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Introduction

A major public_debate is under way. in the wake of incréasing
criticism of educational standards and an alleged decline inlteaching
competence, educators, politiciams, and.the press have all joined in a
discussion of the improvement of teacher quaiity. One frequently proposed
solution is to base pay on performance, or to award "merit pay" as an
incen;ive to attract, retain, and motivate teachers.

Never before has the question of rewards for exemplary teaéhers been of
such interest to so many individﬁals. Three reports of recent national
commissiqns on educational excellence recommend monetary inc;ntives, and the
President of the United States supports merig pay. A specilal Congressional
coﬁmittee i studying the issﬁe, and ‘the tﬁo major natidgal teacher unions
are softening their loné—standing opposition and reviewing propbsals for
incentive programs. Th% public, according to recent opinion polis,nfavors
having teachers' pay b%sed on performance while many teachers firmly oppose
the idea. Educators a% all iévels, including state departments of educa-
tion, state and local goards of education, and local education agencies, are
consideringm£heir positions on téacheré' incentives.

This paper discusses some of the issues behind the debate. réviews
repiesentative teacher incentivé programs, and‘draws some conclusions about
them. Commissioned by the Maryland State Department of Education, ﬁhe paper
is a descriptive synthesis, intended to provide information to educators.
-inVOlved in planning and decisinn-making about rewards for teachers. As an
introduction to the topic, sevérgl quétations regarding proposals for
teachers' incentives from regeﬁt task f;fces on.educational quality are-

presented con the next page.
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Representative Task Force Recommendations on Teacher Quality

¢ Salurics [ov Lhe teaching profession should be increased and should be professtonally

compe t{tive, murket-sensitive, and performance-based. Salary, promotion, tenurz, and
retention decisions should be tied to an effective evaluation systcm that tneludes
peer review so that superior teachers can be rewarded, average ones encouraged, and
“poear ones either improved or terminated. :

o Muater toachers should be involved in designing teacher preparation programs-and in

supervining teachers during their probationary years.

(A Natlon at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform, The National Commission
on Fxcellence in Education)

# States can provide for the certification of master teachers who can assist with in-
service progrums aid induction programs for new teachers.

o iDistricts can adapt and implement programs being used successfully in industry to
“improve the quality of work life and to raise productivity.

o Diutriets can seek new ways to recognize outstanding teachers. One such method is
L ereate positions of resource teachers and rotate master teachers into those positions.

(The Quest for Excellence, New Jersey School Boards Aésociation)
. a

o Fxpress a new and higher regard for teachers and for the profession of teaching.
Yo roocmmend that cvery state and every loecal school district--with the fullest
partic pation of teachers themselves--drastically improve their methods of recruiting,
tpaining and paying teaehers. This improvement should begin with schedules of ’
teacher pay that are competitive with pay in okher jobs and professions. It ohould
Suclude zeholarghipn oul other finanetial, incentives to atltract Lhe most abl peop le
Dnte teacling, T shonld feature fincnceial incentives for teachera, keyed to
Jisforing vespongibilities and to [illing eritieal needs in certain aubjecl arcas.

W sbrongly recommend that cach state errate a Ucarcer ladder" for teachers that will
hete attract and keep outstanding teachers. Thove should be changing levels of
vosponsibility, pay ad status for teachers as thuy move through their carceri.

o lvoniddn quality assurmcee in education

we reccmmend that boards of education and higher education in each state --in
wooperation with teachers and school administrators--put in place, as socn ‘as
possible, systems for fairly and objectively measuring the effectiveneas o
Leachars ad rewarding outstanding performance. -

We strongly recommend that the states examine and tighten their procedures for /
selecting not oniy those who come into teaching, but also those who ultimately stay;/
Teachers whe are having difficulty teaching--whether because of teaching style, -
subject-natter expertise, discipline or other problems ~-should be given all
yoasible encouragement and help to improve. : /v

(Action for Excellence, Task Force on Education for Economic Growtﬁ)

o Fiawmnial incentives should be established to reward outstanding teachers and to
el litate recruitment and retention of highly talented and motivated individuals.
4 vemoed Forus on exeellent teaching will help to restore the honor of che pro-
fvrsssfom-=n important intangible reward that has eroded in recent years.

(Meeting the Need for Quality: Action in the South, Southern Regional Educatien
Board)

. ‘7’}'7’,"/‘.’0{'_211('07({ State Bqard of Education should create ranks for classroom teachers,
wiLh significantly different salary levels, in order to encourage superior iteachens
te remain in the classroom.

|
(braft Recommendations of the Commission on Quality Teaching, Matyland State Board
of Education)

Ut
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The Use of Performance—-Based Pay as

'

On the surface, merit pay or a performance-based compensation. system
seems to be part of a simple, if controversial, issue. Teachers, advocates
reason, perform an essential service to society; they should be paild what

they are worth, and superior performance should be rewarded with extra pay.

<«

Despite its simple theoretical and logical appeal, the "pay for performance"
issue is quitezcomplex. In practice, perfofmanpeabésed pay plans have been
defined and implemented in numerous ways. The tasks involved in the devel-
opment and administration of such compensation systems are complicated, and
over simplification of them has frequently'led to problems resulting in the
failure to adoﬁt proposals or to discontinue plans in effect. This sectioﬁ
presents the histor§ and definition of performance-based compensation
systems and discusses the arguments for and against them. It examines the
reasons for the success and failure of such programs and briefly reviews the

current status of them.

An Issue With a History

Merif pay is an issue Qith a history that has considerable impact on
the current .debate. Although several performance—based pay plans have been
labeled as né@, most schemes are hardly that. At one time, all.teachers"
compensation was effectively "merit pay" because teachers negotiated indivi-
dually with a school district to determine their wagés; there were no se£

salary schedules. Gradually, most school systems adopted standardized

* Although performance-based or "merit pay" is not the‘only type of teacher

incentive, 1t has until recently been the most commonly used. ~
. A . &

.
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salary schedules, partly in response to pre;sure to equali;e the'pay of
elementary and sécondary teachers. During World War I, a number of merit
pay pians were discontinued because the average salaries of teachers in
schoql systems using such reﬁuneration fell below those that did nét use
merit pay. By 1940, most schéol,systems had a sfandardized salary schedule.
Interest in merit pay revived in ‘the mid-1950's with several states
considering br adopting legislation providing fof performance-based pay.
Merit pay use stabilized in the 1960'sﬂat'about 10% of the school districts
before declining in the early 1970's. A 1970'reportf noted th;t 10 states
had coﬁéiéered or carfied out plans  in the past 25 years; During the
1950's and 1960's, state task forces in North Carolina, Utah, Kentucky, and
Tennessee studied.the issue. TIn 1975; a Louisiané task force recommended
that ﬁo statewiée plan for merit-plan be mandated, but encouraged individual
school systems to operate them. Delawaré, Florida,»and New York legislated
merit pay plans and abandoned them when they became unworkable.

Defining the Topic

An initial confusion about-performance-based pay is its designation-

’

"merit pay." Much controversy has arisen in the past over compensation

I
!

schemes that have Been,labeled merit pay. The term has been'used to refer
to almost aﬁy arrangement in which a teacher has recgived additional"pa§ for
doing better work or performing different or éd&itional tasks. Altﬁoﬁgh the
term merit pay is used by both advocatés and critics of performance-based
requneration, it most ffequen;iy is employed by those who view 1t negativeé

\
ly. Promoters of the concepﬂxhqve tried to find new labels for the idea by
. - {._\ -

—-te£inihg‘q§finitions“§pd.différéﬁtiating between *c:rit pay, wmerit ranking,

* Love, H.E. An identification of merit pay factors. Ed; D. Disserta-
tion, Auburn University; 1970. P

6 7




4

merit recognition, and merit salary schedules, or’ by calling pe?formance—
based wages something entirely qifferent, such as coﬁmgndation increments,
pay for superior or outstanding éerformance, or pay based on professiénal
growth.

