCAE provides the best workshop preparation than any other group.”  Further, participant 10 

wrote that “NCAE does a great job assisting teachers to obtain National Board but has to 

work on keeping them as members once they complete the process.”  Similarly, participant 

37 wrote that NCAE “is available to help schools organize support for National Board 

Certification candidates.  They have worked hard to establish support for teachers on 

weekends and setting up mentors when assistance is needed during the school week.” 
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Chapter V 

Discussion 

Discussion of Means 

In a review of cumulative mean responses to each of the 10 survey questions, the data 

reflected moderate congruency between NCAE and its teacher members who took the survey 

concerning issues related to curriculum and instruction policy.  These results were closely 

aligned with the theoretical framework presented for this study, Exchange Theory, which 

assumes that there will be consistent congruity between members and leaders of a voluntary 

membership organization considering that leaders and members often interface on issues of 

large scale importance before decisions are made (Salisbury, 1969).  Though some mean 

scores were higher than others, the evidence obtained via this study illustrated that the 

majority of participants who took the survey had some sort of interaction with NCAE that 

provided an opportunity for questions and concerns to be addressed.  It is likely that the 

difference in mean results for questions was representative of differences within the diverse 

sample.  For example, the mean score of 4.50, concerning parent accountability reflected 

broad interest in this topic, which is to be expected given that it affects all teachers, 

regardless of grade level, age, sex, or race.  On the other hand, a mean score of 3.51 (school 

calendar) may be an issue that is important to only certain subgroups, such as high school 

teachers because of its impact on spring testing.   

Unlike the Ade study (1982), where participants were selected to study congruity 

between teachers and their organizations, the study reported here addressed a wider range of 

demographic characteristics, which provided for more of an opportunity to generalize about 
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any relationships concerning congruity.  In the Ade study elementary school teachers who 

were all in the same graduate program were surveyed.  The only difference in the sample was 

that the study participants belonged to different teacher professional organizations.  The 

study reported here included a diverse sample drawn randomly from over 40,000 individuals 

who had varying education levels, taught in various grade levels, and who all belonged to the 

same organization under study.  The methodology and results of this study are more 

representative of the Exchange Theory concept than the methodology and results of the Ade 

work. 

An examination of frequency score responses illustrated that participants and NCAE 

leadership shared similar views on policy issues and how these policies should be carried out 

in the educational setting.  The frequency score responses suggested that members of 

voluntary organizations, in this case NCAE, may change their views depending on how a 

specific issue impacts them personally.  Further evidence of congruity was indicated by the 

percent of frequency score responses that were greater than three for each of the survey 

statements. In a review of frequency score totals for each question on the survey, the percent 

of responses greater than three ranged from 58% (question 8) - 97% (questions 2 and 9).  

Furthermore, a review of frequency scores revealed that there were a range of responses on 

the likert scale for each question, indicating that subgroups of participants differed widely on 

how the respective topic impacted their educational environment, inside and outside of the 

classroom.  This is similar to findings from Cherryholmes (1980) where he noted that 

teachers bring their own personal beliefs, or teacher knowledge, to the educational 

environment and that they tend to use advocacy organizations to represent those views.   
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The results of this study suggest that NCAE as an advocacy organization represents 

the views of its teacher members.  Specifically, the results are in agreement with the 

Exchange Theory, as articulated by Sabatier and McLaughlin (1990), that leadership of 

voluntary organizations will have views very similar to their members.  Sabatier and 

McLaughlin (1990) argued that if members’ views were significantly different from the 

leadership of the voluntary organization to which they belonged, individuals would choose 

not to belong to the organization and when assessing voluntary organizations, one normally 

receives feedback from groups of people who want to be a part of the group and who 

strongly agree with its principles. 

Exploration of ANOVA Results 

 Conover (1984) noted that self-location by an individual in a group is normally 

dictated by the relevance of issues that the group chooses to focus on.  She also noted that 

one’s membership in any type of organization ultimately depended upon certain social 

characteristics and individual views on specific issues.  In order to examine if survey 

responses by participant categories differed significantly from each other by survey question, 

ANOVAs were calculated by subgroup category and survey question.  These analyses were 

important given that Pohan and Aguilar (2001) argue that certain segments of a voluntary 

organization may deviate from the beliefs and values of the organization to which they 

belong.  A question-by-question review of the differences among segments (based on 

demographic information) of the sample in this study yield mixed results.    

