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Highlights

Teacher incentive programs have the potential to 1ffect over 2 million public
school teachers in over 80,000 public schools in the Nation. The Public School
Survey, conducted during the 1984-85 schonl year, can provide baseline data on the
preponderance of these programs.

The following are samples of the findings discussed in this report:

In 1984-85, about 38 percent of all public schools offered one or more
teacher incentive programs, compared with 18 percent in school year
1983-84.

Less than half (42 percent) of all public school teachers worked in
schools which offered one or more teacher incentive program.

Large schools are more likely to offer teacher incentive programs than
small schools.

Schools with higher proportions of minority students are more likely to
offer incentive programs than schools with lower proportions of minority
students.

Minority teachers are more likely to work in schools offering teacher
incentive programs than white, nog-Hispanic teachers.
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Introduction

Teacher Incentive Programs
in the Public Schools

Teacher incentive programs, including merit pay and career ladders, have been
the focus of a great aeal of debate among teachers, teachers’ unions, administrators,
and others in the education community. Yet very little information is known about
the extent to which various teacher incentive programs are offered in the public
schools or how effective they appear to be. The National Center for Education
Statistics’ (NCES) Public School Survey, conducted in school year 1984-85, can
provide the answers to such basic research questions as:

1. What proportion of public schools offer incentive programs to their
teachers?

2.  What are the characteristics of those schools that offer incentive pro-
grams versus those that do not offer them?

3. How do administrators rate the effectiveness of each type of incentive
program? .

With the focus on educational reform engendered by the 1983 publication of 4
Nation at Risk and continuing to the present, the number and type of teacher
incentive programs used in the public schools may have already changed substantial-
ly since 1985. In addition, the Public School Survey is limited in its ability to
address many of the issues related to the use and effectiveness of teacher incentive
programs. The survey asks broad questions about a restricted range of programs
with little detail of how or in what context those programs were implemented.
Because the implementation of a program has a strong bearing on the effect of the
program,! the lack of this information may mask real differences in effectiveness
among the programs. This report is designed to provide baseline data on teacher
incentive programs that current and future research can use to estimate the changes
that may be occurring in this area.

One indication of this change during the early stages of the reform movement
may be found by examining the results of the Teacher Demand and Shortage
Survey, conducted by NCES in school year 1983-84. As reported in the 1985 edition
of The Condition of Education, 18.2 percent of public school districts and 17.6
percent of private schools indicated that they offered one or more teacher incentive
programs. Almost 40 percent of public schools offered such programs in school
year 1984-85.

Teacher incentive programs may be viewed from various perspectives
Policymakers and sch~ol or school district officials may be interested in the cost,
effectiveness, and potential benefit of a program. A teacher’ may be interested in
the monetary benefits or the long-term career implications of a program. Parents

! Southern Regional Education Board, "More Pay for Teachers and Adminis-
trators Who Do More: Incentive Pay Programs, 1987" Career Ladder Clearing-
house, December 1987, p. 7.

2 For this report, "teachers" are public school elementary or secondary school
teachers who teach in grades K-12 and for whom school level data was available.
More information about samples and definitions of key variables is provided in the
technical notes at the end of the report.
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and concerned citizens may wish to ensure that their tax money is spent in a way
that ultimately improves educational outcomes for children.

Incentive programs are expensive,’ but the public seems to support their use.
In 1986, the Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy sponsored a nationally
representative survey of 1,513 adults in which 92 percent of those surveyed favored
“rewarding the most capable teachers with greater pay and responsibility in order to
keep them in teaching." And the respondents seemed willing to pay for such
programs. Over three-quarters of the people surveyed said they would be willing to
see a greater share of their income go to taxes if they were guaranteed it would go
to education.

