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ABSTRACT

Given the unique model of group performance pay rewards for teachers in the 
State of Arizona and considering the significant latitude that existed for developing and 
implementing individual district plans, the intent of this study was to determine through 
mixed research methods, how teachers and principals in two Southern Arizona school 
districts view themselves, and how they view their professional efforts in relation to the 
advent of performance pay.

The specific areas the researcher looked at were financial incentives, 
improvement of teaching, perceived district support, principal understanding and 
commitment, allocation of resources, principal skill, and teacher teamwork and learning.  
These areas are taken from previous research by Carolyn Kelley, Sharon Conley, and 
Steve Kimball (2000).  The survey component for this study was modeled directly from 
their study and modified minimally.  The researcher conducted a Cronbach’s Alpha 
Reliability test to address reliability factors related to survey modification.  Survey 
responses by teachers and principals were compared as well as responses by elementary 
and middle level teachers, and between the two participating districts.  A detailed 
description of each district’s performance pay plan for teachers is also included for 
comparative purposes.

Additionally four principals and four teachers were interviewed for the qualitative 
portion of this study to lend a greater degree of richness and understanding to the 
quantitative findings.

The purpose of the study was to compare and contrast survey and interview 
responses to gain some degree of insight into how performance pay is perceived by the 
study participants.  The overall objective of the study was to generate research data in the 
area of performance pay for teachers and share the final results with the two districts 
involved in the study.  

The findings suggested a general agreement between principals and teachers in 
four of the seven areas related to performance pay.  There was disagreement between 
principals and teachers in the areas of district support, principal understanding/ 
commitment, and teacher teamwork and learning.

The recommendations implied from this study are that future research in this area 
is needed and a larger population sample is desirable.  
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

In November 2000, the voters of the State of Arizona passed Proposition 301

(Fact Sheet for S.B. 1007 Arizona State Senate, 2000).  This measure was intended 

primarily to be a major public education funding initiative to, among other things, 

increase the salaries of classroom teachers in kindergarten through 12th grade schools.  

Proposition 301 increased the statewide sales tax by 0.6% percent for 20 years to provide 

additional resources for education programs.  After allocations for several programs such 

as school facilities revenue bonds and university technology and research initiatives, the 

major portion of this tax-generated funding went to a Classroom Site Fund for 

distribution to school districts, charter schools, and state schools for deaf, blind, and 

incarcerated youth.  According to a report from the State of Arizona Office of the Auditor 

General (2002), the estimated amount to be placed in the Classroom Site Fund 

approached $260 million.  Proposition 301 required monies in the Classroom Site Fund to 

be dedicated in specific proportions for three main purposes:  teacher base salary 

increases (20%), teacher performance pay (40%), and maintenance and operations 

programs (40%) (referred to as menu options) which could be used to augment teacher 

salaries; reduce class sizes; or go directly to teacher professional development, state 

testing intervention programs, or dropout prevention programs.

The aforementioned State Auditor General’s report (2002) also noted that 

Proposition 301 (2000) monies are distributed on a per-pupil basis.  Projected first-year 

allocations ranged from $850 to $22.4 million dollars depending on district student 
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enrollment.  The report further stated that Arizona districts planned to spend about 97% 

of their portion of Proposition 301 monies on teacher compensation increases, including 

salary and related benefit expenses.  This percentage included expenditures for base pay, 

performance pay, and maintenance and operation allocations.  Approximately 48,000 

employees received compensation increases, 94% of whom are classroom teachers.  

Some districts included other employees, e.g., counselors, librarians, teachers’ aides, 

nurses, and speech pathologist/therapists, depending on their legal interpretation of which 

employees qualified for Proposition 301 funds.

The boosting of base pay was written into law as part of the initiative and menu 

options varied greatly from district to district, but the concept of performance pay is the 

focus of this study.  Although some school districts in Arizona participated in state-

funded career ladder programs, this was the first statewide effort to make available to all 

teachers additional compensation based on performance objectives.  Several states 

preceded Arizona in establishing school-based performance award (SBPA) policies in an 

effort to hold teachers, principals, and schools accountable for improvements in student 

academic performance.  Arizona’s attempt to tie additional teacher compensation to 

increased student achievement was part of the intent of Proposition 301 (2000), that is, 

monetary rewards to acknowledge exemplary teaching efforts.  It is interesting to note 

that the terms of Proposition 301 allowed each district to develop their own performance-

based pay (PBP) programs.  Predictably, this has led to many opportunities to debate both 

definitions and related actions on such topics as “What is classroom performance?” and 

“Who qualifies for performance pay?”.  Classroom performance was not defined by the 
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legislation.  How these issues have been or are still being resolved and Arizona’s pay-for-

performance initiative in relation to the national landscape are explored in greater detail 

in Chapter 2. 

This unique approach to establishing performance pay for teachers sets Arizona 

apart from other states in that it is, according to Anthony Milanowski, University 

Wisconsin-Madison, “probably the only state to fund teacher performance pay through 

taxation and the only state other than Florida to mandate individual district pay plans, 

rather than adopt a statewide program” (telephone conversation, August 2005).

Currently, there are no plans for any oversight or evaluation of Proposition 301 

implementation by the state.   Individual district plans need no state-level approval other 

than an accounting of expenditures to the State Auditor General.  However, the need to 

increase funding sources in the state remains acute.  Prior to Proposition 301 (2000), 

Arizona ranked last in public school funding adequacy (American Federation of 

Teachers, 2002).  Certainly the state’s investment in teacher quality, recruitment, and 

retention is directly related to its ability to better support public education financially.

Statement of the Problem

Given the relative newness of group performance pay rewards in Arizona and the 

significant latitude for developing individual district plans as set forth by the vague 

terminology in Proposition 301 (2000), the intent of this study was to determine, through 

a variety of research methods, how teachers and building principals in two Southern 

Arizona school districts viewed themselves and their professional efforts in relation to the 
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advent of performance pay.  Now, concluding the fourth school (2004-2005) year in 

which performance pay is in effect, the manner in which each district designed their own 

plans and the circumstances surrounding their ability to do so merit some consideration. 

 Each district statewide had the capacity and ability to craft its own plan.  Each 

plan differed based on each district’s individual circumstances.  There was no common 

state template for plan design.  Although a large percentage of districts elected to 

disburse funds set aside for performance pay on a school-wide basis (to those determined 

to be legally eligible), there was some initial controversy as to how directly individual 

teacher compensation needed to be linked to individual student academic achievement.  

Shortly after the November 2000 election wherein voters approved Proposition 301, the 

presiding State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Lisa Graham-Keegan, issued a 

memo to all Arizona district superintendents, principals, governing board members, and 

charter holders outlining her expectations for the manner in which districts would 

develop pay plans and distribute funds.  

Superintendent Keegan wrote in this memo dated November 16, 2000:

Notwithstanding technical changes that must be made we believe the intent of 

Proposition 301 with regard to money going to school sites, site-based decision 

making, performance pay for individual teachers, and implementation of 

accountability measures is very clear.  As such, the Department of Education will 

vigorously oppose any attempts to water down these critical provisions. In 

addition to funds allocated for base salary increases, SB1007 requires that forty 

percent of monies distributed from the Classroom Site Fund be allocated for 
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“teacher compensation increase based on performance”.  The legislative intent of 

this provision was to increase teacher salaries based on performance of individual 

teachers, not schools.  This provision was designed to reward and retain the 

highest quality teachers in Arizona classrooms.  Plans to base performance pay 

increases on school, rather than individual teacher performance are inconsistent 

with the intent of this provision (p. 2).

Superintendent Keegan’s (2000) interpretation of these provisions was quickly 

challenged by such entities as the Arizona School Administrators (association), the 

Arizona Education Association (teachers’ union), a variety of local school districts and 

the Arizona School Board Association (Thomas 2000, p. 1).

In February 2001, then Attorney General Janet Napolitano ruled that school 

districts could use performance-pay monies for school and district awards, as well as 

individual teacher performance, because the legislature had previously allowed districts 

to adopt salary structures based on all of these factors.  However, the opinion failed to 

address whether performance-based pay must be based at least in part on student 

achievement and whether districts could allocate the funds unevenly across schools 

(White & Heneman, 2002).

The Senate bill referred to by Keegan (SB 1007, 2000) failed to make any 

significant technical corrections, and she resigned her position in May 2001 to become 

the CEO of a private enterprise in Washington, DC.  In June of 2001, the Attorney 

General clarified the definition of teacher for the purpose of Proposition 301 (2000) 

funds distribution (Attorney General Opinion, June 21, 2001).  She also issued an official 
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opinion wherein she gave broad latitude to school districts and their governing boards to 

establish the type of performance pay systems they felt best suited their district’s needs 

(Attorney General Opinion, July 24, 2001).

Thus the beginnings of performance pay for teachers in Arizona were rife with 

debate and an air of uncertainty or suspicion on the part of many school employees.  

Given this initial climate and the fact that many districts’ initial pay plans had been 

finalized and become an operational part of their cultures, the researcher through this 

study attempted to determine how a sample of Southern Arizona teachers and principals 

perceived their roles in the implementation of a performance-pay plan.

The study utilized a quantitative and qualitative (mixed-methods) approach using 

survey and interview formats.  Additionally, methodologically, the study employed a 

content validity component, wherein experts in the field who did not take part in the 

survey or interview related directly to the study were interviewed in depth to determine if 

the survey and interview questions themselves were viable tools to elicit the depth of 

responses desired by the researcher.  It is the belief of the researcher that content validity 

was established through this process. 

Research Questions

Utilizing as a framework and guiding the study was research done previously by 

Carolyn Kelley, Sharon Conley, and Steve Kimball (2000) that compared principal 

perceptions and their respective professional roles relating to seven key factors.  The 

survey component for this study was modeled directly from their study and used with 
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their permission. Although originally designed to elicit principal responses, the survey 

was modified, with permission, to ask the same questions of teachers for the purpose of 

gathering comparative data.  Their study compared performance-pay systems in two 

states, Kentucky and Maryland, and is discussed in further detail in Chapter 2.  Conley 

also agreed to be a participating authority in the content validity component of this study 

and was interviewed for that purpose.

The key factors that were studied in both the survey and interview phases are as 

follows:

• Financial Incentives

• Improvement of Teaching

• District Support

• Principal Understanding/Commitment

• Resource Allocation

• Principal Skill

• Teacher Teamwork and Learning

A description of each factor follows in Chapter 3.

All teachers and the principals of one elementary and one middle level school in 

each of the two participating districts were surveyed.  Additionally eight qualitative 

interviews took place with some of the teachers and principals who participated in the 

survey to gain more in-depth responses to the survey questions.  As mentioned, three 

authorities were also interviewed for content validity purposes to help shape the interview 

and research questions.  Because the original study focused only on principal responses, 
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it is a potential limitation of this study that interview questions were adapted for use with 

teachers.  

The following research questions guided this study:

1. Has performance pay in Arizona caused participating teachers in the two 

districts to change how they prepare and deliver instruction, including peer 

collaboration and planning?  (i.e.-comparison of teacher perceptions 

versus principal response data/perceptions.)

2. To what extent do teachers feel their building principal and district support 

their efforts relative to meeting performance pay goals, and how does this 

compare with principal perceptions?

3. How do teachers view their principals compared to principal self-

perceptions in relation to understanding and commitment to accountability 

factors tied to performance pay for teachers?

4. How do principals view themselves in contrast to teacher perceptions of 

them relative to skills related to improvement of instruction and their 

nexus to accountability measures?

5. How do principals view themselves in contrast to teacher perceptions of 

them relative to their efforts toward the allocation of resources to reach 

established school wide goals (in relation to performance pay)?
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Research Hypotheses

The research questions presented in the previous section led to the following null 

hypotheses: 

H01. There is no statistically significant difference between how teachers and 

principals view the manner in which teachers have or have not changed 

their teaching methods and work habits as a result of performance pay. 

H02. There is no statistically significant difference between teacher and 

principal perceptions regarding principal and district support for teacher 

efforts relative to the attainment of performance pay goals. 

H03. There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions 

of principals and principals’ self-perceptions in relation to the principal’s 

understanding of and commitment to accountability factors tied to 

performance pay for teachers. 

H04. There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions 

of themselves relative to principal skills regarding improvement of 

instruction and accountability measures.

H05. There is no statistically significant difference between principal 

perceptions of themselves and teacher perceptions of their principal’s 

efforts to allocate resources to reach established school-wide goals.



21

Significance of the Study

This study of teacher and principal perceptions of their professional efforts in 

relation to performance pay for teachers is significant for the following reasons:

1. Although an important body of research exists nationally regarding 

performance pay for teachers, this is a relatively new concept in the State 

of Arizona, and research in this area is desirable.

2. The results of this study can be utilized by practitioners in the field of 

educational administration to create more action research to better define 

meaningful pay-for-performance systems.

3. The data from this study will be shared with administrators from the two 

participating districts as well as with other interested parties for their own 

knowledge and action.

4. This research provides comparative data regarding the manner in which 

each district developed, implemented, and continues to monitor its 

performance-pay plans.

5. The study does not replicate, but does follow in design, a previous study 

which had national significance.

6. This study examines similarities and differences between teachers’ and 

principals’ perceptions in relation to performance pay in two diverse 

school districts.  There is a much greater description and detail of the 

comparisons in Chapter 3.
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7. This study adds to the existing body of knowledge in the areas of 

performance pay for teachers as well as teacher and principal perceptions 

regarding performance pay and lends itself to further studies, particularly 

in the State of Arizona and more specifically Southern Arizona. 

Methodology

This study utilized quantitative and qualitative perspectives to examine principals’ 

self-perceptions and teachers’ self-perceptions and perceptions of their principals 

regarding professional efforts expended in relation to performance pay for teachers and 

related pay-for-performance plans.  This was accomplished by surveying teachers and 

principals from one elementary and one middle-level school in each of the two districts.  

Four principals and four teachers were also interviewed to gain a greater understanding of 

their perceptions and lend a layer of richness to the study.

Additionally, for the purpose of content validity, three experts were interviewed 

and shown the survey instrument that was utilized.  This was an effort to minimize bias 

and ensure that the questions asked were appropriate for the goals of this study, as well as 

to get their unique perspectives based on their acknowledged success in the field of 

education.

Participants in the study were drawn from two Southern Arizona school districts 

that varied in size and socio-economic status of their student populations.  Each district 

was representative of the relative level of cultural diversity that existed in Southern 
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Arizona.  The interviews took place between April and May 2005.  A full overview of the 

methodology is provided in Chapter 3.

Limitations

The following limitations were considered and accounted for in the gathering of 

data and the subsequent statistical analyses: 

1. The findings are limited in terms of generalizability by the sample size and 

may not necessarily transfer to other subpopulations or geographic 

locations.

2. The researcher is a former school district-level administrator from an area 

school district, one not participating in the study.  This may have had an 

impact on teacher and school-level administrator responses. 

3. The knowledge level of the topic of the participants in both the qualitative 

and quantitative portions of the study was not measurable by the 

researcher. 

4. The validity of the study was dependent upon the validity of the survey 

instrument utilized and was minimally adapted for the purposes of this 

study.

5. The in-depth interview questions and guest expert interview questions 

were limited by the extent to which they were congruent with the survey 

and research questions.
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6. The participating districts were selected as typical and representative of 

districts and schools in Southern Arizona but did not include all schools or 

districts in the region.

7. In an attempt to mitigate a threat to validity, the researcher employed a 

multi-method approach to the gathering of the data.

8. Teacher and Principal perceptions may be influenced by other unknown 

factors.

Definition of Terms

ANOVA. A procedure for determining how much of the total variability among 

scores to attribute to various sources of variation and for testing hypotheses concerning 

some of the sources (Kirk, 1999, p. 459).

Knowledge-and Skill-Based Pay. An alternative compensation system where 

teachers earn permanent pay increases for acquiring new skills applying those skills 

(Delisio, 2003d).

Pay for Performance. Teachers are compensated by earning increases in pay tied 

to improvements in students’ performance measured by standardized tests or other 

criteria (Delisio, 2003d).

Qualitative Methodology. A research approach which seeks to discover and 

understand meanings related to a particular area of study. This method places less 

emphasis on a preconceived hypothesis and strives to develop descriptive and holistic 

data via a process of inductive analysis (Taylor & Bogdan, 1984).
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Quantitative Methodology. A traditional, positivistic approach to conducting 

research. This method attempts to utilize objective approaches, which include 

standardized instruments, utilization of statistical methods and interpretation of objective 

data (Borg & Gall, 1989).

Semi-Structured Interviews. A qualitative data-gathering method in which the 

researcher is engaged with the respondent for a face-to-face discussion of the 

respondent’s perspective about a particular area of study. Open-ended questions are 

emphasized in this process (Taylor & Bogdan, 1984).

Single-Salary Schedule. A traditional pay scheme that bases an individual’s salary 

on two factors: year of experience (steps) and number of education credits and degrees or 

lanes (Kelley, 1997).

Validity. The degree to which a test measures what it is supposed to measure 

(Kirk, 1999, p. 159).
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Although pay for performance in the State of Arizona is still a relatively new 

venture, there are numerous examples of it and other compensation alternatives to be 

found nationally.  Performance-based pay, both individual and group-based, differs 

significantly from alternative means of compensation.  Other methods of compensation 

for teachers include career ladder plans, job-based pay, knowledge- and skill-based pay, 

and market-based pay.  This chapter is divided into sections which describe briefly the 

various types of alternative pay systems, review the history of performance pay in 

Arizona and nationally, state the cases both for and opposed to performance pay, and 

provide details of the study that are being utilized as a spring-board for this research.  

Types of Teacher Compensation

Single-Salary Schedule

For most of the 20th century and currently, school districts have paid teachers 

according to a single salary schedule.  This pay scheme bases an individual’s salary on 

two factors:  years of experience (steps) and number of education credits and degrees or 

lanes (Kelley, 1997).  The single-salary schedule emerged from an era when school 

systems paid women less than men, minorities less than non-minorities, and elementary 

teachers less than secondary teachers (Odden & Kelley, 1997). 

Today, however, many educators and policy makers feel the current version of the 

single-salary schedule has outlived its usefulness.  Proponents of performance pay argue 
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education units and degrees are, at best, indirect measures of the types of knowledge and 

skills teachers need to instruct students to current performance standards.  Archer (2000) 

stated, “The current salary schedule has no element directly linked to academic 

performance, the prime goal of education reform.  So, it is not well aligned with current 

education policy” (p. 27).

Performance Goals

A more strategic compensation structure connects how teachers are paid to 

education reform goals and strategies (Kelley, 1997).  In terms of goals, current education 

reform seeks to increase both, student and teacher performance.   Measurable 

improvement in the field of education has been relatively poor compared to many 

examples in the private sector.  Consequently, we now look to the private/business world 

for models that may help facilitate performance goals.