A review of ANOVA results by question for the years as teacher category found there 

were significant differences between groups in five areas.  Follow-up analysis revealed that 
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differences were present on the questions that dealt with collective bargaining, kindergarten 

enrollment, separation of church and state, corporal punishment, and state funds to private 

entities. These findings illustrated that, in general, those who had been teaching for 0-5 years 

had judged each of these five issues at a lower priority level than those respondents with 

more teaching experience.  Participants who had been teachers for shorter periods of time 

were less supportive of select policy issues, while more supportive of other issues referenced 

in the survey instrument.  For example, note that the longer someone had been teaching the 

more likely they were to have supported (ranked as a high priority) corporal punishment.  On 

the corporal punishment survey item participants who had taught from 0-5 years had the 

smallest standard deviation among subgroups, reinforcing that the idea of spanking students 

was more appealing to teachers who had taught for more years.  These results supported the 

findings of Eberts (2007) where he noted that allegiance to any group may vary depending on 

the issue(s) and which segment of the general membership stands to benefit the most from 

the implementation of said policy.  Overall, the results of this study illustrated that the longer 

an individual had been a member and teacher, the more likely that she would disagree with 

others over certain curricular issues (e.g. corporal punishment).   

A review of ANOVA results by question for the years as member category found there 

were significant differences between groups in four areas.  Follow-up analysis revealed that 

these differences were present for the topics; kindergarten enrollment, separation of church 

and state, corporal punishment, and state funds to private entities. This analysis illustrated 

that in each case, those teachers who had been members of NCAE for 0-5 years had a lower 

mean response to each question where a significant difference was noted.  Unlike with the 



          94 

 

 

years as teacher category, the years as member category was not as evenly distributed, as 

there were far less respondents in the 31 years or more subgroup.  This fact may be most 

notable when considering responses to the issue of changing the kindergarten start date, 

which was the only issue on the survey for the years as member category that was significant 

at the p≤.01 level.  In this case, the 0-5 years as member subgroup had a lower mean that 

others in the category, but did not have the lowest standard deviation.  Most likely, this is a 

result of having multiple grade levels represented in a subgroup where the issue is pertinent 

primarily to those who teach in the K-5 arena.  Overall, the ANOVAs for this question 

illustrated that the longer an individual had been a member, the more likely that she would be 

at odds over certain curricular issues with those who had been a member for fewer years.   

ANOVA results showed significant differences between age groups in the area of 

collective bargaining.  Specifically, significant difference among mean responses concerning 

collective bargaining occurred between respondents who ranged in ages from 30-39 and 50-

59, with younger respondents supporting the concept more as well as having a smaller 

standard deviation.  One possible explanation for the differences between these two groups is 

that older respondents are more typically native to North Carolina and support the traditional 

non-bargaining status of the state, while younger respondents often come from states that 

allow some variation of unionism.   

The ANOVA on gender yielded significant differences on the questions about collective 

bargaining and maintaining separation of church and state.  In both instances, responses from 

men respondents had higher means and lower standard deviations than women respondents.  

Beatte (1986) argued that the needs of women in organizations are different than that of men, 
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who tend to be the leaders in most instances, especially as it related to bargaining contracts.  

These gender differences in needs seemed to be present on the issues of collective bargaining 

and separation of church and state.  

ANOVA results illustrated significant differences between grade level groups in the areas 

of differentiated pay, kindergarten enrollment, and parent accountability, with the most 

difference occurring with the issue of changing the kindergarten date--- the only statement on 

the survey for the grade level category significant at the p≤.01level.  Further observation 

revealed that the K-5 subgroup of the grade level category had the highest mean scores on 

each issue where significant differences were noted.  On the issue of differentiated pay, the 

K-5 subgroup might oppose differentiated pay because their grade levels are less likely to 

benefit from monetary awards than content specific grade levels, such as 6-8 and 9-12.  

Respondents in the K-5 grade level strongly supported the idea of kindergarteners being 

older before they begin school, perhaps because these teachers think that older students will 

be more mature and responsible.  Likewise, respondents in the K-5 grade levels were more in 

favor of greater responsibility possibly reflecting a view that if parents do not prepare the 

children at home when parents have a greater influence over children, then teachers’ jobs are 

more difficult.   