Teachers seem to think that increasing salaries is the strategy most likely to
attract and retain qualified teachers. The 1985 Metropolitan Life Survey of the
American Teacher, Strengthening the Professicn, found that 94 percent of the
teachers surveyed said that "providing a decent salary” would "help a lot in keeping
good people in teaching.” Additionally, 79 percent of the sample said that "provid-
ing compensation to beginning teachers comparable to other professions that
require similar training” would “help a lot to attract good teachers." But when
asked about merit pay programs, half of the teachers said that it "would not help at
all” In 1984, the Metropolitan Life Survey of the American Teacher showed that
"teachers think the concept of merit pay could work if only there were an objective
standard on which a teacher’s individual meri. could be judged.”

The Nation’s Governors, with primary constitutional authority over education,
have recently taken an active role in enhancing teachers’ professionalism. In the
1986 report, Time for Resuits, the National Governors’ Association made 11 recom-
mendations "to attract and keep able teachers." Among those related to teacher
incentive programs was one supporting the concept of career ladders--to "redesign
the structure of the teaching career...[by providing] increasing levels of responsibility
and compensation for teachers, with selection criteria based on certified profes-
sional competence.” The Governors also suggested that teacher incentive programs
be aligned with schoolwide student performance.

Although much of the literature on teacher incentive programs focuses on
monetary incentives such as merit pay, incentive programs for teachers in the public
schools can range from nonmonetary awards such as certificates of recognition, to
cash awards, to free retraining. In 1984, Cresap, McCormick, and Paget prepared a
report entitled, "Teacher Incentives--A Tool for Effective Management” for the
National Association of Secondary School Principals, the National Association of
Elementary School Principals, and the American Association of School Administra-
tors. This report defined five categories of incentives that may be used by school
districts:

compensation plans (including merit pay and bonuses),

career options (including career ladders),

enhanced professional opportunities (including master teacher plans),
nonmonetary recognition, and

improved working conditions.

In addition, the report discussed four purposes for which these types of
incentives could be used: to attract high-guality teachers; to retain superior teach-
ers; to motivate effort and improvement; and, to accomplish other community goals.

* Southern Regional Education Board, op. cit., p. 7.
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Similar to the typology suggested in the Cresap, McCormick, and Paget report,
the Public School Survey asked principals about nine specific types of teacher

. incentive programs as used for the four purposes. The incentive programs were:
®  cash bonus--an amount of money given once within an interval of time as
an incentive,
o  different step on salary schedule--the placement of a teacher on a higher
step of the salary schedule,

®  free retraining-training provided bv the school system or a related agency
to ag:sist in the preparation of teavaers who wish to change their teaching
fiel

®  award/recognition--nonmonetary awards and recognition for teachers,

e  Joan forgiveness--full or partial forgiveness of a loan for educational
purposes for teachers

®  released time--or releasing teachers from regular duties to enable tuem to
receive training,

®  shared program with industry--a program in which a local business
employs a teacher part time, €.g., a summer job program,

®  extended contract--a situation in whick teachers are paid for an extra
month or two, thereby increasing their calaries; and

o  leave of absence with normal step includrd--a program which enables
teachers to take a leave of absence iur professional enrichment without
losing a step on the salary schedule.

The administrators were also regnested to specify other types of incentive programs
in an "other” category.

Each of these ten (including "other") incentive programs could be used in the
school for one or more of four purposes listed in the questionnaire: attracting
teachers to less desirable locations; retaining Bxperienced teachers; recruiting teach-
ers for ficids with shortages; and, rewarding excellence. The administrators were
asked to state whether their schools used each incentive program for the stated
purpose, and, if so, to rate the use of that program for that purpose as productive,
no difference, or counterproductive.

The first section of this report will discuss characteristics of schools that do
and do not have teacher incentive programs, and the types of programs most and
least likely to be present in schools. The second section will examine characteristics
of teachers who work in schools with and without incentive programs. Finally, the
third section will explore the usefulness of the administrators’ ratings of the effec-
tiveness of each incentive program. All comparisons cited in the text are significant
at the .05 level, unless otherwise noted.