Many private sector organizations have been under pressure to dramatically 

improve results and increase productivity for the past two decades.  In addition 

to the pressure of the market, companies have had to implement internal changes 

in order to meet these performance goals. An additional strategy has been change 

in compensation.  (Lawler, 2000, p. 84)

It is logical to assume that structural changes in public education encompassing 

standards for teaching and learning will result in greater emphasis on pay for 

performance systems in the name of increased accountability.  A more strategic teacher 

compensation system would more directly support the goal of standards-based reform,  
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which is to have students achieve rigorous proficiency standards on state and 

district tests.  Since research shows that the factor most directly related to 

increased learning is better teaching, a more strategic compensation system would 

provide direct incentives for teachers to improve the quality of their instruction 

and labels of students’ academic achievement. (Odden, 2001, pp. 40-41)

Types of Alternative Compensation for Teachers

There is often some confusion or misconception in the general public’s mind 

about the differences between alternative compensation systems for teachers; therefore, it 

may be helpful to clarify and illuminate those differences. Solely individual performance-

based pay or merit pay plans typically allocate pay to individual teachers on the basis of 

evaluations of their classroom performance.  Conley, Muncey, and Gould (2000), citing 

various previous works, pointed out that past experience with these plans in education 

indicated that these types of plans often cause dissension between teachers and 

administrators and among teachers.  They suggested that paying for organizational 

performance or group performance-based pay may potentially address some of the 

weaknesses of individual performance-based pay.  In contrast to individual merit pay, 

group performance-based pay is intended to enhance the quality of education by 

encouraging a school’s faculty to “act as a group, evaluating each others performance, 

disseminating new ideas, and working together to solve common problems” (Bacharach, 

Lipsky, & Shedd, 1984, p. 49).



29

Career ladder programs are a means of providing teachers additional 

compensation, wherein career advancement is available, and teachers are rewarded 

financially for performance and professional responsibilities.  Both the merit pay and 

career ladder plans, which became popular in the 1980s, emphasized teacher 

performance, not student achievement.  As reformers shifted their attention to students in 

the late 1980s and early 1990s, merit pay and career ladder plans did not always keep up 

with educational reform efforts, including the standards reform movement.  Historically 

career ladder plans varied greatly from state to state and in some cases, from district to 

district. Several states have abandoned career ladder programs because they proved to be 

too complicated to design and too expensive to fully develop and implement (Cornett, 

1995).  With the exception of Arizona, Missouri, Tennessee, and Utah, states with such 

plans never implemented all of the career levels their plans called for.

Only Arizona made student achievement an integral part of its comprehensive 

career ladder system.  Among students taught by teachers in the pay- for-

performance program, achievement and graduation rates increased and dropout 

rates declined.  Evaluations of this expanding program continue to show positive 

results for students (Cornett, 1995. p. 7).  

Yet clearly, the emergence of accountability measures never before enacted either locally 

or nationally has caused even the State of Arizona to re-examine alternative 

compensation plans to augment base salaries.  Essentially, career ladder plans, although 

popular in the private sector, often have difficulty taking hold in the education arena.  

They are typically job-based pay, which bases total salary on a description of the 
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employees’ work activities contained in a job description.  The emphasis on payment for 

tasks may make some teachers reluctant to assume new or additional jobs that may fall 

outside their formal job descriptions.  Malen, Murphy, and Hart (1987) concluded that in 

educational settings, job-based pay might even devalue teaching to the degree that it 

directs strong teachers from classrooms into positions with increasing administrative 

responsibilities.

The Greater Market

Market-based pay links teacher salaries to what teachers could acquire in the 

external labor market.  This compensation alternative is currently seen most clearly in 

determining entry-level teacher pay (Conley et al., 2002).  Odden and Kelly (1997) 

maintained “the entry-level pay for a licensed teacher with a bachelor’s degree should be 

pegged at entry-level salaries for other workers requiring bachelor’s degrees so that 

education can attract highly competent college graduates” (p. 97).  However, this is not 

always the case in practice as public debate continues to thrive when the topic is adequate 

pay to attract and retain superior students into the profession of education.

Knowledge- and Skills-Based Pay

Knowledge- and skill-based pay compensates employees for their acquisition of 

job-related knowledge and skill.  In education, the current, most prevalent system of 

teacher compensation, the single-salary schedule, is one form of knowledge- and skill-

based pay “in that it is compensating teachers for acquiring more experience and greater 

levels of education” (Conley & Odden, 1995).  This version of compensation, according 
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to Conley, Muncey, & Gould (2002), may be expanded to take “additional forms by 

evaluating teachers’ skills more directly, such as through skill assessment and additional 

certification” (p. 678).  There is a growing call by proponents of knowledge- and skill-

based pay to further develop professional standards, which lead to increased levels of 

knowledge and skill in teaching.  Conley et al. (2002) cited previous work by herself and 

Odden suggesting that tying pay to certification by the National Board of Professional 

Teaching Standards is a promising form of knowledge- and skill-based pay in the United 

States.

The Oregon School Boards Association (OSBA, 2002) has encapsulated much of 

the aforementioned descriptions of various types of teacher compensation into four basic 

areas:

• Individual performance incentive tied to student achievement. 

• Group or building-based compensation, usually tied to student 

achievement.

• Pay for knowledge, which incorporates professional development and the 

development of specific competencies.

• Pay for additional responsibilities, which include school organization 

issues, site committees, and curriculum development.

This same report (OSBA, 2002) contended that historically, individual 

performance incentive systems have not significantly raised student achievement 

or increased accountability in public schools.  It is their belief that group-based 

incentives and pay for specific knowledge and skills programs



32

appear to be the more fruitful approaches at this time.  School performance 

awards can be an effective way to increase teacher and administrator 

accountability resource allocation, continuous improvement and accountability 

systems must all be aligned at the district level.  Resource alignment, strong 

accountability systems and continuous improvement are an integral part of 

performance-based compensation systems. (OSBA, 2002)

These concepts are, in part, at the heart of the research questions which drove this study.

This brief outline of the varying types of compensation alternatives is by no 

means intended to be exhaustive in nature or an accounting of the full range of 

scholarship and other issues relevant to alternative-pay arrangements.  Rather, it is 

intended to provide a basic background for a broader examination of performance-based 

pay in Arizona and elsewhere. 

Performance-Based Pay in Arizona:  Pros and Cons

An obvious need existed, as it does today, to increase monetary compensation for 

teachers in the State of Arizona. The passage of Proposition 301 (2000) generated 

increased compensation revenues through new taxation yet it has not been a universally 

embraced course of action. The dawning of the performance-compensation age in 

Arizona has been met, predictably, with great skepticism by those typically resistant to 

change. There have been many public criticisms of performance-based pay from within 

the education community exacerbated by questions over eligibility for additional pay and 

the generating of funds significantly deficient from the amount originally anticipated, 
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primarily attributable to a downturn of the economy nationally.  Even with the official 

legal interpretations mentioned previously with regard to eligibility issues, locally there 

are several key school employee groups whose members feel they have been slighted by 

the implementation of Proposition 301 funding.  Depending on the individual school 

district’s interpretation of the law, groups such as classified staff, school psychologists, 

and administrators have not been a part of this increased compensation effort.  

Other Concerns

There is also resistance in some (teaching) circles to the notion that there may no 

longer be an automatic salary increase for teachers irrespective of their performance.  

Because the State of Arizona allowed each school district to, at their discretion, develop 

plans for eligibility and disbursement of performance pay (within the somewhat broad 

parameters outlined by the Attorney General), the potential for debate over exactly how 

performance pay would function was inevitable.  With the perception by some that 

performance pay is yet another attempt to extract “more work” from teachers who are not 

being adequately compensated to begin with, the skeptics and detractors of pay for 

performance continue to thrive.  The development of sound performance-based pay 

systems in individual districts was and continues to be a crucial determinant to the 

successful implementation of the concept of performance pay.  How the two school 

districts that took part in this study developed their individual district plans is elaborated 

in Chapter 3.

The cultural and organizational changes in public school districts in Arizona are 

significant, and in many cases impacted or will impact, among other things, labor 
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negotiations.  Nationally, it is the general public, who are increasingly demanding, 

through several avenues, greater accountability for students and teachers.  Results of a 

poll released in February 2000 by Public Agenda, a New York based research 

organization, noted the idea of tying financial incentives for teachers to student 

performance was viewed positively by 59% of parents, and 51% of employees, but only 

22% of the teachers taking part in the survey (Borsuk, 2000).  Locally, specific terms of 

Proposition 301 (2000) call for this linkage as well, yet some districts continue to 

struggle to sort out the unforeseen details of such an undertaking.  Some internal 

resistance to the concept of pay for performance and other similar reward programs exist. 

However, given public support and legislated action, future trends suggest that alternative 

compensation in public education has arrived and will continue to expand.  The 

implication for public education is tremendous, as it would be in any organization where 

employee compensation systems are altered. 

As previously mentioned, there is no shortage of skeptics and critics of pay for 

performance.  Much of their concern centers on the perception that the educational 

community is either incapable of developing meaningful plans or resistant to the notion 

of increased accountability.  In noting opposition by the teachers’ union in Los Angeles 

in 2000 to a proposed pay increase based in part on measurable improvement in test 

scores, Cotton (as cited, in the National Center for Policy Analysis, 2001) stated, 

“Education is perhaps the only profession, absent those in the former communist world, 

that has tried to succeed while totally delinking reward from performance.  The result is a 

system that undermines the work ethic and destroys productivity” (p. 1).
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Borsuk (2000) cited the work of University of Wisconsin educator, Mark Schug, a 

proponent of the idea of letting the market dictate teacher salaries.  He believed that 

differentiated pay for teachers was an incentive to prepare and recruit more teachers in 

areas where teachers were in greater demand than the supply that currently existed.  He 

referred to the areas of science and special education as examples of teaching positions 

where market value pay would result in an increase of personnel.  This view opposes 

group-based reward systems.  Schug contended that any organization that routinely over 

time denied the law of supply and demand would destroy itself.

Vedder (2003) provided an example of public skepticism toward group-based 

rewards. 

In almost all private-sector jobs, pay is disproportional to performance – to the 

estimated revenue that a worker’s efforts bring to the firm.  This theory of how 

wages are determined lies at the core of standard microeconomic theory and has 

been verified empirically in literally hundreds of studies.  Workers are paid on the 

basis of outcomes.  In public school teaching, by contrast, teachers are usually 

paid on the basis of inputs – the amount of schooling and experience that they 

possess.  Qualitative differences in teaching ability are almost always ignored.  

Thus it is possible that teachers of average quality may be “overpaid” in the sense 

that they are earning more than workers of comparable training and productivity 

in other professions.  Likewise, highly effective teachers might be “underpaid,” 

earning less than equally skilled workers in other professions. (p. 4)
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Although this is one person’s opinion, it illustrates a concern on the part of many publics 

that educators are resistant to increased accountability for increased compensation.  In 

fact, the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) is on record as proposing certification 

from the National Board of Professional Teaching Standards as the best way to reward 

teaching excellence, particularly when juxtaposed to merit pay or similar plans (Feldman,

2000).  This view arguably focuses the alternative-compensation process on what the 

teacher does, rather than on what students learn.  

Other critics of teachers’ reluctance to explore alternative compensation methods 

pointed to the Cincinnati (Ohio) Federation of Teachers, which in 2001 soundly rejected, 

in a vote of its membership, a pay-for-performance plan tied directly to teacher 

evaluation.  Though Federation members spent several years planning, discussing and 

negotiating a new and somewhat complex teacher evaluation/compensation system, when 

it came up for member ratification, it was rejected by 96.3% of its members (Delisio, 

2003c.).  Union leaders decried the timing of the vote and such other mitigating factors as 

the fairness of the evaluation instrument and the potential loss of pay for some teachers.   

This one case, provided fodder to those who assumed educators were opposed to change, 

particularly when it concerned teacher compensation.  Odden (as cited in Delisio, 2003) 

felt the major reason for its defeat was in the implementation of the proposed plan 

(Delisio, 2003a).

Conversely, research in public schools and other organizations has consistently 

shown that individual-performance pay, whereby a teacher is evaluated on the basis of 

test scores or other student performance indicators, does not work in organizations, such 
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as schools, that rely on collaboration to be successful.  What holds more promise are 

knowledge- and skills-based pay and school-wide performance pay.  Knowledge- and 

skills-based pay links some portion of compensation to the development and 

demonstration of the knowledge and skills teachers need if schools are to be effective.  It 

differs from pay for accumulation of education credits and degrees in that the specific 

knowledge, skills, and abilities that are needed are clearly articulated and evaluated 

(Kelley, 2000). 

If one agrees that a more knowledgeable and skilled teacher will deliver better 

instruction, which will result in greater student achievement, it is logical to assume 

knowledge- and skills-based pay (KSBP) is an alternative form of performance pay, 

linked directly to the individual which merits greater consideration than it appears to have 

received to this point in time.

KSBP–Private Sector

As Kelley, Heneman, and Milanowski (2000) pointed out, many private 

companies that have been successful in improving performance have moved away from 

seniority-based pay to new compensation systems that have two elements more directly 

supportive of their new organizational strategies: (1) pay for knowledge and skills and (2) 

team, group, and organizational bonuses (or stock options).

Knowledge- and skills-based pay provides workers with direct economic 

incentives to acquire the knowledge, skills, and competencies they need to work 

successfully in a restructured environment (Heneman & Milanowski, 2000).  The group 

bonuses add a pay element directly linked to organizational results.
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It is argued by some that knowledge- and skills-based pay and performance 

bonuses are pay structures that reflect reform strategies.  Knowledge- and skills-based 

pay elements seek to enhance the professional expertise of teachers with the expectation 

that doing so will boost student achievement.  These same performance-based-pay 

proponents also argue in favor of the concepts of standards for teacher performance, the 

assessment of individual teacher’s performance in teaching to the performance standards, 

and teacher board certification on a national level (Urbanksi & Erskine, 2000).  These 

new salary structures differ from merit pay in that all teachers can earn salary increases 

based on skills and knowledge, and eligibility is determined by demonstrated 

performance to clear standards, not an arbitrary administrative decision (Odden, 2001).

National Efforts

When considering the effects of performance-based pay in Arizona, examples of 

like efforts that have taken place in other states and school districts across the United 

States are well documented.  In some instances, it is important to note, that plans that are 

essentially group-based rewards for meeting established goals have been developed.  In 

other instances, there is a strong individual-improvement component to drive the 

alternative compensation initiative.  Of the two districts that participated in this study, 

one had a plan that was primarily group-based in nature, and the other district developed 

a plan that combined elements of group and individual rewards and paid teachers 

proportionately in relation to the attainment of goals for each area.  These specific plans 

are analyzed in greater detail in Chapter 3.  In general, a look at several of the more 
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prominent plans nationally can help frame the discussion of the effectiveness of the 

Proposition 301 (2000) component that introduced performance-based pay in Arizona 

and, in particular, to the two Southern Arizona districts that participated in this study.

           In attempting to locate a state-by- state national data base that would illustrate the 

differences in Arizona’s approach to performance pay with other states, the researcher 

discovered that no such comparative data exists. A search with assistance from the 

National Library of Education in Washington, DC confirmed this fact. The researcher did 

however personally speak with Anthony Milanowski, a leading authority on teacher-

performance pay, who is affiliated with the highly respected Consortium For Policy 

Research in Education and based at the University of Wisconsin-Madison (personal 

communication, January 16, 2005). Milanowski reported that to the best of his 

knowledge, the only states that had funding efforts similar to those in Arizona were North 

Carolina, South Carolina, Kentucky, and to some degree California. He also noted that 

Florida recently helped fund performance pay, but at the present time it was “virtually 

non-existent.” Milanowski also expressed his own frustration regarding the difficulty he 

and his associates have had in consistently obtaining desirable data from many states and 

their departments of education. This has, in his opinion, hampered similar efforts by other 

researchers.

Aside from merely raising pay for teachers, some states have begun to address 

issues surrounding recruitment and retention of qualified individuals through the 

implementation of creative performance- based compensation plans.  There are also 

implications for meaningful professional development activities designed to assist 
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teachers to expand their knowledge and skill levels and increase their effectiveness as 

instructors.

Kentucky

In 2002, Kentucky passed House Bill 402, establishing provisions to attract and 

retain good teachers.  In March 2003, the Kentucky Department of Education awarded 

two-year competitive grants ranging from $80,000 to $186,000 to 10 districts that agreed 

to pilot such programs.  The proposals varied in their target objectives and specific 

incentives; however, all were designed to augment, not replace, traditional salary 

schedules (Southeast Center for Teaching Quality [SECTQ], 2003).  Other states and 

districts that are considering or have implemented alternative compensation plans include 

Iowa, California, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Cincinnati, Minneapolis, and Douglas 

County (Colorado).  Kentucky is dedicating a large portion of its Title II funds  as 

allowed by one of the provisions of the federal No Child Left Behind legislation to 

support its pilot programs.  No Child Left Behind teacher compensation provisions offer 

education officials new opportunities to invest federal dollars in the creative redesign of 

teacher development and compensation systems (SECTQ, 2003). 

Cincinnati

As mentioned previously, for various reasons, the Cincinnati teachers’ union 

rejected a plan that was primarily a performance-based-pay program built on a career-

ladder framework.  In 2005, the district and the teachers’ union were working on 
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revisions to the original plan for future consideration.  The key elements of the plan 

included verification of individual teacher’s attainment of knowledge and skills.

Douglas County

Douglas County, Colorado, is often cited in the literature on alternative teacher 

compensation as an example of a plan that sought to balance its focus on student 

achievement growth and teacher behaviors.  Teachers received pay increases based on a 

combination of gaining additional knowledge, earning National Board Certification, and 

accepting site and district responsibilities, as well as student growth and other group 

incentives.  Teachers developed, as part of the plan, extensive portfolios to show how 

their practices positively affected student learning (SECTQ, 2003). 

Milken Foundation

A different approach to alternative compensation was funded on a pilot basis by 

the Milken Family Foundation’s (2004) Milken Teacher Advancement Program.  This 

market-driven program encouraged multiple career paths using performance-based 

evaluations determined by student progress, academic achievement, and a demonstration 

of performance.  Teachers could earn substantially more money (up to $75,000 per year) 

than they would normally earn.  In 2004-05, there were 36 Milken Teacher Advancement 

Program schools in five states.  However, permanent funding, a reallocation of district 

personnel budget resources, and sustainability were all issues that must be considered in 

the context of the existing budget concerns most districts faced (Milken, 2004).
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Florida

In Florida, a state law that took effect in the fall of 2002 required school districts 

to provide bonuses of up to 5% of their salaries to teachers and administrators, based on 

student performance.  The responsibility for determining which staff members qualified 

for bonuses, not unlike Arizona, rested with the school districts.  However, unlike 

Arizona, there was no additional state funding for bonuses; districts were expected to 

allocate their existing funds to cover the cost of the bonuses (Delisio, 2003b).  The state 

of Iowa also explored variable pay in the 2001-02 school year but awarded bonuses to 

teams of teachers rather than individuals.

Denver

Meanwhile, the Denver Public Schools, along with its teacher union, the Denver 

Classroom Teachers Association, was in the final year of piloting a performance pay 

system in 16 schools.  Although some districts nationwide have been reluctant to tie 

teacher raises to student performance, that concept was at the core of Denver’s system 

(Delisio, 2003a).

Additional Approaches

There are many other examples of national efforts to increase teacher 

compensation, often related to professional development budgets.  
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• In Columbus, Ohio, teachers received $500 bonuses, paid from the 

district budget, for achieving school-wide goals. 

• In Baltimore, Maryland, teachers submitted a Demonstrated Student 

Achievement Portfolio on six students as part of that district’s 

performance-based evaluation system.

• In Bellevue, Washington, the district added 20 days to the teacher 

calendar for paid professional development. 

• The Colonial School District in Pennsylvania modified its previous 

individually determined bonus program to a group/school-based 

performance award program.

• Several state-funded programs are underway in Minnesota.  The 

Governor of Minnesota indicated that performance pay for teachers was 

one of his top priorities.

• A teacher compensation redesign committee was formed in Arlington, 

Virginia, to look at differentiated compensation.