ANOVA results showed significant differences between race groups on the questions of 

separation of church and state, corporal punishment, and denying public funds to private 

schools.  African-American and European- American respondents differed significantly on 

separation of church and state and corporal punishment.  African-American respondents were 

less concerned with ending corporal punishment, while European-Americans responded that 
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removing corporal punishment should remain a focus of NCAE.  The question on removing 

corporal punishment from public schools received the lowest mean of all statements (3.03), 

which may be an indication that respondents thought that this issue was one that NCAE may 

need to reconsider as a priority, or at the least, to reconsider the language that is used by the 

organization on the issue. 

 Discussion of Open-ended Questions.   

In a review of themes that emerged from the three open-ended questions, responses 

concerning overall effectiveness of NCAE tended to be more positive than negative.  Open-

ended question results supported ANOVA results across most subcategories.  Although 

respondent comments were normally supportive of NCAE, it was also clear that responses 

often contradicted each other.  For example, when addressing issues of “overall 

effectiveness”, the respondents wrote comments that generally were supportive of NCAE 

salary efforts.  But when asked to comment on areas where NCAE could provide better 

service, respondents commented that NCAE needed to continue with its aggressiveness 

towards pursuing higher salaries.  This same pattern was observed with the responses to 

open-ended questions two and three, where respondents stated that NCAE should be more 

aggressive towards obtaining better salaries, and in the next section noting that the 

organization is very effective in lobbying for salary increases. This dichotomy of response 

corresponded with the survey questions, where the majority of NCAE members strongly 

supported the priorities of the organization, while there was always a small number who were 

opposed to the idea of a high level of priority for each respective issue.  Interestingly enough, 

there were more themes (8) that emerged when participants were asked about areas that 
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needed better service, but there were more written comments that supported the NCAE 

position related to the survey questions. 

One thing was clear with the open-ended section of the survey was that respondents 

provided support for their organization, which included the curriculum and instruction 

policies that it continues to support.  Although not all respondents were positive about the 

manner in which advocacy took place and the issues being advocated for, respondents wrote 

that NCAE brought value into their professional lives in more cases than not.  These results 

were consistent with the Exchange Theory model which suggests that most members of 

voluntary organizations will support their organizations if provided an opportunity to provide 

some form of feedback and opinion into the decision-making process.   
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CHAPTER VI 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

 When this study was formally conceptualized, one of the researcher’s goals was to 

explore the literature in the following three areas: 1) general representation between members 

and the organizations to which they belong; 2) teacher relations to unions and professional 

organizations; 3) teacher knowledge and its impact on teacher policy views.  A second goal 

for the researcher in this work was to initiate a body of research about teachers who belonged 

to a professional association in a non-bargaining state and whether or not they agreed with 

policy views on educational issues held by their professional association.  Finally, a third 

goal was to generate findings that could be shared with the NCAE in an effort to inform its 

work, as well as other organizations similarly situated, whereby the advocacy needs of 

teachers in public schools could be better addressed.   

 The effort to investigate the concept of congruency in a non-bargaining voluntary 

membership education organization proved to be very enlightening, while at the same time 

making clear the reality that more research is needed in this area.  In a review of data that 

addressed the large question of cumulative congruity between NCAE and the sampled 

teacher members, it proved to be very clear from the respondents that common values existed 

between the two.  Each of the 10 survey questions provided statistical support for the notion 

that NCAE’s teacher members support the work of the organization concerning policy issues 

related to curriculum and instruction.    

The researcher also decided to explore if there were significant differences among 

subgroup responses to these questions.  The ANOVA results indicated that significant 
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differences existed between subgroup categories and the respective variables presented in the 

survey.  What the ANOVA results illustrated was that there exists a great deal of variability 

within the NCAE teacher member population concerning select policy issues.  Participants 

who were younger teachers and newer members consistently differed in their views from 

respondents who were older and had been members for a longer period of time.  What was 

clear in this study was that there were very distinct differences by category (race, gender, 

age, time as member and teacher, grade level, education attainment) between respondents on 

numerous policy issues.  This study, however, did not address whether or not there was a 

trend in differences among the demographic categories.  This work was a snapshot of how 

NCAE teacher member respondents felt about the work of their organization.  The open-

ended results provided evidence that respondents supported the views of their organization 

and considered the same curriculum and instruction areas as priorities.   

