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ABSTRACT 

 This research focuses on the relationships between principal instructional 

leadership and the change process of teachers while a district is undergoing the 

implementation of a performance pay program. The researcher utilized a mixed methods 

approach. The Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (Porter, Murphy, 

Goldring, & Elliott, 2007) developed by researchers at Vanderbilt University and Penn 

State was one of the quantitative measures. This instrument is designed to measure 

instructional leadership from the perspective of teachers and the principal. The Stages of 

Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) (George, Hall, & Stiegelbauer, 2006), based on the 

Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM) (Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin, & Hall, 

1987), is the quantitative instrument used to determine the stage of change of the 

participants or potential participants of the new performance pay program. 

 Interviews of school district administrators and a review of relevant documents 

regarding the performance pay implementation serves as the data for the qualitative 

component of the study. A grounded theory approach was utilized in gathering and 

analyzing information. This approach allows for discoveries of themes and concepts that 

are not preconceived by the researcher.  

 Results of the research indicate increased teacher collaboration and fidelity of 

implementation of the targeted instructional strategies and practices after a performance 

pay program funded by a United States Department of Education Teacher Incentive Fund 

Grant was implemented. The monetary incentive and the incentive of professional 

development may have had equal value to participants. Principals positively impacted the 
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implementation when they were skilled communicators who advocated for teachers and 

held them to high standards for student performance and supported their efforts in 

implementation of new instructional strategies to produce higher levels of student 

achievement. The performance pay implementation was supported by layers of 

leadership which established and continues to sustain the project.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 Instructional leadership in schools and school systems is imperative in order for 

students to achieve at high levels. Good leadership provides the support and guidance 

needed by teachers in order to make achievement happen. A recurring movement in the 

country is to experiment with performance pay initiatives as an incentive for teachers to 

learn new instructional strategies, concentrate on student achievement, work in “hard to 

fill” teaching positions and locations, and to take on leadership roles. Many of the efforts 

to implement performance pay have failed, while others have been successful. 

Implementing a performance pay initiative requires a systems approach to change. The 

leadership in schools can either support or impede this type of implementation. This 

study examines instructional leadership and the relationships which may exist between 

school leadership and the teachers’ process of change. The focus is on the 

implementation of a performance pay program in one district in a southwestern state that 

has received a Teacher Incentive Fund Grant (USDOE, 2006). Of the schools involved in 

the grant, one high school, one middle school and four elementary schools agreed to 

participate in the study. 

Statement of the Problem 

Educators are continually asked to implement innovations in schools. The No 

Child Left Behind Act (No Child Left Behind Act, 2002) has stirred up a wave of 

proposals for such changes throughout the educational community. At issue is the way in 

which the innovations are accepted and whether or not they are actually implemented. 
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Some programs, practices, or new ideas are implemented with a high success rate in one 

district, while at the same time the identical idea can fail in another district. This is 

especially true when looking at the success and failure of the implementation of 

performance pay structures in districts throughout the country. There is a need in the 

education community to implement new research and innovative practices. One such 

innovative practice is to provide financial incentives to teachers for increasing their skills, 

increasing student achievement and taking on teaching roles which are considered hard to 

fill due to the location of the school or the specialty area that is needed. 

 School leadership is an important determiner as to whether or not change will 

occur and new programs will survive or fail. Fullan (2002) states, “Only principals who 

are equipped to handle a complex, rapidly changing environment can implement the 

reforms that lead to sustained improvement in student achievement.” The leadership 

skills that the principals and other administrators possess may cause an innovative effort 

to succeed or fail. In one research study, communication skills and the ability to motivate 

followers were two skills found to be most important in the process of change and 

sustaining an innovative culture. Further, the ability to bring people together in teams or 

collaborative groups to make the change occur was a skill seen as highly effective and 

more likely to allow for and sustain innovative efforts (Gilley, Dixon, & Gilley, 2008).  

This study looks at the problem of determining the extent to which instructional 

leadership plays a role in the change process schools and districts encounter as they 

implement a pay for performance program. 

               



14 
 

Purpose and Rationale for the Study 

 Over the past twenty years, performance pay programs for educators have come 

and gone (Protsik, 1994). These types of programs and policies are now experiencing a 

rebirth due to national interest in increasing student achievement and the desire to see a 

positive relationship between teacher quality and learner success (Allegretto, Corcoran, & 

Mishel, 2004). The failures of performance pay systems are many (Odden, & Kelley, 

2002). Reading about the failures from the perspective of researchers, columnists, and 

others gives some indication that the way in which the implementations were designed 

could determine their overall success. For example, examination of failures from the 

1980’s and 1990’s indicate that programs designed with quotas, or designed to create 

competition between teachers, and those utilizing poor student assessment procedures 

and poor administration did not survive (Odden & Kelley, 2002).  The leadership in those 

systems plays a key role in the implementation. The Working Group on Teacher Quality 

issued findings after studying teacher quality and performance pay. Their findings were 

narrowed to six implementation recommendations. Two of the six recommendations have 

a direct relationship to this research: “Implementation Recommendation #2: 

Communication and Teacher Buy-in” and “Implementation Recommendation #3: Skilled 

Leadership” (NIET, 2007).  They discuss the importance of straightforward 

communication and principals being “strong,” but do not elaborate on what constitutes a 

strong leader. 

 Although there is a body of research from the school reform literature that 

identifies specific leadership skills that are related to school reform in general, the scant 
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literature on performance pay does not specify characteristics of leadership critical to 

successful implementation of performance pay. There are many studies over the past 

twenty years in the area of instructional leadership, but none specifically addresses the 

issue of change on the part of teachers during implementation of performance pay. This 

research fills a small portion of that gap in our knowledge base. The findings may be 

informative to educational leaders in designing and implementing pay for performance 

plans and may help to acknowledge the importance of attention to diffusion of innovation 

theory and change theory when implementing this, or any other, important educational 

initiative. 

 

Research Question 

The following research question will guide this study: 

 What is the relationship between the instructional leadership of principals and the 

change process of teachers involved in a performance pay program? 

 

Significance of the Study 

 This study is significant for the following reasons: 

1. Research on instructional leadership and change in the area of performance pay 

is lacking. 

2. Performance pay for educators has resurged as the search continues for a way 

to increase pay for teachers that is palatable to the public and fair to the teachers.  
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3. Leadership plays a significant role in how this change is infused and received 

in the school system. 

4. Accountability measures in assessing teacher performance have gained 

increased national importance. 

5. The United States Department of Education is currently involved in the 

Teacher Incentive Fund grant and research in this area is a valued and necessary 

component of any future replication of the project.  

 

Definition of Terms 

Diffusion of innovations 

 The process of a new idea or product moving through a social system or network 

over a period of time (Rogers, 2003). 

Grounded theory 

 Theory which is developed by collecting and analyzing data systematically 

throughout a research study (Strauss, A., Corbin, J., 1998). 

Innovation 

 A practice, idea, tool or product that is perceived as new or slightly different from 

a previous product or idea (Rogers, 2003). 

Leadership 

 An individual or a group who works with others to accomplish the goals of an 

organization 
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Instructional leadership 

 A form of leadership associated with the school principal, or teacher leaders, that 

focuses on defining the school’s mission, managing the instructional program and 

promoting a positive school climate (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). 

Pay for performance 

 Additional income paid to school employees for getting higher levels of student 

performance, taking on additional responsibilities, participating in professional growth, 

working in hard to fill teaching positions or working in high need schools. 

Transformational Leadership 

 Leadership style which is characterized by idealized influence on followers, 

inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration. 

Transformational leaders share power with followers and develop a group of thinkers 

with the goal of accomplishing a change or reaching a vision for the organization. 

Teacher Incentive Fund 

 A grant offered by the United States Department of Education to sixteen school 

systems or educational agencies in cohort one, and eighteen school systems in cohort 

two, in states throughout the country to assist in developing an incentive pay system for 

teachers and administrators who choose to work, and continue to work, in high need 

schools. The grant is available to each district or agency for five years. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

 The purpose of this literature review will be to examine leadership research, 

organizational theory, change and diffusion theories and research relevant to performance 

pay in order to identify a focus for research on how leadership in schools, and the process 

of change for teachers, may be interrelated and have a direct effect on the implementation 

of performance pay. 

 The review of the literature for this study encompasses four relevant areas. First, 

research in the area of school leadership, particularly instructional leadership, is 

examined. Next, organizational theory is reviewed relative to how systems manage 

change. Change and diffusion theories are then discussed as they relate to implementation 

of new ideas. Finally, pay for performance research is reviewed to form the background 

for the content of this study.  

Instructional Leadership 

 One of the most studied topics in educational leadership over the past twenty 

years is instructional leadership (Hallinger, 2005). The interest in instructional leadership 

developed out of the effective schools movement in the 1980’s (Marks & Printy, 2003). 

Since that time, researchers have sought answers to questions regarding what makes a 

“good principal.” Roland Barth (1990) is given credit for the consistent finding of the 

critical importance of the school principal within the school. Barth concluded the 

following: 
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The principal is the key to a good school. The quality of the educational program 

depends on the school principal. The principal is the most important reason why 

teachers grow-or are stifled on the job. The principal is the most potent factor in 

determining school climate. Show me a good school, and I’ll show you a good 

principal. (p. 64) 

 The convergence of much of the research on instructional leadership has centered 

around three aspects of the principal’s job relative to teaching and learning which are: 

“Developing a deep understanding of how to support teachers, managing the curriculum 

in ways that support student learning, and developing the ability to transform schools into 

more effective organizations that foster powerful teaching and learning for all students” 

(Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, 2005). In schools where outstanding 

student achievement is the norm, the principal in the school is relentless in finding ways 

to enhance student achievement by “…constantly reminding students, staff and the 

community that the core purpose of the school is teaching and learning” (Dinham, 2005). 

 The principal instructional leader in the school sets a direction, purpose, and 

vision for the organization which is supportive of students and teachers (Printy, 2008; 

Leithwood, 2008). Hallinger (2005) found that setting the vision and mission of the 

school are the most influential tasks for an instructional leader. The broader base of 

literature on leadership supports the findings of the instructional leadership researchers in 

the area of developing vision. Individuals within any organization need vision from 

leadership which they can find purposeful and compelling (Adamowski, Therriault, & 

Cavanna, 2007; Dinham, 2005).  
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 Vision that comes from one person or one group may be one that simply dictates 

compliance. Senge (1990) discusses the importance and power of “shared vision.” “You 

cannot have a learning organization without shared vision. Without a pull toward some 

goal which people truly want to achieve, the forces in support of the status quo can be 

overwhelming” (Senge, 1990). The importance of a clear vision of any desired change 

from the viewpoint of the leader is a common finding in scholarly research in leadership 

(Fullan, 2001; Senge, 1990; Wasserstein-Warnet & Y., 2000). Leithwood (2004) studied 

a reform effort in England, touted to be one of the largest and most successful in the 

world, which revealed added evidence that clear vision from the top of the organization is 

critical to the success of an innovative change effort. 

 Transformational leadership style, first developed by James MacGregor Burns 

(1978) and refined and expanded by Bernard Bass (1985), is a style that can encourage 

innovation, change practices and perspectives and sustain organizational effectiveness 

over time. Marks and Printy (2003) found a relationship between transformational 

leadership and instructional leadership. They concluded that the absence of instructional 

leadership by the principal in the school equaled a lack of transformational leadership. 

Transformational leadership may also be a critical element when a school system is 

implementing the complex change of implementing a new performance pay system for 

teachers that includes an emphasis on student learning. 

 Collaborative professional communities are built by instructional leaders (Barth, 

1990; Blase & Blase, 2000; Leithwood, 2008; Printy, 2008; Marzano, 2003; Walstrom, 

2008). Effective leadership builds conditions under which there can be rich interactions 
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leading to increased teacher efficacy and a broader range of implementation (Printy, 

2008). Fullan (2001) discusses the importance of leaders building relationships and 

focusing on nurturing those relationships to foster change. Change or reform in schools 

works best with professional teamwork and collaboration in a climate of trust where 

teachers can plan and engage in professional development centered around practice 

(McIntyre, & Kyle, 2006; Adamowski, Terriault, & Cavanna, A., 2007; Darling-

Hammond, 2007).  Building collaborative processes is considered to be a basic of 

successful leadership in influencing student learning (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & 

Wahlstrom, 2004).  

 Professional growth of teachers is an important focus of the instructional leader. 

Blase and Blase (1999) found two major themes of effective instructional leaders. They 

talk with teachers to promote growth and reflection and they make suggestions which are 

purposeful and non-threatening. The dialogue that is characteristic of encouragement of 

teacher reflection includes: making suggestions and giving feedback; modeling; using 

inquiry and soliciting advice and opinions; and giving praise (Blase & Blase, 1999). 

When suggestions are made, the instructional leader listens, shares experiences or 

examples, gives teachers choice, encourages risk taking, offers professional literature and 

recognizes teacher strengths with the important focus of improving instruction (Blase & 

Blase, 1999). Glickman (2002) offers a model of encouraging teachers to reflect on their 

practice utilizing a series of behaviors including: listening, clarifying, encouraging, 

reflecting, presenting, problem solving, negotiating, directing, standardizing and 

reinforcing. The first four behaviors encourage teachers to bring out their thinking and 



22 
 

make their own decisions. When presenting, problem solving and negotiating, the 

instructional leader is engaging teachers in a collaborative effort to bring about the 

desired change or to solve a particular issue. At times, the leader needs to direct, 

standardize and reinforce which takes the decision making role out of the hands of the 

teacher and emphasizes the role of the principal as decision maker. The instructional 

leader makes a decision about which series of behaviors will best meet the needs of the 

students and their learning. 

 Teacher choice and teacher leadership are elements of instructional leadership 

practice. The burden of leading a school should not be carried by the principal alone 

(Hallinger, 2005). Teachers can and should take on a portion of the leadership 

responsibilities of the operations of the school in a shared instructional leadership 

configuration with the principal as the leader of teacher leaders (Marks & Printy, 2003).  

 The instructional leadership model presented by Hallinger and Murphy (1985) 

was reconceptualized after a broad review of twenty years of literature. Hallinger’s 

(2005) more current model focuses on: 

• Creating a shared sense of purpose in the school, including clear goals 

focused on student learning; 

• Fostering the continuous improvement of the school through cyclical 

school development planning that involves a wide range of stakeholders; 

• Developing a climate of high expectations and a school culture aimed at 

innovation and improvement of teaching and learning; 

• Coordinating the curriculum and monitoring student learning outcomes; 
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• Organizing and monitoring a wide range of activities aimed at the 

continuous development of staff; and 

• Being a visible presence in the school, modeling the desired values of the 

school’s culture (p.233) 

 The body of research particular to instructional leadership contains minimal 

references to other critical components of school leadership that are relevant to this study. 

These components include communication, engagement of external stakeholders, 

developing and enhancing the culture of the school and setting norms of professional 

practice. Further, leaders must lead with moral purpose (Fullan, 2003).  

 Communication by the leader in the organization is a critical effectiveness factor 

found in the literature (Gilley, 2008, Dinham, 2005, Adamowski, Therriault, & Cavanna, 

2007). Administrators understand and utilize multiple forms of communication, both 

internally and externally, in order to accomplish the goals of the school. Communication 

“…underlies or infuses the interpersonal, organizational and administrative processes and 

structures of schools” (Hoy & Miskel, 2005). The accountability movement has added 

pressure to the job of educational leaders. Effective communication helps leaders to set 

direction for the organization and to develop shared goals. 

 Effective leaders in schools “…seek out, foster and utilize external networks and 

resources to assist with change” (Dinham, 2005). They seek mutually beneficial 

relationships with businesses, parents and other community leaders for the benefit of the 

needs of the students and the school. Several studies indicate that the redesign of the 

organization requires engagement of the families and the community (Darling-Hammond, 
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2007; CCSSO, 1996). Leaders may not come to the school with the training in working 

with external stakeholders. In one study, 40% of principals indicated that to meet 

accountability standards, they needed additional training in communicating effectively 

with external groups (Adamowski, Therriault, Cavanna, 2007). 

 A school leader models and promotes norms of the school culture. The norms 

may be unwritten, and when explicitly stated, are often communicated to participants by 

stories and ceremonies that represent what the organizations believe and value (Hoy & 

Miskel, 2005; Bolman, Deal, 2002). The values of the organization such as trust, 

cooperation, and teamwork are promoted by the leader. Bolman and Deal (2002) expand 

upon their “symbolic frame” by explaining the importance of learning about and 

celebrating the history of the organization and diagnosing the strength of the culture. The 

strength of the culture must be reinforced by the leader. When transitions occur, they 

need to be celebrated through ceremony. 