• As part of a comprehensive education reform project, the State of Idaho 

began to look at possible changes in teacher compensation to support 

other reforms (Consortium for Policy Research in Education [CPRE] 

Newsletter, 2003).

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg’s Benchmark Goals Program was a pioneer in this 

area when it was established in 1991.  The original program set improvement goals for 

student achievement in nine areas.  Based on a point rating system, school staff members 
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received monetary bonuses of varying amounts.  Schools that failed to make adequate 

progress were placed in a Priority Program and developed special improvement plans, 

wherein they identified resources needed to improve student achievement (Kelley, 

Odden, Milanowski, & Heneman, 2000).  There were no direct sanctions to those schools 

that failed to make progress other than a loss of potential earnings.  Bonus pay was, in 

effect, diverted for school improvement efforts.  It should be noted that the original plan 

was revised somewhat because of the establishment of a state-level school-based 

performance awards program with which the Benchmark Goals Program needed to be 

aligned.

The Maryland School Performance Program is discussed later in this chapter.

Although other examples of alternative teacher compensation efforts exist, the 

examples outlined in this literature review serve as a lens for a broader look at the 

Arizona initiative as well as the Kelley, Conley, and Kimball (2000) study which serves 

as the basis for this study.

Proposition 301 (2000) and Performance Pay in Arizona

It is generally well accepted that teachers’ salaries nationally remain too low to 

attract and retain enough of the talented and well-prepared people needed to teach.  The 

American public, as well as the citizens of Arizona, appear willing to pay more in taxes 

to improve teaching quality; however, over the past decade, teacher salaries have 

increased only modestly (Bowman, 2001). 
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A recent American Federation of Teachers (AFT) salary report revealed that the 

average teacher earned $43,250 in 2001-compared to $52,664 for mid-level accountants, 

$71,155 for computer system analysts, and $74,920 for engineers.  New teachers earned 

an average of $29,000 in 2001-compared to the average beginning salary of $42,712 in 

other fields requiring similar education and training.  The AFT report also revealed that 

“Since 1972 . . . teachers gained only $2,900 in inflation–adjusted wages (about 7 

percent), which averages out to less than $100 per year” (Nelson, Drown, & Gould, 2002, 

p. 12).

In 2003, the AFT reported that Arizona ranked 33rd in the nation for its average 

teacher salary for the 2001-02 school year.  In 2000-01, Arizona’s average teacher salary 

ranked 35th nationally.  This modest increase was primarily due to the infusion of revenue 

to local school districts via the Proposition 301 (2000) legislation.  Additionally, it is 

noteworthy that over 90% of Arizona school districts use a single-salary schedule set by 

the local school board, and over the last two years, Arizona teachers’ salaries have grown 

slightly faster than the national norm (White & Heneman, 2002).  However, this same 

source reported that from 1990-91 to 1999-2000, Arizona teachers’ salaries grew 18%, 

last among the 50 states and substantially slower than the national average of 34%.  

Clearly, in many people’s minds, there was a lot of “making up” to do.  Arizona was 

ready in many ways for teacher compensation reform in the election of 2000, not the least 

of which was a changing, more favorable political landscape.  Previous state 

administrations were less receptive to teacher-compensation reform or increased salaries 

for educators generally than existed in 2000.  Then-Governor Jane Hull, in fact, led the 
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reform movement when she launched a proposal entitled Education 2000.  The plan was 

intended to support Arizona’s efforts to recruit and retain high-quality teaching 

candidates.  It was to be funded by a 0.6% sales tax increase.  During that year’s 

legislative session, several major education funding proposals were put forth from both 

Democratic and Republican lawmakers.  A key component of many of these proposals 

was raising Arizona’s teacher salaries to the national average.  By the end of the 

legislative session, though, there was no agreement on any of the four plans offered, and 

the Governor was forced to call a special session in an attempt to pass some education 

package.

During the special session, a wide coalition of the state’s business leaders voiced 

approval of Hull’s initial proposal providing it included mechanisms for increased 

accountability and performance-based raises (Sherwood, 2000).  The special session 

lasted over twice as long as its intended two-week period, and after much debate and 

several amendments passed both the state House and Senate.  Provisions for 

performance-based teacher compensation were among those amendments, and on July 

10, 2000, Governor Hull signed the bill and passed it on to the citizens of Arizona for 

their successful approval on November 7, 2000 (Bowman, 2000).  Although there was no 

formal opposition to the plan, there were and continue to be a significant number of 

Arizonans who did not support raising taxes under any circumstances.

Some supporters worried throughout the months leading up to the election 

whether the proposition would pass and launched an impressive campaign to gain support 

for the measure.  They also were concerned that if it did pass, it would be considerably 
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altered because most of the plan’s implementation details and technical provisions 

appeared only in Education 2000 (the law approved by the Legislature) and not on 

Proposition 301 (2000, the relatively small part submitted to the voters).  However, voters 

approved it by a margin of 53% to 47%.  It remains the second largest tax increase in 

state history and Arizona’s largest single new investment in public education (White & 

Heneman, 2002).

The State Superintendent of Public Instruction, at the time of the passage of 

Proposition 301(2000), and the business community were the prime supporters of 

including performance-based pay provisions in Education 2000 and Proposition 301.  

They favored a plan that would reward individual teachers based on gains in their 

students’ achievement.  The Governor was not opposed to this, and neither was the 

Arizona Education Association, although the Association felt the term performance

should not be limited to student achievement alone and wanted teachers to play a role in 

its definition. 

The final language of the performance-based pay component was a compromise 

allowing local districts (and charter schools that qualified for increased funding) to design 

plans that best met their needs (White & Heneman, 2002).

The Kelley, Conley, and Kimball Research

The study entitled Payment for Results:  Effects of the Kentucky and Maryland 

Group-Based Performance Award Programs was reported in the Peabody Journal 

Education in October 2000 (Kelley et al., 2000 pp. 159-199).  It was chosen by this 
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researcher to serve as a framework and guiding model for a study of two Southern 

Arizona school districts, with the central theme being the implementation of 

performance-based pay in Arizona. This framework was chosen because it focused on 

two statewide plans where group-based awards for pay for performance were instituted.  

As is the case in many Arizona districts (including the two in this study), group-based 

performance pay in Arizona has become the norm although one of the districts uses a 

combination of group and individual rewards.  The researcher also considered the survey 

questions developed by Kelley et al. to be of great value and transferable to the 

quantitative portion of this study.  

The purpose of the Kelley et al. (2000) study was to provide additional insights to 

the existing body of research on pay for performance (particularly group-based) and note 

the effects of program design and context by examining the similarities and differences in 

teacher and principal perceptions of the effects of two state-level rewards and sanctions 

programs.  Their study described the existing performance pay and related accountability 

systems in both Kentucky and Maryland and provided a summary and comparison of 

each of the two states’ program designs and context.  A comparison of the two states’ 

program designs and context is illustrated in Appendix A.  

The Kelley et al. (2000) study’s methodology employed a combination of 

qualitative and quantitative approaches.  In each of the two sites, their research began 

with interviews of teachers and principals, district personnel (in Maryland), and state-

level personnel, followed by surveys of principals in both states. Typical interviews 
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lasted 45 to 60 minutes.  Interviews with teachers were conducted both individually and 

in small groups, with between 3 and 10 teachers interviewed at each school site.

Principals and teachers were interviewed in 16 schools in Kentucky and 11 in 

Maryland.  Findings from the qualitative phase of the research, along with the literature

on high-performing organizations, effective schools and motivation, were used to develop 

the survey instruments.  The interview data showed similarities and differences in 

implementation and effects across the two programs.  The data were used to explore and 

describe overall program impact, organizational characteristics, and strategies used by 

successful schools (enabling conditions) and barriers to goal achievement. 

The principal survey data showed some additional similarities and differences in 

enablers and barriers across the two programs.  The data were further explored with 

regard to primarily program aims, effects, and enabling conditions.

The variables used in the Conley et al. (2000) study were outlined in Chapter 1 

and are described in Chapter 3 of this study.

A variety of statistical analyses were conducted to examine the effects of the two 

accountability programs, including examining similarities and differences in impact given 

the different program designs and contexts.  In each case, the unit of analysis was the 

individual principal (Conley et al., 2000). 

In short, a number of differences emerged between Maryland and Kentucky 

principals on the quantitative survey.  No differences were found between the two states 

for the variables of district support and teamwork.  Principals’ responses indicating 

teachers were teaming and learning professionally was most strongly associated with 
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their own perceptions that teachers were focusing on and improving their teaching.  

Principal perceptions were statistically significantly higher in Kentucky on improvement 

of teaching, principal understanding, and resource allocation.  Principals reported that 

Kentucky teachers were more likely to have access to focused professional development 

and to change the content of what was taught, whereas Maryland teachers were more 

likely to change their teaching methods (Conley et al., 2000).  

Maryland principals perceived financial incentives and principal skill more 

positively than Kentucky principals. Principals in both states reported similar positive 

perceptions of district support, despite the fact that Kentucky districts had a much weaker 

formal role in administration of the accountability program than they did in Maryland. 

Principals in both states also reported similarly high positive perceptions of the extent to 

which teachers were working together in teams to improve student performance on the 

state assessments (Conley et al., 2000).

The study itself provided much more detail and statistical data analysis than 

described in this study.  This researcher is grateful for the inspiration and roadmap 

provided by Kelley et al. (2000) to guide the study of two Southern Arizona school 

districts.

Summary

As the field of education has progressed over the last two decades, a substantial 

change in philosophy and policy has taken shape nationally.  The emphasis on inputs and 

processes has slowly given way to a much greater spotlight on outcomes as a measure of 
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organizational effectiveness.  The standards reform movement has resulted in an 

increased call for and attention to accountability.  Likewise, the realities of low teacher 

pay in the context of the greater society and shortages of qualified teachers in crucial 

areas have spawned the proliferation of alternative-compensation systems and the need 

for their development.  On its website, the Consortium for Policy Research in Education 

(2003) listed the following seven reasons to change the manner in which teachers are 

compensated.

• Teacher salary increases often are not linked to organizational needs.

• The public feels the teacher compensation structure rewards mediocrity; 

changing teacher compensation can reassure the public that we value 

teacher performance.

• We need mechanisms to stimulate teacher development of knowledge and 

skills to teach the new curriculum standards that are being promulgated 

by professional content groups.

• Historically, changes to teacher compensation have followed changes in 

compensation methods for other types of employees.

• New forms of compensation can support the trend in education to 

identify, develop, and recognize accomplished professional practice.

• New forms of teacher compensation can support standards-based reform.

• New forms of organization, teams, site-based management, contracting 

out, etc. suggest new ways to organize and manage schools. 

As the focus shifts toward compensation linked to accountability, we have what 
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appears to be a golden opportunity to not only increase salaries for teachers but to 

improve public perceptions about public education while increasing our effectiveness in 

the process.  The institution of alternative compensation plans and empirical analysis of 

those plans is certainly a step in that direction. 
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter outlines and describes the methodology employed in this study.  

The following sections are included:  General Perspective of the Study, Research 

Context, Population and Sample, Description of the Participating Districts in the Study,  

Comparison of the Pay Plans in Effect, Instrumentation, Qualitative Methodology, 

Procedures Used, Research Questions, Field Study, Content Validity, Data Analysis, and 

Summary.

General Perspective

Survey research design was used for this study to examine both teacher and 

principal perceptions regarding seven varying factors related to performance pay.   

Examining the similarities and differences in teacher and principal perceptions of the 

effects of two district-wide rewards programs will provide additional insights into the 

effects of each district’s program design and context within their school cultures.  

Clearly, it is a desirable outcome of the performance-pay initiative in Arizona to not only 

increase salaries but to increase student performance, academically or otherwise.  Both of 

the districts involved in this study embedded a student achievement component in their 

specific plans.

Both quantitative and qualitative methods were employed in this study.     

Quantitatively, 106 teachers in four schools, an elementary and a middle-level school in 

each of the two participating districts, were surveyed.  The survey asked the teachers to 
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rate their perceptions regarding a series of factors and those factors’ relationships to 

performance pay.  Further, the study surveyed the four school-level administrators (all 

principals) on their perceptions related to the aforementioned factors and compared the 

results of the two population groups.  It should be noted that the survey instrument was 

originally designed for use by principals only; validity and reliability were established for 

that purpose. 

Qualitatively, the researcher interviewed the four school-level administrators and 

four of the participating teachers to ascertain their perspectives on each factor and their 

opinions of the efficacy of the study itself. Additionally, the researcher employed a 

content validity component wherein three experts from greatly varying backgrounds were 

asked to comment via an informal interview on the relationship between the research 

questions and the survey instrument.  This guided the researcher in terms of potential 

modifications to the study in an effort to maximize the nexus between research and 

interview questions and increase the likelihood that the survey questions would indeed 

enable the research questions to yield meaningful results.  Lastly, a field test of the 

survey was conducted to further aid in the refinement of the study.

The topic of performance or bonus pay for teachers is timely, not only locally but 

nationally.  The overarching positive effect of such programs is the desirable outcome of 

improving teacher quality, which in turn has a positive impact on student achievement.  

Odden and Wallace (2004) suggested that states and school districts were restructuring 

teacher pay systems to enhance teacher quality based on three key elements.  They stated 

that improving teacher quality meant ensuring (1) All teachers have sufficient knowledge, 



55

skills, and instructional skills to boost student learning; (2) Shortages in certain subject 

areas (such as mathematics, science, and technology) and hard-to-staff schools (high 

poverty, low performing, and geographically isolated) are eliminated; and (3) School 

systems do a better job of recruiting, developing, placing, and retaining their teacher 

work force.  To address these key elements, a significant number of states and local 

districts have undertaken alternative-pay initiatives including the raising of teacher pay 

levels, creating performance-pay structures, and paying bonuses to teachers when student 

performance improvement goals are met.  In terms of the foreseeable future, Odden and 

Wallace postulated that pay for performance was not going to go away.  They cited state 

standards-based reform efforts, the No Child Left Behind Act, and budget pressures as 

reasons for maintaining a focus on improved student learning, high-quality teachers, and 

teacher pay.  

There is an inextricable link between performance pay and the performance 

evaluation of teachers, yet it is uncertain in many specific cases whether this linkage is 

understood and meaningful to those involved.  Writing in the Peabody Journal of

Education, Odden (2004) clearly stated 

The literature on performance evaluations in both education and the private 

sector has shown that many systems are not understood by the individuals being 

evaluated, do not have reliable scores across multiple evaluators, and most 

important, do not meet criterion–validity standards–but often are still used for 

consequential decisions [including additional performance-based pay] (p. 130).
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The degree to which this statement may be true when applied to the two districts 

participating in this study was an underlying theme that was explored after all data had 

been gathered.  Both of the participating districts in this study employed a school-wide 

student-improvement component in their performance pay plans, and teachers were not 

evaluated directly on student achievement; however, both plans were tied to the 

performance review (evaluation) process.  Referring to studies conducted at two school 

districts with reputations for successful and meaningful evaluation systems that were tied 

to performance pay, Odden (2004) further noted that there was a clear and statistically 

significant link between higher evaluation scores and value-added student learning gains. 

Therefore, it was reasonable to use their individual systems to trigger pay increases.  

Further, he added,  “These and related studies of these performance evaluations systems 

have also shown that when the results are intended to be used for consequential decisions, 

schools, and the evaluators are ‘more serious’ about good implementation” (p. 131).

It was the intent of this study to reveal to some extent the degree to which 

teachers and principals in the study believe the pay-for-performance component as tied to 

evaluation was relevant and efficacious.  

Research Context

The study was conducted in two urban/suburban school districts in Southern 

Arizona.  Each of these districts enjoyed a reputation for excellence and was generally 

embraced by the communities they served as vital cornerstones within the overall 

community.  For the purposes of this study, the participating districts are referred to as  
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District A and District B. Although a 100% participation and survey return rate was most 

desirable, it was the hope of the researcher that a large enough group from each of the 

four school sites would be inclined to participate to augment the overall statistical 

validity and purpose of the study.  To that end, the researcher personally addressed all 

four of the teaching staffs involved and assured all participants that their responses would 

be confidential and that participation in the study was both important and appreciated.  

The researcher ensured that all surveys were anonymous and that personal identification 

of the participants was neither at risk nor relevant.  All teachers in the participating 

schools who qualified for performance pay (by statute) were asked to participate.

The researcher worked with each of the four building principals to coordinate a 

time and place to meet with each staff member or find a suitable means to distribute the 

quantitative survey instrument.  Each of the principals and one teacher, chosen by the 

principal at each school, was interviewed separately by the researcher to help fulfill the

qualitative portion of the study.

The content validity component was accomplished by personal interview of the 

three participating experts.

Population and Sample

There were 27 performance-pay-eligible teachers on staff in District A at the 

elementary-level school in the study.  There were 45 teachers, excluding certified nurses, 

on staff at the middle-level District A school.  School A1 (elementary) had a student 
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population of 665 and included Grades K-6.  School A2 (middle level) had a student 

population of 924 and served Grades 6 through 8.  

A total of 110 educators participated in this study (4 principals and 106 teachers).

They were drawn in approximately equal numbers from two elementary schools (N = 51) 

and two middle schools (N = 59) representing two districts (District A = 64 District B = 

46, see Table 1).

Table 1

Participants

Variable Principal Teacher Total

Elementary 2 49 51
Middle 2 57 59
Total 4 106 110

District A 2 62 64
District B 2 44 46
Total 4 106 110

There were 32 performance-pay-eligible teachers on staff in District B at the 

elementary-level school in the study.  There were 50 teachers on staff at the middle-level 

District B school. School B1 (elementary) had a student population of 640 and included 

Grades K-6.  School B2 (middle level) had a student population of 933 and served Grades 

7 and 8.

The potential total of teacher survey respondents was 154.  Additionally, the study 

employed eight in-person interviews by the researcher, as well as three interviews 

regarding the study itself with various experts for content validity purposes.
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It was the assumption of the researcher that all of the participating teachers had 

some degree of familiarity with performance pay, through either district or building-level 

orientations and ongoing professional development exercises.  By the nature of the 

oversight committees that monitored performance pay in each district (a more detailed 

description follows shortly), some of the teachers who were involved on these 

committees should logically have been much better informed about each district’s plan to 

distribute associated funds; however, it was the belief of the researcher that this had a 

limited impact on quantitative data gathering and analysis.  Qualitatively, it was the intent 

of the researcher that the interviews that took place would lend a richer texture to the 

final results of the study and assist in its overall value.

To secure consent for their participation in the quantitative portion of the study, 

the researcher provided all participants with an informational cover letter explaining the 

purpose of the study and the detailed procedures of their participation.  The letter 

included a request for their participation.  Demographic information such as age, gender, 

and experience was accounted for, and participants again were assured of anonymity, not 

only to protect them but to increase the likelihood that greater numbers would participate 

and generate thoughtful responses.

The following information was included in the cover letter accompanying the 

quantitative survey:

1. The purpose of the survey:  To conduct the quantitative portion of a doctoral 

research study.
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2. An explanation of the study: To collect their perceptions of the seven factors 

related to performance pay that comprised the study.

3. An explanation of the survey process: The surveys should be completed 

individually when and where the participant was most comfortable.  The surveys 

would be collected, data generated, and analysis of data results reported by the 

researcher as part of the completed doctoral research study.

4. Assurance of confidentiality: The participants’ names, schools’ names, and 

districts’ names would not be identified in the study.

5. Research project background:  This particular survey was originally designed by 

researchers of a previous study and adapted minimally for this study.  It was 

explained that the original survey was designed to elicit principal responses and 

that the wording of some survey items may not directly reflect their current 

professional roles.  Participants were instructed to react to certain survey items 

“as if they were acting as the principal” of the school.