Importance of Making Distinctions 

The importance of drawing clearer distinctions in the media and literature between 

teachers in bargaining and non-bargaining states is paramount.  In a closer review of the 

results obtained from the open-ended response questions for this study, there were very clear 

distinctions between those teachers who have worked in bargaining states and those who had 

not.  A survey conducted by the National Education Association (1997) that assessed public 

attitudes toward public education made clear that extensive differences exist between 

teachers who work in states with collective bargaining and states without these rights.  The 

study pointed out that the views of citizens and teachers in non-bargaining states seemed to 

be somewhat less confrontational than the views of the same population in union states.  
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Also, the study noted that demographic differences on issues related to teacher attrition and 

state funding for public education warrant a new dialogue among interested parties.   As 

noted in the literature review, the effort to draw distinctions between these teachers is rarely 

addressed.   

Delimitations 

 There were many natural conditions that restricted the scope of this study.  This 

study focused only on the views of NCAE teacher members and did not include other 

categories of members who are also impacted by issues addressed in the study.  Hence, 

teacher assistants, school principals, guidance counselors, and other categories that are 

impacted by curricular positions did not have their opinion voiced in this work.  

Second, the findings from this work cannot be applied to teachers who are not 

members of NCAE, as this study sought to consider issues of congruency between the NCAE 

and a segment of its membership.  While it is practical at some point to consider NCAEs’ 

policies in comparison to non-members, that was not the aim of this study.   

Third, while the findings from this work illustrated strong congruity between NCAE 

and its teacher members on the issue of curriculum and instruction policy positions, these 

findings cannot be applied to other areas.  For example, findings from this work do not 

address possible differences of opinion between NCAE leadership and its members 

concerning membership recruitment and organizing strategies used by the organization.  

Although the survey allowed members the opportunity to address areas of concern within 

their organization, the primary theme addressed in this work focused on the concept of 

curriculum and instruction policy positions.  



          101 

 

 

Significance 

This study is significant given the lack of research that addresses specific issues 

surrounding voluntary teacher organizations in non-bargaining states such as North Carolina.  

The general assumption in the literature is that teacher advocacy groups are all unions, 

especially if they are affiliated with the National Education Association or the American 

Federation of Teachers.  This assumption is inaccurate.  

Results from this study will provide information to state and local education officials 

as they consider how to best address concerns of teachers that are not captured via school 

system methodologies.  Specifically, the results of the study report information on teacher 

views concerning issues related to curriculum and instruction, thereby providing an 

opportunity for other researchers to consider how these issues are addressed on a statewide 

scale.  

Results from this study also provide empirical data on the question of whether or not 

teacher members of NCAE support the views espoused by leadership in the organization as 

related to curriculum and instruction issues.  This empirical data can provide NCAE more 

information to assess how well, or not, it meets the needs of its members.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 The findings from this study provided strong empirical evidence that teacher member 

respondents of NCAE generally support curriculum and instruction policy positions taken by 

the leadership of NCAE.  That said, several issues were raised that will need further 

clarification and more detailed analysis.  One of these issues has to do with representation.  

NCAE members cover the educational spectrum, from principals to teacher assistants.  The 
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importance of having a more representative view of the members’ opinions on curriculum 

and instruction and other issues is important if voluntary organizations wish to accurately 

reflect their memberships’ interest and positions.  Such a correlation between member views 

and organizational leadership would require that views of a broad spectrum of members that 

is fully representative of the membership be regularly polled. 

 A second area recommended for future study concerns the effect of multiple 

characteristics on a single variable.  For example, assessing simultaneously the responses 

from teachers based on multiple characteristics such as gender, race, and years as teacher 

concerning maintaining the separation of church and state.  A MANOVA would provide 

much more information than the current study.  In the current study, the researcher only 

examined responses based on a single characteristic for each assessment. 

 Thirdly, while most of the methodology for this study centered on quantitative 

methods, the qualitative methods added important depth to the study.  In the future, 

conducting a truly mixed-methods study on issues related to congruity within voluntary 

organizations should add more clarity to this area of study.  A mixed-method study would 

include data gathering activities such as, focus groups, interviews, and board/policy group 

observations; this would provide readers of the work a more complete understanding of the 

issues that were addressed. 

 Finally, the results of this study suggest that there may be differences between NCAE 

teacher members and those teachers in North Carolina who choose not to join the 

organization.   For example, it is clear that respondents of the survey and NCAE leadership 

strongly support the priority of addressing issues surrounding opposing differentiated pay, 
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pursuing collective bargaining, and holding parents accountable.  What is not clear is how 

non-NCAE members feel about topics that are supported by NCAE leadership.  The 

Exchange Theory model would imply that non-members hold opposite views and choose not 

to join NCAE.  Obviously, this study did not address the views of NCAE teacher members in 

contrast to non-NCAE teacher members, but a study of that type would provide answers to 

the question. 