 Leading with moral purpose involves three aspects: raising the bar and closing the 

gap of student learning, treating people with respect and altering the social environment 

of the school for the better (Fullan, 2003). Leadership involves following a moral 

compass when implementing new programs or practices. The Interstate School Leaders 

Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standard 5 is: “Acting with integrity, fairness and in an 

ethical manner” (CCSSO, 1996). These standards further indicate the need for school 

leaders to practice within norms of high ethical and moral behavior. Part of fairness is the 

perception of consistency of decision making. The climate among teachers in the school 
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is directly linked to their perceptions of the principal’s effectiveness (Kelly, Thornton, & 

Daugherty, 2005). 

 Transformational leaders demonstrate a high level of moral maturity and ethics 

and have a keen awareness of what is right and good within an organization (Burns, 

1978; Bass, B., 1985). Pay for performance systems touches every aspect of the 

organization. The leader in charge must be one of high moral and ethical character 

protecting the participants, the students and the system simultaneously. These systems are 

new and require a great deal of collaboration, thinking and creativity, which is the nature 

of the transformational leader. This style of leadership may be very effective when 

implementing performance pay.  

 Transformational leaders inspire and motivate people to high levels of 

performance by stimulating their intellect through engaging them in problem solving 

about the work at hand. Members of the group are coached and developed by the leader 

individually and brought together as a team to examine ill-structured problems and create 

solutions for the organization (Burns, 1978, Bass, 1985). Transactional leadership, by 

contrast, engages the leader and the follower in a series of transactions or bargains.  The 

wants and needs of both parties are traded so that a bargain can be reached. There is 

reinforcement for good work, such as merit pay or promotions. The objectives in these 

types of relationships are independent as opposed to collaborative with the 

transformational leadership style (Sergiovanni, 1991). 

McGregor’s (1966) Theory X and Theory Y assumptions about workers have 

application when discussing motivation and performance pay in education. Theory X 
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type managers believe that people need to be controlled or threatened in order to work 

hard enough and that direction is needed. This type of belief system brings about a tough 

manager who may think that there is nothing more than financial awards for hard work. 

In contrast, Theory Y managers believe that work is as natural as play and that people 

will work very hard in an organization that provides job satisfaction. The Theory Y 

manager believes that imagination and creativity can be used to solve work problems by 

the people who work for the organization. On the surface, pay for performance structures 

may appear to be Theory X’s approach which will provide the “carrot” for the worker to 

produce greater results. The “stick” would come in the form of an empty envelope at 

bonus pay out time. Good leaders must make work meaningful. “When work is 

meaningful, motivation becomes a process that “pulls” rather than “pushes” 

people….people enroll in the cause because they want to” (Shtogren, J., 1999).  Effective 

pay for performance systems provides tough standards but opens the doors to creativity 

and innovation, allowing the workers to determine the best approaches to accomplishing 

a task to a high level that is best associated with Theory Y management. Further, by 

producing better results for learners, teachers find their jobs highly satisfying. If the pay 

system provides development opportunities and opportunities to work with colleagues to 

solve problems, the satisfaction increases. 

 The human motivation work of Abraham Maslow (1943) outlines the basic needs 

of people. At the base of the hierarchy, a person’s needs for food, water and shelter must 

be met before moving up to the next phase of safety and security.  The third level 

includes belonging, love and social activities. Level four focuses on esteem issues 
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associated with self respect, dignity and competence. Finally, level five is self 

actualization where an individual is at the maximum state of achievement, creativity and 

self-expression. In the work world, people need to have these levels fulfilled. In teaching, 

the desire to be the best teacher possible for a group of students is common. As teachers 

reach the highest levels of the hierarchy, they are stronger for the children and for 

themselves. Performance pay plans, designed well, can offer professional responsibilities 

and opportunities that will foster esteem and self actualization. For example, as teachers 

build instructional skills and practices that result in greater student achievement, their 

feelings of competence and confidence increase.  

 Teachers’ salaries are historically much lower than those of other professionals in 

comparable positions. According to the U.S. Department of Labor (2006), the average 

pay for a personnel trainer is $52, 983, a registered nurse may receive $56, 484, and a 

librarian may receive $59,320, compared to a teacher at $46,034. The author believes that 

the incentive for professional advancement and more money for teachers will increase the 

likelihood that their basic needs will be met, including esteem issues, allowing teachers to 

move toward the highest level of Maslow’s hierarchy. 

 Expectancy theory and teacher efficacy are two ideas that are very applicable to 

the notion of performance pay. Expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964) suggests that people 

work hard when they believe that the effort they put forth will improve performance, that 

good performance will be rewarded and that the reward received will be of value. 

Performance pay structures require hard work and effort. The hard work and effort has 

the potential of paying out two fold, with higher salary and higher student achievement. 
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Teacher efficacy is the extent to which teachers believe they are capable of being 

successful. In a RAND Corporation study it was found that, “Teachers who believed that 

they could influence student achievement and motivation (internal locus) were more 

effective than those who thought the external forces could not be overcome” (Rotter, 

1966).  Therefore, it appears that the more efficacious the teacher, the higher the student 

result. If so, the case for building teacher efficacy is a strong one. Scaffolding the 

teachers’ learning throughout their career can build efficacy; “…helping teachers develop 

strong efficacy beliefs early in their careers will pay lasting benefits” (Hoy and Miskel, 

2005). As teachers complete the requirements for performance pay by strengthening 

instructional skills and realizing higher student achievement, their successes can build 

their professional efficacy.  

 Instructional leadership research focuses on developing teachers through 

collaboration and encouragement of reflection with a focus on student learning. The 

leader sets a vision and direction for the school and fosters that vision with the 

instructional staff. The tie between instructional leadership and transformational 

leadership was identified by Marks and Printy (2003) and may be of importance to this 

study. In addition to the extensive research on instructional leadership, leadership 

research also identifies other areas of importance to school leaders. The areas of 

communication, inclusion of external stakeholders, building school culture, motivating 

and building efficacy in teachers are all important when studying the implementation of a 

performance pay system in schools. This study looks at leadership in the participating 

schools from the perspective of the teacher, the principal and the district level 
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administration, and the impact of the leader on the process of change while implementing 

a performance pay program. In order to look at all of these perspectives, organizational 

theory may assist in understanding issues surrounding implementation. 

Organizational Theories 

Peter Senge (1994) provides a lens from which to examine organizations and 

leadership within those organizations. “Systems Thinking” analyzes the dynamics of a 

system through the interactions and interrelationships between components of the 

organization. This approach encourages the leader to look for areas to utilize leverage to 

make things work. Actions at one point in the system may cause unpredicted effects in 

another segment of the system. Senge suggests that teams and leaders identify causes and 

effects and “loop” through those relationships looking for interdependencies. When a 

district designs a new pay for performance structure that rewards teachers for developing 

professionally, taking on additional roles and responsibilities and increasing student 

achievement, every aspect of the school system is affected in some way. From the 

leadership at the school building, to the students, to the central office, interrelationships 

are tightly entwined. The needs of the entire system must be considered in the 

establishment of the new program with constant reflection on the causes and effects of 

the implementation that will likely have far reaching systemic results. 

Organizational theories provide the overall structure to evaluate whether or not a 

system is ready for a complex change process. The social system of a school district is an 

open systems model (Getzels & Guba, 1957). The system is thereby directly affected by 

values, resources, opinions and interests of the communities the school serves. The social 
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system has norms, a culture and politics at play on a day to day basis. The 

implementation of an alternative pay structure for educators within such a system is 

therefore open to scrutiny by any outside public entity or person. Such scrutiny makes 

this type of change highly political and subject to microscopic levels of analysis.  

Bolman and Deal (2003) examine organizations through four frames of reference. 

The Structural Frame, Human Resource Frame, Political Frame and the Symbolic Frame 

provide an opportunity to look internally at organizations from different viewpoints when 

one is analyzing the potential implications of an implementation of a new idea. The 

Human Resource Frame examines to what extent organizations meet the needs of the 

people they employ. The frame suggests the symbiotic relationship between the 

organization and the individual must be clearly understood; organizations and people 

need each other. The organization gets the energy and talent it needs while the individual 

finds meaningful and satisfying work. The challenge for the implementation of a pay for 

performance system in education is to find the balance between what the organization 

needs and what will serve as a financial incentive for the employee without sacrificing 

what the employee finds meaningful and satisfying. 

The Political Frame plays an even more complex role in the implementation of 

new pay structures. Resources are scarce and conflict arises from stakeholders when they 

perceive that they did not receive their fair share or get an opportunity for input. Unions 

play an important role here. Often the union leaders are opposed to pay for performance 

plans citing, the lack of fairness of assessment of individuals and the need for a fair wage 

for all.  
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 The Political Frame of Bolman and Deal (2003) suggests to us the importance of 

looking at opinions and positions of unions and labor organizations for this 

implementation. Former American Federation of Teachers (AFT) president Albert 

Shanker pointed out the “…rigid hierarchy of the traditional salary schedule does not 

allow teachers to be compensated like other professionals in our society” (AFT, 2006). 

Currently the position of the AFT is positive toward the idea of performance pay within 

parameters. Their website states, “A professional teacher compensation system could 

include financial incentives to teachers who acquire additional knowledge and skills; 

advanced skill such as National Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification; 

or who agree to teach in low-performing and hard-to-staff schools” (AFT, 2006). They 

are encouraging their locals to investigate compensation systems that would meet the 

unique needs of the areas they serve. 

 The National Education Association (NEA, 2008) does not approach this topic 

with the same positive outlook. The current position includes opposition to any 

reauthorization of federal laws and/or programs that include paying teachers based on 

student performance or student test scores. They do support state and local affiliates who 

are investigating compensation innovations that enhance preparation and practice that 

drives student performance. They recommend that the effort must be agreed upon 

through collective bargaining or accepted by 75 percent of the teachers in states where 

bargaining does not exist.  

Both union organizations examine this issue through their interpretations of 

justice. The author believes that times are changing. Unions are beginning to see the 
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value of professionalizing teaching in every sense of the word, including pay. With the 

present political climate, it is very difficult to suggest increasing pay for any educator 

without some commitment to do things differently and get better results. An effective 

leader will look through the lens of Bolman and Deal’s (2003) Political Frame 

realistically and carefully while implementing performance pay opportunities for 

teachers. 

The Structural Frame provides a lens to examine yet another challenge. The new 

pay system can stretch many structures within a district including use of time, financial 

system management, and legal and policy issues, among others. The structure has to 

allow for redefinition of some roles, reorganization of work for others, and creation of 

new jobs in order to put a new system in place. The employees in those structures 

naturally resist changes and may need encouragement and support throughout the 

process.  

Change Theory and Diffusion Theory 

 Many of the changes in the field of education are being imposed upon the field by 

outside agencies demanding reform. As the demands for change increase, the system is 

expected to respond to meet the demand. A part of this response involves understanding 

change theory and diffusion of innovations theory, as they apply to schools, in order to 

make the implementation work, or at least go more smoothly. In addition, research 

related to leadership and organizations becomes important for an understanding of the 

integration of new knowledge into a system. 
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 The connections and communication networks that are established as the vision is 

shared among people in the school or organization play a critical role in the adoption of 

new behaviors. Many theorists find interpersonal connections to be a main factor in 

diffusion and change (Fullan, 2001; Rogers, 2003; Valente & Davis, 1999). Three 

innovative secondary schools were studied in-depth with particular emphasis on 

sustaining elements of their innovative practices (Giles & Hargreaves, 2006). These 

researchers found that renewing teacher cultures, through interaction with one another, 

was an essential component of sustaining and transferring innovative efforts. Additional 

researchers found that as an innovation is being implemented, it is more likely to be 

refined and sustained if the individuals within the organization dialogue with one another 

in order to focus the new knowledge, collaborate, clarify new meaning, and make new 

connections (Wasserstein-Warnet & Y, 2000; Dooley, 1998).  

 Modifications are made to innovations as they are implemented. If the leadership 

allows for some modification and change of the original vision, the overall 

implementation is more likely to succeed.  When this occurs, individuals in the 

organization are empowered and have a sense of ownership of their work (Szabo, 2002). 

 From this body of research, theorists have also identified the importance of 

building leadership in others within the organization in order to diffuse new ideas into the 

system. Opinion leaders can play an important role in causing rapid and sustained change 

(Fullan, 2001; Valente & Davis, 1999). The selection of the opinion leader is best made 

by allowing the members of the group to “elect” the leader. The degree of influence that 

the opinion leader will have is directly related to that person’s credentials and 
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trustworthiness. The opinion leaders become facilitators of the network of information 

transfer. 

 Implementation of an innovation is predicated upon a culture that values, supports 

and expects knowledge sharing (Fullan, 2001). Fullan’s research also reveals that 

information and knowledge sharing among school staff is frequently poor. He suggests 

that teachers do not have the habit of giving and receiving information, and at some 

schools it does not fit the culture. Rogers (2003) also suggests that knowledge sharing 

between staff in educational institutions is ironically lacking. The time given to teachers 

for dialogue and interaction with colleagues is limited due to the nature of the current 

workday design. Lack of time to discuss new ideas impedes diffusion of the innovation 

and makes implementing the idea much more difficult. 

 The leaders of the organization must be focused on the bigger picture of the 

change and committed to the long range view. They need to be flexible situational leaders 

with an openness to modifications of the process (Wasserstein-Warnet & Y., 2000). 

Beyond the long range view, a deep and clear moral purpose must be evident and active 

to avoid implementing ideas that may not be in the best interest of the people served by 

the organization (Fullan, 2003). Moral purpose suggests that the role of the leader, in this 

case the educational leader, is to make a positive difference in the social environment of 

the school. In the case of pay for performance, there is opportunity to entice employees 

into doing things which they may not otherwise choose to participate in. The leadership 

must have a solid moral compass to avoid enticements that are not good for either the 

system, or for the employee. 
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 The role of the principal in a school is changing with regard to innovation and 

change. “….The principal of the future has to be much more attuned to the big picture, 

and much more sophisticated at conceptual thinking and transforming the organization 

through people and teams” (Fullan, 2002). They also must be equally interested in the 

change of the district and other schools within the district because change is systemic and 

requires revamping former structures as new ones are introduced. Perhaps due to the need 

for understanding the big picture, and having a long range vision of understanding people 

and teams, researchers have found that sustaining a strong principalship, in one school 

over time, is important to the success of an innovation (Giles & Hargreaves, 2006; Hite et 

al., 2006; Kurki, Boyle, & Aladjem, 2006). 

 Despite the large amount of research on change theory, there seems to be a much 

smaller number of studies that focus specifically on diffusion of innovations in schools. 

There is a need to look at social networks in schools with regard to knowledge transfer 

and the understanding of leadership behavior before, during and after the new knowledge 

is introduced. “An exciting potential contribution could be made by the education 

research tradition, because organizations are involved in one way or another, in the 

adoption of most educational innovations. U.S. farmers and consumers mainly make 

optional innovation-decisions, but most teachers and school administrators are involved 

in collective and/or authority innovation-decisions.” (Rogers, 2003) Rogers identified 

that educational diffusion studies have “slowed to a trickle” since the mid-1990’s. There 

is more evidence of a call for research in this field. Somech (2005) suggested that further 

studies should examine the effect of leadership style on cognitive processes, meaning, 
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looking at how teachers change and implement new practices based upon the behaviors 

and the approach of the leader. Additional research is also called upon to “examine the 

role of perceptions of innovativeness on actual innovation behaviors and outcomes. Being 

perceived as innovative may attract resources to administrators as well as increase their 

influence”(Hite, Williams, Hilton & Baugh, 2006). Another compelling push for research 

comes from one of the most respected academics in the field of educational leadership. 

Leithwood (2004) suggests that additional research is needed in “more comprehensive 

sources of leadership…to capture the challenges presented by large-scale reform to the 

practice of leaders.” 

 This research was conducted in a school district that implemented the complex 

change of implementing a pay for performance initiative/innovation. This study helps to 

fill the gap in knowledge with regard to the leadership behaviors and actions that either 

support or impede the process of change required for the diffusion of this innovation. 