Schools with Incentive Programs

e  About 38 percent of all public schools cffer one or more teacher incentive
programs.

®  Large schools are more likely to offer teacher incentive programs than small
schools.

®  Schools with higher proportions of minority students are more likely to offer
incentive prograras than schools with lower proportions of minority students.

Less than half of public schools in the United States offer any incentive
programs for their teachers. Around 38 percent of public schools (about 31,000




schools) have one or more teacher incentive programs. The other 62 percent
(about 51,000 schools) have no incentive programs for teachers.

Table 1 shows the number and percent of public schools with and without
incentive programs, by selected school characteristics. For those schools which offer
any incentive programs, the table is further subdivided by the number of programs
offered. About three-quarters of the schools which offer any incentive programs
offer more than one type ot program. Half of the schools offer 2 or 3 programs,
almost 20 percent offer 4 or 5 programs, and about 6 percent offer 6 or more

programs.

Table 2 shows the percentage of schools (out of the schools using any pro-
gram) that use each of the specific incentive programs, by selected school character-
istics. Because most schools that offer any incentive programs offer more than one,
the row totals add up to more than 100 percent. This table is instructive, however,
in showing the relative number of schools that use each specific program. For
example, relatively few schools use a shared program with industry’® or a loan
forgiveness program (6.1 percent and 9 percent, respectively). Far more schools
that offer any incentive programs offer released time, different step on the salary
schedule, and award recognition (47.5 percent, 44.8 percent, and 44.3 percent,
respectively).

An analysis of schools that do and do not offer incentive programs by level of
instruction is shown in figure 1. Secondary schools® are more likely to offer
incentive programs than combined schools. While only 34 percent of combined
schools offered any teacher incentive programs, almost 43 percent of secondary
schools offered one or more program. About 37 percent of elementary schools
offered incentive programs, but this percentage was not significantly different from
the percentage of either secondary or combined schools that offered such programs.

Use of teacher incentive programs clearly varies by size of school and size of
the Local Education Agency (LEA or school district). As figure 2 shows, the
likelihood of having teacher incentive programs increases with school size. While
only 31 percent of schools with under 300 students offer incentive programs, almost
60 percent of schools with more than 1,500 students offer such programs.

Similarly, LEA size is related to the use of teacher incentive programs (see
figure 3). Small LEAs of 1 to 5 schools were the least likely to have incentive
programs with just over one-quarter of these schools offering programs. Forty-one
percent of medium-sized LEAs (6 to 50 schools) offered incentive programs, and
almost half (48 percent) of LEAs with more than 50 schools offered one or more
teacher incentive program.

* All tables referenced in the text may be found at the end of this report.

* A recent survey by the National Center for Education Statistics using the Fast
Response Survey System, however, showed that the prevalence of partnerships
between the private sector and public elementary and secondary schools increased
about 23 percent between school years 1983-84 and 1987-88. Se= National Center
for Education Statistics, "Education Partnerships in Public Schools,” Survey Report,
February 1989.

® The schools’ teaching levels were coded as "elementary” if the highest grade in
the school was less than grade nine; schools’ teaching levels were coded as "second-
ary” if the lo'vest grade was higher than grade eight; other schools’ teaching levels
were coded as "combined.”
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programs, by school size

Figure 2.--Percent of schools that use one or more incentive

Percent

NN

. A%,//Zfﬂ_
\ /////AV/// NS

MR

m%ﬁ%@%;%/

AN

x./é.?:.. A
.

N\
B
A
H
W

O

100
75 -

i
O
w (Q\;

:
1,600

OF hofe

750-999 1,000-1,499

School size (students)
2

35

urvey.1%

300-499 500-749

300
SOURCE: US. Department of Ecucation, National Conter for

Ecducation Statistics, Public School 8

LLess than

Q
ERIC




incentive programs, by LEA size
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One possible explanation for larger schools and LEAs being more likely to
offer incentive programs is that these schools may tend to be in large urban areas
and may therefore have more difficudty attracting and retaining qualified teachers.
Unfortunately, the Public School Survey did not ask administrators to describe the
urbanicity of the area in which their school was located.’