The eight participants in the interview phase of the study were given a subject disclaimer 

form in accordance with the University of Arizona Human Subjects requirements.

Description of Districts in the Study

District A was one of the larger districts in Southern Arizona.  School sites ranged 

from urban to semi-rural and encompassed 109 square miles.  There were approximately 

17,000 students of whom 59.7% were white, 31.79% were Hispanic, 3.64% were 

African-American, 2.99% were Asian, and 1.86% were Native-American.  District A was 
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comprised of 11 elementary schools, 2 K-8 schools, 3 middle schools, 3 high schools, and 

3 alternative schools.  It had approximately 2,500 employees.  The projections for future 

growth in this district because of the area’s location were for continued, sustained 

growth.  Quite a large area of the district was available for development, and the 

expectation was that this would lead to a significantly larger student population in 

coming years.

District B was located entirely in an urban/suburban setting with limited potential 

for substantial growth in the foreseeable future.  It did however have a very strong sense 

of community and neighborhood because a significant number of its populace chose to 

stay, work, and raise families after graduating.  District B was comprised of six 

elementary schools (all Grades K-6), one middle-level school (Grades 7-8), one high 

school, two alternative schools, and an early childhood center within its 13-square-mile 

boundary.  The district served approximately 6,000 students, 52.9% of whom were white, 

41.82% were Hispanic, 1.94% were African-American, 1.86% were Native-American, 

and 1.48% were Asian.  There were a little over 700 employees, including 375 certified 

staff members.

Although differing in overall size, the schools chosen for this study were quite 

similar in terms of total populations.  Both districts were staffed at slightly above the state 

average, and both shared a reputation for academic success that was reflected in the many 

individual and school awards they had accumulated in recent decades.  Both districts also 

offered comprehensive staff development programs for their employees, especially for 

teachers.
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Comparison of Pay Plans in Effect

Both District A and District B developed their performance pay plans as a direct 

result of, and in response to, the passage of Proposition 301 (2000) in Arizona.  Prior to 

this initiative both districts had comprehensive state-funded career ladder programs to 

augment teachers’ salaries and help facilitate professional development efforts.  Not all 

school districts in Arizona participated in the career ladder program, because funding was 

reserved several years ago for only those districts that applied to the state for inclusion.  

In each case, the current performance-pay plans were separate and independent of the 

career ladder programs.

Both District A and District B developed their original plans through committees 

made up of administrators and teachers and received the approval of their Governing 

Boards per state statute through their superintendents.  Both district’s plans contained an 

important site-based element, and a district-level oversight committee ensured a degree of 

consistency, accountability, and conformity with state statute that was beneficial to 

teachers and administration as well.  The clearly defined parameters of each plan, in 

conjunction with oversight committee responsibilities, minimized the possibility of 

preferential or unfair treatment of plan participants.  In District A, participation by 

performance-pay-eligible employees in the pay plan was optional.  This was not 

necessarily the case in other districts locally and statewide.  In District B, participation in 

the performance-pay program was mandatory for all certified professionals qualifying for 
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Proposition 301 (2000) funds.  However in their system, individual “points” varied based 

on the level of each individual’s participation.

A closer look at some of the specifics of each district plan follows.

District A’s plan was developed by their Career Ladder/Pay Performance 

Manager, teachers, a building principal, and the teachers’ association (union) president.  

In it, they stated the goal of the district was to implement a pay plan and disburse any 

funds generated through Proposition 301 (2000) to be focused directly on student 

achievement, professional development, and established district/site continuous 

improvement plans.  The individual site plans were developed and implemented to 

“target student achievement and to provide teachers with professional development in 

support of student achievement goals”, according to District A’s Performance Pay Plan 

document.  Although the design, implementation, and evaluation of each program 

occurred at the site level, an Oversight Committee reviewed all original plans and made 

recommendations to the district superintendent for approval.  The purpose of the 

Oversight Committee was, and is, to monitor accountability and consistency between site 

programs, disseminate information, and make recommendations to modify all 

performance-based plans.  The Oversight Committee consisted of four district 

administrators; one representative from the teachers’ association; and three certified staff 

members, one from each feeder pattern (elementary, middle, and high school levels).  

Each site was also allowed to establish a committee to oversee the plans and programs 

indigenous to their own specific site.  All eligible employees were required to 

acknowledge their choice of participation in the performance-based compensation 
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program within 30 days of the onset of each academic year.  Unless they were hired late 

and excluding special circumstances, employees were not permitted to join the 

performance-based compensation program during the course of the school year.

Each site in District A developed its own plan, which contained a continuous 

improvement program geared at increasing student achievement and fulfilling the 

aforementioned professional development goals.  Additionally, each school was given the 

task of developing and implementing a component that addressed one or two areas of 

school engagement and a means to document student growth.  Each individual site plan 

contained four key elements: a comprehensive staff development plan and three 

assessment measures.  Assessment measures included the use of site-chosen measure(s) 

of school engagement, a site-chosen measure of student achievement, and the results of 

cohort growth as measured by the standardized test instrument, Stanford 9.  (The high 

schools, which did not take part in this study, used different measurement criteria.)  

In terms of compensation, it was the intent of District A that all eligible 

employees opting to participate in the pay program receive equal compensation for 

achieving two overarching goals.  Goal I was worth 60% of the total dollars allocated to 

the performance pay, and Goal II attainment resulted in teachers receiving the remaining 

40%.  Goal I included School Engagement (e.g., improvement in student rates for 

attendance, tardies, drop-outs, suspensions, referrals, and graduation) and the Site 

Selected Method of Assessment (approved at the district level).  Goal II involved 

Stanford 9 analysis for Grades K-8 (at least 80% of the students must maintain or exceed 

the same stanine from the prior year in a selected core content area).  Itinerant teachers 
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were allowed to select one school for participation purposes if they chose to participate.  

Given the option of participating and with the review and approval of the Oversight 

Committee, in fact, all teachers who successfully participated in the District A plan do 

received equal performance-pay-compensation.

District B’s plan, like District A, was developed by a committee whose 

membership included principals from the three levels (elementary, middle, and high 

school), district administrators including the assistant superintendent, chief finance 

officer, career ladder representatives, and teacher representatives from all buildings.  

They developed a points-based plan, which was submitted to the superintendent and 

eventually to the Governing Board for final approval.  Unlike District A, all certified 

professionals qualifying for Proposition 301(2000)-generated funds were required to 

participate to some degree.  With their yearly performance assessment (evaluation) 

playing a major role in the point system, opting out entirely was not an option.  Of the 

money earmarked for performance pay purposes, 45 points (45%) could be earned by 

receiving a satisfactory performance evaluation.  The performance evaluation was the 

same one that was normally utilized per district policy.  Teachers receiving an 

unsatisfactory evaluation received zero points under this system.  The two main areas of 

inadequacy were for poor classroom performance and/or inadequacy of professional 

responsibility.  Both were routinely reviewed as part of the yearly evaluation process.  

This aspect of the District B plan comprised the majority of one of three areas, wherein a 

teacher could accumulate the optimum score of 100 points and thus receive 100% of the 

available performance-pay compensation.  The three major areas or components of 



66

District B’s plan were Knowledge and Skills, Site Goals, and Additional Responsibilities.  

In addition to the 45 points for a favorable evaluation, qualified participants could receive 

up to 10 additional points for professional growth, by earning 1 point for each hour of 

professional growth completed during the school year (up to a maximum of 10 points).  

The second area of District B’s plan involved site goals.  Each site developed two goals 

yearly, with one addressing student achievement.  Each site determined the process for 

developing the goals, including the target level of growth.  The sites then submitted goals 

to the District Performance Pay Review Committee, which was roughly equivalent to 

District A’s Oversight Committee.  This committee reviewed, approved, or asked for 

further development and refinement of the site goals.  The maximum point total 

attainable for Site Goals was 30.  The individual chose two goals, one related to student 

achievement and one that focused on attendance, student discipline, or community 

service.  Therefore, like District A, eligible employees could all receive some (the same) 

compensation if site goals were reached (15 points), but unlike District A, the other 15 

points in this category must have been attained individually.  The third area of District 

B’s plan was entitled Additional Responsibilities.  A menu of options was developed by 

site and approved by the Performance Pay Review Committee.  Examples in this area 

included serving as a mentor for new teachers, after-school tutoring, participating in the 

North Central Accreditation process, working on state recognition programs, or working 

on special projects.  This area accounted for the final 15 points and thus the final 15% of 

the participant’s potential performance pay-compensation (5, 10, or 15 points were 

assigned).
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District B developed a performance-pay worksheet where the attainment of 

points, the completion date for each of the three areas, and verification of each teacher’s 

relative efforts were recorded and signed by a site administrator.  After both the 

administrator and teacher verified and signed the document, it was forwarded to the 

district business office for eventual compensation.  Completion and submission of the 

worksheet were mandatory regardless of the level of participation or experience.  Unlike 

the District A Plan, it was very possible for participants in this plan to receive differing 

amounts of performance-pay compensation.

The District Performance Pay Review Committee consisted of a participant 

representative from each site, one building-level administrator, and one district-level 

administrator.

Table 2 illustrates similarities and differences in the plans for District A and 

District B.  
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Table 2

Similarities and Differences in the District Plans

District A B

Developed plan by committee Yes Yes

Standing oversight committee Yes Yes

Site plans Yes Yes

Student achievement component Yes Yes

Focus on school-wide progress Yes Somewhat

Plans tied to individual evaluation No Yes

Separate career ladder Yes Yes

Optional participation Yes No

All receive same compensation Yes No

Size of district 109 Sq. Miles 

≈ 17, 000 Students

13 Sq. Miles 

≈ 6,000 Students

State funding for plan Yes Yes

Annual review of plan Yes Yes

Instrumentation

The Survey Instrument for Teachers was used to examine the perceptions of 

teachers and principals regarding aspects of performance pay in Arizona. The primary 

source of instrumentation the researcher utilized was centered in the survey developed by 

Kelley et al. (2000) in their study of statewide group-based performance award programs 

in Kentucky and Maryland.  The researcher developed a scale score for each of the seven 

factors outlined in the survey (Financial Incentives, Improvement of Teaching, Principal 

Understanding, District Support, Resource Allocation, Principal Skill, Teamwork and 
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Learning) by summing responses of items in that scale (t-test).  The survey contained 41 

items and utilized a Likert-type scale.  The survey was designed with a scale of equal 

intervals in order to provide the appropriate statistical analysis of data.  Gable (1993) 

believed this was a sound practice.  The scale measured respondent perceptions on 

various items by using the descriptors “Strongly Agree,” “Agree,” “Undecided,” 

Disagree,” and “Strongly Disagree” (Rating for Agreement), or “To a Great Extent,” 

“Somewhat,” “Unsure,” “Very Little,” and “Not at all” (Rating for Likelihood) (Gable, 

1993).  Nunnally (1978) suggested that Likert-type scales can be highly reliable and

successful in the collection of research data, and Patten (1998) reported that five-point 

response scales were not only commonly used in the educational community but were 

also effective tools in education-related research.

The following paragraphs describe the variables used in this study, as outlined in 

Chapter 1.  The description of these variables, as well as contextual references cited 

within are primarily taken from the Kelley et al. study (2000), which served as the 

framework for this study.  The researcher acknowledges and greatly appreciates their 

previous efforts.  In their study Kelley et al. took the items comprising each factor and 

averaged them to form scales that were used in subsequent analyses. A Cronbach’s Alpha 

Reliability test was applied to the survey factors for the purpose of this study to ensure 

internal consistency and provide evidence that the modified survey was adequate. The 

reliabilities for the scales follow.
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Table 3

Coefficient Alpha Reliabilities for the Seven Scales/Factors

Scale/Factors Kelley et al.* Modified Survey**
Financial incentives .90 .87
Improvement of teaching .81 .85
Principal understanding .86 .81
District support .87 .90
Resource allocation .76 .77
Principal skill .81 .88
Teamwork and learning .77 .76
*2000, p. 182
**Survey Instrument for Teachers (modified by the researcher)

Study Variables/Survey Factors

Financial Incentives

Financial Incentives emphasized the financial as opposed to non-financial aspects 

of rewards.  (Non-financial incentives included seeing students succeed or having 

chances to do interesting work.)  Within the context of school-based performance award 

(SBPA) programs, financial incentives dealt with the extent to which the monetary bonus 

was provided motivation to teachers and principals.  The eight items included in this 

scale asked principals and teachers whether the possibility of a bonus, among other 

things, helped motivate them to work toward the related accountability goals and whether 

it provided a shared goal that encouraged school staff to work together.  Ratings ranged 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Improvement of Teaching
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The Improvement of Teaching variable tapped the extent to which principals 

believed teachers were focusing their efforts on improving teaching and the teaching 

process (compared to teacher self-perceptions).  In eight items, principals and teachers 

were asked to rate the extent to which teaching had improved in their schools.  For 

example, they were asked whether teachers were changing the way they taught, changing 

the content of the teaching, and placing more time and effort into teaching.  This variable 

captured an important outcome or effect of SBPA programs because such programs 

aimed to encourage teachers to focus on and improve their teaching (Kelley, 1999).  

Ratings ranged from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very great extent).

Principal Understanding/Commitment

The Principal Understanding/Commitment variable reflected the extent to which 

principals both understood and were dedicated to the goals of the accountability program 

(and teachers’ perceptions of their principals and selves in relation to this variable).  In 

five items, principals and teachers were asked to rate the extent of their knowledge of 

their school’s accountability goals and their commitment to pursuing those goals.  

Ratings ranged from 1 (strong disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

District Support

District support dealt with the extent to which the principals and teachers viewed 

the district as helpful to the site by, for example, helping it meet its goals and providing it 

with technical and resource support.  Excluded from these items was the notion of 

pressure from the district, which was in the original study geared specifically toward 
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principals only.  Ratings on the five items ranged from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very great 

extent).

Resource Allocation  

Resource Allocation dealt with the principals’ and teachers’ perceptions that 

resources have been reallocated for the purposes of reforming or changing the school to 

meet the goals of the accountability program.  Six items asked teachers and principals 

about the allocation of budgeted funds, new technology, tutoring, incentives for students, 

incentives for staff, and curriculum development efforts to meet the accountability goals.  

Indeed, tutoring programs required the reallocation of person resources if not money.  

Incentives provided to students and not to teachers or principals were viewed as one type 

of resource allocation.  Curricular efforts involved time, if not money, devoted to 

curriculum development.  Ratings by principals and teachers ranged from 1 (not at all) to 

5 (to a very great extent).

Teacher Teamwork and Learning

A five-item scale assessed the variable of Teacher Teamwork and Learning.  This 

variable dealt with principals’ and teachers’ perceptions that teachers had the opportunity 

to work together and that they used that opportunity to collaborate and develop 

professionally.  This variable was similar to the improvement of teaching variable but 

dealt more directly with teachers having opportunities to team and network together to 

learn new skills and knowledge.  Principals and teachers were asked whether teachers 

were given opportunities to learn about best practices of other schools that, for example, 
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could be used to raise accountability program scores.  Responses about such aspects of 

teaming and learning ranged from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a very great extent).

Principal Skill  

This item was administered to principals and teachers.  Principal Skill dealt with 

the extent to which principals perceived that they possessed the skills necessary to enact 

the accountability reform or change effort.  This ability to carry out the accountability 

reform was different from the principal understanding/commitment variable described 

earlier.  That is, a principal might understand the reform and be committed to its goals, 

but feel that he or she does not have the knowledge and skills to carry it out.  Knowledge 

and skills appeared to deal with leadership that emphasized “purposes,” e.g., building 

“consensus about school goals and practices” (Leithwood, 1994, p. 510).  In a five-item 

scale, principals and teachers were asked whether they themselves had, for example, the 

knowledge and skills to mobilize their school to achieve its goals.  Ratings ranged from 1 

(not at all) to 5 (to a very great extent).

The seven described variables could be grouped into three broad categories:  

SBPA program effects (e.g., improvement of teaching), aims (e.g., motivating 

incentives), and enabling conditions (e.g., principal understanding and commitment).  

Enhanced teacher motivation and efforts to improve one’s teaching may be indicators of 

program effectiveness.  Likewise, existing research, theory, and practice according to 

Kelley (1998), suggested that several enabling conditions fostered and supported teachers 

in improving their teaching methods.  Schools must (a) receive support from the school 
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district to meet its accountability program’s goals, (b) be led by principals who 

understand and are committed to the school’s goals, (c) reallocate resources to meet the 

accountability goals, and (d) provide opportunities for teachers to team and network to 

improve their professional practice.

It is the intent of this study to analyze teacher and principal responses in relation 

to these factors and the described variables.

Qualitative Methodology

The primary approach to the qualitative portion of the study was the analytic 

induction method described by LeCompte and Preissle (1993). 

Analytic induction involved examining the data for categories of phenomena and 

for relationships among such categories. From categories, working typologies were 

developed. Categories were modified and refined on the basis of subsequent cases. 

Negative instances were consciously sought to expand or restrict the original construct. It 

has been used principally to construct concepts, ideas, and themes. Qualitative data come 

from open-ended questions on the survey and from follow-up interviews.

To collect qualitative data, the four participating building principals and one 

teacher from each of the four schools in this study were interviewed.  The purpose of 

interviewing these eight people was to gain their candid reactions to a series of open-

ended questions.

Patton (1980) suggested that open-ended questions enable an interviewee to take 

any direction and use whatever words he/she wishes in representing what he/she has to 

say.  Additionally, standardized open-ended interviews allow for smoother analyzation of 
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data because it is possible to locate each participant’s response to the same question 

quickly and to organize similar questions and responses.  Other advantages to using open-

ended interviews include (1) the exact instrument used in the study is available for 

inspection by decision makers and information users and (2) the interview itself 

maintains a higher degree of focus so that time is well-used and necessarily limited.

Interview questions that are developed in a semi-structured format do not have 

predetermined structured-response choices (McMillan, 1992), but rather, they are open-

ended and specific in intent, allowing for individual responses.

Procedures Used

Access to the sites involved in the study was obtained from the two district 

superintendents whose schools were involved. Appropriate measures were taken to 

ensure that proper research protocol was maintained. The researcher included a written 

explanation (cover letter) attached to the survey instrument, as previously described.  The 

cover letter provided potential survey participants with an explanation of the purpose and 

format of the study.

For the semi- structured interviews with the four principals and four teachers who 

agreed to be interviewed, the researcher personally contacted each by phone or e-mail 

and provided them with the following information:

1. Who the researcher is and why he is conducting the study:  fulfillment of 

dissertation requirement.
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2. The intent of the study is to compare principal and teacher responses to a survey 

regarding pay for performance.

3. The study also involved interviews, which should last approximately 20 minutes, 

at a time and place they are comfortable.

4. The interview would not be taped, and only handwritten notes would be taken.

5. The subject’s name and background would not appear in the study, and his/her 

identity would remain completely confidential.

6. The subject’s school and school district would not be identified in the study.

Prior to the interview, all subjects reviewed the Subject Disclaimer Form. As 

stated, handwritten notes were taken, and if appropriate, these notes were 

subsequently typed for analysis and documentation purposes.  After the 

interviews were completed and recorded, the data were analyzed utilizing the 

inductive process developed for qualitative analysis by Taylor and Bogdan 

(1984).  They suggested the following procedures be employed:

a. The data will be read and reread by the researcher.  Attention should be given 

to avoid intensive analysis until the researcher is fully familiar with the data. 