 The theory of diffusion of innovations is from the research of Everett Rogers 

(2003). Rogers identified four main elements in the process of diffusion of an innovation: 

the innovation, communicated through certain channels, over time, among the members 

of a social system. The characteristics of innovations as perceived by the consumer affect 

the rate of adoption. The characteristics include relative advantage, which is the 

perception that the innovation is better than what proceeded it; comparability, which is 

the degree to which the innovation is perceived to be consistent with existing values and 

needs of the adopters; complexity. or the level of difficulty of use; trialability, or whether 
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or not the adopter has a chance to experiment with the new idea; and observability, or the 

degree to which the users see the results of the innovation. 

 The process of deciding whether or not to adopt an innovation can be tracked in 

five stages: 

1. Knowledge: first exposure to the innovation and gaining understanding of how 

it works 

 2. Persuasion: a favorable or unfavorable attitude is formed toward the innovation 

3. Decision: engaging in activities that lead to a choice of whether or not to adopt 

or reject an innovation 

 4. Implementation: putting the new idea or innovation to use 

5. Confirmation: the adopter seeks reinforcement of the innovation decision 

already made. 

 Observable behaviors occur at each of these phases. One important one that 

applies to this research study is that of reinvention. Reinvention occurs during the 

implementation phase. This phase can continue for a lengthy period of time depending on 

the nature of the innovation and whether or not the innovation is being adopted by an 

individual or an organization. “In an organizational setting, a number of individuals are 

usually involved in the innovation-decision process, and the implementers are often a 

different set of people from the decision makers…..the organization structure that gives 

stability and continuity to an organization may resist the implementation of an 

innovation” (Rogers, 2003).  In organizational diffusion of innovations, reinvention is 
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likely. Reinvention is defined as the degree to which an innovation is changed or 

modified by a user in the process of implementation.  

 Researchers were able to generalize about reinvention and innovation in a way 

relevant to this proposal. It was determined that a higher degree of reinvention leads to a 

faster rate of adoption of an innovation and that a higher degree of reinvention leads to a 

higher degree of sustainability of an innovation. Leaders in schools who are likely to 

allow for some sort of reinvention rather than strict compliance may be more effective 

with diffusion. 

 Consumers of innovations adopt at different rates depending on their 

personalities, communication behavior and socioeconomic characteristics such as level of 

education and social mobility. The rate of adoption can be divided into a series of adopter 

categories along a normal curve distribution. They are Innovators, Early Adopters, Early 

Majority, Late Majority and Laggards.  

 

Figure 1.  Distribution of innovators utilizing Everett Rogers theory (Rogers, 2003). Page 

281. 
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 Measuring the rate of adoption of an innovation through the use of these 

categories can assist the change agent in determining the next steps to take in the 

implementation process and which individuals may be the most ready to “pilot” a project 

or idea.  

 The process of change or diffusion in individuals can be seen as a continuum. 

Figure 2 illustrates the close alignment of the theories of Hord and Rogers. In addition the 

alignment is compared to the “Key Processes” of the VAL-ED (2008) leadership 

effectiveness assessment tool the researcher proposes to use in this study. 

Table 1. Comparisons of change and diffusion theory continuums 
Authors Stages of Change or Diffusion Processes 
Hord 
(1987) 

Information Management Consequences Collaboration Refocusing 

Rogers 
(2003) 

Knowledge Attitude 
Formed 

Deciding to 
adopt or 
reject 

Implementation Confirmation 

Murphy 
(VAL-
ED) 
(2008) 

Planning Implementing Supporting Advocating and 
Communicating 

Monitoring 

 

 Leadership effectiveness characteristics, effective program implementation 

strategies, and change and diffusion theories are all processes or indicators of how an 

organization must arrange itself in order to implement a new idea or practice. These 

indicators and processes were applied to the implementation of performance pay for 

educators for this study. 
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Performance Pay 

Almost every teacher’s salary package is based on years of experience and college 

credits earned. There is little variance on this theme throughout the country. Interestingly 

enough, research shows that there is no relationship between teacher university education 

level and student achievement, and very little correlation between teacher experience and 

student results (Hanushek,1986). The problem is, if those criteria do not indicate there 

will be a good result for students, what criteria should be used? In order to determine the 

amount of compensation that should be offered for a base salary schedule or for a pay for 

performance schedule, criteria for successful participation will need to be agreed upon by 

the stakeholders and based on research that focuses on what works in such systems. 

The concept of compensation reform or some sort of performance pay is not a 

new one. As early as 1918, there were merit pay plans in place for teachers. Very little is 

known about them but we do know that 48% of U.S. school districts surveyed had a form 

of merit pay in place at the time. These plans did not last. By 1923, only 18% of districts 

reported merit pay practices. In the 1940’s and 1950’s most school systems instituted 

uniform salary systems (Murnane & Cohen, 1986). The next change came with the 

launch of Sputnik and the fear that the United States was falling behind other nations 

technologically. This fear, and the blame, fell to the public schools and the push was on 

for better teachers and better results from schools. As a result, compensation reform 

efforts were spawned again. These also died off.  

Some pay for performance systems failed miserably. A merit system for 

principals was instituted by a school district in the Midwest (Heneman & Young, 1991). 



41 
 

In this district, the school board set aside $10,000 for ten competitive awards of $1000 

each. The program failed because the participants did not know what the criteria were for 

the award, were embarrassed by receiving an award, and the district in general provided 

very poor communication about the plan. These problems must be avoided when 

attempting to make pay for performance systems work. In Fairfax County Public Schools, 

merit pay was adopted in 1987 and fully implemented in 165 schools by 1989. Teachers 

were eligible for up to 9% of their salary in additional merit raises. The plan failed due to 

budget cuts by administration, lack of union support and the belief that the plan was 

breaking down collegiality (Protsik, 1994).  

Numerous efforts at performance pay and career ladder programs were instigated 

in the 1980’s through the 1990’s after the “A Nation at Risk” (1983) report was released. 

The career ladder program in Arizona was instituted at this time. While many of the 

compensation reform efforts have come and gone, the Arizona Career Ladder system 

(Arizona Legislature, 1990; Arizona Department of Education, n.d.) is still in place after 

more than two decades. A recent study of the effects of the Arizona Career Ladder on 

student achievement indicated that students in Career Ladder schools are performing 

significantly better on the state mandated “AIMS” assessment measures than are students 

in non-career ladder schools. The impact was greater in math and reading than in writing. 

The researchers do indicate that this may be due in part to design issues with regard to the 

writing assessment in Arizona (Dowling, J., et.al., 2007). 

A study by Dee and Keys (2004) looked at Tennessee’s career ladder program to 

determine whether or not the teachers participating in the program actually produced 
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higher test scores. The results indicated that students in classrooms with a career ladder 

teacher scored three percentile points higher on a test of mathematic achievement and 

two percentile points higher in reading achievement. Although student achievement was 

up slightly, the literature review indicated that most of the performance pay systems 

failed due to strong opposition by unions. In Tennessee, the conclusions of this study 

were that with a high quality teacher evaluation system, teachers can be rewarded fairly 

with performance pay.  

Similar results were found in a study by Milanowski (2004) in Cincinnati Public 

Schools where a high quality teacher assessment system did identify teachers who were 

getting better results with students, thereby justifying the use of a pay for performance 

system for those teachers. In yet another study it was found that “…teachers who score 

well when evaluated against our teaching standards and rubrics produce vastly higher 

achieving students than other popular reforms such as class size reduction, computer-

based instruction, charter schools, school choice and virtually every comprehensive 

school reform model implemented to date” (Schacter & Thum, 2004). In their study they 

concluded that quality teaching produced a 0.91 standard deviation gain in student 

achievement. 

Figlio and Kenny (2005) studied individual teacher incentives and student 

performance and reached several interesting conclusions. First, they found that private 

schools are more likely to respond to pay for performance systems than public schools. 

Further, they found that when large groups of teachers are rewarded for student 

achievement, there is little increase in test scores and there is more of an increase when 
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fewer teachers actually receive the award. Non-unionized schools are more than twice as 

likely to offer incentive programs as unionized schools. On a positive note, schools in 

states where there were active reform agendas in the 1990’s are more likely to have 

teacher incentive programs. In the same study, the researchers found that student 

achievement does not increase with a pay for performance system in schools with higher 

socioeconomic status, but does increase in lower socioeconomic areas. 

 One national foundation has taken up the charge of pay for performance on a 

large scale. Currently more than nine states are involved in the Teacher Advancement 

Program (TAP) which was founded by the Milken Family Foundation (Teacher 

Advancement Program Foundation, 2006). Their goal is to help states and districts, 

“attract, retain, develop and motivate talented people to the teaching profession.” The 

goal of the program is “to draw more talented people into the teaching profession-and 

keep them there-by making it more attractive and rewarding to be a teacher. TAP 

provides the opportunity for good teachers to earn higher salaries and advance 

professionally, just as in other careers, without leaving the classroom.” 

TAP is based on four elements: multiple career paths; ongoing, applied 

professional growth; instructionally focused accountability; and performance-based 

compensation. Historically, to make more money, teachers had to become administrators. 

The multiple career paths element increases the teacher’s opportunity to advance in the 

profession of education without leaving the classroom. The Milken Foundation also 

advocates that as teachers become skilled mentors and master teachers they should 

receive increased compensation. In a study by the Working Group on Quality (NIET, 



44 
 

2007), it was found that teachers who participate in TAP show greater gains in student 

achievement than teachers in a control group. The group made recommendations 

regarding implementation of such programs. One of the recommendations calls for 

“skilled leadership.” “The principal and instructional leaders who make up the school 

leadership team need to be strong in order for a school to successfully implement a 

performance-based pay program” (NIET, 2007). Although this strong recommendation 

was made, the study did not appear to measure the effectiveness of the leadership or to 

determine the extent to which the leadership enhanced or impeded the diffusion of the 

new system. This study specifically examines this area. 

 Certain systemic issues must be addressed in order for a performance pay 

program to be successful. In the Cincinnati Public Schools, particular attention was paid 

to alignment of human resources practices. They found that in this successful pay for 

performance system, the alignment of human resource practices that focused on teacher 

evaluation and observation was very effective. In the infancy stages were practices with 

regard to coaching teachers, goal setting and instructional leadership (Heneman & 

Milanowski, 2004). This approach would be supported by Bolman and Deal (2003) as a 

potential conclusion that could be reached by examining the implementation issues from 

the Human Resource Frame. 

 This study was conducted in a school district that took on the challenge of 

designing and implementing performance pay programs with assistance from funding 

from the United States Department of Education under the Teacher Incentive Fund 

program.  
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United States Department of Education Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF)  

 In 2006, the Teacher Incentive Fund (USDOE, 2007) fund was created by the 

federal government that called for proposals from school districts, consortiums and 

charter schools who wished to institute performance pay programs for teachers and 

principals. Grants were awarded in varying amounts to sixteen entities in Cohort 1 and 

eighteen entities in Cohort 2, representing school districts, charter schools and university 

and public school partnerships across the country. Each grantee developed a performance 

pay program with a focus on student achievement and retention of teachers and 

administrators in high need schools. To qualify, schools must have at least a 30% free or 

reduced lunch. 

 The United States Department of Education has contracted with a group of 

researchers from Vanderbilt University, Peabody College and the University of 

Wisconsin, Madison to provide technical assistance and research and development for the 

Teacher Incentive Fund Grant. In addition, the Center for Educator Compensation 

Reform (CECR, 2008) was formed. The center provides assistance in reviewing quarterly 

reports, maintains an on-line data base of resources and research, provides practical 

implementation guidelines for pay for performance systems, and arranges opportunities 

for grantees to come together in annual meetings. These meetings and resources are 

valuable for the development of new ideas and assist in the necessary problem solving 

involved in implementing pay for performance. This network served as the pool of 

schools from which the research sites were selected. 
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 The review of the literature indicates that instructional leadership, knowledge of 

change and diffusion theory and processes, and understanding organizations and systems 

are all essential in the implementation of new practices in schools. Although performance 

pay programs have been implemented with mixed success, little has been done to 

research the potential impact that instructional leadership has on the change involved 

when implementing a new pay structure. This research addressed this gap in the 

literature. Further, the qualitative component of the study examined the actions of school 

administrators as a new pay structure was put into place. This component revealed 

concepts and theories beyond that which quantitative research methods could provide. 
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CHAPTER 3:  METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter provides the overview of the study centering around the question:  

What is the relationship between the instructional leadership of principals and the change 

process of teachers involved in a performance pay program? The pool from which 

subjects were selected and the process by which the data collection instruments were 

utilized is described. Quantitative and qualitative components of the research are 

reviewed.  

Sample 

Fifteen schools that are participating in the United States Department of 

Education Teacher Incentive Fund in one school district located in a southwestern state 

were utilized as the sample pool for this research. The schools were within their fourth 

year of implementation of performance pay which is an important criterion for this 

research design. The schools selected were similar in that they were grantees of the 

Teacher Incentive Fund were within one district. The schools in the district ranged in size 

from enrollment in elementary school of 58 students in the smallest school to 469 in the 

largest elementary school. The average elementary school enrollment was 231 students. 

There are two secondary schools, one middle school with an enrollment of 522 students 

and one high school. The study was designed to include all 15 schools with at least five 

teachers per school participating. All teachers at each school had the opportunity to 

participate, increasing the likelihood that more than five teachers at each site would 

respond. All of the principals and select district administrators who supervise principals 

were invited to participate. The resulting sample included four principals at four different 
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schools throughout one district and eighteen teachers in these schools. In addition, the 

assistant superintendent who supervises the four participating principals agreed to 

participate in the study. The results of the study will focus on the responses of the four 

principals who were interviewed and completed the assessment, the interview of the 

assistant superintendent and the documents reviewed. 

One high school and three elementary schools were the resulting sample. The 

district is homogeneous with all schools having high poverty rates and a high percentage 

of minority students. This sample is representative of the district as a whole due to the 

homogeneity of the population.  The principals in these schools are all male. Of the 15 

schools in the district, there are three female principals. The assistant superintendent who 

agreed to participate is female with over 25 years of experience in education. Of the four 

principals in the study, one has 17 years experience as an administrator in the district. 

Two others have seven years of administrative experience in the district and one 

participant has completed six years with the district. Their experience in education ranges 

from a high of 37 years to the low of 19 years. Three of the principals have master’s 

degrees and one principal has an education specialist degree. The district follows the 

requirements for certification of principals in the state whereby principals must have a 

Master’s in Administration or a Master’s in another education field with an endorsement 

in administration. All of the principals in the study met the state requirements and are 

certified in that state. 
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Researcher 

 This research was conducted by an educator with over 25 years experience in 

education. The researcher participated in a performance pay for 14 years as a teacher and 

served as a peer evaluator for three years. After serving a number of years as a principal, 

the researcher currently directs three performance pay programs and has facilitated the 

design and implementation of one of the programs from its inception. This involvement 

with performance pay programs provides a lens of experience from which the data from 

this research was viewed and analyzed. The researcher chose a district outside of her 

home state and in a setting that is significantly different from the location where she lives 

and works in an effort to guard against a lack of objectivity necessary for the study. 

Further, the implementation studied differs significantly from all three of the programs 

coordinated by the researcher in her home state in that the performance pay program 

studied is in a rural location, utilizes a different data analysis method, and distributes 

awards based on different criteria with different evaluation of the participants involved. 

This provided the researcher an opportunity to learn from another implementation of 

performance pay which may help to inform the field. The differences between the 

researcher’s home district and the district studied provided substantial contrast and 

allowed for objectivity in the data collection and analysis. 
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Quantitative Component of the Study 

The Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED)  

 The instrument to measure leadership effectiveness for this study was the 

Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED) (Porter, Murphy, 

Goldring & Elliott, 2007). The VAL-ED was developed by Vanderbilt University 

Peabody college faculty Joseph Murphy, Ellen Goldring, Steve Elliott and graduate 

student Eiu Cravens, along with Andy Porter of Penn State School of Education (2008). 

Permission to use the VAL-ED for research purposes was granted by the authors and 

Discovery Learning. This assessment is a web based application and is to be administered 

on-line. It may be complex for the user to access. This could have had some bearing on 

the low response rate of teachers in this aspect of the study. This is a valid tool for this 

research as it looks at leadership effectiveness indicators found consistently in the 

literature and examines processes that are typically linked to fostering change in schools. 