Performance—baSed pa§ is also soﬁetimes émbedded—iﬂ pléns'for differen}
tiated staffing entitled master teacher plans, career ladder programs, or
systems for teacher ranking. Currently, it is these plans, ones that offer
teachers an oéportunity for c;reer advancement both in terms of responsibil-
ity and compensation, that are most frequently promoted as incentive pro- .
grams that will insure teacher quality. Advocates insist that master
teacher pléns,.careér ladder p%ograms, and.ﬁeacher ranking systems are
iftrinsically different from merit pay plans and are not Bﬁbject to the 5**
;falls of merit pay. Critics,’on the other han” \at e 1 of
differentiated staffing is just another merit pay scheme subject to'prdﬁlems
of subjective evaluatidn and administration; it is not an incentive for
quality teaching. |

The complexity of the performancg—based pay issue (aﬁdfthellack of
common definition) 1s demonstrated by the examples of merit pléns fouué_iu a -
survey by the Educational Research Service (ERS) in 1977—78.* The 115 merit
pay plans repdrted fell into 11 different categories as shown in Table 1;
Plans varied substantialiy (both within and betwe n categories) in design
and proviéions f:r administration and evaluation.

In addition - cthe ERI categories of merit pay, three additional kinds
of differential pay are discussed in the professional literature ;nd public

press as merit pay: extra pay awarded 1) for tgachingtunder difficult

e

* Educational Research Service. Merit pay for teachers. Arlington, Va.:
Author, 1979. : '

~ I

8



Table 1

*
Categories of Merit Pay Plans as Reported by ERS

Type of Plan
' g

Example

General Board Policy/Contract

Provisions

Pervent lncreases for Merit

Merit longevity Pay

Horizontal Ac .wwent Based
on Merit
Rany s on Salary schedole for

Morltorious Service

Double jncrement/Honorarium
for Meritorious Service

supplemental Contract for
Meritorious Service

*Multiple Track Salary Plan
Ae.pg., Career Ladders or

Ranks for Teachers)

Merit Pay for Conducting a
Curricular Project

Metrit Increases Determined by
‘a Point System

Merir Bonus with Performance

A broad statement such as: "additional increments
for exceptional or meritorious performance may be
granted upon recommendation of the administration
and at tie sole discretion of the Board of Educa- '
tion," :

"A payment of 2% for exemplary performance during
the preceding school year [will bel based on the
evaluation of criteria cooperatively developed by
building principal and teacher pending guidelines
cooperatively developed by teaching staff and
administrators for district wide application.”

Longevity pay (“150 above maximum) based on profes-
sional growth iilablc to teachers after 20 years
of service. :

Teachers advance to next track for consideration”
of service (instead of just educational require-
ments) .

A pay range available at each educational level.
Placement in the range dependent on performance.

Teacher eligible for twice the increment nérmally
given (for experience).

$1000 a-year in a supplemental contract.

Three tracks for ceachers (e.g., probationary, pro-
fessional, outstanding).

Extra pay for conducting a teacher-designed
instructional improvement project.

Points used invcalculafing salary awarded for
education (20%) and for performance (80%).

Superior ratings of specific performance criteria

Criteria 4n the following categories: teaching skills,
classroom and school environment, communication,
-interpersonal relationships, and professional
contributions.
*Gategories from ERS. Merit pay for teachers, 1979. N ) -
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conditions (i.e., "combat pay"), 2) for teaching in subject areas where
there is a teacher shortage, such as science and math, and 3) for meeting
organizational goals (e!g., be-ter teacher attendqnce or high student
achievement).

The label merit pay and the failure to distinéuish accuratel?hbetwéen
the legitimate differences in incentive systéﬁs,has fueled the controversy
over the use of any performance-based or monetary incentive plan. Defini-

tional issues have prevented consensus about the workability of teacher

incentive plans and are likely to continue-to cause problems in the future.

The Arguments For and Against

The affirmative and ﬁegative sides of the debate have stated their
arguments in many forums over the years. 'Basically, proponents of peréorm—
ance—baséd pay view money as an incentive tﬁat encourages teacherg toa
improve performance or maintain standards of excellence in teaching. They
feel that single-salary schedules, by paying everyone the same amount,
promote mediocrity. By rewarding teaching performance, advéocates feel that
the teaching profession will become competitive with other professions in

w o

the quest for competence and talent.
Critics argue that performance-based pay is more likely to produce
morale problems than quality teaching: They claim that the evalﬁation

processes used to determine merit pay are inherently unfair because good

% 3 B
teaching cannot be objectively measured. They believe that ralsing the

*It should be noted that these arguments for and against merit pay were:
made before research on effective schools and classrooms -established
criteria for judging teaching effectiveness that some might consider more
objective.

9 10




sglariesnof all teachers, rather than just a few, 18 more likely to further

educatiégal goals than merit pay. Performance—bésed pa§ has been tried,
ilaim critics, and it does not work.

Table 2 summér;zes the arguments given for and agairst merit pay. The
ﬁegative positions onlmgrit pay are well developed, as the long list in

;Table 2 demonstrates. Some of them are worth discussing in more detail.

Money as a Motivator. A major criticism of merit pay is that money

;does not serve as a major incentive for good teaching. The evidence from

the literature about pay as an incentive is inconclusive. Authors such as

! Casey (1979) argue that pay is a pri&e ﬁotivator for effective teaching, .
but. the work of others would seem to question this. iipsky and Barcharch

(1982) state that extrinsic factors other than pay -- such as fringe bene-

fits: job sgéurity, and career opportunities -~ may be important factors.

Lortie, in Schoolteacher (1975), reports that teachers rated extrinsic

rewards less important than intrinsic (psychic) rewards such as "knowing
that I have 'reached' students and they have learned." Sources of ‘intrimsic
satisfaction were consiéfently rated as»much more important than extrinsic
rewards. 'Sergi;vanni (1967) found that teachers obtained their greatest
satisfaction in reaching and affecting students; the second and third most
important motivators were experiencing fecognition, and feeling responsible.
Deci's (1976) work on the relationship of extrinsic and intrins;c
rewards suggests that extriﬁéic rewards (including suchfcénéidérations as
fear ofwgegative teacher evaluations) can push intrinsic rewards aside%
Once workers begin to strive for extrinsic rewar&s, they'tend to find the//
~ work itself less mofivating, and seék Gays to do it more easily r;ther tgan
better. . Unnecessary criticism becomes én extr}nsié motivator, while praise
and assistance serve to increase inérinsic:motivatioﬁ. Mefit pay systems,

11
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Table 2

Arguments For and Against Merit Pay

Affirmative

"

Munetary incentives motivate teachers to excel.
Monctary incentives help attract and retain good teacher..

Monetary Incentives create conditions that are similar to other professions where

19.

- 3.
professionals are paid what they are worth.
4. Mometary incentives keep teachers in the classroom rather than forcing them into
administtative positions for more pay. .
5. Merit pay programs set high educational expectations/standards.
¢. Merit pay plans havc been successful when pfoperly developed.
7.7 The public is willing to support higher teaching salaries when they know salaries
are tied to performance
8. The majority of the public supports merit pay (as demonstrated by opinion polls).
"9. Monetary incentives can be linked to career ladder concepts encouraging professional
development. )
Negative
l. In practice, merit plans have failed.
2. Monetary incentives create negative competition and morale problems in ‘schools.
3. Teachers are not motivated by money.
4. . Lvaluation of performance cunsumes time and mcnetary resources that could be better
usued elsewhere.
5. Lkvaluation of teacher performance #s subjective; the best teachers do not get the
extra pay.
H.. Monctary incentives stereotype tezch?~. standards and do not encourage teauhing‘
creatively.
7. Mnne:ary pay is self-perpetuatin, . jame teachers get the féiérds year after year.
8. Merlt pay creates administrative problems because parents do not want children
in the ctasses of non-merit teachers.
9. Concentration on merit performance ratings may cause teachers to avoid other
important educational objectives. -
Lo. The correlation hetween good teaching and college preparation or experience Is as
npreat or greater than the correlation between good teaching and merit pay.
Il. It is nbt possible to objectively evaluate good teaching with valid, reliable
measures. :
12. Quotas set for merit pay are often full, creating morale problems.
13. The majority of teachers do not favor merit pay. '
IA.. Incompetent teachers are better eliminated by pre- service screening and proper
supervision of beginning teachers than through merit pay plans.
15. The emphasis in a school system should be on helping all teachers to become better,
nther than on rewarding a few teachers. . .
6. Merit pay is not favored by collective bargaining units.
17. Merit pay isolates teachers from édministrators.
18. Rating some tcachers quperior harms the self -concepts of other teachers and may

“decrease their efforts in teaching. s

o

Single salary schedules do more to further educational goals than does merit pey.
o - o .