The qualitative data will be categorized.

b. Themes, ideas, and interpretations will be noted and recorded.  These notes 

will then be further developed and organized to flush out critical themes.

c. The researcher will look for emerging themes and patterns based on the data 

analysis.  Appropriate classification schemes will be used to identify the major 

themes.
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d. Concepts and theories will be constructed based on the analysis of the 

emerging themes and patterns and incorporated, where appropriate, into 

Chapters 4 and 5.

The researcher will also preserve all findings to ensure that they will be included in the 

presentation of data.

Research Questions

Research Question 1

Has performance pay in Arizona caused teachers in the two districts participating 

in the study to change how they prepare and deliver instruction, including peer 

collaboration and planning?  (Comparison of teacher versus principal response data.)

Null Hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference between how 

teachers and principals view the manner in which teachers have or have not changed

their teaching methods and work habits as a result of  performance pay.

Research Question 2

To what extent do teachers feel their building principal and district support their 

efforts relative to meeting performance-pay goals, and how does this compare with 

principal perceptions?

Null Hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference between teacher

and principal perceptions regarding principal and district support for teacher efforts 

relative to the attainment of performance pay goals.
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Research Question 3

How do teachers view their principals compared to principal self-perceptions in 

relation to understanding and commitment to accountability factors tied to performance 

pay for teachers?

Null Hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference between teacher 

perceptions of principals and principals’ self-perception in relation to the principal’s 

understanding of and commitment to accountability factors tied to performance pay for 

teachers.

Research Question 4

How do principals view themselves in contrast to teacher perceptions of them 

relative to skills related to improvement of instruction and their nexus to accountability 

measures?

Null Hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference between teacher 

perceptions of themselves relative to principal skills regarding improvement of 

instruction and accountability measures.

Research Question 5

How do principals view themselves in contrast to teacher perceptions of them,

relative to their efforts toward the allocation of resources to reach established school wide 

goals (in relation to performance pay)?

Null Hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference between principal 

perceptions of themselves and teacher perceptions of their principal’s efforts to 

allocate resources to reach established school-wide goals.



79

Field Study

In November of 2004, a Field Study (Pilot Study) was conducted to give the 

researcher a greater understanding of the relative effectiveness of the survey instrument 

that was to be used as the major data-generating vehicle of this study.  A mock survey 

utilizing the specific questions and exact potential responses that would appear in the 

actual study was constructed and administered to two subjects.  The two subjects were 

both educators who were familiar with the jargon and terminologies inherent in the 

survey.  One subject was a veteran and currently practicing elementary classroom 

teacher, and the other subject was a retired former teacher, principal, and district-level 

administrator.  Neither was ever employed by either of the school districts that 

participated in this study.

They were asked to respond to the 42-item survey, with specific instructions to 

respond to the “principal-skill” items as if they were a principal.  They were also asked 

the following four questions:

1. How long did it take to complete the survey?

2. Does the survey, content-wise, yield the type of data needed to address the 

research questions?  (Research questions were attached).

3. Do you have any suggestions for revision?

4. Is there anything missing?

Based on their responses, the researcher made some modifications to the wording of 

the survey without altering context or meaning.  Both of the field-study participants 
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reported that the survey took them approximately 10 minutes to complete. The researcher 

assumed it would take some individuals longer and told survey participants that it would 

take “approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.” The relatively short time investment 

was expected to result in a higher response rate.

Some of the advantages of conducting a pilot (or field) study prior to the 

implementation of the research project itself, according to Borg and Gall (1989), are

1. It permits preliminary testing of the hypotheses.

2. It often provides ideas, approaches, and clues not foreseen prior to the pilot 

study.

3. In many pilot studies, it is possible to get feedback from subjects and others 

not involved that lead to important improvements in the main study.

Content Validity Component

In the case of this study, a content validity component was added, wherein

the researcher met with and informally interviewed three experts in education and/or 

statistics to gather their views as to what degree the proposed research questions and 

survey instrument were compatible.  Basically, they were asked to review the survey 

questions and the research questions and offer their opinions as to whether the survey 

questions were rich enough and probed deeply enough to generate data that could be 

applied to the research questions.  None of the three took part in the qualitative or 

quantitative pieces of the study.  However, their responses were noted and preserved, 

allowing for modifications to either the research questions or survey instrument.
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The researcher informally interviewed the superintendent of one of

 the districts in the study, Dr. Sharon Conley, one of the authors of the original study on 

which this study was based, and a local expert in research and statistics (Dr. John 

Fulginiti).  

Data Analysis

After developing a scale score for each of the seven factors that comprised the 

survey instrument by summing the responses of items in that scale, the researcher  

analyzed the data using a two-way ANOVA, with District (A or B) and Role (Teacher or 

Principal) as the factors.

In subsequent and final drafts, the researcher listed in this section each 

research question and related hypothesis and commented specifically on which statistical 

methods were applied to each.

Inferential statistical tests used an alpha level of .05 to determine statistical 

significance.  

Each hypothesis has been stated as a null hypothesis.

Descriptive statistics were employed to aid in the readability of the study.

It is beyond the scope of this study to do an in-depth qualitative analysis.  

However, the researcher deemed it important that qualitative techniques be employed to 

help guide data analysis and enrich the content and context of the quantitative data.
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Summary

The study utilized both quantitative and qualitative approaches.  A survey

was administered to 106 elementary and middle-level teachers and to 4 building-level 

administrators. Interviews of four building-level administrators and four teachers were 

accomplished.  Additionally, three experts were interviewed for content validity purposes 

in December 2004 and January 2005.  Inferential and descriptive statistics were used to 

analyze the quantitative data, and inductive processes were used to analyze the qualitative 

data.
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CHAPTER 4

PRESENTATION OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction

Pay for performance for teachers, though still a relatively new venture in Arizona

has produced the desired effect of augmenting teacher salaries. However, there exist 

continuing concerns, skepticism, and misunderstandings, some of which are particularly 

highlighted by the qualitative data analysis in this chapter.

The purpose of this study was to record, document, and compare the perceptions 

of teachers and principals regarding a variety of factors related to performance pay. This 

study sought to investigate these perceptions by gathering quantitative data through the 

utilization of a survey previously designed and proven to be reliable with building 

principals. The perceptions were tested using a two-way ANOVA as a statistical model. 

Statistical significance for these tests will be recognized at the alpha < .05 level. 

Additionally, perceptions were gathered through follow-up interviews with a small 

sampling of participants, with qualitative techniques used for analysis.

This chapter includes a profile of the participants (sample description), an 

overview of the data analysis, a brief interpretation of the data for each research question, 

and a summary. The Research Questions are addressed using both quantitative and 

qualitative methods.

Qualitative Data Analysis

The purpose of the qualitative portion of this study was to provide additional 

meaning, depth, and texture to the quantitative component. The goal was to add a 
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personal perspective to the research questions and to further frame the quantitative study 

outcomes.

There were two primary sources for the collection of the qualitative data for this 

study. By far the richest source was the open-ended questions that appeared on the last 

page of the Survey Instrument for Teachers. A less fruitful, yet perhaps revealing in some 

regards, source was the follow-up interviews conducted with the four principals and four 

teachers in an attempt to gain further insight into the themes, categories, and trends that 

emerged from the open-ended responses. These interviews are discussed briefly later in 

this chapter.

Qualitative Survey Questions

Survey respondents were given the opportunity to answer, as part of the Survey 

Instrument for Teachers, the following.

What concerns, if any, do you have about the performance-pay plan?

What suggestions, if any, do you have for improving the performance-pay plan?

Comments: 

Of the 106 teachers who responded to the survey, 58 (55%) offered written 

concerns, 37 (35%) had written suggestions, and 6 (≈ 5%) made additional comments. 

None of the four principals chose to respond to these open-ended items.

Utilizing the qualitative methods described by LeCompte and Preissle (1993) and 

Outlined in Chapter 3, the researcher identified several themes which were then coded 

into categories of phenomena, and the relationships among these categories were 

synthesized into working typologies and themes.



85

Sample Description

One hundred six teachers (77.4% female, 22.6% male) participated in this 

research study. Additionally, four principals (all male) participated. Of these participants, 

71.8% identified themselves as classroom teachers, 8.2% as master/mentor teachers, 

10.9% as specialist/coordinators, and 5.5% as department heads. Principals accounted for 

3.6% of the survey participants. There was a distribution in terms of teaching experience 

as follows among the four participating schools: 24.3% with five years or fewer, 22.3% 

with 6-10 years experience, 13.6% with 11-15 years of experience, 14.6% with 16-20 

years, and over one-quarter of the participants (25.2%) reported they had 20 or more 

years of teaching experience.

In terms of formal education and preparation, 41.9% held a bachelors degree, a 

majority (54.3%) had earned a masters degree, two (1.9%) were identified as education 

specialists, and two (one teacher and one principal) had doctorates accounting for the 

final 1.9%.

Longevity was measured in two areas: length of time at current school and length 

of time in current school district. More than 70% of the respondents had been in their 

current schools for 10 years or fewer and a little more than 58% reported being in their 

current school district for the same length of time.

Of the four principals who participated in the study, all were male; three held a 

masters degree and one a doctorate. Three principals taught for 6-10 years and one more 

than 20. Three had been at their current school for five years or fewer, and one had been 
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there between 6-10 years. Two of the principals had worked in their current school 

district from 16-20 years, one from 11-15 years, and one from 6-10 years (See Table 4).
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Table 4

Demographic Information

Variable N %

1. Position
Classroom Teacher 79 71.8
Master/Mentor Teacher 9   8.2
Specialist/Coordinator 12 10.9
Department Head 6   5.5
Principal 4   3.6

2. Gender
Male 24 22.6
Female 82 77.4

3. Teaching Experience (Years)
0-5 25 24.3
6-10 23 22.3
11-15 14 13.6
16-20 15 14.6
20+ 26 25.2

4. Highest Level of Formal
Education/Preparation

Bachelors 44 41.9
Masters 57 54.3
Educational Specialist   2   1.9
Doctorate   2   1.9

5. Length of Time at Current School (Years)
0-5 45 42.9
6-10 30 28.6
11-15 15 14.3
16-20 7   6.7
20+ 8   7.6

6. Length of Time in School District (Years)
0-5 34 33.0
6-10 26 25.2
11-15 18 17.5
16-20 12 11.7
20+ 13 12.6
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Findings

Teachers and principals were requested to complete a survey representing their 

perceptions of seven key factors related to performance pay for teachers. For the purposes 

of this study, not all of the survey data were utilized in the analysis of the five research 

questions. Utilizing a survey that was previously designed and proven to be valid, the 

researcher felt it was best not to omit any items (factors) to retain its reliability and 

validity as a research instrument. Particularly Factor 1 (Financial Incentives) had no 

direct link to the research questions but is addressed in Tables 6 and 7.

As stated previously the seven survey factors were:

• Factor 1 – Financial Incentives

• Factor 2 – Improvement of Teaching

• Factor 3 – District Support

• Factor 4 – Principal Understanding/Commitment

• Factor 5 – Resource Allocation

• Factor 6 – Principal Skill

• Factor 7 – Teacher Teamwork and Training

Principals and Teachers, as well as District A and B were compared using a

two-way ANOVA with Financial Incentives (Factor 1) as the dependent variable. This 2 

x 2 ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two independent variables of 

Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and District (A vs. B). There were no statistically 

significant differences between Principals and Teachers, F (1, 106) = .00, p = .987, and 

between Districts A and B, F (1, 106) = .27, p = .606. In addition, the interaction between 



89

Position and District was not significant F (1, 106) = .01, p = .912. The ANOVA 

summary table and the group means are presented in Table 5.

Table 5

Principal/Teacher x District A/B ANOVA- Factor 1

Source SS df MS F p

Principal/Teacher        .01 1    .01 .00 .987
District A/B      7.85 1   7.85 .27 .606
Interaction        .36 1    .36 .01 .912
Residual 3106.18 106 29.30

Group Means District A District B Total

Principal 27.62 26.50 27.06
Teacher 27.97 26.24 27.25
Total 27.96 26.25 27.25

Principals and Teachers, as well as Elementary and Middle School were 

compared using a two-way ANOVA with Financial Incentives (Factor 1) as the 

dependent variable. This 2 x 2 ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two 

independent variables of Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and type of school (Elementary 

vs. Middle Level). There were no significant differences between Principals and 

Teachers, F (1, 106) = .00, p = .956, or between Elementary and Middle levels, F (1, 106) 

= .27, p = .602. In addition, the interaction between Position and School Type was not 

statistically significant F (1, 106) = .76, p = .384. The ANOVA summary table and group 

means are presented in Table 6. 

Although there were no significant statistical differences related to financial 

incentives, teachers indicated financial concerns in their survey responses and interviews.
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Table 6

Principal/Teacher x Elementary/Middle School ANOVA- Factor 1 

Source SS df MS F p

Principal/Teacher         .09 1    .09 .00 .956
Elementary/Middle School       8.13 1  8.13 .27 .602
Interaction     22.66 1 22.66 .76 .384
Residual 3144.80 106 29.67

Group Means Elementary Middle Total

Principal 29.00 25.12 27.06
Teacher 26.73 27.70 27.25
Total 26.82 27.61 27.25

Several important themes emerged from the qualitative data, including the need 

for additional compensation, increasing base pay, and the political nature of performance 

pay as perceived by the respondents. Some of the survey responses reflective of these 

themes included:

 “Truly recognize teachers in this state by increasing their pay to match/exceed 

national averages without having to jump through meaningless hoops to give the 

appearance of added work. Pay us well, we already work out tails off.”

“Eliminate it and add to our base pay without requiring us to jump through 

hoops.”

“The 301 monies promised by legislation are now contingent upon completing 

extra work.”

“I feel that since we are paid so little in this state we deserve this money. I 

honestly feel people try to do their best most of the time with or without an incentive.”
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Research Question 1

Has performance pay in Arizona caused teachers in the two districts participating 

in this study to change how they prepare and deliver instruction, including peer 

collaboration and planning? (Comparison of teacher versus principal response data.)

Teachers and principals were requested to complete the survey instrument. Survey 

Factors 2 (Improvement of Teaching) and 7 (Teacher Teamwork and Learning) were 

related to this research question. 

Factor 2, Improvement of Teaching, responses were compared using a two-way 

ANOVA with Improvement of Teaching (Factor 2) as the dependent variable. This 2 x 2 

ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two independent variables of 

Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and District (A vs. B). There were no significant 

statistical differences between principals and teachers, F (1, 106) = .08, p = .783 or 

between Districts A and B, F (1, 106) = .08, p = .775. In addition, the interaction between 

Position and District was not significant F (1, 106) = 1.27, p = .262. The ANOVA 

summary table and the group means are presented in Table 7.
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Table 7

Principal/Teacher x District A/B ANOVA- Factor 2 

Source SS df MS F p

Principal/Teacher       2.34 1   2.34   .08 .783
District A/B       2.54 1   2.54   .08 .775
Interaction     39.14 1 39.14 1.27 .262
Residual 3662.57 106 30.78

Group Means District A District B Total

Principal 33.00 29.00 31.00
Teacher 29.03 31.41 30.02
Total 29.16 31.30 30.05

Principals and Teachers and Elementary and Middle-level schools were compared 

using a two-way ANOVA with Improvement of Teaching as the dependent variable. This 

2 x 2 ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two independent variables of 

Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and Type of School (Elementary vs. Middle-level).

There were no significant differences between Principals and Teachers, F (1, 106) 

= .10, p = .750, or between School Types, F (1, 106), = 1.49, p = .225. In addition, the 

interaction between Position and School Types was not significant F (1, 106) = .29, p = 

.591. The ANOVA summary table and group means are presented in Table 8.
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Table 8

Principal/Teacher x Elementary/Middle School ANOVA- Factor 2

Source SS df MS F p

Principal/Teacher       3.18 1   3.18  .10 .750
Elementary/Middle School     46.38 1 46.38 1.49 .225
Interaction       9.03 1   9.03  .29 .591
Residual 3299.96 106 31.13

Group Means Elementary Middle Total

Principal 33.50 28.50 31.00
Teacher 31.06 29.12 30.02
Total 31.16 29.10 30.05

The analysis of Research Question 1 is further understood by written responses to 

the survey and interview questions. An important theme was that teachers have concerns 

and suggestions regarding student-related issues and their lack of control over certain 

circumstances that may impact improvement of teaching.  Several teachers expressed 

concerns that they could not control particular factors that affect accountability measures 

that are, or are perceived to be, tied to performance pay. The following direct survey 

quotes are reflective of these concerns and further support the theme of hindrances to the 

improvement of teaching:

“Student achievement should be based on growth of students from beginning of 

year to end. Students at one school should not be compared to students at another school 

where the preparedness of the students entering school is so drastic.”

“Pay should be given to all teachers. We cannot control if a student passes or 

doesn’t pass after we have done our jobs.”
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“I only have some control over whether the students a) learn, b) demonstrate 

learning on the standard assessments.”

“No control on how well students focus on tests. Some don’t try, blow it off.”

Additionally, these concerns were expressed:

“I think it’s hard to show a direct correlation between teacher effort and student 

achievement, especially when the teacher is working with ‘difficult’ students.”

“Basing pay upon student performance is an invalid measurement since many 

factors can influence the performance of students, both externally and internally.”

Survey Factor 7 (Teacher Teamwork and Learning) was also related to Research 

Question 1 and yielded much different results.

Principals and Teachers in Districts A and B were compared using a two-way 

ANOVA with Teacher Teamwork and Learning as the dependent variable. This 2 x 2 

ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two independent variables of 

Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and District (A vs. B). Statistical significance was found 

between Principals and Teachers F (1, 106) = 5.71, p = .019 but not between Districts A 

and B, F (1, 106) = .24, p = .628. In addition, the interaction between Position and 

District was not statistically significant F (1, 106) = .96, p = .328. The ANOVA summary 

table and group means are presented in Table 9. Note: (*)—denotes statistical 

significance.
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Table 9

Principal/Teacher x District A/B ANOVA- Factor 7 

Source SS df MS F P

Principal/Teacher    89.56 1 89.56 5.71 .019*
District A/B      3.71 1  3.71   .24 .628
Interaction    15.12 1 15.12   .96 .328
Residual 1662.36 106 15.68

Group Means District A District B Total

Principal 21.50 20.50 21.00
Teacher 14.70 17.66 15.93
Total 14.91 17.78 16.11

The data implied that teachers and principals differ in their perceptions of items 

related to Factor 7, Teacher Teamwork and Learning.

Principals and Teachers in Elementary and Middle-level Schools were compared 

using a two-way ANOVA with Teacher Teamwork and Training as the dependent 

variable. This 2 x 2 ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two 

independent variables of Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and School Levels (Elementary 

vs. Middle). There was a statistically significant difference between Principals and 

Teachers, F (1, 106) = 5.68, p = .019. There were no significant differences between 

School Type F (1, 106) = .34, p = .561. In addition, the interaction between Position and 

School Type was not statistically significant F (1, 106) = 1.74, p = .191. The ANOVA 

summary table and the group means are presented in Table 10. 
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Table 10

Principal/Teacher x Elementary/Middle School ANOVA- Factor 7

Source SS df MS F P

Principal/Teacher     96.96 1 96.96 5.68 .019*
Elementary/Middle School       5.80 1   5.80   .34 .561
Interaction     29.64 1 29.64 1.74 .191
Residual 1810.38 106 17.08

Group Means Elementary Middle Total

Principal 19.00 23.00 21.00
Teacher 16.76 15.21 15.93
Total 16.85 15.47 16.11

The data suggest that principals (M = 21.00) perceive Teacher Teamwork and 

Learning in these schools to a greater extent than teachers (M = 15.93).