Twenty-four of the 36 variables assessed by this tool were found in the leadership 

effectiveness research relevant to this proposal. Underlying the conceptual framework of 

the assessment is their theory that “effective leadership, both individual and team, 

requires core components created through key processes” (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, 

Elliott, & Cravens, 2007). The tool is designed to measure whether or not there is a 

culture of learning and professional behavior built and nurtured by the leader through 

program implementation and development and support of teachers. The developers 

believe that the leaders of a school change the performance of that school, which in turn 

leads to greater student success.  
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 The researchers developed the instrument based on literature in educational 

leadership and on the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards (ISLLC) 

(CCSSO, 1996). The instrument is designed with two dimensions: Core Components of 

School Performance and Key Processes of Leadership (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, 

& Cravens, 2007). The indicators of both dimensions are listed below. 

Core Components of School Performance 

High Standards for Student Performance-There are individual, team, and 

school goals for rigorous student academic and social learning. 

Rigorous Curriculum (content)- There is ambitious academic content provided 

to all students in core academic subjects. 

Quality Instruction (pedagogy)-There are effective instructional practices that 

maximize student academic and social learning. 

Culture of Learning and Professional Behavior- There are integrated 

communities of professional practice in the service of student academic and social 

learning. There is a healthy school environment in which student learning is the 

central focus. 

Connections to External Communities-There are linkages to people and 

institutions in the community that advance academic and social learning. 

Systemic Performance Accountability-Leadership holds itself and others 

responsible for realizing high standards of performance for student academic and 

social learning. There is individual and collective responsibility among the 

professional staff and students. 
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Key Processes of Leadership 

Planning- Articulate shared direction and coherent policies, practices and 

procedures for realizing high standards of student performance 

Implementing-Engage people, ideas, and resources to put into practice the 

activities necessary to realize high standards for student performance. 

Supporting-Create enabling conditions; secure and use the financial, political, 

technological, human, and social capital necessary to promote academic and 

social learning. 

Advocating-Act on behalf of the diverse needs of student within and beyond the 

school. 

Communicating-Develop, utilize, and maintain systems of exchange among 

members of the school and with its external communities. 

Monitoring-Systematically collect and analyze data to make judgments that 

guide decisions and actions for continuous improvement.  

 The two dimensions were then charted and the intersections of the indicators were 

utilized to formulate the questions on the assessment. For example, High Standards for 

Student Performance is intersected with Planning and a rating is determined for that 

intersection. The assessment is designed to be given to the school staff and the principal 

(See Table 2).  The researchers are developing components of the instrument that could 

be given to other stakeholders, such as parents, in the future. 
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Table 2. Key processes and core components of leadership effectiveness as assessed in 
the VAL-ED Leadership Effectiveness instrument. Reproduced chart from Goldring, 
Porter, Murphy, Elliott, & Cravens (2007).  

Key Processes 

Core 
Components 

Planning Implementing Supporting Advocating  Communicating Monitoring 

High Standards 
for Student 
Performance 

      

Rigorous 
Curriculum 
(content) 

      

Quality 
Instruction 
(pedagogy) 

      

Culture of 
Learning and 
Professional 
Behavior 

      

Connections 
to External 
Communities 

      

Systemic 
Performance 
Accountability 

      

 
 The authors of the assessment tool have conducted extensive research in each of 

the domains and within each of the core components and key processes. In their article, 

“Assessing Learning-Centered Leadership”  (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, & 

Cravens, 2007) the authors outline the research background that supports that particular 

aspect of the instrument. High Standards for Student Learning was selected as a Core 

Component due to substantial research which suggested that leadership must ensure there 

are “individual, team, and school goals for rigorous academic content and social 

learning” (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, & Cravens, 2007). The research also 

includes the importance of the principal shaping the purpose of the school and ensuring 



54 
 

the articulation of the school’s mission.  Rigorous Curriculum was selected due to 

research that has discussed the importance of high standards and ambitious academic 

content. Murphy’s (2006) research argues that principals in productive schools are deeply 

involved in the curriculum. The importance of collaboration with colleagues to determine 

this rigorous curriculum program is highlighted by several researchers (Newmann, 1997; 

Ogden & Germinario, 1995). Further, the authors look to the opportunity to learn 

research and the role in the instructional leader plays in ensuring that opportunity (Boyer, 

1983; Murphy & Hallinger, 1985). Teaching that focuses on high content standards 

matched with quality student assessments was examined in several empirical studies and 

was found to increase student performance (e.g.,  Brophy & Good, 1986, Knapp, Shields, 

& Turnbull, 1992; Teddlie & Stringfield,1993; Wong, Hedges, Borman, & D’Agostino, 

1996). Rigorous curriculum is not sufficient for student learning to occur. Quality 

Instruction is necessary. In the VAL-ED instrument, quality instruction is defined as, 

“effective instructional practices that maximize student academic and social learning” 

(Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, & Cravens, 2007). 

 In addition to fostering collaboration in curriculum, a Culture of Learning and 

Professional Behavior is added as a necessary Core Component where there is a healthy 

school climate and professional learning teams who place student learning at the center of 

their attention. Beyond the collaboration internally, Connections to External 

Communities, as a Core Component, measures the importance of the connection to 

parents and other community members who can advance academic learning. Community 

wide involvement can change the conditions associated with low student achievement 
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(Mediratta & Fruchter, 2001). Each of the Core Components has an extrensive research 

background as does the Key Processes selected for this instrument by the VAL-ED 

researchers. 

 The Key Processes of school leadership in the instrument also have research 

background. One of the processes, Planning is addressed by a number of studies. It was 

found that effective principals integrate their planning and do not see the process as 

ritualistic or overly bureaucratic. They protect the time to plan with their staff (Leithwood 

& Montgomery, 1982). The planning process extends to the hiring of highly qualified 

staff and planning for high-quality instruction through an overall professional 

development plan for teachers (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; Leithwood & 

Montgomery, 1982). Each of the “Key Processes” is backed by extensive research as 

summarized and outlined in the published background papers (Goldring, etal., 2007). As 

was illustrated in Figure 2, the “Key Processes” align with the change and diffusion 

research of Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin and Hall (1987) and Rogers (2003). 

 The VAL-ED instrument was recently sold to a commercial company, Discovery 

Learning. This researcher obtained permission to utilize the on-line version of the 

instrument in its entirety, without modification, free of charge from Discovery Learning.  

 

Validity of the VAL-ED 

 The VAL-ED is also anchored in and aligned with the Interstate School Leaders 

Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards (CCSSO, 1996).  For example, Standard 4 

refers to fostering relationships between the school and the external community. The 
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authors of the VAL-ED instrument have included this standard in the intersection 

between all of the Key Processes and the Core Component of External Communities 

where the indicator states, “builds relationships with individuals and groups in the 

community to promote high standards of academic and social learning; allocates 

resources that build family and community partnerships which advance student learning; 

challenges the community to meet the needs of children at risk” (Murphy, Goldring, 

Elliott, Cravens & Porter, 2008). 

 The VAL-ED developers collected 66 assessment instruments for school leaders. 

The main difference in the approach of those instruments in comparison to this new tool 

was that the Core Components and Key Processes are associated with student 

achievement. They concluded from their analysis that there was little consensus in the 

field regarding what should be assessed, even though over half of the instruments relied 

on the ISLLC standards. Further, most of the instruments focused on management 

processes that are not linked to any specific aspect of teaching and learning. The VAL-

ED, in contrast, does address management, but in the context of such things as 

implementing curricular programs and supervision of new teachers (Goldring, etal., 

2007). The conclusion of the VAL-ED developers is that their instrument focuses 

exclusively on leadership behaviors that are linked to student learning. 

 

Reliability of the VAL-ED 

 The VAL-ED is a new instrument. Reliability validation research is currently 

underway. The instrument was used in 300 schools in the spring semester of 2008. The 
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study is not published at this time. Prior to this study, pilot cognitive interviews were 

performed with panels of practicing educators to gather practitioner preferences and 

levels of understanding of the format and item level language. A bias review committee 

of urban district leaders ensured that the instrument measures what it was designed to 

measure and did not advantage any respondents (Porter, Murphy, Goldring & Elliott, 

2007). 

The Val-ED instrument was administered to all principals in the participating 

schools and their staff. The VAL-ED instrument was distributed electronically to the 

participants. The instrument took approximately twenty minutes to complete. The 

research took place from September 2009 through January 2010. The survey was coded 

in order to match the data by participant.  

Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) 

A second instrument was used to measure the change process. The Stages of 

Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) (George, Hall, & Stiegelbauer, 2006) is designed to 

assess current levels of concern that participants may have with regard to the 

implementation of an innovation, in this case, performance pay. The questionnaire 

consisted of 35 items with a seven point Likert scale response form. The scale responses 

range from “not true of me now” to “very true of me”. The higher the number selected by 

the participant on the scale, the higher their level of concern. Once analyzed, the data 

placed the participant along one of seven stages or levels of concern: (0) Awareness, (1) 

Informational, (2) Personal, (3) Management, (4) Consequence, (5) Collaboration, and 

(6) Refocusing.  
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The Stages of Concern Questionnaire was distributed via a web-based survey tool 

to the participants in the study. The utilization of a web based assessment may have 

impacted the overall participation in the assessment by some potential participants. The 

estimated time to complete the SoCQ was ten to fifteen minutes. The survey was coded in 

order to match the data by participant.  

Reliability of the SoCQ 

 The SoCQ was developed over the course of several years beginning in 1974. 

Seven reliability studies were conducted between 1979 and 1991. The sample sizes for 

the studies ranged from 1585 participants to 214 participants. The internal reliability 

coefficients were calculated for each stage of concern utilizing Cronbach’s alpha. 

Coefficients vary by stage; however, the lowest coefficient reported on any of these 

studies was .63 and the highest was .86 (George, Hall, & Stiegelbauer, 2006). 

 

Qualitative Data Collection 

The research conducted utilized a mixed methods approach. The quantitative 

surveys elicited information which was analyzed mathematically regarding leadership 

effectiveness and the stages of change, however, this instrumentation could not yield the 

more subtle aspects of the success or failure of the implementation of the new pay for 

performance system. Responses to interview questions from a principal or central 

administrator provided additional insights regarding leadership effectiveness, change, 

approaches to innovation, system issues, and other aspects of the implementation of 

performance pay that could not be gleaned from quantitative measures alone. 
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Qualitative Component of the Study: Interviews and Field Notes 
 
 The researcher traveled out of her home state to conduct the research. Principal 

interviews were conducted at the schools in the principals’ offices. The interview with the 

assistant superintendent was conducted in a neutral location. All interviews were 

scheduled over a three day time period at the convenience of the participant. Interviews 

were digitally recorded and transcribed verbatim in preparation for coding.  

 
 
Qualitative Component of the Study: Document Review 
 
 Documents relevant to the implementation of the performance pay program were 

collected for this study. Documents provided by the assistant superintendent included the 

district’s plan for implementation, NWEA MAP testing results for the district for the 

2007/2008 school year and the 2008/2009 school year, the walk-through rubric, a 

frequently asked questions document and documents relevant to participants. The state 

network provided the third year annual report previously submitted to the United States 

Department of Education. The state of education web site was utilized to collect data on 

each of the schools including school labeling information, adequate yearly progress 

determinations, state testing results, attendance data, ethnicity data and enrollment 

information. All of the documents were retrieved, cataloged and prepared for coding. 

 

 

 



60 
 

Data Analysis 

Qualitative Data Analysis 

 The qualitative approach to the research was based on grounded theory (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990). The researcher approached the data collection with a blank slate and only 

general questions to guide the participant interviews. The interviews were digitally 

recorded and transcribed verbatim. Once transcribed, color coding was used during data 

analysis that provided a strategy to look for themes. Documents from the implementation 

and monitoring of the Teacher Incentive Fund grant were also examined and coded using 

the same method.  

 The grounded theory method (Strauss, & Corbin, 1998) was utilized while the 

qualitative data were gathered and analyzed. The data analysis began at the point of the 

interview. In utilizing a grounded theory approach, the data were examined with three 

types of analyses. First, open coding was used to generate categories and to look at the 

properties of the categories that were discovered. Axial coding was used with those 

categories to systematically look for subcategories. Finally selective coding was used to 

uncover central categories from which a theory or theories emerged. The researcher used 

memos and notes to record thoughts and observations while looking at the data. The 

results of the analysis are presented in narrative form based upon the interpretations made 

throughout the study. At completion, all of the interview transcripts and all of the 

documents and field notes collected were color coded by theme and utilized in the axial 

and selective coding process. The coded data from all of the research was used to 

formulate the structure of the presentation of the data to the reader. 
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Interviews were utilized to collect qualitative data (See APPENDIX G). The 

prepared questions served as a guide for the semi-structured interviews (Lichtman, 2006). 

The prepared questions were developed by the researcher and were designed to illicit 

responses regarding issues related to the implementation of the performance pay 

program. A panel of experts consisting of faculty members and practitioners reviewed the 

questions and made no suggestions for changes. The researcher asked additional 

questions to probe for detail, seek rationale for actions or decisions and to gather 

additional information based on the responses of the interviewee. One central 

administrator and four principals were interviewed. Interviews were conducted in person. 

Principal interviews were conducted in the principals’ offices. The assistant 

superintendent interview was conducted in a neutral location. The interviews ranged in 

duration from 40 minutes to 60 minutes. All of the interviews were audio recorded and 

transcribed verbatim for analysis. The purpose of the interviews was to gather data about 

how the administrators in the schools view pay for performance and to collect their 

observations about the process of the implementation. The researcher attempted to 

answer the “why” question, or gather the perceptions of why the administration believed 

the program was working or not working. 

A document review with regard to the Teacher Incentive Fund implementation in 

the district was conducted. The review included examination of relevant information 

submitted to the United States Department of Education by the district to describe the pay 

for performance project and the subsequent information regarding program updates. 

Program participant implementation materials were studied.  The purpose of this portion 
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of the data collection was to gather data that assisted in understanding program specifics 

and perceptions of whether or not the programs were progressing as expected or were 

making modifications based upon program evaluation. Document analysis (Marshall & 

Rossman, 2006) was important in this study in order to analyze formal communications 

that were submitted to the United States Department of Education and to potential 

participants. Documents including the grant proposal written by the agency, quarterly and 

annual reports submitted to the United States Department of Education, and internal 

communications about the Teacher Incentive Fund grant were gathered for analysis. The 

grounded theory approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) was utilized throughout the 

document analysis process, adding to the overall intent of discovering categories of data 

that may lead to theories regarding the implementation of the performance pay system in 

the target schools. The results of the document analysis were compared to the data 

collected through interview and the quantitative measures to look for common themes. 

 

Quantitative Analysis 

The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) (George, Hall & Stiegelbauer, 

2006) was administered to all teacher participants. The questionnaire utilizes an eight 

point Likert scale. When analyzed, the instrument places the participant within one of six 

levels of concern with regard to the implementation or change. In this case, the 

implementation of the pay for performance system was the focus. The teachers’ scores on 

the SoCQ were correlated with each of the 36 scores resulting from the VAL-ED using 

the Pearson Product Moment Correlation to identify possible relationships between the 
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level of concern of the teachers and the elements of leadership effectiveness of the 

principals. The correlations were made between the teachers’ responses to the SoCQ, and 

the principals’ VAL-ED scores. 

 

Limitations of the Study 

 The following limitations were considered while gathering the data and  

conducting the study: 

1. The study was limited to schools that participate in the Teacher Incentive Fund 

Grant, which indicates a connection to a district or system with the resources and 

capacity to write for and receive this type of selective funding. 

2. This study did not look specifically at the social networks associated with 

change and diffusion. 

3. The VAL-ED is a new instrument only recently validated.  

4. Generalizability was limited due to the number of, and the geographic location 

of, the participants in the study. 

5. The researcher is directly involved in directing a Teacher Incentive Fund grant 

in another state. Although the grant source is the same, the implementations of the 

grant differ. Due to these differences, bias was controlled effectively. 

6. Document analysis was limited to those documents provided by the district and 

those which were publicly available on the state education department web site. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

 The intention of this research was to determine what, if any, relationships existed 

between school leadership and the level of concern of teachers when implementing a 

performance pay system. Interviews were conducted with four principals and the assistant 

superintendent in one school district, in a southwestern state. The principal interviews 

were conducted at the school offices and the assistant superintendent interview was 

conducted in a neutral location. Documents collected from the assistant superintendent 

and the state education web site regarding the performance pay system implementation 

were gathered for analysis. The researcher traveled out of her home state to conduct the 

research. The interviews, documents and field notes collected served as the qualitative 

data for the study. The quantitative data collection involved participants’ assessments 

administered via on-line web sites. Teacher participants completed the Stages of Concern 

Questionnaire (SoCQ). Principal participants were asked to complete the VAL-ED. 