Another indication that a school is in a large urban area is the percextage of
minority students in the school. The results of an analysis of teacher incentive
program offerings, by percentage minority students, is shown in figure 4. While
only about 32 percent of schools with less than 15 percent minority students offered
one or more teacher incentive program, about 41 percent of schools with between
15 and 49 percent minority students offered incentive programs, and over half of the
schools with more than 50 percent minority students offered incentive programs.
This result, along with the analysis of school size above, indicates that large schools
and schools with high percentages of minority students are more likely to offer
incentives to teachers than other types of schools, lending support to the hypothesis
that these schools are likely to be in large, urban areas.

Teacher incentive programs are designed to affect the supply of teachers by
making teaching a more attractive profession for qualified individuals. A labor
market view of teacher supply would argue that "each of the major components of
teacher supply can be viewed as being made up of subcomponents corresponding to
geographical areas suck as states and metropolitan areas.™ An analysis of the use
of teacher incentive programs by geographical region indicates that States in the
West and South are more likely to offer these programs than States in the North
central or Northeast regions. While 44 percent and 49 percent, respectively, of
schools in the South and West offered one or more incentive programs for their
teachers, only 27 percent and 32 percent, respectively, of schools in the North
central and Northeast regions had programs (see figure 5 and table 1).

Some instructional characteristics of schools were also examined in order to
determine their relationship to the use of teacher incentive programs (see table 1).
The ratic of the number of full-time-equivalent (FTE) teachers to the number of
students in the school (teacher/pupil ratio) was examined. Also analyzed was the
ratio of the number of FTE teachers to the number of FTE instructional aides in
the school. Neither of these instructional variables was found to be related to the
use of teacher incentive programs.

In summary, school characteristics related to the use of one or more teacher
incentive programs in public schools include size of school, size of LEA, percent
minority students, and geographical region. Although the hypothesis cannot be
directly tested using this survey, the combination of these factors suggests that large
schools in urban areas are most likely to use teacher incentive programs.

” The National Center for Education Statistics’ new survey of LEAs, schools,
administrators, and teachers, the 1987-88 Schools and Staffing Survey, will provide
detailed information on the urbanicity of the area in which schools are located, in
order to permit this type of analysis.

® Haggstrom, G.W., Darling-Hammond, L., and Grissmer, D.W., Assessing
Teacher Supply and Demand, the Rand Corporation, May 1988, pp. 34-35.
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—igure 4.--Percent of sChoolis that use one Or more incantive

programs, by minority enrollment
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Teachers in Schools with Incentive Programs

. e  Less than half of all public school teachers work in schools which ofter one or
more teacher incentive programs.

e  Minority teachers are more likely to work in schools offering teacher incentive
programs than white, non-Hispanic teachers.

Not surprisingly in light of the dearth of incentive programs in schools, around
58 percent of public school teachers (about 1,108,945 teachers) work in schools
which have no incentive programs for teachers. The other 42 percent (about
791,179 teackers) work in schools which have one or more teacher incentive pro-

grams.

"Table 3 shows the number and percent of teachers in public schools with and
without incentive prograsus, by selected teacher characteristics. Similar to table 1,
for those schools which offer any incentive programs, this table is further subdivided
by the number of specific incentive programs offered.

Corresponding to table 2, table 4 shows the percentage of teachers (out of
those teachers who work in schools that use any incentive programs) who work in
schools which use each of the specific incentive programs, by selected teacher
characteristics. The results of this table parallel the results of table 2. Of the
791,179 teachers who work in schools which offer one or more programs, relatively
few teachers work in schools which offer a shared program with industry or a loan
forgiveness program (7.4 percent and 10.8 percent, respectively). More teachers
work in schools which use released time, different step on the salary schedule, and
award recognition (46.5 percent, 46.5 percent, and 49.5 percent, respectively).