In closing, the researcher should note that the results of the study addressed teacher 

views on issues related to the classroom environment.  Factors such as gender, race, and age 

seem to affect how teachers view their world in the workplace.  When those same social 

characteristics are juxtaposed with membership in a professional organization, teacher views 

on issues related to curriculum and instruction appear to be particularly pointed.  If nothing 

more, the results of this study could be reason to give the media pause when generalizing 

about all teachers who are members of advocacy organizations.  As is clear in this study, 

demographic and cultural differences impact the views that teachers have on select policy 

issues, even when they belong to the same organization.  Any lack of acknowledgement of 

this fact is an indication that one has not taken the time to understand the multiple dynamics 

that affect curriculum and instruction. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Survey 

 

Please check the responses in section A that apply to you.  

 

 

Section A. 

 

1. Years as a teacher: __ 0-5 __ 6-10 __11-15__ 16-20 __21-25  __26-30 

 

__31 or more 

 

2. Years as a member of NCAE: __ 0-5 __ 6-10  __11-15 __ 16-20   

 

__21-25  __26-30  __31 or more 

 

3. Age: __21-29 __ 30-39 __40-49  __50-59  __60 and over 

 

4. Sex: ___Male ___Female 

 

5.  County Teaching: __________________ 

 

6. Number of schools in which you have taught (1, 2, 3, etc.) ____ 

 

7. Current Grade level teaching : __K-5 __6-8 __9-12 

 

8. What specific grade(s) do you teach? ____ (e.g. 1
st
, 2

nd
, 8

th
, etc.) 

 

9. Subject/Area currently teaching: ___ Elementary Education  ___Math  ___Science  

 

      ___ Social Studies/History/Economics ___English/Language Arts/Foreign 

Language   

 

      ___  Special Education ____ Other 

 

10. Education Attainment: __BA__Masters/NBCT__PHD/6
th

 Year Degree __Specialist 

 

11. How do you identify yourself racially?: __Native American__African American 

 

      __Hispanic American __ European American __Asian American  ___ Multi racial  

 

      __Other 
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12. Type of Participation in NCAE: ___Building Representative __Local Officer 

__Committee Representative __Volunteer __Other 

 

 

 

Section B.  

 

Directions:  Below you will find statements that the North Carolina Association of Educators 

(NCAE) supports concerning various policy issues related to curriculum and instruction.  

Using the Likert scale assigned to each position, please select/circle the number that most 

closely aligns with your opinion, as a member of this organization, as to what priority 

should be given toward this issue by the NCAE.     

 

 

 

Low Priority      High Priority 
 

1  2  3  4  5 

 

1. Oppose any legislation that differentiates teacher salary on subject taught, content, or 

grade level.  

 

Low Priority      High Priority 

 

1  2  3  4  5 

 

2. Support the position that the development of a total curriculum at an institution 

should be a joint effort by those affected; however, the final course of study should be 

left to the classroom teachers who are directly affected by proposed curriculum 

decisions. 

 

Low Priority      High Priority 

1  2  3  4  5 

 

3. Support and work for the passage of collective bargaining legislation by the North 

Carolina General Assembly.  Collective bargaining legislation can provide the right 

for teachers to form true unions and allow representatives of teachers to bargain 

contracts with their school systems, or in the case of impasse, allow for teachers to 

strike against their employer.  

 

Low Priority      High Priority 

 

1  2  3  4  5 
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4. Oppose the determination of employee accountability and the comparison of 

individual teachers, schools, and school systems on the basis of student performance 

on standardized tests in North Carolina 

 

Low Priority      High Priority 

 

1  2  3  4  5 

 

5. Maintain the current position surrounding the school calendar where students can 

start school no earlier than August 25 and can stay in school no longer than June 10. 

 

Low Priority      High Priority 

 

1  2  3  4  5 

 

6. Move kindergarten enrollment date from October 16 to July 1. 

 

Low Priority      High Priority 

 

1  2  3  4  5 

 

7. Continue to support the principle of separation of church and state. 

 

Low Priority      High Priority 

 

1  2  3  4  5 

 

8. Ban corporal punishment (spanking) in all public schools in North Carolina. 

 

Low Priority      High Priority 

 

1  2  3  4  5 

 

9. Support legislation that would hold parents/guardians legally responsible for the 

academic and social behaviors of their children. 