Scores from the VAL-ED and scores from the SoCQ were correlated to determine 

possible relationships. This chapter discusses the results of both the qualitative and the 

quantitative data analysis. 

 

Qualitative Coding Process 

 Through a process of reading and re-reading all the data from the interviews and 

the documents multiple times, ten codes emerged: Conditions, Goals, Leadership, 

Rewards and Incentives, Change and Perceived Results, Politics, Unions and Bargaining, 

Communication, Participation, and Professional Development. The data were reexamined 
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under the lens of these codes and researcher notes were made based on the data 

categories. The research notes included verbatim quotes from the data and connections 

made by the researcher while examining the data. Questions about the data were also 

recorded for further examination. Information was gathered for the study utilizing 

grounded theory methods. As a result, data that was not directly related to the research 

question was gathered and coded. These data gave the researcher added information 

regarding the districts or the schools which had some bearing on understanding the 

context of the research setting.  

 The next step involved axial coding. This data analysis method examined the 

emerging codes against six components: Causal Conditions, Phenomenon, Context, 

Intervening Conditions, Action/Interaction Strategies and Consequences (Corbin & 

Strauss, 1990). Each code and the supporting data were weighed against each of the 

components to begin the process of formulating a storyline for the results, and to look for 

emerging theories. While examining the codes which emerged from the interviews and 

the documents against the six components, a theory emerged regarding the need for 

leadership at several levels in order to implement a performance pay system. To provide 

a context for the reader, the research setting and conditions in the study location are 

discussed first, followed by the analysis of the qualitative data through the overarching 

themes of leadership levels, incentives, change, and results reported by principals and 

district administration. These themes form the story line for the results of this study. 
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Research Setting and Conditions 

One school district in a southwestern state participating in the United States 

Department of Education Teacher Incentive Fund Grant (2007) agreed to participate in 

the study. The district is predominantly rural with a high concentration of Hispanics and 

Native Americans, and an Anglo population of less than 5 percent. The schools in the 

district are spread apart from one another. The district offices are in a small town/city 

with a population of 9691. The town/city is 8.5 square miles while the school district is 

712 square miles in size. The distance from the central office to one outlying elementary 

school is 12 miles north while another elementary school is eight miles east. The one high 

school is located approximately in the mid-point of the district while the middle school is 

on the western side of the small town. Some of the schools are within the parameters of 

the small town while other schools are in very small outlying communities over ten miles 

away. The drive to the outlying communities involves long stretches of rural roads with 

very little traffic and little to no services available for several miles. Students are bused 

into their schools from remote locations. Housing includes numerous mobile homes, 

small detached homes and groupings of families in village type settings. 

Many of the schools in the district were visited in the course of the researcher’s 

study. Some of the schools were built more recently and have updated and well 

maintained, while other school buildings were very old and in need of repair. One school 

visited utilized predominantly portable buildings. The grounds at the schools were in 

various states of care with very little landscaping. Although the quality of the facilities 

varied, all were clean and pleasant. 
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 Poverty levels are an extremely high 98 percent representing the third lowest 

income level in the nation. The unemployment rate is twice the national average, before 

the recession, which is compounded by the lack of employment opportunities in the 

immediate area. The median family income is $33, 867. A large federal research 

laboratory, located 25 miles away from the district, employs a substantial number of the 

highly skilled people from the region. The lab is considered the biggest employer in the 

area. This site has the capability to provide much needed monetary support for the school 

district, including a portion of the funding required for sustainability of the grant. Casinos 

in the area also provide employment for community residents; however, they may 

generate additional sociological problems such as alcoholism and gambling addiction. 

One principal commented that since the opening of the casinos, parents often stop there 

on their way home from work. This causes a disruption in the amount of time families 

have together in the evenings. The lack of local jobs in and near the district results in long 

commutes for parents which in turn negatively impacts the family unit.  

The assistant superintendent reported that heroin use is high in the area. Many 

children suffer from the loss of one or both parents due to addiction. The county is known 

for the grim statistic of having the highest overdose rates in the country. The rate is 42.5 

per 100,000 in this region, compared to 7.3 nationally, as reported by the State Health 

Department. As a result of being in a region of high drug abuse and high overdose rates, 

many children spend several hours per day alone and in front of the television with very 

little push for reading or other academic pursuits.  

In contrast to the dire poverty, the region is geographically beautiful with colorful 
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mountain ranges and a large variety of flora. The area is scattered with historic villages 

and pueblos filled with creativity and culture handed down for generations. A large 

number of artists in a variety of media have homes and galleries along the rural 

roadways. The area is quiet and has an insular feeling. It is a distance from popular tourist 

areas and outsiders seemed to be noticed easily. 

 In 2003 as part of a state reform effort, the state where the district is located 

instituted mandated minimum salaries for all teachers in a tiered licensure system. This 

system established three levels of salary, dependent partially upon teacher performance, 

partially on longevity, and partially on teaching assignment. The salary increases from 

$30K, to $40K to $50K level to level. Three years are required at each level before 

moving to the next. In addition, the submission of a professional development dossier is 

required before a teacher can move up. This structure moves away slightly from the 

criteria of traditional salary schedules that usually include only the factors of longevity 

and credit hours or degrees earned. This departure lends itself to broader discussions of 

performance pay.  

In addition to a new licensure system, the state education department has 

instituted labels for schools: Progressing, Restructuring, Corrective Action, School 

Improvement.  On a state report for the 2008/2009 school year for this district, it was 

reported that the district as a whole did not meet Adequate Yearly Progress and is in 

Corrective Action. Two schools were in School Improvement, one school was in 

corrective action, and six schools were in restructuring. Only three out of fifteen schools 

in the district met Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) according to their state guidelines. Of 
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these schools, four participated in the study. One of the elementary schools met AYP, 

while the other schools did not. The secondary school and one elementary school in the 

study had an improvement status of Restructuring. The other two schools, both 

elementary, had an improvement status of Progressing. Table 3 illustrates the 

enrollments, number of teachers, attendance rates, state labels and the length of time the 

principal has been an administrator in the district. The four participating schools have 

been assigned a letter in order to adhere to confidentiality requirements. All references to 

the schools from this point forward refer to this lettering system. To further 

confidentiality, the schools have been generally categorized as elementary and secondary. 

Table 3. School demographics 
School  Type Enrollment Number 

of 
Teachers 

Attendance 
Rate/ 
Graduation 
Rate (HS) 

State Label Principal 
Years in 
the 
District 

Principal 
Educational 
Attainment  

A Secondary 947 42 75% (Grad 
Rate) 

Restructuring 
AYP Not Met 

6 Master’s 
Degree 

C Elementary 183 10 95.1% Progressing 
AYP Not Met 

7 Education 
Specialist 

E Elementary 377 21 96.6% Restructuring 
AYP Not Met 

7 Master’s 
Degree 

F Elementary 157 10 98.9% Progressing 
Meets AYP 

17 Master’s 
Degree 

 

 The proficiency levels in math and reading as measured by state testing provide 

additional information regarding the specific needs of the students in the system. Math 

proficiency rates are generally very low with proficiency rates ranging from 8 percent to 

47.3 percent, and reading proficiency rates ranging from 42.4 percent to 63.5 percent 

(See Table 4). According to the assistant superintendent, both areas are being addressed 

by the district through extensive professional development and new program 

implementation. The assistant superintendent also reported that the high school was 
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implementing a new math reform program, and the elementary schools were involved in 

a new reading implementation. All teachers have had additional training in each area 

either as part of the incentive program or another concurrent program. 

 

 

Table 4. Student proficiency in math and reading by school as measured by state testing 
School  Type % Proficient 

Math 
% Proficient 
Reading 

A Secondary 8% 42.4% 
C Elementary 31% 46.4% 
E Elementary 45% 61.1% 
F Elementary 47.3% 63.5% 

 

As of the 40th day of the 2009-2010 school year, the total student enrollment in 

the school district studied was 4385, of which 27 percent were English Language 

Learners. In the four schools participating in the study, a total of 1664 students are 

enrolled. All of the students qualify for free or reduced lunch confirming the high degree 

of poverty throughout the region. Attendance rates in the district schools range from 92.8 

percent to 98.9 percent as reported by the state education department. 

The graduation rate is 75 percent which is 16 percent behind the state average. 

Only 34 percent of high school students are enrolled in upper level math and only 19 

percent in science. 

Most of the teachers and the administrators in the area commute over one hour 

each way to work. Professional isolation, issues related to poverty, and rapid turnover of 

leadership set the right stage for implementation of a Teacher Incentive Fund grant in this 

district. 
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Federal Government Level of Leadership 

The first level of leadership was at the federal level with the release of the 

Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) grant from the United States Department of Education 

2006 (Federal Register, 2006). The Teacher Incentive Fund is authorized in P.L. 109-

149—the Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education and Related 

Agencies Appropriations Act, 2006, Title V, Part D. 

The purpose of the TIF grant is to develop and implement performance-based 

compensation systems for teachers and principals in high need schools. The goals of the 

program are: 

• Improving student achievement by increasing teacher and principal 
effectiveness; 

• Reforming teacher and principal compensation systems so that teachers and 
principals are rewarded for increases in student achievement; 

• Increasing the number of effective teachers teaching poor, minority, and 
disadvantaged students in hard-to-staff subjects; and 

• Creating sustainable performance-based compensation systems (United States 
Department of Education, 2007). 

 

The federal government allocated more than $94 million dollars in 2006 for the first 

round of grants. To date, thirty-four TIF grants have been awarded to school districts, 

consortiums of districts and/or charter schools throughout the country. An additional 

allocation of $400,000,000 has been set aside by the federal government during the 2010 

fiscal year for additional grants. 

 The federal government communicated goals of the grant to potential agencies 

that would apply for the available funds. They left the decisions regarding how the 
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projects would be designed and implemented to the school districts or agencies that 

would write the proposals. 

State Network Level of Leadership 

The next level of leadership identified was a non-profit network that works with 

28 districts in the state. The network director asked recruited districts to participate and 

wrote the grant. Network goals included improving the quality of life in rural areas, 

increased teacher competence, helping schools be more prepared to make decisions with 

more sophisticated data, and implementing an effective and innovative professional 

development model. Further, the network adopted a vision to develop a teacher and 

principal performance pay system that utilizes reliable student achievement data.  

 The network set out parameters for participation in the grant which required 

professional development in the Baldridge (Baldridge National Quality Program, 2007) 

method, and in Marzano’s (2001) research based instructional strategies. It also required 

that teachers be observed by outside observers who are master teachers serving as “circuit 

riders” for the network. Principals received eight full days of training in Marzano’s 

(2001) instructional and leadership strategies. Participating principals would be paid an 

incentive for increasing student achievement in math and reading and for participating in 

the required professional development. Teachers would receive similar training and 

would also be eligible for an incentive award. The non-profit network completed all of 

the submission requirements and was awarded one of the first TIF grants in the United 

States. At the time of the award, five districts agreed to participate in the grant written by 

the network. Three districts elected not to participate further due to their inability to 



73 
 

determine how to sustain the project beyond the five years of the grant. Two districts 

agreed to participate and were committed to sustainability. One of the two districts is the 

focus of this study. The TIF grant spans a five year period and the amounts received by 

the network to date are:  

Year 1 (2006/2007): $571,074 (Planning Year) 

Year 2 (2007/2008): $1,656,596 (First Year of Implementation) 

Year 3 (2008/2009): $1,753,600 

Year 4 (2009/2010): $2,257,230  

 The state network level of leadership communicated the design of the professional 

development component to the school district, and allowed the school district to decide 

the percentages of the award that would be attributed to the various components of the 

implementation. The network offered the services of the outside observers, called circuit 

riders, as classroom observers and staff developers. The network director also serves as 

the director of the grant and submits all required quarterly and yearly reports to the 

United States Department of Education.  

School District and District TIF Leadership Team Level of Leadership 

 

 The district at the center of this study agreed to participate in the Teacher 

Incentive Fund grant. This district took the challenge and joined the network of districts 

during the first round of grant awards, which illustrates the next layer of leadership.  

Participation in the grant was supported by the governing board and the central 
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administration at the time. By 2009, there was a new superintendent and a new assistant 

superintendent in place. During this research in the fall of 2009, support from the district 

level was still high. Currently the assistant superintendent is the main contact with the 

state network and oversees the implementation of the grant in the district. When asked 

about the current governing board, this person stated that the board is supportive but was 

not well informed about the project. They do receive periodic reviews of the progress of 

the grant. 

The implementation design in this district utilized a leadership team to oversee the 

project. Designated teachers and administrators attended meetings of the leadership team 

to share information and concerns, and to make decisions about the implementation. This 

group was responsible for developing the incentive structure along with communication 

regarding implementation concerns. A shift in the make up of the leadership team 

occurred in late spring 2009. The team had been comprised of approximately 15 members 

with a balance of administration and teachers. The impetus for the shift in membership of 

the leadership team was the first collective bargaining agreement in the district’s history. 

This agreement required the union appoint 15 members to the leadership team, and that 

the school district administration also appoint 15 members. As a result, the school district 

appointed 15 administrators and the union appointed 15 teachers. It is interesting to note 

here that there are only 15 principals and five directors in the school district as a whole. 

Therefore, all of the principals now serve on the leadership team. Some of the teachers 

appointed by the union were participants in the TIF grant and others were not, and some 

of the appointed teachers had previously served on the team, while others had not.  
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 During the fall 2009 interviews for this research, all of the principals commented 

on the shift in power/control over the leadership team. One participant noted, “The union 

organized right after the TIF grant was received. They opposed it and changed some 

things...they have lost members.” Another commented, “They made a decision this year 

that the leadership team would only be union members and the management side would 

be all administrators. That is what it is right now… the management is all principals and 

assistants and the other side is all union members. It is going to interesting to see how this 

works this year.” Other respondents stated, “Now it is an era of negotiations, they wanted 

control…the union handpicked fifteen teachers and we picked fifteen administrators 

(silence…head shake).” One individual commented on the structure stating, “I don’t 

think it will be long lived personally because of the fact that our district has negotiated 

with the union for the first time this year in our history we have a union contract…and 

the union does not believe that… one teacher should necessarily be ranked or accredited 

any higher than another…with pay for performance they had a really hard time with 

that.” At the time of this research, the leadership team was at a point of restructuring and 

re-forming. Based on interviewee comments, there was concern about the outcome. By 

January of 2010, the assistant superintendent noted that the meetings were going well and 

that there were no problems of note with regard to the change in the leadership team 

structure. She did acknowledge that there was a great deal of concern earlier in the year; 

however, the concerns had not been realized as the year progressed. 

 The district officials accepted the information from the network and decided to 

implement the grant in their schools. Upon acceptance, they formulated their own 
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structure by which decisions would be made and then determined in that structure how 

the awards would be divided. A portion of the award would be for skills and knowledge 

and a portion would be attributed to student achievement. Their design allowed for more 

of the award to be attributed to the professional development component (or skills and 

knowledge) at the beginning of the grant cycle and a lower percentage attributed to 

student achievement. As the grant cycle continued, this would be reversed (See Table 5). 

All teachers, principals and qualified teaching assistants were eligible for the award. 

 

Table 5. Incentive distribution percentages by year of the grant 
Year Skills and Knowledge 

Incentive % 
Student Achievement  
Incentive % 

Total Award 
Possible Annually 

1 49% 51% of total award 
Based 100% on School-Wide 
Achievement 

$3000 

2 45% 55% of total award based 50% on 
school wide and 50% on classroom 
achievement 

$3000 

3 35% 65% of total award based 40% on 
school wide, 40% on classroom 
and 20% on achievement of NCLB 
subgroups 

$3000 

4 25% 75% of total award based 40% on 
school wide, 40% on classroom 
and 20% on NCLB subgroups 

$3000 

 

School Leadership Level of Leadership 

The building level principal played a strong role in the next level of leadership 

which fostered the actual grant implementation. At this level, the principal was 

responsible for communicating information about the grant and for stimulating buy in 

from the teachers, keeping teachers informed about grant expectations in order to assist in 

reducing apprehension, and finally overseeing the inception of the grant. During the grant 
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cycle, principals serve as one of the classroom observers, giving teachers feedback by 

utilizing a “walk-through” observation instrument which focuses on Marzano’s (2001) 

strategies. See APPENDIX H for the observation instrument, which was reprinted with 

permission of the district where the study was conducted. 

 The interviews revealed principal ownership of “selling” the project to teachers. 

One principal noted, “When I got here most of the teachers were not involved in the TIF. 