Py
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according to Deci, have flaws Biﬁilar to those of criticism. _They replace
" the fhtrinsic motivators o% collegiality, sepse of efficacy (support by
administrators' comments), and individually-set performance standards with
the extrinsic forces pf competition, a judgmental administration, and
external standares.w éailure to obtain extrinsic rewardsl,Deci found, can

decrease motivation more than success in obtaining the same rewards will

increase motivation.

While the research findings ‘on motivation are important to the develop-
ment of teacher incentive programs, research on other topics must also be
taken into account. There is some eﬁidence that intrinsic motivation is no
longer enough to retainhcqmpetent teachers. For exemple, Schlecty and Vance
(1981) have shown that'it is the brighter teachers who are leaﬁiné the pro-
fession.. As intrinsic rewards become harder to coﬁe by, it may be necessary

to try extrinsic incentives as well (Sykes,. 1983).

Difficulties in Evaluation. The most frequently mentioned complaint

against performance—based incentive systems for teachers is an unfair eval-

uvation process. Objections center around three major issues.

1. Criteria. What 1s superior teaching and how is it to be measured?
Are there measurement instruments available that are valid and
reliable? .

2. Evaluators. Who is to do the evaluating, and how can it be insured
that the activities in the classroom are perceived and interpreted
accurately?

3. "Purposes. Are the evaluation results intended to improve instruc—
tion, or to reward or punish the teachers?

These three, issues are discussed below.

The criteria. Because there 1s little agreement on what qualities

constitute exemplary teaching, there is little consensus on whether or not

superior teaching can accurately be measured. Researchers have encouatered

12
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80 many probiems in evaluating teachers that séme-feel it iB not a productive
area of inquiry. Although reséarch in the aréa‘of teaching effettiveness
does suggest that some téaching behéviots (Buch as academic learningﬂtime,
direct instructioﬁ; and good élassrooﬁ managemént) increase student achieve-
ment, the research 18 not conclusive and 1s not widely uéed in teacher
gvaluatiqp._ Tﬂt question of what to measure depends on who 1s asked.

The question of hoy teaching should be measured also 1eads.to dis-
agreement, Research has shown that observation techniques, even when used
by trained persons who are conscilentious about their task, produce incon—
sistent results. It has been well documented that different observers have
give the same teacher a wide range of ratings. To the teacher, observation
frequently appears to be sutjective.

One avenue of teather evaluation that is being used by or proposed by
sgveral_states (and local districts) to evaluate beginning teachers is a

performance assessment of specific cbmpetencies through carefully con-

structed measures, such as Georgla's Teacher Performance Asseésment
Instrument (TPAI). The TPAI measutes i4 teaching competencies related to
classroom procedufes, interpersonal skills, and teacher developtd materials
through observation, review of materials, andrinterview. Statistical
interpretatiéns ot the data gathered with the TPAI are used to determine a
teacher's strengths and weaknesses. Feedback from t@e aséessment is used to
improve teaching performaﬁce. Three states.(Georgia, Oklahoma, and Florida)
‘are currently using performance tests for certification, and two others
(South Carolina and Arizona) are field—testing performance instruments this

year., -

13




Advocates of such perfor&ancé appraisal systems féei that these
‘measures offer an objective (and reliable and valid) means of Judging téach—
_ ing gompetenéy. They streéss the level of effort and expertise that has gone
;into instrument developmeﬁt and the training of those who assess teachers.’
They feel that this type of performance evaiuation should be ;Sed to eval-
uate all teachers and can be u;ed to identify tﬁqgeéwho deserve rewards.
Critics of the assessment of performance compgtencies argue that the
value of such systems has not been proveﬁ and boint out that'creatioﬁ of an
instrument does ﬁot éuarantee that the right teacher qualities are being
"measured. Such systems, ﬁaintain éritics; férce teachers to instruct in
standardized ways, erasing teacher creaéivity.. If performance;based incen-
tive systems are to be sucéessful, teachers and evalﬁators must agree on the
qualities that compfise good teaching, and also on how such characteristics

are best measured.

The evaluators. Teachers are very concerned about who evaluates them.

Obviously, evaluators should be fgir and trained in'evgluation methods;
however, teachers also want evaluators who are intimately acquainted with
clasdroom activities and problems. Teachers frequently éomplain about
administrators or outsiders (e.g. higher education professors) who may not
interpret accurately what they see in the classroom. Such persons, they
feel, are not éualified to _vasuate teaching because fhey are too far
removed from the classroom. An approach that seems promising is the use of
teams composed of adminispratorsvand_teachers who are Qell—trained.and are
"from more than one_sqhbol. In some places, the evaluators (or a percentage
of them) are chosen by the local collective baréaining group. Some individ-

uals maintain that peer assessment is the ounly kind of evaluation that will

14 .
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. be fully accepted by teachers. It has worked well in higher Pducation and
sﬂould be extended to public schools at the lower levels, they insist.

The purposes. Teachers are most likely to accept .the need for eval-

uation when it is used to help them to improve ;heir inStruction as well as
to reward or punish them. The clinical supervision concept, in which a
sﬁpervisor acting in a collegial manner supplies onéoing feedback on geach—
ing behavior and provides suggestions for instructional improggmeﬁt, is ‘an
approach to supervision and evaluation that many teachers accept. Such an
assessment approach has been tied to the use of perforﬁance competencies in
Oklahoma's -Entry-Year Assistance Program. In this program, a éommi;tee

observes the béginning teacher using a sEandardized iﬁstrumqg; and offers

Y e -

suggestions'for instructional improvement. At the end of the year, the
’committge considers the teacher's progress and -recomménds either certifica-
tion or another year in;thé'prpgram. A similaf concept of ongoiég evalua-
tion and support is part of the Charlotte~Mecklenburg (N.C.)~district's
' Career Development Pr&graﬁ. The evaluation process used as paff of an
incentive system must be accepted as fair by both teachers and
administrators 1f it is tg wpfk.'“Both~thérests should be represented

during the development of a teacher evaluation process.

Counterproposals

Critics of performance-based pay have offered couhterproposals to
improve the quality of teaching.including: 1) acrosé—the—board pay railses
for teachers, 2) improvement in the qﬁality of worklife for teachers, and_
.3) non-monetary incéntives such as.public recognition. |

Many educators, backed by.ﬁheir teacher ofganizations, advocate ‘sub-
stantial'pay>incfeases (e.g., $6,000-$8,000) fof all teachers. The average
teaching salary is about.$20,000 gnd salaries corrected for inflation have

1

15 - 16




not incfeased since 1970. Educators feel that ifﬂ;eaching salaries were
equivalent to ﬁages in comparable jobs.in other professions o; b;sinesses,
then school systems could attract and retain competent individuals. They
maintain that the single salary scbeduie, now in place in most school |
districts, is the besE compénsation method because it does not require

subjective judgments in its administration. Lipsky and Bacharach (1982) in -

a paper written for the National Education Association, The Single Salary

Schedule Vs. Merit Pay, argué that a single salary schedule, although not

‘wifhout fault, does a bet;er job than merit pay of meetiﬁg the éaucational
goals -of cost—effectivenéss, quality teaching, admiﬁistrative efficiency,
and harmonioﬁs teacher4administrator relations. They présent several inter-
esting points in thgif discussion. For example: 1) The singlé saléry
schedule does~rewapé performance (if inairectly) because teachers generally
do become more coéfetent with éxpérience. 2) The single sélary schedule has
mitigatea, rathér than gccelerated, fhe decline in academic achievement by‘
rewarding teacher experience and educational attainmeﬁt. 3) Teacher perform-
ance evaluation is so imprecise, teachers have onlf the vaguest idea of what
they are being rewarded for and thgrefdré merit pay will not reinforce

7

desiredvb;haﬁior. A summary of their analysis of the advantage of the R
single”éalary schedule is‘presentea in Aﬁpeﬁdix A, ,
//ﬁhat.was rewarding in the past is harder to come by, according to

Sowé; with current school conditions. The indifférence.thac;magy adoles~
cgﬁts feel toward schools and teachers and the problems of.urban schools
févershadoﬁ ¢Y erase intrinsic rewards. The time has come, claims Sykesv.
(1982), for new i;;entives including thé selective appl&cation of pefform—
ance-based pay. .
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Another countefpfoposal.té merit pay is the bettering of school
conditions. Improving the quality of worklife, it is argued, Wiil-go a long
way in keeping good teachers. The qual%ty of worklife for teachers is often
mentioned as a problem. Cooke, Kornbiuh, and Ab;amis (1982) found thatlthe\
quality of worklife was lower for teachers than for other workers. Teacher
stfess, bﬁrnout, and dissatisfaction are>well publicized concerns. Deéling
with qdality'of work-life problems might make teaching careers more attrac-
tive to competent teachers. | | .