A comparison of characteristics of teachers who work in schools which do and
do not offer any incentive programs revealed few differences. No differences were
found in the percentage of teachers in schools which offer incentive programs, by
sex of the teacher, the highest degree the teacher had earned, his/her undergrad-
uate major, years of experience, or participation in training during the previous
year. The one teacher characteristic which was related to working in a school with
incentive programs was teacher minority status. As figure 6 shows, 40 percent of
teachers who described themselves as white, non-Hispanic worked in schools which
offered incentive programs. Minority teachers® were more likely to work in schools
which offered one or more incentive programs. Almost half of the minority
teachers surveyed worked in schools which had teacher incentive programs.

The finding that the teacher’s degree level, type of degree, years of experience,
and participation in training were not related to the use of teacher incentive
programs should be viewed in light of the fact that the Public School Survey does
not provide information on several relevant factors, including the following: what
percentage of teachers participated in or were eligible for the programs; the size of
monetary rewards in relation to average salaries; the nature of nonmonetary
rewards (e.g., what other privileges or perquisites accompany movement up a career
ladder); and, whether the rewards were temporary or permanent. In order to
provide a more complete understanding of the effects and effectiveness of teacher
incentive programs, future studies on this topic should consider incorporating these
factors.

® A definition of "minority teacher” may be found in the technical appendix at
the end of the report.
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Administrators Rate Specific Programs

For each of the ten specific incentive programs listed in the questionnaire
(including other), administrators were asked whether or not they used that incentive
program for any or all of the following purposes:

to attract teachers to a less desired location,
to retain experienced teachers,

to recruit teachers for fields of shortage, and
to reward excellence.

Administrators who responded that they used a specific program for one or more of
these purposes were then asked to state the degree to which they felt that the
program was effective for that purpose, by rating the program as productive,
counterproductive, or making no difference in achieving the purpose. Table 5
shows the percentage of administrators who used each program fer each purpose.

It also shows the percent of those administrators who said that a program was
productive in accomplishing that purpose.

Not surprisingly, most of the administrators who used any of the programs for
any of the purposes felt that the program was productive in accomplishing the
purpose. In every case, more than half of the administrators said that a program
that they used was productive in accomplishing the desired purpose. Naturally, if an
administrator felt that an incentive program was making no difference or even
counterproductive, he or she would be likely to recommend discontinuing the
program. The ratings overall ranged from 54.5 percent productive from administra-
tors who used award recognition to attract teachers to a less desired location to 94.8
percent productive from administrators who used other incentives to retain experi-
enced teachers.

In an effort to summarize the information provided in table 5, weighted aver-
ages of the ratings were calculated for each program, collapsed across purposes;
weighted averages of the ratings were also calculated for each purpose, collapsed
across programs. These marginal ratings were then compared across programs
first, and purposes next. No differences in the administrators’ weighted average
rating not attributable to sampling error could be found either among programs or
among purposes. This is likely due to the lack of variability among the adminis-
trators’ responses--most of the administrators thought that their programs were
productive. Also contributing to this failure to detect any differences in the
administrators’ ratings by program or purpose is the small number of schools in this
survey which used incentive programs, resulting in large standard errors.

In summary, although administrators’ ratings of the effectiveness of incentive
programs would provide valuable information to policymakers, data from the Public
School Survey are not sufficiently variable and are not based on sufficiently large
sample sizes tc draw conclusions about the relative effectiveness of the various
programs. The problem remains that administrators who have an incentive pro-
gram are likely to say that it is productive. Perhaps future surveys should enquire
whether administrators have discontinued the use of specific incentive programs,
and ask them to rate both current programs and discontinued ones. In addition, a
more thorough understanding of teacher incentive programs