But when I made my presentation about what I expected for the school year, all but one 

joined.” The initial response of the principals was to help get staff involved in the project. 

A respondent stated, “The critical thing at that point in time was to present a positive 

image of this to the staff. The staff had to basically buy in and it was up to us to play a 

positive image of it.” This level of leadership was critical to develop willingness among 

the teachers to participate. 

All principals interviewed identified positive changes in instructional practice by 

teachers. They attributed this change to a clear focus on the Marzano (2001) strategies 

which are the focus of the classroom observations they conduct.  They used the term 

“fidelity” of implementation consistently throughout the interviews when discussing 

implementation of the strategies. Principals also commented on their own accountability 

in regard to fidelity of the implementation. Teachers expect the principal to assist them 

and give them feedback, which has created a stronger relationship than what is built with 

the traditional teacher evaluation cycle. The research indicated a shared responsibility 

between the principal and the teachers to bring about the best student achievement results 

to earn a greater portion of the award.  
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Principals consistently indicated there was a strong value for professional 

development for teachers, and they associated the availability of professional 

development in the Marzano (2001) strategies and the Baldridge (2007) method to the 

Teacher Incentive Fund grant. Principals served in a supportive role for teachers to learn 

the new strategies by attending the training and then following up on the training 

objectives with targeted observations of the actual implementation of the strategies by 

teachers. 

One of the goals of the Teacher Incentive Fund grant is to retain teachers and 

principals in high need schools (USDOE, 2007). The assistant superintendent commented 

on the high turnover of principals in the district, stating that a principal usually remained 

in the position for only two or three years. At the time of the interviews, the principals 

reported the number of years in their current school as follows: 

School A: 7 years 

School C: 3 years 

School E: 9 years 

School F: 5 years. 

One of the purposes of this grant is to retain principals in these high need schools. The 

amount of the stipend, the condition of the schools, the relationships with teachers and 

central administration all may be factors. None of the principals interviewed commented 

on their plans to stay on the job at that school as a result of the performance pay stipend. 
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Incentives 

 The main incentive for participants in the Teacher Incentive Fund grant is money. 

Teachers and principals in this district are paid a stipend for accomplishing goals in skills 

and knowledge and for increased student achievement. The stipend amount for this 

program is up to $3000 annually. The stipend is divided between skills and knowledge 

and student achievement. The percentage for each is designed to shift each year. For 

example, during the first year of the grant, all of the incentive for student achievement 

was based on school-wide results. The next year the incentive was based 50 percent on 

whole school results and 50 percent on individual classroom results. In the final two 

years of the grant 40 percent will be on school wide results, 40 percent on classroom 

results and 20 percent on the results of subgroups of the student population. The shift 

occurs in the amount of the incentive paid out for knowledge and skills vs. student 

achievement, starting with 49 percent for skills and knowledge in the first year and 

dropping to 25 percent of the available stipend for skills and knowledge the final year of 

the grant, with 75 percent going toward awards for student achievement (See Table 5). 

 Professional development, or the avenue to professional competency, is not 

considered the main incentive for teachers from the TIF grant; however, the data from 

this study suggest that the opportunity for professional development did entice teachers 

and principals to participate. For example, one participant stated that he was not in favor 

of the incentive fund grant at the beginning of the implementation. The key to his change 

of heart was professional development for teachers. “The training aspect was getting 

together with teachers, talking with teachers and looking at scores and looking at areas of 
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need and areas of improvement and things of that nature and all of that was good…I kind 

of had a change of heart after I found out it would involve some good and positive 

training,” he said. A district administrator stated, “…when I ask them (teachers) it is not 

the TIF, it is the professional development.” Yet another participant stated, “We had a lot 

of great professional development that I haven’t seen in the other districts I have worked 

in and I have worked in several districts in the area…a lot of things we are doing for the 

incentive plan has made teachers more aware of better ways of doing things…they are all 

involved in Baldridge …had all the training and a lot of achievement management 

training…all tied into helping the teachers …getting those levels of achievement 

up…right now we are at 100 percent participation.” Similar comments from all of the 

participants interviewed were pervasive in the analysis. What is notable is there were 

very few comments in the interview data from any participant regarding the dollar 

amount of the incentive award or the percentages of the award in the different categories. 

No one mentioned a specific amount received; however, one person said, “Maybe $750 

twice per year.” A contrasting statement was, “That money is like money from 

heaven…teacher salaries and principals’ salaries are very predictable. You never get a 

penny more, you might get less…when you get a little extra check …there are a lot of 

things you can do with that money that is not a part of your predictable normal 

existence.” These were the only two statements made about the monetary incentive in all 

of the principal interviews. 

In general, participants noted teachers like the idea of being rewarded for their 

achievements. As one participant stated, “The one thing they hate is to associate the fact 
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that they are putting in more of an effort in their teaching, in their improvement, than they 

would have if there was not a grant...they really hate to admit and to accept that this 

incentive has made an improvement in their teaching and their learning or in their pursuit 

of excellence…they don’t want to associate money with how they do …in the classroom 

every day. They just hate that.” Although the money does provide incentive, it appeared 

that the acceptance of the money may not be in alignment with a deeper, and un-

researched, value system. The research suggests incentives of both money and much 

needed professional development served as a catalyst for change.  

Change 

 Change begins when there is some type of catalyst or reason to do things 

differently. In the case of this district, the factors that served as a reason for change were 

the monetary incentives and professional development afforded by receiving the grant, 

clear focus on instructional strategies and student achievement management strategies 

that were expected, external observers (e.g., circuit riders) to check on implementation in 

the classroom, and principals as observers whose job it is to ensure implementation on a 

day-to-day basis. Participants discussed specific changes they had witnessed during the 

implementation. At one of the school sites the principal reported that there was a great 

deal of apprehension and even mixed or negative feelings about the implementation. 

Teachers were uncertain about of having observers come into their classrooms. One 

principal reported, “Veteran teachers at a school like this would rather people not come 

in, and they are fine if they are not visited and they are fine if they don’t have outside 

intervention…they told me that they had enough evaluation coming from me…and that 
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was the key change from evaluation to observation.” This thought process shifted at this 

school site after teachers experienced internal and external observers and received 

feedback and after they received professional development in Baldridge (2007) methods 

and Marzano’s (2001) instructional strategies. One principal noted that teachers have 

their classroom doors open now and, “They know there are benefits in helping each other 

and modeling for each other and being positive in criticism….it has filtered down into the 

classrooms.” 

 Participants used the term “fidelity” to describe one of the changes. Fidelity in 

instruction and fidelity in implementation were terms used to describe what they were 

experiencing. They believed that teachers were more cognizant of their teaching practices 

due to the walk through observations. Many participants used the term “accountability.” 

They believed that the teachers were more accountable for implementation of 

instructional strategies from the professional development received and they were more 

accountable for student achievement. One participant explained, “We have required a 

little bit more accountability. Teachers are looking at individual student scores, success or 

lack of success…I think that it most definitely has had an impact.”  He further stated,  “it 

has held them (teachers) more accountable paying closer attention to professional 

development …the PDSA, the way we get student input into setting the goals and a lot 

has changed…very positive move.” Principals also stated that participation in the grant 

has changed the way they perform in their position by taking on more accountability for 

helping teachers do their best, and by encouraging examination of data, and 

implementation of instructional strategies. 
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Results Reported by the School and District Leadership 

 The Teacher Incentive Fund grant is in the fourth year of implementation in this 

district. Based on the interviews, document review and field notes, the results of the 

implementation include increased teacher collaboration, a focus on student achievement 

data, use of the Marzano (2001) strategies in the classroom, and use of the Baldridge 

method in the schools.  

Although most of the schools have not made AYP by No Child Left Behind 

standards, there is evidence that student achievement is increasing. A yearly report sent to 

the United States Department of Education from the network revealed test score data 

from the Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress 

(2009). The district and the network use the growth targets published by NWEA to 

measure student progress. These growth targets do not include the use of a value-added 

data analysis model and are based on data collected by NWEA for students who start at a 

particular score level on the test. The targets are an average of all student scores that start 

at a particular score level. As demonstrated in Table 6, for every school in the study, the 

percentage of students meeting or exceeding the growth targets in both math and reading 

has increased from the 2007-2008 school year to the 2008-2009 school year. 
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Table 6. Schools in study NWEA MAP (2009) growth data percentage of students 
meeting or exceeding growth targets 
School NWEA MAP 

Math 
2007/2008 

NWEA MAP 
Math 
2008/2009 

% 
Increase 

NWEA MAP 
Reading 
2007/2008 

NWEA MAP 
Reading 
2008/2009 

% 
Increase 

A 33.0 58.1 23% 30.9 37.5 6.6% 

C 33.7 66.9 24.5% 36.8 61.3 24.5% 

E 44.4 59.4 22.5% 29.1 51.6 22.5% 

F 29.0 57.1 26.7% 32.9 59.6 26.7% 

 

Quantitative Analysis: SoCQ 

 The process of teacher change was examined utilizing a quantitative instrument 

called the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ). All of the teachers in the four 

participating schools were given the opportunity to respond. The SoCQ questionnaire is 

available on-line and requires the participant to access a web site, and to utilize access 

codes. The codes to the instrument were distributed to 83 teachers, 18 teachers responded 

resulting in an overall participation rate of 21 percent. This low participation may have 

been caused by the researcher being an “outsider” from another state or due to the use of 

a web based assessment rather than a paper and pencil assessment. Other reasons for low 

participation are unknown to the researcher. The teachers responding at each school may 

not be representative of the entire population of teachers at that site. The SoCQ is a 

diagnostic instrument that is designed to help initiators and managers of innovations to 

make decisions about how to assist the person who is going through the process. It is not 

an evaluation tool that would place a value of one stage over another (George, A., Hall, 
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G., & Stiegelbauer, S., 2006). The SoCQ asked the teachers general questions about their 

feelings and perceptions regarding this implementation. The instrument is scored 

electronically and reveals the stage or stages of concern/change that the teacher is most 

aligned with at the time of the assessment. There are seven stages of concern explained in 

Figure 2. 

 

SoCQ Seven Stages of Concern 
0: Awareness Little or no concern about involvement 
1: Informational General awareness but seeks more information 
2: Personal Uncertain about the demands of the innovation and whether or not 

he/she will meet the demands; Seeks to determine if there are 
conflicts with personal beliefs or with other obligations. 

3: Management Focused on how the innovation works, organizing, managing, 
scheduling the requirements 

4: Consequence Focused on the impact of the innovation on students 
5: Collaboration Focus shifts to cooperating with others regarding the 

implementation 
6: Refocusing Focuses on how to get more benefit from the innovation and/or 

how to make changes to it or find a better alternative 
Figure 2. SoCQ Seven Stages of Concern, George, A., Hall, G., & Stiegelbauer, S. 
(2006). 
 

 The survey/assessment instrument randomly integrates five questions per stage 

throughout the survey. The raw scores can be converted to percentiles for each of the 

seven stages. Raw scores are used for statistical analysis.  

 In disaggregating the data by participating school, the Personal concern was 

higher than the Information concern in all cases. The following table presents the 

percentiles associated with each level of concern for each of the participating schools 

(See Table 7). 
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Table 7. Percentiles for each level of concern by school (A-F) 
School A C E F Aggregated 

Averages/All 
Schools 

Awareness 91 98 96 91 91 
Information 69 66 43 54 57 
Personal 80 78 57 67 70 
Management 47 83 39 39 47 
Consequence 13 13 11 9 11 
Collaboration 48 22 10 16 28 
Refocusing 38 26 42 20 34 

 

Awareness scores are high at all schools. This indicates that the participants in the 

study are not concerned about this innovation. All schools, except school E, are above the 

50th percentile on the Information level of concern. This indicates there are a number of 

teachers who may still need information about the performance pay program. Personal 

levels of concern are high across all schools. This may indicate participants have personal 

concerns about the innovation and its consequences for them, however, this result does 

not necessarily mean there is resistance to the innovation.  The aggregated data of all 

teachers responding showed the two highest levels of concern to be Awareness (91st 

percentile) and Personal (70th percentile). According to the author George, Hall and 

Stiegelbauer (2006) authors of the SoCQ, this may show that there are varying degrees of 

doubt and some potential resistance to an innovation. The authors of the instrument state 

when Stage 3, Personal concerns are higher than Stage 2 Informational concerns, the 

participants may have greater concern with personal position or job security than with the 

desire to learn more about the new program. In this case, the personal stage concerns 

must be reduced before the information can be fully received.  
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The percentile rankings for Management ranged from 39 to 83. Higher scores 

indicate there may be concern about time, logistics or other issues related to management. 

A lower score indicates there are fewer, or no, concerns with how to manage the change. 

The percentile rankings for Consequence are low across all schools. Low scores on this 

level of concern indicate that the participants have minimal concerns about the effects of 

this innovation on their students. Collaboration scores are also in the low range across all 

schools, indicating there is little concern about working with others on the innovation. 

Refocusing concerns are also in the low range. This indicates that there may be a few 

people who have ideas to improve the implementation of the innovation, but the majority 

of respondents are not at that level at this time.  

According to this data collection, the implementation of the performance pay 

innovation is still predominantly at the lower three levels of concern, with some 

movement toward the Management level of concern. 

 

Quantitative Analysis: VAL-ED 

 Leadership was measured using the VAL-ED (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, 

& Cravens, 2007). This quantitative instrument was on-line, and required the participant 

to go to a web site and utilize codes to access the assessment. All four principals 

completed the VAL-ED. The results of the VAL-ED for this study were completed by the 

principal. The instrument yields scores on 36 overlapping factors and it is designed to be 

a 360-degree evaluation tool. The principal, teachers supervised by the principal and the 

principal’s supervisor all complete the assessment according to either their personal 
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perceptions regarding their own performance (in the case of the principal) or their 

perceptions of that principal (in the case of the supervisor or the teacher). In this 

particular study, the instrument was completed by the principal. The results of this 

evaluation for this study should be looked at as self-perception data and not the full 

evaluation involving teachers and supervisors in addition to the principal as was 

intended by the authors of the VAL-ED. However, the self-report data from the 

principals is valid and will be used for discussion purposes for this study. 

 The VAL-ED Assessment produces a Mean Score, a Performance Level and a 

Percentile rank for each principal assessed (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, & Cravens, 

2007). The reported standard error of measurement for the instrument is .05. The Mean, 

Performance Level and Percentile Rank are calculated for both the Core Components and 

the Key Processes of school leadership (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, & Cravens, 

2007). The Performance Levels are described by the author as follows: 

Below Basic: A leader at the below basic level of proficiency exhibits learning-

centered leadership behaviors at levels of effectiveness that are unlikely to 

positively influence teachers or result in acceptable value-added to student 

achievement and social learning for students. 

Basic: A leader at the basic level of proficiency exhibits learning-centered 

leadership behaviors at levels of effectiveness that are likely to positively 

influence teachers and that result in acceptable value-added to student 

achievement and social learning for some sub-groups of students but not all. 

Proficient: A proficient leader exhibits learning-centered leadership behaviors at 
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levels of effectiveness that are likely to positively influence teachers and result in 

acceptable value-added to student achievement and social learning for all 

students. 

Distinguished: A distinguished leader exhibits learning-centered leadership 

behaviors at levels of effectiveness that are virtually certain to positively 

influence teachers and result in strong value-added to student achievement and 

social learning for all students (VAL-ED, 2008). 

 

The results of the assessments for each of the participants are outlined in Table 8. 

One participant scored at the Distinguished level, one at the Proficient level, and two at 

the Basic level. All four participants scored the lowest in the Core Component of 

Connection to External Communities. The high scores in Core Components were in 

Quality Instruction in schools A and C, High Standards for Student Learning in school E, 

and Culture of Learning and Professional Behavior was highest in school F. Planning was 

the lowest score for three of the four respondents with Advocating being the lowest for 

the fourth. School A had the highest score in Implementing, School C and E were highest 

in Supporting, and School F had the highest score in Planning.  
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Table 8: Results of the VAL-ED Assessment based on indicators developed by 
(Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, & Cravens, 2007). 
Participant Mean 

Score 
Performance 
Level 

Percentile 
Rank 

Low and High 
Core 
Components 

Low and High 
Key Processes 

A 4.07/5.0 Distinguished 88.9 3.58 External 
Communities 
4.38 Quality 
Instruction 

3.79 Planning 
4.29 
Implementing 

C 3.85  Proficient 75.2 3.17 External 
Communities 
4.41 Quality 
Instruction 

3.69 Planning 
4.05 Supporting 

E 3.47 Basic 31.9 3.13 External 
Communities 
3.71 High 
Standards for 
Student 
Learning 

3.25 Planning 
3.71 Supporting 

F 3.34 Basic 30.8 3.33 External 
Communities 
4.0 Culture of 
Learning and 
Professional 
Behavior 

3.58 
Advocating 
3.92 Planning  

 
Quantitative Analysis: Pearson Product Moment Correlation 

 
 A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the 

relationship between the level of concern of the teachers relevant to implementation of a 

performance pay program as measured by the SoCQ and the Core Components, and Key 

Processes of school leadership of principals as measured by the VAL-ED. The sample 

size for this analysis was small, and therefore, the results cannot be considered 

statistically significant. However, strong correlations were noted in some areas. The 

SoCQ Levels of Concern were correlated first with the VAL-ED Core Components, and 
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then with the VAL-ED Key Processes. The Pearson correlations were computed between 

the teachers SoCQ scores and the principals’ scores on the VAL-ED.  Each will be 

discussed separately. 