The following quotes reflect some of the perceived differences between teachers 

and principals in the area of Teacher Teamwork and Learning as expressed by teacher 

survey responses.

“Some teachers do more than others to help underachieving teachers.”

“Aggressive and vocal teachers will receive more than more humble teachers.’

In response to the question of what concerns teachers have, one teacher 

responded, “Teachers/staff receiving pay when [they are] not doing any of the 

work/teaching for it.” Another offered this written concern that “teaching will become all 

about teaching for the test and not for the basic fundamentals of the particular subject.”
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Research Question 2

To what extent do teachers feel their building principal and district support their 

efforts relative to meeting performance pay goals, and how does this compare with 

principal perceptions?

Survey Factor 3 (District Support) was related to this research question. Principals 

and Teachers, District A and B were compared using a two-way ANOVA with District 

Support as the dependent variable. This 2 x 2 ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction 

between the two independent variables of Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and District (A 

vs. B). There was a statistically significant difference between Principals and Teachers, F 

(1, 106) = 7.07, p = .009, but not between Districts A and B, F (1, 106) = 1.17, p = .282. 

In addition, the interaction between Position and District was not statistically significant, 

F (1, 106) = .00, p = .989. The ANOVA summary table and the group means are 

presented in Table 11.

Table 11

Principal/Teacher x District A/B ANOVA- Factor 3

Source SS df MS F P

Principal/Teacher    95.53 1 95.53 7.07 .009*
District A/B    15.81 1 15.81 1.17 .282
Interaction        .00 1    .00   .00 .989
Residual 1432.22 106 13.51

Group Means District A District B Total

Principal 22.50 24.50 23.50
Teacher 17.49 19.55 18.34
Total 17.65 19.76 18.53
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The data indicated that principals (M = 23.50) appeared to perceive a greater 

degree of district support related to performance pay for teachers than the teachers (M = 

18.34) themselves. There was also a notable difference between districts. Teachers in 

District A appeared to be less likely to agree with principal perceptions compared with 

the same relationships in District B. Although this was not statistically significant, it 

suggested a difference.

Principals and Teachers in Elementary and Middle-level Schools were also 

compared using a two-way ANOVA with District Support as the dependent variable. 

This 2 x 2 ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two independent 

variables of Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and School Types (Elementary vs. Middle). 

There was a significant statistical difference between Principals and Teachers F (1, 106) 

= 7.02, p = .009. Additionally, the interaction between Position and School Type was not 

statistically significant F (1, 106) = .39, p = .534. The ANOVA summary table and group 

means are presented in Table 12.

Table 12

Principal/Teacher x Elementary/Middle School ANOVA-Factor 3 

Source SS df MS F P

Principal/Teacher 101.79 1 101.79 7.02 .009*
Elementary/Middle School      2.40 1     2.40   .17 .685
Interaction      5.65 1     5.65   .39 .534
Residual 1536.01 106   14.49

Group Means Elementary Middle Total

Principal 22.50 24.50 23.50
Teacher 18.57 18.15 18.34
Total 18.73 18.37 18.53
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The data again suggested that principals (M = 23.50) appeared to feel a greater 

sense of district support relative to performance pay than teachers (M = 18.34). 

The following survey quotes submitted by teachers were responses to the 

researcher’s request for areas of concern or suggestion to help illuminate some of the 

statistical differences found in the quantitative data. The two basic themes that emerged 

from analysis of the qualitative data were teacher concerns about the basis on which 

performance pay was determined and teacher suggestions to improve the performance 

pay plan.

“I did not like it when our district told us our academic goal,” wrote one 

respondent; another offered this opinion, “The basis on which our pay is determined is a 

problem” but did not elaborate on the thought or offer an alternative suggestion.

“The formula our district uses to distribute the money is very gray, not black and 

white,” wrote one respondent; others cited a need for additional information from their 

respective districts. Other examples were “Use staff development to help us reach 

accountability goals,” and “We need more training about performance pay and how we 

get it.”

Research Question 3

How do teachers view their principals compared to principal self-perceptions in 

relation to understanding and commitment to accountability factors tied to performance 

pay for teacher?
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Survey Factor 4 (Principal Understanding/Commitment) was related to this 

research question. Principals and Teachers in Districts A and B were compared using a 

two-way ANOVA with Principal Understanding/Commitment as the dependent variable. 

This 2 x 2 ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two independent 

variables of Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and District (A vs. B). There was a 

statistically significant difference between Principals and Teachers, F (1, 106) = 4.59, p = 

.034. There was no statistical significance between Districts A and B, F (1, 106) = .59, p 

= .443. In addition, the interaction between Position and District was not significant F (1. 

106) = .00, p = .961. The ANOVA summary table and the group means are presented in 

Table 13.

Table 13

Principal/Teacher x District A/B ANOVA- Factor 4 

Source SS df MS F p

Principal/Teacher     59.28 1 59.28 4.59 .034*
District A/B       7.65 1   7.65   .59 .443
Interaction         .03 1     .03   .00 .961
Residual 1369.16 106 12.92

Group Means District A District B Total

Principal 23.50 25.00 24.25
Teacher 19.67 20.99 20.21
Total 19.79 21.16 20.36

The data suggested that although there was little difference between teacher and 

principal perceptions by district, there was a notable difference between teachers and 
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principals as groups. Principals (M = 24.25) perceived their commitment to 

accountability goals as greater than their own teacher perception of them (M = 20.21).

Principals and Teachers in Elementary and Middle Schools were compared using 

a two-way ANOVA with Principal Understanding/Commitment as the dependent 

variable. This 2 x 2 ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two 

independent variables of Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and School Types (Elementary 

vs. Middle). There was a significant statistical difference between Principals and 

Teachers, F (1, 106) = 5.02, p = .027, but there was no significant difference between 

Elementary and Middle-level Schools, F (1, 106) = .29, p = .593. Additionally, the 

interaction between Position and School Types was statistically significant, F (1, 106) = 

.67, p = .001. The ANOVA summary table and group means are presented in Table 14.

Table 14

Principal/Teacher x Elementary/Middle School ANOVA-Factor 4

Source SS df MS F p

Principal/Teacher    59.99 1 59.99 5.02 .027*
Elementary/Middle School      3.43 1   3.43   .29 .593
Interaction      8.02 1   8.02   .67 .001*
Residual 1265.94 106 11.94

Group Means Elementary Middle Total

Principal 24.00 24.50 24.50
Teacher 21.50 19.11 20.21
Total 21.60 19.29 20.36

The interaction suggested that principals in the elementary and middle schools 

were similar (24.00, 24.50), and teachers in the elementary and middle schools differed 
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(21.50, 19.11). The difference between Positions was deemed statistically significant 

(p=.027). 

The researcher noted very little qualitative input regarding the statistical 

differences that appeared in the preceding ANOVA comparisons related to Factor 4 

(Principal Understanding/Commitment). There were in fact only two written responses 

that could be linked to Research Question 3. One teacher commented, “I think our 

principal understands this [performance pay] better than we do, but he doesn’t dwell on it 

all that much.” Another teacher responded, “The principal is much more knowledgeable 

than the staff, and that’s the way it should be.”

The researcher noted at all four site staff meetings he attended a general 

atmosphere of cooperation and mutual respect between staff and administration. 

Additionally, none of the teachers involved in the semi-structured follow-up interviews 

could account for the statistical differences and appeared generally supportive of their 

principals.

Research Question 4

How do principals view themselves in contrast to teacher perceptions of them 

relative to skills related to the improvement of instruction and their nexus to 

accountability measures?

Survey Factor 6 (Principal Skill) was related to this research question. Principals 

and Teachers in District A and B were compared using a two-way ANOVA with 

Principal Skill as the dependent variable. This 2 x 2 ANOVA allowed for a test of 

interaction between the two independent variables of Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and 
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Districts (A vs. B). There were no significant statistical differences between Principals 

and Teachers, F (1, 106) = .91, p = .343 or between Districts A and B, F (1, 106) = .08, p 

= .780. In addition, the interaction between Position and District was not significant F (1, 

106) = 1.27, p = .262. The ANOVA summary table and group means are presented in 

Table 15.

Table 15

Principal/Teacher x District A/B ANOVA- Factor 6

Source SS Df MS F p

Principal/Teacher    15.39 1 15.39  .91 .343
District A/B       1.33 1   1.33  .08 .780
Interaction     21.56 1 21.56 1.27 .262
Residual 1794.40 106 16.93

Group Means District A District B Total

Principal 21.50 19.72 20.61
Teacher 17.13 20.09 18.36
Total 17.27 20.07 18.44

Principals and Teachers in Elementary and Middle-level Schools were compared 

using a two-way ANOVA with Principal Skill serving as the dependent variable. This 2 x 

2 ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two independent variables of 

Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and School Types (Elementary vs. Middle). There were 

no significant statistical differences between Principals and Teachers, F (1, 106) = 1.01, p 

= .317 or between Elementary and Middle-level schools, F (1, 106) = 1.01, p = .317. In 

addition, the interaction between Position and School Type was not statistically 
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significant, F (1, 106) = .08, p =.772. The ANOVA summary table and group means are 

presented in Table 16.

Table 16

Principal/Teacher x Elementary/Middle School ANOVA- Factor 6

Source SS Df MS F p

Principal/Teacher     18.20 1 18.20 1.01 .317
Elementary/Middle School       7.64 1   7.64 1.01 .317
Interaction       1.52 1   1.52   .08 .772
Residual 1912.24 106 18.04

Group Means Elementary Middle Total

Principal 21.00 20.22 20.61
Teacher 19.46 17.42 18.36
Total 19.52 17.51 18.44

There were no specific responses in the open-ended survey questions that related 

to Research Question 4. From the semi-structured follow-up interviews, the researcher 

noted all four participating teachers generally were confident in their respective 

principals’ abilities and were supportive of them.

Research Question 5

How do principals view themselves in contrast to teacher perceptions of them 

relative to their efforts toward the allocation of resources to reach established school-

wide goals (in relation to performance pay)?

Survey Factor 5 (Resource Allocation) was related to Research Question 5. 

Principals and Teachers in District A and B were compared using a two-way ANOVA 

with Resource Allocation as the dependent variable. This 2 x 2 ANOVA allowed for a 
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test of interaction between the two independent variables of Position (Principal vs. 

Teacher) and District (A and B). There were no significant statistical differences between 

Principals and Teachers, F (1, 106) = .81, p = .369, or between Districts A and B, F (1, 

106) = .17, p = .683. In addition, the interaction between Position and District was not 

statistically significant, F (1, 106) = .39, p = .532. The ANOVA summary table and group 

means are presented in Table 17.

Table 17.

Principal/Teacher x District A/B ANOVA- Factor 5

Source SS df MS F p

Principal/Teacher    16.70 1 16.70 .81 .369
District A/B      3.46 1   3.46 .17 .683
Interaction       8.07 1   8.07 .39 .532
Residual 2178.79 106 20.55

Group Means District A District B Total

Principal 20.50 20.00 20.25
Teacher 16.97 19.36 17.96
Total 17.08 19.39 18.05

Principals and Teachers in Elementary and Middle Schools were compared using 

a two-way ANOVA with Resource Allocation as the dependent variable. This 2 x 2  

ANOVA allowed for a test of interaction between the two independent variables of 

Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and School Types (Elementary vs. Middle). There were 

no statistically significant differences between Principals and Teachers, F (1, 106) = .90, 

p = .345, or between School Types, F (1, 106) = .09, p = .761. Additionally, the 
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interaction between Position and School Type was not significant F (1, 106) = .01, p = 

.925. The ANOVA summary table and group means are presented in Table 18.

Table 18

Principal/Teacher x Elementary/Middle School ANOVA-Factor 5 

Source SS df MS F p

Principal/Teacher    19.51 1 19.51 .90 .345
Elementary/Middle School      2.01 1   2.01 .09 .761
Interaction        .19 1    .19 .01 .925
Residual 2302.83 106 21.72

Group Means Elementary Middle Total

Principal 20.50 20.00 20.25
Teacher 18.47 17.53 17.96
Total 18.55 17.61 18.04

No statistically significant differences were found in the quantitative data related 

to Research Question 5, but some of the respondents to the open-ended survey questions 

offered suggestions or expressed concerns related to the allocation of resources to reach 

school-wide goals. One teacher responded, “Textbook scope and sequence is different 

than [the] test, so important concepts are not covered.  Across district somewhat different 

curriculum exists.” This may not be an area the principal has much control over.

Additional Findings

Some of the themes that were identified by the researcher utilizing the qualitative 

methods previously described have been mentioned and were tied directly to the research 

questions. Several other themes that cannot be directly tied to the research questions 

emerged. They represent potentially important data that reflect the respondents’ 



107

perceptions. These themes included concerns related to the socio-economic status of 

students and its relation to student performance measures. Examples of these concerns 

were expressed in the following quotes:

“Take a school’s socioeconomic standing into consideration so you don’t penalize 

teachers who are teaching kids who don’t have support or resources at home.” Another 

concern was “classes are not always (never) distributed evenly as far as academic ability, 

motivation, and poverty level.”

Another theme was the need for some teachers to cheat on accountability 

measures and the related morale and stress issues. Representative opinions of this notion 

can be found in these survey responses: “People will cheat to achieve results,” and 

“Making it based on test scores and therefore pitching teacher against teacher or 

department against department,” as well as, “It was very stressful for kids and teachers 

trying to reach our goal of testing students for the end of the year math test in April, right

around AIMS in order to achieve our performance pay.”

Several teachers also suggested that performance pay be eliminated altogether. 

“We are already performing, aren’t we?” said one respondent. Another offered this 

opinion: “Keep the money and lower my class size. Then you will see better test results.”

Overall, five themes emerged as concerns, and four themes were identified as 

suggestions. All other written responses in these areas were coded to have less than four 

responses each. Six respondents offered additional comments, many of which could be 

considered to have a common theme (see Table 19).
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Table 19

Elementary and Middle Level Qualitative Survey Responses

Theme Elementary 
Responses

Middle Level 
Responses

Total

Concern: Student related issues/lack of   
   control over

6 6 12

Concern: Jump through hoops/political deserve 
   Reward

4 5 9

Concern: Basis on which performance pay is 
   Determined

3 2 5

Concern: Cheating/morale/stress 4 2 6

Concern: Lower SES impact 4 0 4
Suggestion: How performance pay is 
   measured/testing and measurement

4 5 9

Suggestion: Need for  more money/related to 
   money/monetary reward

5 11 16

Suggestion: in-service/staff development 0 4 4

Suggestion: Eliminate performance pay 2 3 5

Other Concerns: Less than four responses 6 16 22

Total Number Concerns 27 31 58

Other Suggestions: Less than four responses 2 1 3

Total number of suggestions 13 24 37

Semi-Structured Follow-up Interviews

Follow-up interviews with the four building principals and four teachers, one 

from each school, were conducted in May 2005.  The researcher personally contacted 

each participant by phone.  The principals agreed in advance to be a part of this process.  

The teachers involved were self-selected and contacted the researcher using contact 

information provided to them in the cover letter that accompanied the quantitative survey 

that was implemented in April 2005. For the most part, these interviews took place in 

either the office or classroom of the school in which the participants were employed.  In 
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two cases, it was the wish of the participant to conduct the interview by phone.  In those 

cases, the participant was sent the approved Subject Disclaimer Form by fax prior to the 

interview itself rather than providing it in person.  All interviews were concluded in 20 to 

25 minutes.

For the semi-structured interviews, only handwritten notes were taken.  These 

notes were then typed; the data were recorded and analyzed; and themes, ideas, and 

interpretations were developed utilizing the inductive process developed for qualitative 

analysis by Taylor and Bogdan (1984), which was outlined in Chapter 3.

The researcher began each of these interviews by asking the open-ended questions 

that also appeared on the Survey for Teachers.  Two of the principals said they had no 

concerns regarding their performance-pay plans, as did two of the four teachers.  One 

principal commented that the plan was “reasonable and balanced” but that he would 

make some changes to increase teacher support for the plan.  One principal commented 

that his concern was that “consistency across schools” was something that was an issue, 

though not a major concern to most of the staff with whom he worked.  Two teachers 

responded to the question of “What concerns, if any, do you have about the performance 

pay plan?”

“Every year we are asked to do more and more for very little extra pay.  I think 

this is causing a large number of excellent teachers to leave the profession.”

“Children are all different.  They are not a product.  So often these accountability 

goals are trying to make one standard for all children. . . . and are teacher’s classes really 

balanced?”
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When asked by the researcher “What suggestions, if any, do you have for 

improving the performance pay plan,” two of the principals had none, and two responded 

as follows.

“As I said we need to have more consistency from school to school, so we are

 all on the same playing field.”

“I think we need to build a fence of fairness so teachers have a greater buy-in, but 

I do support the idea of district-wide goals.  If anything I would look for a way to focus 

on integrating other components of growth, not just achievement.”

Once again, two of the four teachers had no suggestions, although one 

commented, “I wish I did.”  The other two teachers offered these responses.

“We need more time and resources to collaborate on.”

“One of the biggest problems with achieving growth today has                                                                  

nothing to do with teaching.  Kids are not doing the work or have so many 

behavior problems.  This causes tremendous stress in the classroom.  When will 

there be support for these issues?  I find that these two distractions cause my 

students to be more underperforming than any other variable.”

The researcher also asked the eight interviewees to react to the themes that 

emerged from the written responses to these open-ended questions and were outlined 

previously in this chapter.  None of the principals felt there was pressure to cheat on 

accountability measures. One comment was “I’d be disappointed;” another responded 

“I’ve heard of some.  I don’t doubt it exists, but it’s a very small percentage I’m sure.”  

None of the four teachers interviewed felt there was cheating, although one commented, 



111

“We always have pressure on us.  I don’t know of anyone who has [cheated], but I 

wouldn’t doubt it.”  Regarding the lack of control of students and the link to student 

achievement, there was less consensus among the respondents.  One principal 

commented, “It’s a long, uphill challenge,” and a second commented, “Teachers are more 

comfortable with DAP’s [District Assessment Plans] as a rule.  People struggle with 

Stanford 9 and AIMS because they don’t focus on the Arizona Standards as much.”  All 

four teachers acknowledged in some way that student effort and behavior, related or 

unrelated, was a concern.  The following remarks, one by each of the four teachers, 

reflected this theme.

“All kids have some type of problems.  They don’t leave them at home.”

“We test the kids so much I think that they sense we are tired of it [testing] too.”

“You just have to deal with every child differently.”

“It’s my job to teach them.  I wish I had more help with getting them to where 

they need to be socially to succeed.”

Finally, in terms of concerns, when asked to react to the theme that performance 

pay is “too political” or that teachers deserve the money without the perceived “hoops,” 

responses varied.  Two of the principals said they were uncertain of how to respond.  One 

said, “That’s not a common feeling.  I think it’s the union element that creates this.”  The 

fourth principal responded, “Yes I think this is true.  We need to pay teachers more so we 

can recruit and retain highly qualified professionals, we expect and demand a lot from 

them.  It’s necessary to pay them comparably”.  None of the four teachers interviewed 

felt that performance pay was “too political,” and all four generally responded that they 
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deserved extra pay because Arizona does not pay its teachers as well as it should.  One

teacher did comment, “We just don’t need more hoops.”

In terms of suggestions and the themes that emerged from the survey data, all the 

principals felt the current system of accountability measurement was “adequate” or 

“fair.”  Teachers’ reactions varied.  The following are direct quotes which reflect their 

thoughts.