Also ﬁentioned as an incentive that will make teaching careérs more
rewarding is public recognition for doing a goéd job. ' There is ﬁovlack of
evidencg to show that teachers éeel their efforts are going unnoticed by
the pdfiic.m Whether or not an ongoing program of public appreciation would
make.the difference in attracting and retaining compeéent teachers Has not
.begn researchéd, but, it costs little, say advocates, and it is worth
trying.

Recognition may be more effective as aﬁ incentive gspeciallylwhen it
.is combined with a monetary reward. -The Northside Independent Séhool
District of San Antonip, Texas, enthusiastically_supports such an idea.
Threé states have ‘policies for recégnizing outstanding teacizers, but the
puinc regoghition provided by them seems rather minimal--not enodgh to make
a difference ig-the caréers of very manyvteachers. .

Reasons for Success and Failure of Performance-Based Pay

There are few studies examining why performancé—based plans succeed or
fail. An ERS survey in 1979 found that merit programs were successful in
systems where there was cooperation between teachers and administrators.

Successful plans were flexible, allowing for change, and financially sound
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with provisions for increments that were large enough to provide reel
incentives_fof4outstanding teeching. They were guided by strong, dynamic
leadership. Table 3 presente in.more detail reasonS'fof the success of-
merit plans. TFor example, thé table considers 1) orerequisite criteria such
as the plan's objective, input for development, and lack of quotas; 2) the
evaluation process including standards, the evaluator, and training; and
3) finances including size of increment and cost of planms.
There 1s considerable evidence to show that merit pay plans have failed
‘at different times and in different places for similar reasons, sucP as a
detrinental‘effect on morale, difficnlties in administration, andlevaluation
problems. In 1973, Rhodes listed 12 basic flaws of such comﬁensatiqn plans
for a merit pay .clinic sponsored by the New York State School Boarde
Association. u’I‘hese reasons ere'frequently mentioned in the literature as
causes for failure of performance-based pay.
e Insufficient discrimination among'teachers.
] Artificial‘cutoffs on the number who could receive merit
recognition, thus sometimes arbitrarily denying recognition to
‘deserving teachers.

e Poor evaluators.

® Mistaken concepts by board members and administrators, often
causing severe problems.

e Lack of clearly understood goals.
e Lack of clear definition of the job.

.® Lack of priorities in the job. Teachers, unless they are given
help, often become bogged down in less important® aspects of their
work. A good merlit plan should help to direct teachers toward the
primary goals. - ¢

o Lack of effective evaluation instruments. Many teecher evaluation

instruments are too simple in their structure and invite a subjec-
“tive approach which naturally breeds concern among teachers.

x ’ 1 9
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Table 3

*
Why Merit Pay Programs Succeed

Prerequisite Criteria

1.

The primary objective of any merit plan must be to improve instruction. A merit
pay plan cannot be used to penalize poor or unsatisfactory teachers or be based on
popularity. It is most important that the administration clearly articulate this
philosophy and that everyone affected by the plan understand it.

Input for developing the plan should come from many sources, including teachers,
administrators, the schocl board, and the community. The plan will not work
effectively if it is not accepted and supported in advance by those people it
directly affects. Past practice has shown that attempts to mandate & merit p&ay
plan upon teachers, by either local or legislacive action, have failed completely.

An atmosphere of confidence; respect, honescy, and trust must exist among the ’
persons involved in che plan. .

There should be .no discrepancies between administrative practices and the principle

‘of merit. Administrators must give the plan high priority.

Before the plan is actually begun, thorough research is necessary to pinpoint
problem areas that have hampered or defeated merit pay plans in other school
systems. However, no plan can be fully adopted from another school syBCem. it must
reflect the prevailing conditions unique to the local system.

There should be no limit to the number of "meritorious” ceachers in the school
system. Eligibility for the plan must based on recognized predetermined standards,
not on artificially established quotas or percentages. A teacher should be allowed

‘tovreceive merit pay at any time during his or her career.

The plan must be evaluated concinuaily, so ‘that problem areas can be identified and
corrected and new features can be added to the program.. .

Problems fnherent in establishing a merit pay program take time to identify,
discuss, and resolve. Those involved in this process should recognize this fact
and proceed slowly.

Provisions should be made for continuing the plan from year-to-year. When merit
pay is awarded one year and not the next, staff morale and confidence in the
program will deteriorate.

After the plan has been in operacion, i%8 rationale and applzcacions should be
carefully explained to teachers new to the school system.

After the plan_has begun, the role of the board of education as policy msker is
finished. Mapy merit plans have tailed because of board interference with the
operation of the plan or .second-guessing the decisions of its administrators.

The Evaluation Process

L.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Evaluation standards chosen to distinguish superior teachers from average teachers
must be applied -objectively and reflect what actually takes place in the classroom.
Teachers should know the criteria that will be used in their evaluation. Teachers
should not be-rated against the performance of others.

Merit rating should be ‘carried out continuously, by a team of evaluators, rather

than irregularly, by & single evaluator. A grcup approach lessens. the chance for
bias. Such a team could be composed at the building level of the principal, a
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Table 3 (con't)

4.

10.

.,

Financing the Plan

supervisor, and three veteran teachers. Others prefer to have trained observers
code information on teaching performance rather than make qualitative
judgments.

Teachers must have confidence in the impartiality and competence of the evaluators.

Une crilterion for assessing merit, pupil achievément, should be measured objec~
tively ecach year by means of standardized achievement tests administered and
correlated by the school system's guidance department.:

The administrative and supervisory staff should be adequately traiped for their
duties under the merit program. Skill in applying the rating instrument fairly and
similarly can be gained through workshops and actual practice. The results then
should be analyzed to determine which adjustments in the methods of applying the
evaluation instrument need to be made.

The evaluation results obtained through observation should be related in a
statistically valid method to the established standards of qualificatfon.

Follow-up conterenceq with teachers after the evaluations take place are vital to
the success of the program, if the real goal 18 to improve the quality of
instruction. Teachers 'should be encouraged to review their file with someone who
is involved with the merit pay plan but not in making salary decisions.

.Enough time and adequate staffing should be provided to allow for complete merit
evaluations. Merit rating will increase the workloads of both professional and
support staff.

Superior merit evaluations should bo valld for one year and extend only through a
re~evaluation the next year. . ) .
Merit rating should not be a one-way process-—administrators who participate in
teacher evaluation also should be rated according to established standards.
Administrative accountability calls for those doing the rating to realize that how
well they evaluate teachers serves as a basis for their own evaluations.

In all cases, avenues for teacher appeal on merit ratings should be provided.

.y

_Fnough money must be provided for the ‘plan if it is to operate as intended.
““Because a merit pay program is an extra expense, the cosr. -benefit aspects must be

The bhasic salary schedule must be sound 1f & merif pay program (= to succeed.
Salarfes must be competitive with those being offered in neighboring school
systems.

Most school systems which have implemented merit pay plaﬁs have based teacher
salary increases on other factors, such as academic preparation and years of
experience, in alddition to merit. :

Merit increments awarded to superior teachers must be large enough to provide a

real incentive for outstanding service.

School ‘aanagement must realize that & good merit pay plan will not be a

money-saving device but will cost more than a regular salary schedule. BResides thel

merit increments themselvesg, there will be additional administrative costs, put at

an extra 18 percent of payro2ll by one estimate. -
e

considered fully.