 Within the Core Components in the VAL-ED, there was a high correlation 

between the Core Component of Quality Instruction and Information (r=.990) and 

between Quality Instruction and the Personal Level of Concern (r=.959). There was also 

a high correlation (r=.922) between the Core Component of High Standards for Student 

Performance and the Collaboration Level of Concern. The Core Components of 

Connection to External Communities, and Systemic Performance Accountability had a 

high correlation with the Collaboration Level of Concern (r=.880) (r=.905). Conversely, 

there were negative correlations between High Standards for Student Performance, 

Connection to External Communities and Systemic Performance Accountability and the 

Awareness Level of Concern. A negative correlation between the Management Level of 

Concern and Connection to External Communities (-.303) was also noted. 

When principals scored high in Quality Instruction, the teachers’ Information and 

Personal Levels of Concern were also high. When principals scored high in High 

Standards of Student Performance or Connection to External Communities, teachers also 

had high scores in Collaboration. When principals scored high on High Standards for 

Student Performance, Connection to External Communities and Systemic Performance 

Accountability, teachers scored low on the Awareness, the lowest level of concern. When 

principals scored high on Connection to External Communities, teachers scored low on 

Management Level of Concern. See Table 9 for the Pearson r-values for Core 
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Components and Levels of Concern. 

Table 9. Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients (r), Core Components from 
the VAL-ED and Levels of Concern from the SOCQ 

 Awareness Information Personal Management Consequence Collaboration Refocusing 
HS -.390 .623 .620 -.156 .144 .922* .537 

RC -.064 -.086 .058 .230 .527 -.357 -.349 

QI .220 .990** .959** .636 .301 .809 -.234 

CL -.029 .708 .800 .529 .635 .456 -.294 

CEC -.659 .629 .555 -.303 -.172 .880* .157 

SPA -.393 .840 .735 .033 -.159 .905* -.160 

 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
(HS) High Standards for Student Performance 
(RC) Rigorous Curriculum 
(QI) Quality Instruction 
(CL) Culture of Learning and Professional Behavior 
(CEC) Connection to External Communities 
(SPA) Systemic Performance Accountability. 

 

Within the Key Processes from the VAL-ED, correlations were high in several 

areas: between Supporting and Information (r=.919), Advocating and Information (r-

.916), Monitoring and Information (r=.817) and Quality Instruction and Information 

(.990). Correlations between Implementing and Personal Level of Concern (r=.872), 

Supporting and Personal Level of Concern (r=.971) and Monitoring and Personal Level 

of Concern (r=.861) were also high. Advocating was also moderately highly correlated 

with Personal Level of Concern (r=.837). The Collaboration Level of Concern was highly 

correlated with both Key Processes of Advocating (r=.950) and Communicating (r=.922).  

However, Collaboration was negatively correlated with Rigorous Curriculum (-.357). See 

Table 10 for the Pearson r-values for the Key Processes and Levels of Concern. 
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Table 10. Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients (r), Key Processes from the 
VAL-ED and Levels of Concern from the SOCQ  

 Awareness Information Personal Manage
-ment 

Consequence Collaboration Refocusing 

Planning -.348 .630 .561 .196 -.078 .418 -.703 

Implementing -.153 .795 .872 .410 .584 .657 -.123 

Supporting .107 .919* .971** .513 .572 .865 .154 

Advocating -.016 .916* .837 .295 .036 .950* .021 

Communicating -.242 .736 .616 -.033 -.235 .922* .138 

Monitoring -.260 .817 .861 .323 .444 .706 -.182 

 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

  

In this analysis, when the principals scored high in Supporting, the teachers had 

higher scores in the Information and Personal Levels of Concern. A high score for 

principals in Advocating correlated with high scores in the Information Level of Concern 

for teachers. Scores for teachers were high in Collaboration when principal scores were 

high in Communicating and Monitoring. Conversely, there was a negative correlation 

between high scores for principals in Communicating and Monitoring and the Awareness 

Level of Concern. 

Qualitative and Quantitative Data Comparisons 

 The qualitative data included interviews of four principals and one assistant 

superintendent. In addition, documents provided by the district and available from the 

state department of education were reviewed. The qualitative data analysis revealed 

levels of leadership which form the base for building the performance pay program in this 

rural setting. A deeper examination of the data suggested that the participants are 
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motivated by both the monetary incentive and the professional development incentive. 

The leadership in the district served as disseminators of information and provided 

encouragement for teachers to participate in the performance pay program. In addition, 

principals fully engaged in the process by serving as classroom observers in conjunction 

with the circuit rider external observers provided by the non-profit network that wrote 

and managed the grant. Principals noted that more attention was paid to student 

achievement data, and more willingness was evident among teachers to collaborate with 

one another. The implementation of the instructional strategies had more fidelity due to 

teachers’ participation in the performance pay program, according to the principals. 

 The quantitative data indicate that there is a relationship between “collaboration” 

and the principal’s skill in advocating and communicating with the staff. These 

relationships tie to the qualitative findings of more observable collaboration and more 

attention paid to classrooms through additional observations by the principal for the 

purposes of development, rather than solely for the purposes of evaluation. In addition, 

quantitative data analysis indicates a strong relationship between self perception scores of 

High Standards for Student Learning of principals and Collaboration for teachers. 

Furthermore, when Collaboration was high, Systemic Performance Accountability was 

also high. The qualitative data indicate that the language of accountability is utilized and 

action toward meeting goals is expected. 

 Both Information and Personal Levels of Concern correlated highly with Quality 

Instruction. Qualitative data indicate that teachers and principals were engaged in 

professional development and were implementing what they had learned in the 
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classroom. These two findings may have some meaning when examining choices to make 

when selecting a focus for performance pay incentives. The VAL-ED revealed low scores 

in Connection to External Communities across all schools. This quantitative finding is in 

alignment with the qualitative finding of the insular or closed feeling of the region. These 

connections will be discussed further in Chapter 5.  

Another analysis of the data involved examining all quantitative data sources for 

each school and school principal to look for potential patterns and relationships that may 

exist. The synthesis of the data for the four schools is discussed. Growth scores were 

provided for one year. Examination of growth data for a more extended period of time 

may reveal additional information with regard to the implementation of the performance 

pay program as it relates to student achievement. Additional data was not made available 

likely due to the limited duration of the initiative. 

School “A” data across all data sources reveal the following: 23 percent growth in 

math as measured by the NWEA MAP testing; 6.6 percent growth in reading as measured 

by NWEA MAP testing which was the lowest of all schools in the study. The highest 

scores for the principal were Quality Instruction and Planning on the VAL-ED; 

Awareness levels were high among teachers regarding the performance pay program on 

the SOCQ. The highest Personal level concern among teachers of all schools studied. The 

state label was Restructuring with AYP was not met; state testing levels of only 8 percent 

of students proficient in math and 42.4 percent of students proficient in reading. 

An analysis of all data sources for School “C” revealed the following: highest 

gains in percentage of increase of score on NWEA MAP testing in math. This school had 
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the second highest gains in reading on NWEA MAP testing; the highest scores for the 

principal on the Core Components of the VAL-ED was Quality Instruction; highest Score 

for the principal on the Key Processes of the VAL-ED was Supporting. No concern at the 

Awareness level on the SOCQ was expressed, as the state label was Progressing with 

AYP not being met and state testing levels of 31 percent of students proficient in math 

and 46.4 percent of students proficient in reading. There may be some relationship 

between the strength of the principal in Quality Instruction and Supporting, and the 

teachers’ levels of concern surpassing Awareness and the increase in MAP test scores. 

School “E” data across all sources indicated the following: 15 percent increase in 

math scores on the NWEA MAP testing which was the lowest growth of all the schools 

in the study. There was a 22.5 percent growth in reading. The highest scores for the 

principal on the VAL-ED were High Standards for Student Learning and Supporting. 

There were no awareness concerns regarding the implementation with higher personal 

concerns on the SOCQ than management concerns; state label of Restructuring; state test 

results of 45 percent proficiency rate in math and 61.1 percent proficiency rate in reading 

which was the highest of all the schools studied. 

School “F” data across all sources indicated the following: 28.1 percent increase 

in NWEA MAP math scores; 26.7 percent increase in NWEA MAP reading scores and 

high scores for the principal on Culture of Learning and Professional Behavior and on the 

Key Process of Planning. There were no awareness concerns; higher personal concerns 

than information concerns. In terms of the state school label of Progressing, it met AYP 

with 47.3 percent proficiency on state testing in math and a 63.5 percent proficiency rate 
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in reading.  

The results of the assessments by school varied. There was a discrepancy noted 

between the state ratings of the school and the local results on NWEA MAP testing. The 

information is presented here for discussion purposes relative to student achievement in 

the district studied. 

Summary 

 This chapter reported the results of both the qualitative and the quantitative 

aspects of a study on one rural public school district that has implemented a Teacher 

Incentive Fund Grant. Qualitative data from principal and leadership interviews, and a 

document review, were discussed based on a grounded theory format for data analysis.  

The chapter began with a description of the context of the district to paint a picture of the 

conditions faced by the educators. Levels of leadership emerged as an important aspect of 

the implementation. The significant themes of incentives, change and results reported 

were discussed. The quantitative analysis included data from the SoCQ assessment from 

teachers, and the VAL-ED assessment from principals. A synthesis of quantitative data 

was provided for the four schools whose principals completed the VAL-ED. 

 Chapter 5 offers conclusions and findings of this data analysis and connects the 

findings to previous research discussed in the literature review. A model and theory of 

layers of leadership is proposed. Recommendations will be made to leaders in education 

who are contemplating the implementation of performance pay systems or who are 

diagnosing, and evaluating, existing system issues. Suggestions for future research are 

included. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study focused on a single research question: What is the relationship between 

the instructional leadership of principals and the change process of teachers involved in a 

performance pay program? My interest in this topic stems from many years of 

participation in a performance pay program and holding a position where I am 

responsible for directing three different performance pay programs in one district. I 

traveled to the research site that is in a different state, and I did not know the participants 

in this study prior to conducting this research. 

Principals in the participating district were interviewed and completed the VAL-

ED assessment. Teachers completed the SoCQ, an instrument to measure the process of 

change. Documents relating to the Teacher Incentive Fund grant implementation in the 

district were reviewed and studied. Both the interviews and the document review were 

analyzed utilizing basic grounded theory methods. The findings reveal layers of 

leadership which interact with one another when implementing the performance pay 

program in this rural district. The quantitative data reveal that there are significant 

relationships between Personal level of concern of teachers and the Core Components or 

Key Processes of the VAL-ED, and significant relationships between the Collaboration 

level of concern and the Core Components or Key Processes of the VAL-ED. Strong 

relationships were also noted between the Collaboration level of concern of the teachers 

and high scores in the Key Process of Communicating on the leadership measure. It is 

important to note that the scores for principals on the VAL-ED are self perception scores. 
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Qualitative findings and discussion on the quantitative data analysis findings are 

discussed further in this chapter. 

Layers of Leadership Theory 

I developed an overarching theory while analyzing the data. The performance pay 

program implemented in this rural district involved leadership from many levels of the 

educational system. The data revealed leadership interactions with federal, state and local 

officials. In addition, teachers played a leadership role by serving on the leadership team 

formed in the district. They were then informed of the intent and requirements of the 

grant and served as a liaison to their colleagues in the schools. Throughout the interviews 

and the document analysis, these vertical interactions were pervasive. It became clear 

while I coded the data from the interviews and documents, particularly during the axial 

coding stage, that this interplay of leadership was a necessary component of the success 

of the implementation. The overarching theory represents a synthesis of information and 

connections made during the analysis. The theory was labeled layers of leadership.  A 

model was developed to further illustrate the theory. Each layer of leadership provided 

some portion of the necessary vision, strategy and/or management of the implementation 

of the Teacher Incentive Fund grant in this district (See Figure 3). Arrows from each 

layer point above and below the next to illustrate the leadership interactions that currently 

sustain the innovation. 
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Figure 3: Layers of Leadership model, (Lopez, 2010) 
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Layers of Leadership and Performance Pay Implementation 

The analysis of data revealed layers of leadership that facilitated the 

implementation of this performance pay program in a rural setting. Starting with the 

funding source at the federal level with the Teacher Incentive Fund Grant, followed by 

the non-profit state network that wrote the grant, the school district leadership, and finally 

the instructional leadership of the principal in each building constitute the layers of 

leadership. Each layer, and the interactions between layers, played a significant role in 

instigating and sustaining this change effort. The skills of a transformational leader were 

evident in the implementation which encouraged change and fostered innovative practice 

(Bass, 1985).  

Transformational leadership was evident at all layers of leadership. The incentive 

provided at the federal level was a departure from the norm of teacher pay, the non-profit 

network developed a structure for the grant which they believed would be 

transformational for the district, the district provided the necessary leadership to put such 

change in place, and the building principal utilized skills to encourage participation, 

advocated for the program, and assisted teachers during the change process. 

Transactional leadership (Sergiovanni, 1991) was evident in the data when principals 

agreed to assist teachers in a more active way in order to ensure that the instructional 

strategies that teachers were exposed to in professional development were actually 

implemented in the classroom.  

 In my experience in practice, the leadership at various levels plays a significant 

role in the implementation by paving the way for tasks to be accomplished within the 
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system and creating organizational structures which are conducive to performance pay. 

The leadership must provide the opportunity for professional collegial interaction and 

effective teacher training with on-going and sustained follow-up and support. Risk taking 

by teachers to try something new is much more likely to occur in a collaborative culture. 

When there is a lack of buy-in by the leadership, when the leader cannot switch to the 

role of instructional leader and change agent, there is a reduced degree of successful 

implementation of performance pay. In a study by Jacob and Springer (2008), it was 

found that support for performance pay is aligned with teachers’ positive view of 

principal leadership in that school. The study suggested that, “The principal as 

instructional leader and mentor may enhance program support” (Jacob & Springer, 2008). 

 The significance of this finding is highly relevant to current interests at the 

national level to rethink performance pay. There is on-going dialogue regarding the 

design of performance pay systems and whether or not the design should be from the 

ground up or should be implemented from the top down. This research, combined with 

my experience, indicates that leadership is needed in both directions. One principal in this 

study commented, “What makes our program unique is that teachers had buy in and 

involvement in the program itself from day one…If the principals would have come up 

with an instrument and said this is what we expect…or if anyone else had come up with 

something…but this was from the ground up, this is what the teachers felt was best, they 

created it.” Yet in another interview a different principal stated, “We weren’t too sure, we 

didn’t have a choice in it, we were ushered into it by our superintendent at the 

time…there were a lot of mixed feelings.” Later in the interview he was asked how the 
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project was going now and he commented, “It is real positive. I will give you an example; 

I only had two teachers opt out.” The perception of a different approach appeared to lead 

to the same outcome of acceptance. From the top layers of leadership who would allocate 

resources and provide funding sources for research, to the local district and school layers 

of leadership who provide the necessary advocacy, communication and support for 

teachers who participate in the performance pay programs was needed.  

Increased Collaboration among Teachers 

 All of the interviews of principals included comments regarding the increased 

collaboration among teachers. Principals commented that teachers were examining 

student achievement data collectively and supporting one another in the implementation 

of the Marzano instructional strategies and the classroom processes suggested by the 

Baldridge method. The research also suggests that collaboration is increased when the 

leader of the school was an advocate for the teachers and communicated with the staff 

effectively. The Core Components of High Standards for Student Performance and 

Systemic Performance Accountability and the Key Processes of Advocating and 

Communicating for principals were all highly correlated with the Collaboration stage of 

change for teachers. This may indicate that the principal’s standards for students, beliefs 

about accountability, advocating for change, and communicating clearly, played a strong 

role in whether or not teachers would be willing to collaborate for change to occur. 