“I’m not quite sure who decides what.”

“We should be judged on student growth not just achievement.  There are many 

ways to measure growth.”

“We should be acknowledged and compensated for our efforts, not the kid’s 

efforts.”

“I think we should all be measured the same way.  Sometimes it’s apples and 

oranges.  Our students don’t come from advantaged homes.”

Regarding the theme of more in-service training, none of the teachers felt that 

more was needed.  Three of the principals felt similarly, and one commented, “I think 

most people understand the concept [of performance pay].  They need training in 

practices that will make them better teachers.  Some teachers teach better than others.”

As far as greater monetary rewards or suggestions relating to money, two of the 

four principals felt the current system and pay out was adequate. One responded, “We all 

need more money,” and the fourth commented, “Everyone knows how underpaid we are 

in Arizona.  I hope they can get all they can.”  All four of the teacher interviewees felt 

that a greater financial reward would be desirable.  Additionally, all four felt that teachers 
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were underpaid and needed to have their salaries augmented.  One teacher did offer this 

comment, “We don’t do it for the money.  The pay is so ridiculous anyway that you 

hardly even notice it.”

None of the eight interviewees responded affirmatively to the theme of “get rid of 

performance pay.”

Summary

This chapter presented and analyzed data regarding perceptions of teachers and 

principals related to seven factors associated with performance pay for teachers.  The 

factors examined were:  Factor 1–Financial Incentive, Factor 2–Improvement of 

Teaching, Factor 3–District Support, Factor 4–Principal Understanding/Commitment, 

Factor 5–Resource Allocation, Factor 6–Principal Skill, and Factor 7–Teacher Teamwork 

and Training.  It reported data collected from a research survey previously used with 

principals only (Conley et al., 2000).  Additional data were collected through open-ended 

survey questions and semi-structured follow-up interviews.

The study was organized around five research questions.  Factors 3, 4, and 7 

showed disagreement among teachers and principals in the respective areas of District 

Support, Principal Understanding/Commitment, and Teacher Teamwork and Learning.  

In Factor 3, principals generally perceived a greater degree of district support for 

performance pay than teachers.  There was also some variation between Districts A and 

B, though it was not statistically significant.  Related to Factor 4, there was statistical 

significance between teachers and principals, with principals perceiving a higher level of 

principal understanding and commitment than teachers.  In relation to Factor 7, there was 
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also disagreement between teachers and principals with principals perceiving a greater 

extent of teacher teamwork and learning than the teachers perceived.

Additional qualitative analyses were used to examine open-ended responses to 

survey questions and responses to semi-structured interview questions.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to record, document, and compare the perceptions 

of 106 elementary and middle-level public school teachers and 4 elementary and middle-

level principals regarding a variety of factors related to performance pay for teachers. 

This chapter includes significant findings, conclusions, and recommendations. The 

following research questions guided this study

1. Has performance pay in Arizona caused teachers in the two districts 

participating in the study to change how they prepare and deliver instruction,

including peer collaboration and planning? (Comparison of teacher versus 

principal response data.)

2. To what extent do teachers feel their building principal and district support 

their efforts relative to meeting performance pay goals, and how does this 

compare with principal perceptions?

3. How do teachers view their principals compared to principal self-perceptions in 

relation to understanding and commitment to accountability factors tied to 

performance pay for teachers?

4. How do principals view themselves in contrast to teacher perceptions of them 

relative to skills related to improvement of instruction and their nexus to 

accountability measures?
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5. How do principals view themselves in contrast to teacher perceptions of them 

relative to their efforts toward the allocation of resources to reach established 

school-wide goals (in relation to performance pay)?

As stated previously, this study examined teacher and principal perceptions in 

relation to seven key factors tied to performance pay for teachers. The seven factors were

Factor 1- Financial Incentives

Factor 2- Improvement of Teaching

Factor 3- District Support

Factor 4- Principal Understanding/Commitment

Factor 5- Resource Allocation

Factor 6- Principal Skill

Factor 7- Teacher Teamwork and Learning

Significant Findings

The following significant findings were drawn from this study:

1. The data suggested there were no statistically significant differences between 

Principals and Teachers or between Position (Principal vs. Teacher) and School Types 

(Elementary vs.Middle-level) related to Survey Factor 1 (Financial Incentives). However, 

it was noted by the researcher that financial suggestions and concerns by teachers were 

expressed in open-ended survey responses by a total of 16 different respondents. This is

discussed later in this chapter as a possible recommendation for future study.
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2. Survey Factor 2 (Improvement of Teaching) and 7 (Teacher Teamwork and 

Learning) were related to Research Question 1. The data suggested there were no 

significant statistical differences between Principals and Teachers or between their 

respective Positions and School Types relative to the Improvement of Teaching. 

Statistical significance was found between Principals and Teachers, but not between 

Districts (A and B) or between the interaction of Position and District relative to Survey 

Factor 7. The data implied that Teachers and Principals differed in their perceptions of 

items related to Teacher Teamwork and Learning. The data further suggested that 

Principals (M = 21.00) perceived a greater degree of Teacher Teamwork and Learning in 

the schools that participated in the study than the Teachers (M = 15.93). There were no 

significant differences between School Types or between Position and School Type.

3. There was a statistically significant difference between Principal and Teachers, 

but not between Districts A and B, regarding Survey Factor 3 (District Support). There 

was no statistical significance found between District and Position. Survey Factor 3 was 

related to Research Question 2. The data indicated that Principals (M = 23.50) appeared

to perceive a greater degree of district support related to performance pay than the 

Teachers (M = 18.34).

4. There was also statistical significance found between Principals and Teachers, 

but not between Position and School Type when compared, related to the concept of 

District Support. The data reinforced the perceived differences between Principals and 

Teachers toward District Support. Principals once again appeared to feel a greater sense 

of District Support. As a practitioner with personal experience in this area, it is the belief 
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of the researcher that perception differences between Principals and Teachers regarding 

District Support were predictable. The researcher also noted those differences to be 

common to normal working relationships of the groups involved and transferable to other 

situations beyond the scope of teacher performance-pay. It is the experience of the 

researcher that, in general, by the nature of position-related tasks and relationships 

Principals will typically perceive a greater degree of district-level support than Teachers.

5. There was a statistically significant difference found between Teachers and 

Principals regarding Survey Factor 4 (Principal Understanding/Commitment), which is 

tied to Research Question 3. There was no statistical significance found between Districts 

or between School Types. The interaction between Position and School Types was also 

statistically significant. The interaction suggested that Principals in the elementary and 

middle-level schools were similar (24.00, 24.50), but Elementary Teachers and Middle-

level Teachers differed (21.50, 19.11). There was also a difference between Positions that 

had statistical significance (p = .027). The researcher noted that qualitatively there was 

little evidence through open-ended survey and interview data to support the quantitative 

findings.

6. Survey Factor 6 (Principal Skill) was utilized to examine Research Question 4. 

These were no significant statistical differences between Positions or between Positions 

and Districts. There were also no significant statistical differences between Position and 

School Types. The researcher further noted that these data reinforced the notion that 

generally Teachers felt confident in their Principals’ skills and abilities related to 

performance pay.
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7. In terms of perceptions regarding the concept of Resource Allocation (Survey 

Factor 5), the data revealed no significant statistical differences between Positions, 

between Positions and Districts, or between Positions and School Types. These data were

tied to Research Question 5. Generally, both quantitative and qualitative data showed this 

area to be of little concern to the vast majority of the study participants.

Conclusions

The following conclusions discuss recommendations for the districts involved in 

this study and other districts in the State of Arizona to be considered when analyzing 

current pay for performance plans and potential future modifications to individual district 

plans. They are based on a synthesis of the findings in this study and the literature review.

Based on the quantitative data analysis of this study, there were three areas 

(Factors) where Teachers and Principals showed disagreement as measured by statistical 

significance (p = < .05). These areas were Teacher Teamwork and Learning, Principal 

Understanding/Commitment, and District Support. Although not directly tied to a 

research question and showing no statistical significance, the Factor of Financial 

Incentives (Factor1) yielded a number of quantitative responses with similar themes.

Recommendation 1

It is recommended that leaders in school districts give greater consideration to 

Teacher perceptions of all aspects of performance pay in general. As noted in Chapter 1,

the establishment of performance pay for teachers in Arizona was not accomplished by 

utilizing a template or particular model in terms of program design. Rather, each district 
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was given the latitude to research existing models and design its own individual district 

plans. This has, in the opinion of the researcher, led to inevitable misconceptions, 

occasional distrust, and a lesser degree of understanding and plan buy in by teachers than 

necessary. The ambiguous nature of initial plan design and implementation state-wide has 

resulted in an unnecessary degree of skepticism by a portion of teaching and classified 

staffs.

In Arizona, where there were previously no state-wide accountability 

measurements or oversight mechanisms in place, it was left to each district to place them 

into the content of each individual district plan. This may, based on quantitative and 

qualitative data findings from this study, suggest the need to communicate more 

effectively and to a broader audience what specific support teachers do receive from their

districts to reach performance-pay plan goals.  It is the recommendation of the researcher 

that districts consciously engage in a purposeful dialogue with those effected by 

performance pay so they may gain a greater understanding of the specific efforts each 

district puts forth to assist in the attainment of performance pay goals.  This position is 

supported by the following teacher responses to suggestions for plan improvement:

“Let the teachers know how it works and accept input from all levels of teachers 

as to how the money is broken down or allotted.”

“Keep the goals achievable, believable, and not cumbersome.”

“Do not base performance pay on test results only. Use pre/post tests in reading 

and math to show students’ growth and use the results for performance pay.”
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Recommendation 2

It is recommended that a greater degree of collaboration among teachers and 

between teachers and principals be understood, implemented, and appreciated to 

maximize the benefits associated with team effort.  It is further recommended that 

Teacher Teamwork and Learning be more clearly made focal points of the performance 

pay plan. Teacher Teamwork and Learning are desirable outcomes of meaningful 

performance-pay plans, but may not be presently focal points that maximize its effects.

The Kelley et al. (2000) study suggested that principals in both Kentucky and 

Maryland reported similarly high positive perceptions of the extent to which teachers 

were working together in teams to improve student performance. Teacher teaming and 

learning were important themes that emerged in their study from the qualitative data. 

They noted that these findings highlighted the contribution that strong, accountable 

learning communities make to school improvement, as emphasized in the literature 

(Darling-Hammond, 1997, pp. 154-155). They also suggested the importance of 

organizational learning or “collective capacity development” as discussed by Leithwood 

(1994, p. 504).

The lack of focus on district plans by the teaching staffs involved in this study 

was a golden opportunity lost. Commonalties in other strategies to improve performance 

that emerged form the Kelley et al. study (2000) qualitative data included data analysis 

and feedback (teacher teaming variable), school-wide curriculum alignment (part of 

improvement of teaching), principal leadership (related to resource allocation and 

principal skill), and goal focus (related to resource allocation and principal 



122

understanding). The researcher suggests these strategic commonalties may be the result 

of having clearly defined and articulated state-wide performance-pay plans. The 

following teacher survey quotes emphasize this point:

“There is so much pressure on kids and teachers.”

“There is not enough money, too much pressure.”

“We don’t work together any more or any less now. Any way you look at it  

there’s too much pressure on everyone.”

Recommendation 3

District leaders and legislators should consider additional ways to augment 

existing teacher salaries, including the adoption of a state-wide salary schedule. It was

apparent to the researcher that there was considerable resentment on the part of many 

teachers that funds associated with Proposition 301 in Arizona either make a minimal 

impact financially or should be “given” to teachers in a historically poor paying state 

because the salaries were relatively low to begin with. The following teacher survey 

responses echoed this sentiment and were reflective of the emerging themes outlined in 

Chapter 4.

“We voted in a pay increase yet we jump through hoops to receive it.”

“301 was intended by voters to supplement teachers’ salaries, not increase their 

workload to earn it.”

“When voters voted for 301, I doubt that they felt a need for all the hoops we have 

to jump through to actually qualify for the money.”
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Responses of this nature lead to two important questions worthy of consideration.  

Has performance pay for teachers in Arizona really accomplished what it was intended to 

in terms of increasing overall compensation for teachers?  Additionally, is it really a true 

incentive for teachers at this time and in its current format? 

Increasing teacher salaries state-wide certainly and logically would help 

individual districts in their efforts to recruit and retain qualified teachers. Twenty-two 

states currently have state-wide salary schedules. In most cases, these schedules set 

minimum salaries for teachers throughout the entire state, but local districts are allowed 

to pay teachers more than the minimum amounts. (see Appendix B). 

 

Recommendation 4

It is the recommendation of the researcher that the legal need for an accountability 

component in Arizona (per terms of Proposition 301) be emphasized and reinforced when 

considering changes to pay plans and during the course of normal in-service/staff 

development activities. District leaders should consider the accountability factors utilized 

to determine performance-pay goal attainment and expand efforts to communicate the 

rationale for their usage. This is not to imply that efforts have not been made to do so in 

the past. Regardless of those efforts, one of the key themes of teachers’ suggestions that 

emerged from this study was how accountability goals are measured. The researcher 

notes again that upon examination, significant number of the respondents in this area 

were either misinformed or uninformed about the individual pay plans. The following 

teacher suggestions illustrate this point:
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“It is difficult to provide a fair performance pay plan for teachers of all subject 

areas. When developing a reward/pay schedule, reward teachers who either meet a given 

standard or show improvement.”

“Base it on growth, not grade level.”

“Base it on other factors in addition to standardized test scores.”

“Have it based on teaching practices, not a test.”

“Continue whole school accountability rather than individual accountability to 

keep Special Ed teachers/Title I teachers from being penalized due to a lack of student 

achievement.”

The commitment to accountability on the part of each district’s individual pay 

plan is inconsistently fulfilled.  A greater emphasis on the need for accountability 

measures as part of pay for performance is recommended.  It is further recommended in 

the adoption and modification of pay plans that the benefits of accountability be more 

clearly articulated and embraced by pay plan designers and participants.

Recommendation 5

District leaders, including teacher-leaders should make it a priority to mitigate 

student-related factors that hinder various phases of the teaching-learning process. One of 

the chief concerns was that teachers lacked control of student test focus and motivation 

and that this would impact negatively their ability to teach to their maximum potential 

and consequently their ability to obtain performance pay rewards.
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“If a lot of ‘low’ students can choose to attend an ‘excellent’ school – teachers 

have a very difficult time maintaining scores, etc,” wrote one respondent.

Another offered this statement: 

“The kids are sick of being tested to death. They cannot possibly focus on every 

one.”

The role of testing in terms of quality and quantity in Arizona and nationwide is a 

continuing area of debate and contention in the educational community.  In a broader 

sense student behaviors and individual adult attitudes toward the perceived 

preponderance of testing and its role in today’s educational setting may themselves be 

factors that impact student academic achievement.

Recommendation 6

Educational leaders, researchers, statisticians, and those parties interested in 

teacher compensation and pay for performance should consider working together to 

establish a national database related to performance pay for teachers. While doing 

background research for this study, the researcher discovered that there is, in fact, no 

such compilation on a state-by-state basis of data related to performance pay for teachers. 

In January 2005, the researcher spoke personally by telephone with Anthony Milanowski, 

University of Wisconsin- Madison, who is a leading authority on the subject. As a 

representative of the Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE), Milanowski 

has had extensive experience and been associated with an impressive body of existing 

research in the area of teacher compensation. During the phone conversation with the 
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researcher, Milanowski reported that it was “difficult to get that information from each 

state” and indicated he was somewhat frustrated that many states were reluctant to share 

information with him and his associates. He recommended to the researcher that a state-

by-state database be established.

The researcher further recommends the State of Arizona continue its efforts 

toward the establishment of a similar statewide database, which would include the details 

of each school district’s performance pay plan.

Recommendations for Future Research

This section includes limitations to the study in addition to those outlined in 

Chapter 1.

Recommendation 1

The sample size was limited by the number of participants. Further replications of 

this study would increase the reliability of the data. A larger sample size of principals is 

recommended. This would increase the generalizability of the findings to the population 

principals.

Recommendation 2

A similar study could be replicated at or include the high-school level. This would 

promote research that could provide informative data about similarities and differences in 

the perceptions of teachers in elementary, middle, and high schools and allow the 

examination of trends across the three levels of schooling.
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Recommendation 3

A similar study could include a greater sampling of school districts either locally 

(Southern Arizona) or state-wide. The data generated from a broader cross section of the 

overall state population would inform the researcher about any similarities, differences, 

or trends that may exist when applied to a larger and more diverse population.

Recommendation 4

Based on the number of respondents who chose to comment on financial issues 

associated with performance pay for teachers in the open-ended survey piece, it is 

recommended that future research focus more directly on this area. The existing body of 

research regarding financial incentives for performance pay could help support a study 

specifically designed for this purpose. A study of this nature could include a comparison 

of financial versus nonfinancial aspects of rewards and utilize a greater qualitative 

component to support the study. Nonfinancial incentives would include such items as 

seeing students succeed, having a positive impact on students’ personal well-being, and 

having the opportunity to do interesting work. Within the content of group-based reward 

programs, financial incentives deal with the extent to which the monetary bonus is 

providing motivation to teachers. (Kelly et al., 2000, p. 179).

Although financial incentives play a central role in school-based group 

performance award programs, there is a lack of empirical evidence available about their 

motivational impact on teachers (Kelley, Heneman, & Milanowski, 2000).   A study of 

this nature would add to the existing research data.
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Recommendation 5

It is recommended that additional instruments for measuring teacher and principal 

perceptions regarding performance pay be utilized. Other valid instruments could be 

identified and implemented employing the same data collection techniques as this study. 

This would provide further information about potential similarities and differences in the 

perceptions of the participants. The researcher would gain additional data about similar 

questions and factors associated with performance pay for teachers. This may help to 

validate the findings of this study or provide new insights about teacher and principal 

perceptions.

Recommendation 6

It is further recommended that researchers compare principal and teacher 

perceptions regarding district support relative to performance pay. An additional analysis 

should include similarities and differences in the perceptions of elementary, middle-

level, and high school teachers. A study with this focus may also help to validate this 

study or provide new insights and additional research opportunities.

Recommendation 7

A similar study could be replicated to focus directly on the perceptions of 

classified staff regarding factors associated with performance pay. The current legal

interpretation of Proposition 301 does not allow for these funds to augment classified or 

administrative salaries in Arizona. The researcher does note from personal experience a 

substantial sentiment on the part of many school employees that classified staff be 

included in some type of bonus pay program. 
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Further study is additionally recommended to include the utilization of alternative 

models that have been developed which allow classified staff participation in 

performance pay schemes.  Research of this type should investigate how differentiated 

models may lead to varying degrees of relative effectiveness.

Discussion

As noted in Chapter 1, there are three basic components to the overall funding 

increases generated by Proposition 301 revenue in the State of Arizona. It is the teacher 

performance pay piece (40% of the overall funding) that was the focus of this study. This 

has now been in effect for four school years, and the researcher attempted to determine 

whether performance pay changed the way teachers functioned and how they viewed

their building administrator (principal) and districts relative to the setting of goals and 

accountability measures tied to performance pay. Allocation of resources, principal 

versus teacher perceptions, and commitment to accountability factors were embedded in 

the research questions which guided this study. It was the hope of the researcher that the 

relatively ambiguous manner in which individual school districts were allowed to 

develop their own plans for performance-based pay would yield data through this study 

to provide some degree of insight to the two participating districts so they could examine 

the results for further use. The considerable latitude with which districts were allowed to 

design and implement pay plans may have yielded both positive and negative results. 