'

*FRS.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Merit pay for teachersy 1979.




‘e Inability to measure results. Most merit systems look at the way a
teacher acts, rather than the results the teacher produces.

e Inability to tran-late evaluation into improved instruction.

e Inadequate financial incentives.

e Too limited a concept of merit. If only a few teachers are to gdin
recognition or any type of salary advancement from a merit plan, .
obviously the plan will not be popular with the majority of
teachers. There must, therefore, be more elements to bring in
more teachers if the plan is to do the job it is intended to do--
‘encourage teachers to improve themselvec and improve the instruc-
tional program.

In 1961, ‘the NEA Research Division surveyed school districts to
discover why they discontinued merit ‘pay programs.i The most frequently
reported reasons mentioned were unsatisfactpry evaluation processes and the
dissension caused by the plans. Results of the su*«ey are shown in

Appendix B. In an ERS 1977-1978 survey, 96 districts repor.:ed dropping

their merit plans due to administrative problems, 92 districts due to

‘personnel ‘problems, 43 districts due to collective bargaining, 40 because

- of financial problems, and 14 for ‘various oqhef reasons. Each of these

reaséns for discontinuing a merit plan is further explained in Appendix C.

The Status of Performance—Based Programs

The most recent survey by ERS ofiséhool districts using merit pay.was
conducted in 1977-78. ERS surveyed all U.S. school,.districts with an |
enrollment of 300 or more students; 2,848 usable replies were recéived. Of
that number, 115.(4.0%) had merit pay plans, 135 (4.7%) were considering
instituting a plaﬁ, and 183 (6.4%) had plans in the past but had discon-
tinued them. Most of the school districts reporting the use of mefit.plans

were small. The majority of them had been in existence less than five

years. Appéndices D and E show the enrollmert and size of districts having
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-merit pay plans in 1977~78. At the time of the survey, 16 states, including
Mar&land, failed'to report any districts with merit bay plans. (Montg&mery
County schools had one from 1§§9—1964.) Q
Currently, there is fénewedvin}erest in merit pay and teacher incentive
plans in at least three states, Tennessee, Florida; and California. 1In
Californi; and Florida, legisla;ion has been passed and is waiting the
governors' signatures and implementation. Dozens of municipélities,vboth
large and small, are also designing teacher incentivé programs. With the
'politicél spotlight on merit pay and a national debate on educational

-quality, it is likely that inereasing numbers of school districts will

consider performance-based pay during the coming year.
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Examples of Teacher Incentive Program

As.an increasing amount of attention is focused on the teacher quality
crisis, both state legislatures and local education agencies have begun to |
consider ehe question of incentive programs. Some have develbﬁed pians-:
which have received national attenticn. {In.the following section, three -
plans at the state level (i.e., Tennessee, Florida, and Califognia) and
three at the local_level (i.e., Los Angeles, Houston, and Charlotte-
Mecklenburg) are described and compared. Four of these incentivewplens
(i.e., fennessee, Florida, California, end Charloéee—Meckenburg) are
proposals or in the development stage.* Only two programs (i.e., Los
Angeles and Houstdh) actually have.been implemented. Thereix programs were
chosen because they have uﬁique designs or ere representative of what is
being.tried in other lccatioms.

Tennessee

Legislation for a Master Teacher Program has been proposed in
Tennessee. The plan, part of a ten—point Better Schools Program, creates
four career stages for teachers: Apprentice,“Professional, Senior, end
Mastef Teacher. FEach stage has a five-year license. Across—the-board
increases of 20% for all teaehers have also been suggested. ‘The Tennessee
plan has received wide publiciti, in pert due to the:acfive support’ of the'

governor, Lamar Alexander. The proposal has bipartisan support in the .~

o

* For this reason, some details about them may later turn out to be
inaccurate as proposals continue to be developed or implemented. They
are comparable only in general terms.
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state legislature ana opinion polls show that Ehe public favors the
concept. The Tennessee Education Association hgsvmajor objections to th?
~ plan and has prevénted consideration of the 1dea in the legislature until

‘next year. ‘

Canﬁidates for Appren;ice Teacher status.must graduaté from an approved
teacher education program and pass the National Teachers Examiﬁation.
Apprentice Teachers serve from three to five years at this stage during
which they sre regularly obéerved, évaluated, and counseled by experien;ed
Senior and Master Teachers. At the end of their third, fourﬁh, or fifth
year, Apprentices may apply for Professional Teacher status. At this time,
they are evaluated by a team of Master Teachers from outside the district.
The team bases théir recommendation on their observations, a review of
inéervibe participation and professional deveibpment, an interview, and, in
some cases, a.subject matter test. At ;ha'end of five years, an Appteﬁtice
ieachef must either become a Professional Teacher or lose certffica?ion.

Professional Teachers_receivé a $1,000 state-funded pay supplement.
They are evaluated at least everf five years, by membérs of a Sgate Certi~
fication Commission. Evaluations are based on supervisors' and principals’
asséssments, student performance, and observations by Master Teachers.
Professional Teéchers nust ség;e at least three years at that level before
becoming eligible for a Seﬁior Teacher certificate.

Senior Teachers mayAhave either 10-month or ll-month contfécts for
which they receive pay incfeasés of $2,000 or $4,Q00, %espectivel&. Théy
assume increased responsibility. Ali currently employed teachers with at

least eight years of experience may abplyvfor the Senior Teacher level.

Senior Teacher certificates are renewable every five years with additional
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evaluations by the State"Commiseion based on a review of theilr professional

experience, student performance records, and observations by Master - -

Teachers. After a minimum of five years at the'Senier Teacher level, -a

.teacher may apply for a Master Teacher position.'

3

Master Teachers -would have 10-, 11-, 6r 12-month contracts with. state-
funded pay supplements of $3,000, $5,000, or $7,000. During the transition

from the current licensing system, any teacher wich 12 years of experience

t
Fl

- may apply for a Master Teacher.position. After the new plae is in;effect,

teachers need fire years of experience at the Senior Teecher 1evel‘before
__beceming a Master Teacher. Master Teachers have substantially increased
.responsibilities; ineludiné ihservice education, assisting apﬁreﬁtice
‘"reachers, curriculum leadership, teeeﬁer coorgrnation, and system-wide
supervisory and curriculum specialist activitiee.

Tennessee's educatioeal improvement plan calls .for similar career

levels for princibels.and sdperviser;, While all new teachers would be \

\.

included in the Master Teacher Progreﬁ, it would be voluntary for those now
) B ) \

employed. They could even try thenirogram and leeve if they did not like \
it. An appeal process is available_for thoseuthat are turned dewn for
certificatioh at a higher level. It is estimated that 877% of currently
employed teechers would receive pay supplemenrs_at.an.annual cost ef $116

million.
Several objecrions have been raised during discussions of this plan,
including: ' ’ N o ' <
e Quotas on the number of Senior and Master Teachers for which a
district will receive state funding (25% of total teachers at
Senior Teacher level and 10% at the Master Teacher level)

® ,Inadequate'preparation for the evaluation process
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instrument now under oevelopment, for judging'teacher job skills. Master
Teacher and Associate Master Ieacher awards are made for a three-year
period. )

The Florida legislation also provides for supplemental pay awards
throngh local districts. Monetary awards may be given forboutStanding
attendance, to teachers'in critical shortage areas te.g., disadvantaged
districts, or math and science), for outstanding'postgraduate education
achievement, for superior student performance,wfor superior performance
appraisal,hand in high priority state policy areas. The following general

: eligibility criteria for awards are suggested: outstanding annual evalua-
tion, one year of experience, full-time employment:—regular teaching certi- -

ficate, and ten semester hours of coursework beyond the bachelor's degree.’

Awards are made on an annual basis. Local districts will devise specific f

criteria for awards and a state-level aﬁalityﬁfnstrﬁctibﬁ_lncentives Council ~
will review and approré their proposals. State monies will fund.them.

In'the state—level plan, $1 miliion in start-up funds will be available’
to the merit pay council and.for system development. An additional $1
million will be set aside for trainingiprincipals. It is estimated that
approximately $60 million will be needed .wher the plan is initially opera- '
tional in 1984—85.!