 

Low Priority      High Priority 

 

1  2  3  4  5 

 



          118 

 

 

10. Oppose any effort to allocate state funds to non-public schools or to privatize public 

school services such as janitorial and cafeteria services. 

 

 

Section C 
 

This section provides an opportunity to you as a member of NCAE to provide 

feedback on the organizations effectiveness. 
 

1.  What is your opinion on the overall effectiveness of NCAE? 

 

2.  Are there areas where you believe NCAE needs to do a better job serving its members? 

 

3.  In what areas do you believe that NCAE is doing an effective job? 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Letter mailed to randomly selected participants 

 

To: Randomly Selected Members of the North Carolina Association of Educators (NCAE) 

 

From:  Kelvin L. Spragley, Graduate Student, North Carolina State University; Associate 

Executive Director, NCAE 

 

Re:  Request to participate in a study addressing issues of congruity between NCAE and its 

teacher members. 

 

Dear NCAE member, 

 

 You are receiving this letter because you have been randomly selected to 

participate in an online survey concerned with exploring agreement of curriculum and 

instruction policy positions between NCAE and its teacher members.  This research is 

part of a study being conducted by Kelvin L. Spragley, who also serves as the Associate 

Executive Director for NCAE.  The results of this study will help to provide more insight 

into the effectiveness of policy advocacy by NCAE as perceived by the membership.  

The results will also provide a national perspective by which professional association 

effectiveness in union and non-union states can be better compared and contrasted.  

Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will 

not affect your membership in NCAE in any capacity.   

By participating in this study, you are contributing to primary research on the nature 

of voluntary education organizations in non-union states.  If teacher members in these 

states feel as though their organizations are more representative of them than those 

teacher members in union states, this provides a cognitive shift as to how all 

organizations can more effectively address the needs of its members. 

Ideally, we would like one thousand participants for the study.  It would be helpful if 

these volunteers represented the great diversity of opinion that exists within the NCAE 

membership.  By participating in the study, you will help represent this diversity. 

The survey that you will be completing has been created with the assistance of NCAE 

members from throughout the state.  The items on the survey have been edited in order to 
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make it possible for us to obtain the necessary data while requiring a minimum of your 

time.  The average time required for completing the survey will be 11.5 minutes. 

We will appreciate it if you would use a personal computer to access the website 

below to complete the survey by February.  Please remember to key in your participant 

number once you have gained access to the site.  Other phases of this research cannot be 

carried out until we complete the analysis of the survey data.  Please know that your 

responses will be held in strictest confidence.  We will be pleased to send you a summary 

of the survey results if you desire.  

 Thank you for your cooperation. 

 

 Website: http://tinyurl.com/3d5dgp 

 

Password: ncae2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://tinyurl.com/3d5dgp
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APPENDIX C 

 

Introduction to Survey on Web Site 
 

Dear NCAE member, 

 

You have been randomly selected to participate in this online study concerned with 

exploring congruence (agreement) of curriculum and instruction policy positions 

between NCAE and its teacher members.  This research is part of a study being 

carried on between NCAE Leadership and North Carolina State University graduate 

student, Kelvin L. Spragley, who also serves as the Associate Executive Director for 

NCAE.  The results of this study will help to provide more insight into the 

effectiveness of policy advocacy by NCAE as perceived by the member.  The results 

will also provide a national perspective by which Association effectiveness in union 

and non-union states can be better compared and contrasted. 

 

This study will be descriptive, not evaluative.  The work will deal with the perceived 

congruity of select policy issues between you and your organization and will describe 

those results in a format that compares and contrasts the responses between the two, 

as well as comparing and contrasting responses of various groups within the NCAE 

membership. 

 

Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate 

will not affect your membership in NCAE in any capacity.  If you decide to 

participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and discontinue participation at any 

time.  We request that you complete the survey using a personal computer and not 

one located at your school. 

 

By participating in this study, you are contributing to primary research on the nature 

of voluntary education organizations in non-union states.  If teacher members in these 

states feel as though their organizations are more representative of them than those 
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teacher members in union states, this provides a cognitive shift as to how all 

organizations can more effectively address the needs of its members. 