This study and any future study regarding performance pay can potentially lead to new 

information that school districts can utilize as they see fit.  
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It was also the intent of this study that teachers and administrators who 

participated in it would have cause to reflect on exactly where they were in the 

implementation and refinement processes of performance-based pay. Additionally this 

study added to the existing body of research on performance pay for teachers in general.

This study had special relevance and meaning to the researcher. As a former 

human resources director and district superintendent of a Southern Arizona school 

district, the researcher will offer data generated from this study as well as his expertise on 

the topic if it is sought by the participating districts. By comparing and contrasting 

similarities and differences in the two participating districts’ pay plans, a broader 

perspective can be obtained, and both districts can utilize the data as they see fit.

Anecdotally, as a recent district-level administrator, the researcher continued to 

hear concerns from classified staff, well after the passage of Proposition 301, that they 

too needed additional compensation.  The more vocal members of this group tended to 

perceive, regardless of the interpretation of state law, that they were instrumental in the 

campaign to pass Proposition 301 prior to the 2000 referendum. Although they are 

generally excluded from receiving monetary rewards associated with Proposition 301, 

there is a continuing belief on their part that other sources of funding to augment 

classified employee salaries should be investigated and secured.

The analysis of quantitative data in this study demonstrated general agreement 

between principals and teachers in four of the seven areas (factors) related to the research 

instrument. Three areas yielded statistically significant differences: Principal 

Understanding/Commitment, District Support, and Teacher Teamwork and Learning.
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The analysis of qualitative data in this study suggested five major themes which

emerged from open-ended questions as “concerns,” with the highest response total 

centering on student-related issues.  Four themes emerged from open-ended questions as 

“suggestions,” with the largest response total focusing on monetary issues. Follow-up 

interviews with teachers and principals did not always support the identification of these 

themes as being reflective of their own personal beliefs.

It is important to note a recent development in Arizona State Law as a result of 

the 2005 Legislative session.  Senate Bill 1074 regarding performance-based 

compensation was ratified by both State House and Senate members and signed into law 

by Governor Napolitano to take effect August 12, 2005 (Arizona Education Association

Legislative Outcomes fact sheet, July 2005).  This new law has significant implications, 

particularly for oversight for the 2005-2006 school year and beyond.  The key elements 

of this legislation are as follows.

It requires school district governing boards to adopt a performance-based 

compensation plan at a public hearing.  The bill also suggests elements to include in that 

plan, including, for example, school district/school performance; measures of academic 

progress; dropout, graduation and attendance rates; 70% teacher approval; input by 

teachers and administrators; and ratings of school quality by parents and students.  A 

governing board may modify the proposed elements and include additional elements.

In addition, this new law creates a Task Force within the State Board of Education 

that will review a quarter of school districts’ performance-based compensation plans each 

year for the next four years.  This review will enable the Task Force to offer 
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recommendations to governing boards for improvement of the district’s performance-

based compensation plans.  Governing boards are not required to accept any 

recommendation, but must review the recommendations at a public meeting.

In summary, the new law offers guidance to governing boards for adopting a 

performance-based pay plan.  Although governing boards are not required to incorporate 

the recommended elements they must adopt a plan at a public meeting, thus fulfilling the 

taxpayer-approved mandate of Proposition 301 to increase financial support for education 

and ensure accountability for academic progress. 

Summary

The purpose of this study was to record, document, and compare the perceptions 

of teachers and principals in two Southern Arizona school districts regarding a variety of 

factors related to performance pay for teachers. The study was limited to one elementary 

and one middle-level school in each of the two participating districts.

The study revealed a general agreement between principals and teachers in the 

areas of Principal Skill, Financial Incentives, Improvement of Teaching, and Resource 

Allocation. There was disagreement between principals and teachers in the areas of 

District Support, Principal Understanding/Commitment, and Teacher Teamwork and 

Learning.

Additional qualitative data suggested a greater level of support for Principal 

Understanding/Commitment on the part of teacher perceptions than the quantitative data.  

The qualitative component of this study also suggested disagreement between teachers 
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and principals in the areas of District Support and Teacher Teamwork and Learning, with 

principals perceiving a greater degree in each case.

This study also generated a number of questions that merit future research. These 

recommendations are intended to increase the understanding of teacher and principal 

perceptions related to performance pay in Arizona. Further research may help to support 

the refinement of existing pay plans, as well as future pay plans.

Collaboration between teachers and administrators is essential to the success of 

American public education. Collaborative efforts to develop, implement, and refine pay-

for-performance plans are an ideal vehicle for the promotion of collaboration, mutual 

respect, and understanding of each party’s needs. This research, in addition to previous 

and future research in the area of pay for performance, provides additional resources for 

further understanding of this crucial relationship in public education.
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APPENDIX A

COMPARISION OF KENTUCKY AND MARYLAND PAY PLANS
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Appendix A.  

Program Design and Context:  Comparison of Kentucky and Maryland (Kelley et al., 

2000, p. 169)

Kentucky Maryland
Program design 
Goals 20-year target (2010), high goals 

that require significant 
modifications to curriculum and 
instruction.

Target extended to 2000, likely to 
be re-extended, high goals that 
require significant modification to 
curriculum and instruction, 
unlikely to be attained by 2000.

Schools levels All schools. Currently includes only 
elementary and middle schools.

District role State reform largely bypassed 
districts.

District given key role in 
implementing state reforms.

Award Incentive.
Salary bonuses paid to 
approximately 40% of schools 
based on improvement. 

Reward.
School improvement funds paid 
to approximately 10% of schools 
based on improvement.

Sanctions All schools at risk.
Levels of sanctions included 
improvement plan, state-
assigned educator to focus 
school efforts, funds for 
improvement, and risk of job 
security.

Only lowest-performing schools 
at risk.  Levels of sanctions 
included probationary status, risk 
of state takeover. 

Program context 
rationale

Complete recreation of 
education system overnight.  
Court ordered due to system 
failure.

Part of long-term continuous 
effort by the state to maintain 
leadership in standards-based 
reform.

State size Geographically large state, 124 
school districts

Geographically small state, 24 
school districts.

Culture Cultures varied from 
cosmopolitan to provincial.

Cultures varied but tended to be 
more cosmopolitan. 

Educational 
culture

Varied from models of 
professional competence to 
patronage systems.  Strength of 
ties to professional educational 
cultures and institutions varied.

Tended toward stronger ties to 
professional educational cultures 
and institutions.
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STATEWIDE TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULES
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Appendix B

Statewide Teacher Salary Schedules

State
Statewide 

Salary 
Schedule

Code Citation

Alabama YES ALA. CODE §16-13-231
Alaska NO
Arizona NO
Arkansas YES ARK. CODE ANN. §6-17-001
California NO
Colorado NO
Connecticut NO
Delaware YES DEL. CODE ANN. TIT. 14, § 1305
Florida NO
Georgia YES GA. CODE ANN. §20-2-212
Hawaii YES HAW. REV. STAT. §302A-624
Idaho YES IDAHO CODE §33-1004A
Illinois YES 105 ILL. COMP. STAT. 5/24-8 
Indiana YES IND. CODE ANN. §20-6.1-5-1 
Iowa NO
Kansas NO
Kentucky YES KY. REV. STAT. ANN. §157.390
Louisiana YES LA. REV. STAT. ANN. §17:421.3
Maine NO
Maryland YES MD. CODE ANN., [education] §6-302
Massachusetts NO
Michigan NO
Minnesota NO
Mississippi YES MISS. CODE ANN. § 37-19-7 
Missouri NO
Montana NO
Nebraska NO
Nevada NO
New Hampshire NO
New Jersey NO
New Mexico NO
New York NO
North Carolina YES N.C. GEN. STAT. § 115C-12
North Dakota NO
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Ohio YES OHIO REV. CODE ANN. §3317.13
Oklahoma YES OKLA. STAT. ANN. § 70-18-114.4
Oregon NO
Pennsylvania YES PA. STAT. ANN. Tit 24 §11-1142
Rhode Island NO
South Carolina YES S.C. CODE ANN. § 59-20-50
South Dakota NO
Tennessee YES TENN. CODE ANN. § 49-3-306
Texas YES TEX. [EDUC.] CODE ANN. § 21.402
Utah NO
Vermont YES VT. STAT. ANN. Tit. 16, § 1792
Virginia NO
Washington YES WASH. REV. CODE § 28A.400.200
West Virginia YES W.AZ CODE § 18A-4-2, §18A-4-2A, §18A-4-4
Wisconsin NO
Wyoming NO

Source: Education Commission of the States, March 2004
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR TEACHERS
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR TEACHERS
Rate each item using the following scale by writing the number of your response to the left 
of each item:

1=Strongly Disagree    2=Disagree      3=Undecided      4=Agree      5=Strongly Agree

Financial Incentives (Factor 1) 

___ Q1A Tripling the size of the reward available would greatly increase the motivation of 
teachers in our school to meet our school’s goals.

___ Q1B The possibility of a bonus helps motivate teachers in our school to work towards 
school accountability goals.

___ Q1C Tripling the size of the reward available would greatly increase the motivation of 
teachers in our school to meet our school’s goals.

___ Q1D The bonus provides a shared goal that encourages school staff to work together.

___ Q1E The possibility of the bonus motivates me personally to work toward achieving 
the accountability goals.

___ Q1F The bonus part of the accountability program should be continued.

___ Q1G Is it fair for teachers who increase student achievement to receive a bonus?

Rate each item using the following scale by writing the number of your response to the left 
of each item:

1=Not at All    2=Very Little       3=Unsure      4=Somewhat      5=To a Great Extent

Improvement of Teaching (Factor 2)
To what extent

___ Q2A Have teachers in your school worked together to plan and implement changes in 
what is taught or how teaching is done?

___ Q2B Have teachers changed the way they teach (e.g., used different teaching 
methods)?

___ Q2C Have teachers spent more hours on teaching and teaching-related tasks?

___ Q2D Have teachers engaged in professional development activities (e.g., in-service or 
other training) aimed at increasing their ability to help students achieve higher 
[accountability program] scores?

___ Q2E Have teachers changed the content of what they teach?

___ Q2F Does the typical teacher in this school continually strive to keep up with the latest 
developments in curriculum and instructional practice?

___ Q2G Have teachers focused their teaching more on those aspects of student learning 
related to the [accountability program] assessments?

___ Q2H Are teachers provided time to plan together about how to improve students 
scores on the [accountability program] tests?
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Rate each item using the following scale by writing the number of your response to the left 
of each item:

1=Not at All    2=Very Little       3=Unsure      4=Somewhat      5=To a Great Extent

District Support (Factor 3)
To what extent

___ Q3A Do district staff support your own efforts to achieve your school’s accountability 
goals?

___ Q3B Has your district provided you with technical assistance toward achieving your 
school’s accountability goals?

___ Q3C Has your district provided you with the resources you need to achieve your 
school’s accountability goals?

___ Q3D Are district administrative staff committed to the accountability program?

___ Q3E Has your district provided you the discretion to do what needs to be done to 
achieve your school’s accountability goals?

To be answered by principals only.

Rate each item using the following scale by writing the number of your response to the left 
of each item:

1=Strongly Disagree    2=Disagree      3=Undecided      4=Agree      5=Strongly Agree

Principal Understanding/Commitment (Factor 4)

___ Q4A I know how much each factor of the accountability index needs to improve to 
reach this cycle’s accountability goals.

___ Q4B I could explain my school’s accountability goals to others if asked.

___ Q4C I have a clear understanding of what my school’s accountability goals are.

___ Q4D I have a good understanding of how student achievement is measured by the 
tests used in the accountability program.

___ Q4E I am strongly committed to pursuing my school’s accountability goals.

To be answered by teachers.

Rate each item using the following scale by writing the number of your response to the left 
of each item:

1=Strongly Disagree    2=Disagree      3=Undecided      4=Agree      5=Strongly Agree

Please answer these questions for the principal/assistant principals in this school: 

___ Q4A know how much each factor of the accountability index needs to improve to 
reach this cycle’s accountability goals.

___ Q4B could explain my school’s accountability goals to others if asked.

___ Q4C have a clear understanding of what my school’s accountability goals are.
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___ Q4D have a good understanding of how student achievement is measured by the tests 
used in the accountability program.

___ Q4E are strongly committed to pursuing my school’s accountability goals.

Rate each item using the following scale by writing the number of your response to the left 
of each item:

1=Not at All    2=Very Little       3=Unsure      4=Somewhat      5=To a Great Extent

Resource Allocation (Factor 5)
To what extent

___ Q5A Have budgeted funds been reallocated to acquire instructional materials that 
would contribute to better [accountability program] scores?

___ Q5B Has your school invested in new technology (e.g., computers, Internet) to 
achieve the accountability goals?

___ Q5C Have tutoring or similar programs been established in subjects covered by the 
[accountability program’s] tests?

___ Q5D Has staff been reallocated to assign the better teachers to the [accountability 
program’s] assessment grades?

___ Q5E Are incentives or rewards provided for students to do well on the tests?

___ Q5F Are new curriculum development efforts linked to the [accountability program’s] 
assessments?

Rate each item using the following scale by writing the number of your response to the left 
of each item:

1=Not at All    2=Very Little       3=Unsure      4=Somewhat      5=To a Great Extent

Principal Skill (Factor 6)
To what extent

___ Q6A Does your building principal have the knowledge and skills to help teachers 
improve their teaching?

___ Q6B Does your principal have the skills needed to mobilize your school to achieve its 
accountability goals?

___ Q6C Has your principal helped teachers figure out what they need to do to help 
achieve the accountability goals?

___ Q6D Does your principal know how to use the results of the [accountability program’s] 
assessments to figure out what needs to be done to meet your school’s 
accountability goals?

___ Q6E Has your school mobilized all its resources to meet its accountability goals?
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Rate each item using the following scale by writing the number of your response to the left 
of each item:

1=Not at All    2=Very Little       3=Unsure      4=Somewhat      5=To a Great Extent

Teacher Teamwork and Learning (Factor 7)
To what extent

___ Q7A Are teachers provided time to plan together about how to achieve the 
accountability goals?

___ Q7B Are teachers given opportunities to learn about best practices of other schools 
that can be used to raise [accountability program] scores?

___ Q7C Are professional development programs focused on helping teachers acquire 
knowledge and skills needed to improve students scores on the [accountability 
program’s] tests?

___ Q7D Are teachers in related subjects or functions encouraged to work together in 
teams?

___ Q7E has more emphasis been put on using assessment results to guide teaching 
efforts?
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

This information will not identify you personally,
but is greatly appreciated for purposes of data collection and future study.

For teachers, Your current position (check only one)
□classroom teacher   □master/mentor teacher   □specialist/coordinator   □department head

Gender □ Male □ Female 

Teaching Experience (Years) □ 0-5 □ 6-10     □ 11-15     □ 16-20     □ 20+ 

Highest Level of Formal Education/Preparation  □ Bachelors □ Masters □ Ed Specialist □
Doctoral

Do you have other certifications? Please list: 
____________________________________________

Length of Time at Current School (Years)  □ 0-5     □ 6-10     □ 11-15     □ 16-20     □ 20+

Length of Time in School District (Years) □ 0-5     □ 6-10     □ 11-15     □ 16-20     □ 20+ 

What concerns, if any, do you have about the performance pay plan?

What suggestions, if any do you have for improving the performance pay plan?

Comments:

Thank you very much! Your input is appreciated.
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REQUEST FOR SUBJECT PARTICIPATION
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April 2005

Dear Teachers and Principals,

You are being invited to voluntarily participate in a research study.  The purpose of the 
study is to compare principal and teacher responses to a survey regarding performance 
pay for teachers.  You are eligible to participate because you are a certified employee 
receiving performance pay or a building level administrator (principal).

The title of this study is: A Comparison of Two Southern Arizona Performance Pay Plans 
for Teachers. 

The researcher is:  Richard J. Lesko, Ed.D Candidate, University of Arizona.

If you agree to participate your participation will involve responding to one survey about 
this topic.  The survey will be responded to in a location convenient and comfortable to 
you and will take approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete.  You may choose not to 
answer some or all of the questions.

Any questions you may have will be answered and you may withdraw from the study at 
any time.  There are no known risks from your participation and no direct benefit from 
your participation is expected.  There is no cost to you except for your time and you will 
not be compensated for your participation.

Only the principal investigator (Richard Lesko) will have access to your responses.  All 
surveys will be anonymous and no individual, school, or school district will be identified 
in the study.  In order to further maintain your confidentiality all survey responses will be 
locked in a file cabinet in a secure place.  Upon completion of the study, all survey 
results will be destroyed by the researcher with the utilization of a paper shredder.

You can obtain further information from the principal investigator, Richard J. Lesko, at 
(520) 219-4905 or email rjlesko@comcast.net.  If you have questions concerning your 
rights as a research subject, you may call the University of Arizona Human Subjects 
Protection Program at (520) 626-6721.

By participating in the survey you are giving permission for the investigator to use your 
information for research purposes.

If you wish to participate in a follow up interview regarding this topic and study please 
use the contact information listed above for that purpose.

Thank you.

Richard J. Lesko 
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SUBJECT DISCLAIMER FORM
(Interview)

Title of Project:  A Comparison of Two Southern Arizona Performance Pay Plans 
for Teachers  

Researcher:  Richard J. Lesko, Ed.D candidate, University of Arizona, College of 
Education

You are being invited to voluntarily participate in the above-titled research study. 
The purpose of the study is to compare principal and teacher responses to a 
survey regarding performance pay for teachers. You are eligible to participate 
because you are a certified employee receiving performance pay or a building 
level administrator (principal).

If you agree to participate, your participation will involve one interview about this 
topic. The interview will take place in a location convenient for you and will last 
approximately 20 minutes. You may choose not to answer some or all of the 
questions. During the interview, written notes will be made in order to help the 
investigator review what is said. Your name will not appear on these notes.

Any questions you have will be answered and you may withdraw from the study 
at any time. There are no known risks from your participation and no direct 
benefit from your participation is expected. There is no cost to you except for 
your time and you will not be compensated for your participation.

Only the principal investigator will have access to your name and the information 
that you provide. In order to maintain your confidentiality, your name will not be 
revealed in any reports that result from this project. Interview information will be 
locked in a file cabinet in a secure place.

You can obtain further information from the principal investigator, Richard J. 
Lesko, Ed.D candidate, at (520) 219-4905.  If you have questions concerning 
your rights as a research subject, you may call the University of Arizona Human 
Subjects Protection Program office at (520) 626-6721.

By participating in the interview you are giving permission for the investigator to 
use your information for research purposes.

Thank you.

Richard J. Lesko
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Recruitment Script - Lesko Dissertation

Hello my name is Rick Lesko and I am a doctoral student at the University of
Arizona in the College of Education.  I am gathering data for my dissertation and 
appreciate your time.  If you are so inclined I would be very appreciative if you 
would take the time to answer the questions on this survey.  It should take no 
more than twenty minutes to complete.  The nature of my study centers on your 
perceptions regarding performance pay for teachers which has been in effect for 
the last several years.  Your participation is voluntary and responses will be kept 
anonymous.  If you would like to volunteer to participate in a follow up interview 
my home phone number and email address are listed on the cover letter that 
accompanies the survey.  Please feel free to contact me.  If you have any 
questions please feel free to contact me as well.

Again I thank you for your time and if you choose to participate I hope you enjoy 
being part of the research process.

If you prefer to answer this survey now I will wait and collect your responses.  
Otherwise I have for you pre-addressed and stamped envelopes for you to send 
directly to me.
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