Florida's Master Teacher Plan has received conditional support from
the state's AFT affiliate, but is opposed by the state NEA affiliate.
California

California's general education reform bill, now being written, provides
for a teacher incentive ?ian. This bill creates the elective opportunity o

for local school districts to participate in a Mentor Teacher Program

starting in 1984. Up to 5% of a school district's teaching staff can be
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designated Mentor Teachers and réceive a pay supplement 6f up to $4,000.
Teachers may receive this award for three consecutive yearsvbefore being
renominated and reevaluated.

Mentor Teachers must:? 1) be credentialed classroom teachers with
permanent status, 2) have substantial recent classroom insﬁructional experi-
ence, and 3) demonstrate exemplary‘teaching ability as indicated by such
qﬁalities as effecti?e cqmmuﬁication, subjécﬁ matter knowledge, and mastery
of a range of teaching strategies for meeting students' needs. |

Mentor Teachers are seleéted by local hqminating aqd screening commit-
tees.made—up of a majority of teachers and administrators. The group must
consider the‘recommendations of parents, students; or'comﬁunity,members
when identifying Mentor Teachers and is required to observe the teaching of
Mentor Teacher&candfhates before making its decisions. Although Mentor
' Teachers have Substantial-additioﬁal responsi%ilities'in staff and curricu-
lum development‘and in assisting beginning and experienced teacl'lléars-z,.'they‘~
are rgquired to spend at least 60% of their timé in the classroom. Mentor
Teachers will not evaluate other teachers.. The imélémentation cost for the
Mentor Teacher proéram, targeted for the 1983184 school year, is $7—12
.r.nill.ion. _ J | -

It is not at all“certain the Governor will sign th; education reform
bill to which the Mentor Teacher provision is attached because heionects
to its!funding provisions and does not think it goes far enough in assu;ing
educational change. |
'"Loé Angeleé

Dufing the‘1982—83 school year, the Schoul Digtricf‘of Los Angeies
;mplemented a Master Teacher Proéram. About 560 bf the district's 32,000

o

teachers applied and 200 were chosen for the program. A Master Teacher 1is



,defined. as a skilled educator who has demonstrated unusual talent.in
‘pfbﬁiding ingtructional opportunities to students. Teachers apply for the
Master Teachér position. They are evaluated by a selection committee

compri
. X

sed ?f a director of instruction, a principal, a parent, and a
teaéhe?iWJbandidates are observed and rated for their teaching success and
ability to work well with students and colleagues. General gyaluation
criteria are suggested in the following areas: training and experience,
professional growth and activity, human relation skilis, experience in gr;de
level or department functions, and leadership potential.

ﬁaster,Teachers are required to perform eﬁtra dutiés sqcb as assisting
other teachers in';nstructional improvemenérg; leading professi&gal develop-
ment activities. Substitute teachers are provided for up to tén days a year :
so Master Ieaéheré can attend to their'addigional responsibilities. A
stipend of $1,008 is awarded.

Support for the pfogram is mixed. Although the teachers have étrongly
endorsed.the program when asged, and there have been no formal grievances
filed éver the program, in. some schools not one teacher ha£ opted to parti;
cipaté. -

The program was funded during its first‘ye;r with $800,600. Despite
other financial but;backs, the school béard will continue to fund the
proéram'in the comipé year.

Hoﬁsgon' |

Thé.HouBfon Inde#endeﬁt School District has operated a differént}al pa&
plan called the Secoﬁd Mile Plan for the past faur years. This plan was
&evaloPed tb address four issues of concern to the district: improbement.of‘
instruction, staff stability in.urbhn schools, teacher ého?tgges, and teach-

ing as a rewarding career.
' - 29
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Participation is voluntary and teachers must apply.to be coﬁsidered;
To be eligible, seven requirements must be fulfilled. Teachers mﬁst:
l) hold a valid teaching ceftificate or permit appropriate to the Feaching
assignment, 2) be assigned to a school or instructional site, 3) be a cerfi:
' fied.teacher with a bachelor's, Master's, or doctoral ﬁegree, 4) have an
acceptable rating on their most recent evaluation, 5)  have five o; fewer
days of absence (averaged over thrée years), 6) ha;e no unexcused ébsences,‘
and 7) be a full-time te;cher, nurse, learning resources‘specialié;;‘or
part—tiée teacher whose only assignment 1s as a part-time teacher.

vThere are six:categories that qualify for incentive pay aﬁﬂ teachers
méy recelve incentive pay in more thaﬂ-one category. The éategofiés and

¢

étipends are listed below.

Category ' o : ) " Stipend
High Priority Location 1$2,000

(Concentration of disadvantaged students)

Critical Staff Shortage: . : e
' Math ' ] $2,000 -

Science $2,500
Special Education ° $700-1,000
Bilingual . $2,000
Outstanding Teacher Attendance - - $50-500
(Based on 0-5 days of absence) _ ) e

Professional Growth

(Successful completion of college courses . ‘ $150/36 hr.
or inservice in curriculum, instruction, inservice

- or reading, or subject areas of critical $300-400/ -
shortage) : . 6 hr. course-

_ work -
Outstanding Educational Progress
(Schools with better than average rates o $800-1200
of student achievement) < '

-Unique_Campus Assigﬁmeﬁté'

(Where student test data are not T $450-750
available) : :
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The school district reports favorable outcomes fer its incentive
program with decreased teacher shortdges and absenteeism, and ipcreésed
student achievement. During the first year, two-thirds of all teachers
collected stipends. The number participating decreased, howeVef, in later
years ddé to a stiffer attendance requirement. 'In 1981-82, 9,528 stipends
(not individuals) were awarded at a cost of $6,852;926,’and an estimated $11
million was Bﬁent in the 1982-83 school year.

The plan has been revised each year in resbbnse to suggestions frbm
teachers and administratdf;. Changeé include altering the means of judging .
student achievement and-calculatiné minimum attendance; increasing s;ipends;
and aading, modif;ing, and dropping stipend categories.” Teachef oréaﬁiza—

tions have gone on record as opposing the Second Mile Plan, but more than

‘half of the teachers; when asKed in 1981, approved thé continuation of the

plan.  Thére ig 1o organized*teacher“unton“oppositionwbecéuée~Texas~does~not’~m

permit collective bargaining by teachers.:

Charlotte-Mecklenbﬁrg : {
The Charlotte-Mecklenburg (N.C.) School District has proposed a career
ladder teacher incentive program called the Career Development Plan. The

plan is based on a new tenure structure. A recently passed state bill .

exempts the district from the state tenure law. ~The teacher probationary

period has 3 levels (Probationary Teacher, Career Nominee, and Career

et

>

Caﬁaidéfe) and lasts from four to 31x years depending on how quickly the
teacher can master required competencies. Duriﬁg probation, teachers have

to complete inservice requifements equivalent to those for a Master's

degree. District staff development activities are designed to develop a

-~

variety of professional skills. Throughout qhgﬂproﬁézionary'}gfiod a
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committee consisting of'administrators and teachers continually evaluates
the teachér. Teachers who ar2 not tenured in six years have to 1eavq the
system.
Tenured teadhers are eligible for Career Level I. In this position,

teachers have Suéh additional responsibilities as reviewing new materiais
.being considered for classro;m ;se and evaluating probationary teachers.
Career Level I teachersdére continuously evaluated.by-administrators from
the home school and other schools in the distric;, and receive an "evalua-
tion Summary" every three to five years; Each time ﬁeache;s ﬁass an evalua-
tion they win a $2,000 salafy increase. The majority of thg teachers are
expected to be in this classification.