 

By clicking the button below which reads “Next” you are indicating that you have 

read and understood the information provided above, that you agree to participate, 

and that you may withdraw your consent at anytime and discontinue without penalty.  

If you have questions, please feel free to contact me at kspragley@aol.com 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:kspragley@aol.com


          123 

 

 

APPENDIX D 

 

Demographic Breakdown of NCAE Teacher Population 

 

A. Subject Taught and Number  

 

Subject Taught Number Subject Taught Number Subject Taught Number 

Voc. Ed 1127 Visually Impaired 15 Unknown/Other 6,755 

Trig. 1 Trade/Industry 46 Speech/Hearing 

Impaired 

118 

Speech/Drama 91 Special Dev. 

Education 

2185 Special Dev. 

Ed./Erly. Chhd. 

211 

Sociology 1 Social Studies 1522 ROTC 60 

Religion/Philosophy 2 Reading 602 Psychology 16 

Physics 35 Physical Sciences 1019 ---------------------- ------- 

No Subject Taught 880 Music 861 Multi-Categorical 

Disabilities 

393 

Mentally Retarded 170 Mathematics 2450 Marketing 49 

Learning Disabled 534 Industrial Arts 6 ISS 3 

Home Economics 179 History 208 Health/PE 1,205 

Gifted/Talented 130 Geometry 54 Geography 6 

General Subjects 10,611 Functions 3 Foreign Language 585 

Family/Consumer 

Science 

5 English/Language 

Arts 

2845 ESL 23 

Emotionally 

Disturbed 

182 Elem. Education 59 Education 1 

Economics 9 Earth 

Science/Geology 

216 Early Childhood 

Dev 

833 

Drivers Education 16 Computer/Information 

Science 

190 Communications 66 

Cognitive 

Disabilities 

182 Coaching 33 Civics/Gov/Political 

Science 

69 

Chemistry 93 Calculus 14 Business Education 359 

Biology 1,329 Bilingual Education 11 Basic 

Skills/Remedial 

Education 

28 

Basic Education 

Curriculum 

1,650 Band/Orchestra 6 Art 644 

Algebra 215 Agriculture 3077 Adult Basic 

Education 

6 
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B.  Race 

 

Unknown Other Multiethnic Native 

Hawaiian/ 

Pacific 

Islander 

Asian Caucasian Hispanic Black American 

Indian/ 

Alaskan 

Native 

5,954 255 33 7 126 26,017 294 7,222 498 

 

C. Gender  

 

Female (31,549)  Male (8,866) 
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APPENDIX E 

Content Analysis Process 

1.   Cumulative list of all selected items from the content analysis (by code language): 

 The result of the content analysis rendered various items that the team thought was 

relevant to curriculum and instruction related policy and political positions taken by NCAE.  

The final list resulted in the following twenty-one (21) items: 

 Merit pay, separation of church and state, left-handed students, testing time, 

technology, collective bargaining, curriculum scope and sequence, individual learning 

styles and testing, class size, homework, test-score comparison, school start time, 

English as a Second Language, Kindergarten, corporal punishment, state funds to 

private schools/services, parents responsible for child education, Title 1 programs 

(reading and math), recruitment of male teachers, planning time for K-5 teachers, 

alternative licensure. 

2.  Downsizing of the List 

 In an effort to downsize the list to a more workable number of items to be used in the 

creation of a member questionnaire, the group used the following procedure: 

A.  Use frequency counts to measure how often the topic appeared in one of the 

analyzed documents. 

B. Agree to limit the list to a specific number of items (e.g. would the limit be the 

top 10, 12, etc.?) 

C. A group vote as to what remaining items were more relevant to the NCAE goals 

and objectives 
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 3:  Total number of references per selected item (Gall, Borg, and Gall, 1996)  

 The list below represented the final compilation of items that the content analysis 

work group (including myself) agreed upon.  The group worked with the list until there were 

only ten items to be considered for the instrument. 

Code Language Number of times items referenced in documents 

Merit Pay 36 

Voice in 

Curriculum 

Scope and 

Sequence 

 

18 

Collective 

Bargaining 

 

39 

Test-Score 

Comparison 

 

48 

School Start 

Time 

 

18 

Kindergarten 

Enrollment 

 

41 

Separation of 

Church/State 

 

21 

Corporal 

Punishment 

 

29 

Parents 

Responsible for 

Education 

 

21 

State funds to 

private 

schools/services 

 

18 

 