: After three years at Career ﬁevel I, teachers are eligible fof Career

Level II if they show '"outstanding ability in the classroom." 1In this

classification, teachers might be asked to serve as "trouble shooters" for
the system and may have to transfer from schooi»to.schooi és their skills
are needed. They also assume additioﬁal assignmentsvsuch as drafting clags-
rohm_research projects or formulat&ﬁg staff development éctivitie;. Level
II tea;hers héve a'stafting saiary about $2,000 higher than Level I feachers
.and can g#pect additional increases after successful evaluations. B
Aftgr three years at éareer Level II, teachers may apply for Career
Level III. At this level, some teachérs‘might work mainly as curriculum
Specia?istS,Aarea coordinators, or inservice specialists with less time
‘'spent as classroom téacﬁérs. Others,.iflinteresqed, may continue ﬁé spend
most of their ;ime in the claésroom. All Level III teachexs.must be able
to organize and manage research projects. The salary schedﬁle begins
épproximately éﬁ,OOO above Levél IT and additional awards are made after

successful evaluations.
§ 32
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Detaills of the evaluation process have not been worked out completely.
At the Probationary levels, teacher competencies will be heavily emphasized.
After reaching Career Level I, teachers are expected to have needed compe~
tencies, anq thus, evaluations will looh at teacher performance factorB‘that
are linked to the achievement of diotrlct educational goals. Observation
reports as well as products of teaching oerformance (e.g.,,teBtﬁ or ocher
gnaterials, student. achievement scores) will be reviewed during the evalua-l
tion process. |

The Career Development Plan proposal has broad community support and
has been officially endorsed by the local AFT affiliate and approved, in
concert, bfvtheolocal NEA organization. The plan will require a ten percent
school budget increase and_costs,may be underestimatedt, The plan may take

as long as 15 years to implement.

Summary -

The six incentive programs described above present varied‘solutiona to
the issue of providing teachers with incentives. While each has unique
features, some comparisons can be made. 'Houaton's Second Mile Plan and the
provision in the Florida Plan for local awards both provide rewards that are
based on organizatlonal goals rather than directly on. teaching performance.
Five plans (all except Houston), are teacher ranking systems which attempt to
provide a career ladder‘withlincreased pay and responsibility. Assessment
of teaching performance is crucial to advancement in each of the career
ladder plans, and the criticism“that evaluation plans are vague is appli-
cable to each of them.* Two olans are tied to regulatory requirements.

Charlotte—Mecklenburg s Career Development Plan includeB tenurec decisions

* At least at this point’in theilr development.
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and Tennessee's Master Teacher Program is linked to state certification.
They all are similar in that they have been designed for large scéle imple—
mentation. ' |
In the past, most teacher incentive schemééﬁhave been'gried in smaller
communigies.l.The plans reviewed here réquire large~scale impleﬁehtation.
Only one program, Houston's Second Mile Plan,ihas been in operation long
enough,to have proved its'éuccess. The strengths and weaknesses of the
others will be apparent only after the programs have been in effect long
enough to judge their results. Tables 4 and 5 which follow provide a means’

" of comparing the plans on the dimensions of incentives, requirements, eval-

uations, costs, strengths, and criticisms.
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Table  « A Comparisen of Teacher Incentive Figns
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Table 5 - A Cosparisan of Teacher Incentive ilans
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Conclusions: Toward Implementing Teacher Incentive Plans

“

Although it is too early to predict the long-term outcomes of new
incentive plans, especially since mény of them are still only proposa;s, it
is not too soon for educators to begin the careful consideration of how
rewards for teachers may contribute to educational quality. The climate
seems right for -educators to thorogghly explore the possible benefits of
such prograﬁs. Not 6nly does the public fespond favorably to the concept of
rewards for teachers, educators now realize that without a change ‘in the
status quo they will not be able to competg with other professions for
competent ﬁérsonnel. They recognize they have a responsibility to take an
active role in developing options that will address the issue of teacher
quality. |

The new proposals for teacher incentive plans, in many cases, appear
to be»mnrevcarefu]]y prepared than proposals in the past. Some have
responded directly to the criticisms of past programs by improving systems
of evaluéfion and administration. Several of them provide é;reer ladde;s
and sigﬁificant pay increments to teachers, two featu;es that may function
as real incentives for teachers. The new plans offerygore than the‘simplé
merit pay provisions that have been,tried‘and'failed in the past;

Tt is clear that a decision to adopt a teacher incentive program shduld
not be made casually. Educators must clearly establis'i the goalé for such a
program before starting one. Incentive programs offer no simple solution to
the overall problem of tgachiné quality. For instance, it is unlikely that
plans to reward teachers will also serve to attract the brighiest students
to the teaching professioﬂ. Suéh individuals have never entered teaching in

large numbers (Sykes, 1982; Roberson, Keith, & Page, 1983). ,Perhabs a more
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realistic goal for incentive progréms is the retention of'¢ompetent
teachers. Tt is not known whether rewarding teachers will really improve
teaching; no one has given us empirical evidence from sqccessful programs.
1t is important to ha&e realistic goais for incentive programs--they will
not fix everything that is wrong with teaching quality. They must be fully
integrated into broader plans for training, selecting, and supporting
teachers before significant changes are likely to occur.

Educators should not adopt wholesale programs they find elsewhere.
They must carefully assess regilonal and local needs before formulating
proposals that will work in their school systems. Whiié teacher incentive
plans are neither easy to implement nor a universally ;pplicable solutién to
the problem of teaching quality, they appear to’suggest answers that in the

right form and right place are worth trying.



©

Bibliography

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. Supervision of
Teaching. Alexandria, Va.: Author, 1982.

Bellon, J.J. Teacher evaluation: From the teacher's perspective, CEDAR
Quarterly, 1982, 15 (4), 9—11.

Bruno, J.E. On staffing inner -city Schools, Phi Deta Kappan, 1982, 63 8),
534- 53

Bruno, J.E., aud Nottingham, M.A. Linking financiai’ineentives to teacher
accountability in school districts. Educational Administration
Quarterly, 1974, 10, 46-62. ' B

Burke, B.T. Merit pay for teachers: Round Valley may have the answer
Phi Delta Kappan, 1982, b4 (2), 263-64.

Capie, W., and Ellett C.D. Issues in the measurement of teacher
competencies: Validity, reliability-and practicality of Georgga s
assessment program. Paper presented at the annual meeting of “the
American Educational Research Association, New York, March 1982.

Capie, W., Kolok, J., Hale, L.A. The objectivity of classroom observation
scales. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Southeastern. .
Association for Education of:Teachers of Science, New Orleans, November
1979. (ERIC No. ED 182 306) .

Casey, W.F. Would BZar Bryant teach in the public schools? The need for
teacher incentives. . Phi Delta Kappan, 1979, QQ_(7),.500—501.

Charlotte Plans 3-level track for teachers. Education Week, -June .15,
1982. pp. 1, 15, 16.

Cooke, R.A., Kornbuluh, H;, and Abramis, D.J. ~Michigan teachers vs, a
national Sample of workers on quality cf: workllfe. Phi Delta Kappan,
©1982, 63 (9), 636~ 637 -

Deci; E.L. The hldden costs of rewards Organizational Dyanmics, 1976,_&
(3), 61-72. . . )

-

Doremus, R.R. What ever happened to...Kalamazoo's merit pay.plan? Phi
Delta Kappan, 1982, 63 (6) 409-410. .

ERIC .Clearinghouse on Educational Management. Merit pay program: The best
of ERIC. Eugene, Ore.: Author, 1979. (ERIC No. ED 168 128).

ERLIC Clearinghouse”on Educational Management. Research action brief:
Merit pay. Eugene, Ore.: Author, 198l.

ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management: Research action brief:
Teacher evaluation, Eugene, Ore.: Author, 1979.




® Morale problems that will occur‘because of quotas and evaluation

; No state university involvement.
Florida

Legislation has been passed in Florida's legislature.for a Master
Teacher Plan, and has been signed by the Governor (July 1983). Across—-the-
board salary increases of 5-7% for all teaéhers have been provided..
-Florida's plan creates two teaching levels in addition to the "regular"
teacheés: Associate Master Teacher and Master Teacher.

Assoclate Master Teachers‘are required to have four years of teaching
experience, 6utstanding attendance, and a Master's degree in their field.
They must pass a subjeqt—area comprehensive exémination anqza perﬁQrmance

1y

evaluation by a diétrict—level qommittee composed of a principal, a
" teacher, and another professional }rom outside the district{ Associate
Master &eachers will re;éive a pay increase ($3,000 has been reco;hended)
beginqing in 1984-85.- About 3% of the state's 65,000 teachers will be
erigible. . |

- Master Téachers geed a Master's degree plus 15 credit hours épd must
haveISeVen years teaching experience, three of which were as an‘Assoqiate
- Master Teacher. They also must have outstanding attendaﬁce. Master
Teaéhers are selected-in a manner similar to the Associate Master Teachers
and receive a pay increase ($5,000 has been recommended)lfor assuﬁing'addi—
v'tional duties. It is estimatedothat approximately 1% of Florida's teachers
are eligible for this career level:»@A Legislative Council has been giyen‘

the responsibility for developing andéimplementing the plan. They will

proﬁably use the Florida Performance Measurement System, an observational
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Appendix A

Effects of a Single Salary Schedule and Merit Pay in

the Achievement of E

/
/

dﬁcational Goals

Goal

~ ) /(
Single Salary Schedule

/

Merit Pay

.Education Quality’

Administration of
Pay Plan

/

e indirect péy—performance

link /
< /
;
some ev;dence that
experience and educa-
tional /attainment relate
to student achievement

/
/

/

/ .

/ T ’
- guarantee of annual incre-
ments may serve to attract

pﬁtential.candidates to
field ©
/

simple, understandablew
and predictable

easily measured, objec-
tive criteria used as
basis for determination
of salary levels

few potential disputes
over implementation
measured

inexpensive to implement,
administer

44

closer pay-performance
link:

little evidence that pay
is a prime motivator of
‘teachers, thus approach
may not motivate teachers
to perform in desired
fashion )

criteria used to judée

- performance vary widely;

many may not relate to

performance that affects
student achievement and
thus plan may not moti-

vate performance that

leads to this end

compléx,:potentially con-
fusing and unpredictable

selection of criteria
problematic; may not be
possible to isolate
factors that relate to
desired end and are
validly and reliably

likelihood of many dis-
putes over implementa-
tion, particularly over
rater's judgement on sub~
jective criteria

expensive.to implement

may require additional
personnel to administer

~evaluation system



Appendix A (cont'd)

- Teacher=:- ‘ e nondiscriminatory : e discriminatory,
Administration o N _ . potentially inequitable
Relations : : . : _

. e acceptable to teachers ® unacceptable to teachers

and unions . and unions :
o non-conflictual e plan fosters conflict and
) competition
.\' -




Appendix - B

. Reasons Why 30 School Systems in Cities of 30,000 or More
in POpulacion Discontinued Their Merit Pay Programs for Teachers
Between 1938~39 and 1959- 60

Responding School Systems
Reason Number Percent

Evaluations unsatisfactory T . /12 36%
Difficult to determine who deserved
the extra pay; not enough data to
support -evaluation; no assurance : ‘ . .
that rating was accurate; evaluation
subjective; inconsistency among prin-.
cipals; no satisfactory instrument for .
evaluation; impartial rating impossible.

Dissension created 12 36
Plan was controversial; hubbub was great; ) i
dissatisfaction, friction, ill will, . '
resentment, . or misunderstanding among
‘teachers tended to create suspicion and
distrust.

Ratings not based on merit C 5 17
Majority of teachers received top ratings;
awards given on basis of seniority; rating
was not discriminative, was passed around.

Sense of injustice created _ 4 . 13
Some felt it was unfair; there was sus— .
picion of discrimination; morale was low;
charpges of favoritism were made.

Opposition of teachers organizations 4 13

Quota system restrictive : B 3 - 10
Quota system froze out opportunity for : .
younger teachers, was arblcrary.

Burden on raters : 3 . 10
Not sufficient supervision to give
assurance of accuracy; too heavy a burden
on limited number of people; much record
keeping; evaluation process cumbersome.

Partial financing cause of resentment . 2 : . 7
Discontinuance recommanded by a survey 2, : 7
Poorly inaugurated 2 7

_Was imposed without consent. of teachers. .

/

* ; t
Totals add co more than 100 percenc because some school’ syscems gave more than one response.

This Cable 1ncludes only those reasons given by two or more school systems.

SOURCE: Davlq{ Hazel. Why Have Merit Plans fur Teuchers' Salartes Been Abandoned? Public School
: Salaries Series. Research Report 1961-R3. Washington, D.C.: National Education
Association, Research Division; March 1961, p. 17. Copyright 1961 by the National
Education Association. Used with permission. -
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Appendix C -~ Reasons Why School Systems Discontinued S
Their Merit Pay or Incentlve Programs*

Reason ' Example ~ 3chool Systems that Discontinued Plan’s
' ' Number Percent
 Administrative Difficulties in adminiétering the plan; 55 _” 23.1%
Problems especially in evaluating personnel and '

applying the criteria fairly

Changes in school system leadershib/ -9 ... 3.8
philosophy -
Plan too subjective - ) : 9 ' 3.8
o Dropped at the request of the supervisor/ 5 ‘ 2.1
e evaluator : :

. Plan made no difference in teaching per- » 5 2.1
— rormence/dld not acconmllsh its obJectives ' g

Plan too complicated/poorly establlshed 5. 2.1

* . Benefits not suificient to offset the 3 1.2
problems caused by the plan ’

Plan lacked sufficient structure. - 3 ' 1.2

Standards varied from school to school 2 0.8
and from level to level

TOTAL RESPONDING SYSTEMS : 96 40.2

i

-

*ERS. Merit pay for teachers, 1979.
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.Appendix C (cont}d).

Reason Example - School Systems that Discontinued Plans
- ‘ Number Percent
Personnel Disliked by teachers/teacher unions ‘ 40 : 16.:7%
Problems . - N
CE Destroyed morale; caused staff _ : ; ?4 14.2

dissension/jealousy

Concept of "merit" lost when virtually ) 9 3.8
all personnel under the plan received ’
merit increases

Difficulties in distinguishing between 7 2.9
"werit" and favoritism

Feeling that recognition should be passed 2 0.8
around so that all would benefit

TbTAL RESPONDING SYSTEMS ' :92 38.4
Collective _ Collective bargaining in general 22 - 9.2%
Bargaining .

Teachers negotiated the plan out of 19 8.0
their contract .

Aftorneys advised the school system - 2 0.8
that merit pay and collective bar-
gaining are incompatible

TOTAL RESPONDING SYSTEMS ' 43 18.0




. Appendix C (cont'd) o -

/
/

Reason Example Schéol Systems that Discontinued Pléns
: T E Number Percent.
Financial _ Lack of funds/too exPéhsive/incentiQes ) : T30 - 12.6%
Problem . . too low to make the plan work . - :
Single salary schedules replaced the 5 = 'i 2.1

merit pay plan ¢

Plan dropped after a negotiated increase .. 3 1.2
in the salary. schedule ' '

Funds for the plan were negotiated out 2 0.8
of the budget by the teachers' union and
-added to the base salary ‘
i

TOTAL RESPONDING SYSTEMS o 40 ' 16.7
Other Problems Merit pay illegal, according to state - 6 2.5%
' law and state auditor's office :
State program that was discontinued : "3 1.2
(Florida)
Pilot plan, state-funded, that _ 3 1.2

was discon;inued (Texas)
Public préssufe against the plans 2 0.8

'TOTAL RESPONDING SYSTEMS 14 5.9

N




| Appendix D
School Systems Reporting a Merit Pay or Incentive Plan for
Teachers, by Enrollment Group, 1977 78%

School Systems with a Current Plan

% of Total
thber Responding Systems:.
Enrollment Gfogg
Large ‘
(25,000 or more pupils) 2 " . 1.9%
Medium | :
(10,000 to. 24 999 pupils) 9 : 3.5
Small ' ’
(2 500 to 9 999 puplls) : 48" 4.6
ﬁVery Small ; ' _ :
(300 to 2,499 pupils) .= . 56 3.9
TOTAL RESPONDING SYSTEMS 115 -~ _ 4.0

*ERS. Merit -pay for teachers, 1979.
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. Appendix E L '. e

Number of Years That Merit Pay or Incentivé Plans Were in Operation
in Responding School Systems That Formerly Had Plans for Teacherg%_

-

Résponding School Systems

Number of Years ) - Number _ : " Percent

1-2 : 44 31.7%
-4 - ‘ 30 T o216
s-6 : 7 12.2
7-8 o 10 7.2
9-10 . , | 17 12,2
more than 10 2 : 15.1
TOTAL RESPONDING SYSTEMS 139 100.0

*ERS. Merit pay for teachers, 1979.
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