  The research also revealed that there were higher personal concerns for teachers 

when the principal scored high on the Key Process of monitoring. My observations in 

practice align with these results. Principals who are highly engaged with their staff and 
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find the delicate balance between supervision and instructional leadership promote 

collaboration and open dialogue. For some principals, this could be seen as a significant 

shift in role from one who simply monitors or oversees instructional practice, to one who 

engages in deep conversation about the improvement of practice. 

Both the quantitative and qualitative data from this study suggest that 

collaboration has played a role in the successful implementation of the project. Many 

researchers (Barth, 1990; Blase & Blase, 2000; Leithwood, 2008; Printy, 2008; Marzano, 

2003; Walstrom, 2008) have found the significant role that a principal plays as an 

instructional leader in creating an environment where professional collaboration is the 

norm. The participants in this study reported increased collaboration which they believe 

is improving student achievement overall. One principal reported “It (the grant) helped us 

make the move from congenial to collegial.” This may be of significance to this district 

where there appeared to be an insular culture rather than a more collaborative one. The 

examination of student achievement data, dialogue about, and training in, effective 

instructional practices and obtaining feedback from both the school principal and an 

outside observer appear to have built stronger professional collegiality. This collegiality 

suggests that it may lead to greater professional competency and teacher efficacy. The 

research of Everett Rogers (2003) discusses the concept of knowledge sharing. Rogers 

suggested that the need to share expertise among educators is lacking and needed. An 

increased amount of collaboration and sharing was evident in the study of this district’s 

implementation of the performance pay program. This may have been fostered by a 

strong need for teachers and administrators to band together and become more 



105 
 

interdependent to ensure that everyone would be successful, and may also have been due 

to the levels of poverty and professional isolation of the region. The catalysts for the 

change in practice were incentives, both financial and professional development, fostered 

and supported by strong instructional leaders who encouraged their staff to become more 

interdependent and work together. One principal who was not an advocate of the project 

at first stated, “The training aspect they were talking about was getting together with 

teachers, talking with teachers and looking at (student test) scores. We were going to look 

at areas of need and areas of improvement…and all of that was good. I kind of had a 

change in heart after hearing that…I found that it would involve some good and positive 

training.” 

Based on my professional experience, the outcome of an increase in teacher 

collaboration is one of the most significant outcomes that can result from a performance 

pay initiative. The process of teachers becoming more interdependent by supporting one 

another, examining data together, examining and revising assessments as a team, looking 

at student work, and determining strategies to improve student results, can lead to higher 

levels of student achievement.  When collaboration is effective, there is a greater sense of 

efficacy among teachers and a greater probability of a willingness to take risks if they 

know their colleagues are engaged in the same efforts. In contrast, if performance pay 

programs were to encourage competition between teachers a decrease in collaboration 

and self-efficacy may result. 

Fidelity of Implementation 

Fidelity of implementation of the instructional strategies and goal setting for 
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students was reported by principals and was a critical finding of the study. The fidelity 

was credited to the accountability structure in place whereby principals and the circuit 

riders served as periodic observers in classrooms. There was strong evidence that the 

district had set a limited number of goals (e.g., implementation of Marzano strategies, 

implementation of the Baldridge method) and had a strong focus on these goals. Results 

of the SoCQ indicated that the Personal concern was higher than the Informational 

concern for teachers. This may be tied to the concern for their job and/or the concern as 

to whether or not they would be able to implement the strategies with fidelity. It may also 

be tied to concern about whether or not they would qualify for the financial incentive. 

I have observed in my work that many new strategies are presented in 

professional development that are never implemented unless there is follow-up by, and 

support from, the building principal. The results of this study show that when the 

principal served as an observer coupled with an outside observer, fidelity of 

implementation was clearly indicated.  There may be an underlying personal concern of 

teachers as to whether or not they can fulfill the task. Performance pay initiatives must, in 

part, focus on the instructional needs of the teachers in the districts in which they are 

implemented. This research shows that fidelity of implementation of the new 

instructional strategies was noted by principals when the principal and an outside 

observer were actively involved in monitoring and giving feedback to teachers.  

 

Accountability 

Accountability was reported in conjunction with fidelity in the interviews. 
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Principals reported the grant helped them become more accountable to students and 

teachers during the process of change and implementation. One principal commented on 

accountability for teachers and for himself in the process by saying, “We have required a 

bit more accountability. Teachers are looking at individual student scores and their 

success or lack of success.”  He followed up by saying, “It has held me more 

accountable…and more in a helping mode (for teachers) because the teachers expect me 

to help them and it behooves me to help them reach that incentive goal.” 

 There was an increase in the percentage of students meeting growth targets on the 

NWEA MAP reading and mathematics tests which may be related to teachers’ 

acceptance of responsibility and feelings of accountability. Principals commented that 

teachers were working together to examine student achievement data from assessments 

such as the NWEA MAP testing. One principal commented, “I had teachers who 

wouldn’t use data now the department chairs do it themselves. They say, what are we 

going to do to raise the scores?” The results of the data synthesis for each school were 

varied. Although no statistical analysis was conducted, state evaluation of the schools and 

the local results did not align. I have experienced similar circumstances where results are 

not parallel between assessment systems for schools. This can create confusion among 

educators about the most effective changes to make or where to focus their attention. 

I have noted in practice that educators feel more accountable when they are 

observed in or when they are required to produce actual evidence of student learning 

regularly. Often there is too little time for administrators to conduct observations and 

therefore accountability is minimized. Time for observation and review of work should 
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be built into the work day on a regular basis for all administrators and is a necessity in 

performance pay situations. 

Communication 

One of the strongest relationships found in this study between teacher change and 

principal behavior was that of communication.  The connection of communication and 

the success of the teachers moving through the change process were evident as indicated 

by the strong relationship between communication and the Collaboration level of 

concern. Hoy and Miskel (2005) observed that communication both internally and 

externally infuses the internal processes of the school. The qualitative data indicate that 

principals felt a sense of responsibility to support the implementation and to encourage 

teachers to participate. Throughout the school year principals served as classroom 

observers, more frequently and with longer duration than typical observations, and 

provided teachers feedback on their instructional practices. This form of communication 

of information has provided teachers with support and guidance throughout the process. 

This assertion is supported by the quantitative data findings of significant correlations 

between high self perception scores in Quality Instruction for principals and the 

Information level of concern of teachers as well as the high self perception scores in 

Quality Instruction for principals and the Personal Level of Concern. Teachers may 

harbor some doubt that they can do the work or have some level of concern about their 

job performance. The supporting element here may be that there were also strong 

correlations between high self perception scores in High Standards for Student 

Performance of principals and the Collaboration Level of Concern of teachers. Teachers 
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may be turning to one another for professional support as they implement new practices.  

I have observed in my present position when communication is lacking, 

inaccurate, or untimely, there is great dissatisfaction among participants in the 

performance pay program. When communication is clear and timely, there is less 

dissatisfaction, more cooperation, less fear, and less confusion. Participants have tended 

to be more sensitive to communication when money is involved.  

Value of Incentives 

This study revealed that the participants in this district may value the professional 

development at least as highly as the financial incentive. As noted in Chapter 4, 

interviewees rarely mentioned the money involved and discussed professional 

development numerous times. In a landmark study by Hertzberg (1959) on the motivation 

to work, money is not listed as one of the satisfiers for employees. Principals commented 

on the level of discomfort on the part of the teachers with the notion that they would 

change practice if they were paid an incentive. The Symbolic Frame from the work of 

Bolman and Deal (2003) is relevant to examine against the results of this study. This 

frame discusses the culture of an organization and what participants believe.  Although 

the monetary incentive may be perceived as the most important by national leaders, the 

participants in this study did not focus on the money in their comments, and in fact made 

very few references to the money. One principal reported that teachers “just hate” the 

idea that they might do something better or different for their students if they were paid 

an incentive. Perhaps the reluctance to see the money as an important component of the 

change process conflicts with deeper issues of the culture of the organization. Or, perhaps 
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deeper personal or individualized beliefs similar to what Fullan (2003) calls “moral 

purpose” may be of greater importance than an “award” for their work. The study also 

illustrated the high levels of poverty, low achievement levels and professional isolation in 

the district. I have noted similar situations in her professional experience whereby some 

teachers in high need schools have a sense of mission and purpose that may overshadow 

the receipt of a monetary incentive. It is worth noting that this research did not address 

whether or not the teachers would have participated in the professional development, and 

made the instructional changes that were observed, if the financial incentive were not 

available. 

 There are many levels of monetary incentives offered in performance pay 

systems throughout the country that are established based on funds available. There may 

be a need to more closely examine what the system needs are and what the participants 

see as a meaningful incentive prior to budgeting for the program. While money is a 

motivator for change, it may not be the sole incentive. Professional development seemed 

to have served as a significant motivation for the teachers in this district. This study did 

not examine this comparison of incentives with enough detail to determine whether one 

incentive was significantly more effective than the other. 

 

Union Involvement and Influence 

The teacher’s union had negotiated a contract for the first time with the district 

studied that was precipitated in part by the initiation of performance pay. The qualitative 

data analysis also revealed that the leaders in the district were concerned about the union 
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contract that was negotiated for the first time. Bolman and Deal’s (2003) Political Frame 

outlines the importance of the role of politics within an organization and, in fact, is a 

major component of the organization that cannot be ignored or considered troublesome. 

Any organization is made up of a diverse group of people, all of whom have different 

ideas, beliefs, needs and perceptions of how the organization should be managed. The 

Political Frame is particularly relevant here as some of the most important political 

decisions are those related to how to allocate scarce resources amongst competing 

priorities. The leadership in this district made statements during the interviews that 

indicated a concern that there may be conflict within the TIF Grant Leadership team, due 

to the new stronger union influence. At the time of this writing, there were no indications 

that this concern had become a reality. During a phone call with the assistant 

superintendent during February of the school year, she stated, “The union is not an issue. 

The Leadership Team is getting along okay and they are collaborating. They (union 

members) are very supportive.” However, I did not have access to these meeting 

proceedings. There could be a lack of conflict due to the lack of need over the past few 

months to make any substantial changes to the performance pay system which would 

reallocate resources. If reallocation decisions come to the table in the future, there may be 

conflict unless substantial dialogue and relationship building occur to ensure that all 

parties have had input and all viewpoints are taken into consideration in earnest. 

 

Connection to External Communities 

Principal self perception scores for Connection to External Communities on the 



112 
 

VAL-ED were low for all participants. Since performance pay dollars come from outside 

of the community in some cases, and inside the community for the purposes of sustaining 

the project, there could be difficulties ahead in the area of finding and maintaining 

funding sources for this performance pay program. To rectify this situation, principals 

and teachers would need to understand what this grant has underwritten and how that has 

affected their teaching, their leadership, and ultimately student achievement. They must 

be willing to build relationships and share information with the community beyond the 

school. Many researchers have indicated the importance to involve external stakeholders 

in the process of change (Dinham, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 2007; CCSSO, 1996). 

Additional training for principals in communicating with external groups was noted in 

one study (Adamowski, Therriault, Cavanna, 2007). This training may be particularly 

important in the next two to three years as every area of our country struggles with 

recession related budget issues that affect schools while simultaneously implementing 

performance pay initiatives. 

Conclusion 

 This study was conducted in a rural setting in a southwestern state with a limited 

sample size. As a result, generalizability may be limited. I have extensive experience with 

performance pay programs for a number of years through participation, evaluation of 

teachers for performance pay and designing a new performance pay system in the district 

where I am employed. The lens by which I analyzed the data should be a consideration to 

the reader. Within these limitations, the results of this study may be of interest to 

individuals conducting research or implementing performance pay programs.  
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Under conditions of high poverty rates, low student achievement and a high 

turnover rate of teachers and administrators, layers of educational leaders at the federal 

and local levels provided an incentive for teachers and principals in the rural district 

studied. The incentives were both monetary and educational. The professional 

development received may have created greater interdependence among teachers, and 

between teachers and administrators, which in turn fostered deeper examination of 

student achievement data. The data reveal a greater desire to institute research based 

instructional practices among teachers and principals, with fidelity, for the purposes of 

increasing student achievement. The monetary reward served as one necessary catalyst 

but may not have been the only motivation for change. The results suggest that the 

professional development opportunities which led to greater professional competency, or 

teacher efficacy, along with a monetary award, provided substantial incentive to change 

practice.  

Adversity created a need for interdependence and incentives provided a catalyst 

for developing a deeper understanding of the “prescription” for increased student 

achievement. Principals in the schools provided information, oversight and 

encouragement to teachers while they experienced the change process. 

Recommendations  

Based on these research findings and my experience, the following 

recommendations may be useful to districts that are considering the implementation of 

performance pay or that are diagnosing or evaluating existing programs: 

1. Conduct an evaluation of the leadership in the district to determine their levels of 
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instructional leadership prior to the implementation. Develop leadership prior to 

the implementation, especially in the areas of communication and collaboration. 

2. Ensure that all of the leadership in the district fully understands change theory and 

the actions that need to be taken to assist teachers in moving through the process 

of change when the performance pay plan is implemented. 

3. Investigate the needs and motivations of teachers prior to setting the incentives for 

the program. The incentive of money could be only one of the motivators for 

teachers. Professional development may also serve as a key incentive, particularly 

when student achievement is not at the desired levels. 

4. Educate both internal and external stakeholders so they fully understand the 

performance pay program and what the program brings to the district. This 

includes the understanding of what the project actually funds, the incentive 

amounts and the subsequent results of the implementation once it is in place. 

Communicating this type of information may assist the district in sustaining 

funding for the project. 

5. Hold open, honest, and inclusive dialogue throughout the process with unions 

and/or teacher associations to find common ground and reach common 

understanding about the project.  

6. Analyze the leadership of the educational system. Implementation of a 

performance pay system will require leadership at every layer. Districts should 

fully analyze the leadership both internally and externally for what their 

expectations are for a successful performance pay program and utilize this 
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information to implement and monitor the project. 

 

Recommendations for Further Research 

• Investigate the area of demographic, cultural and economic conditions and the 

incentive parameters for successful performance pay programs may offer new 

perspectives. 

• Explore the process of communication when instituting performance pay 

programs and whether or not the participant understanding of the connections 

regarding what is “paid for” by the grant, etc. makes a difference in the 

implementation overall. 

• Examine the area of teacher motivation for participation in professional 

development in schools where there is a great need for change due to issues 

related to low student achievement. 

• Analyze principal leadership and how their skills and strengths should be 

measured before a significant investment in performance pay is made. 

• Replicate this study for the purposes of evaluation of an implementation of 

performance pay, prior to the implementation of a new performance pay program, 

or to diagnose particular problems within current programs could offer insight 

into needs of interested districts. 

• Consider a meta-analysis of research studies which examine performance pay 

programs, principal assessment, teachers’ change in practice and resulting student 
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achievement may offer additional information on successful implementation 

strategies. 

• Analyze student achievement for multiple years in districts who implement 

performance pay programs to determine possible links to student achievement. 

Final Thoughts  

 There is strong national interest in rethinking compensation for teachers and 

school administrators. Actions are underway at the federal level and in many states which 

suggest that this time there may be enough momentum to make a long lasting change in 

performance pay strategies for educators. The leadership in schools will play a substantial 

role in the success or failure of these initiatives, particularly as it relates to supporting 

teachers through the change process. This research suggests that “layers of leadership” 

will be necessary to establish and maintain such change. Research on performance pay is 

increasing; however, substantial work needs to be done. Performance pay is an expensive 

intervention that can provide incentive for change in schools if it is implemented and 

supported successfully by leaders at all levels. 
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APPENDIX B 

INFORMED CONSENT 
 
 

The Impact of the Principal’s Instructional Leadership on the Change Process of 

Teachers Involved in a Performance Pay Program 

 
 

Introduction 
 
You are being invited to take part in a research study.  The information in this form is 
provided to help you decide whether or not to take part.  Study personnel will be available to 
answer your questions and provide additional information.  If you decide to take part in the 
study, you will be asked to sign this consent form.  A copy of this form will be given to you. 
 
What is the purpose of this research study? 
 
The purpose of the study is to examine possible relationships between leadership qualities of 
principals and the change process that teachers go through when implementing a performance 
pay program. 
 
Why are you being asked to participate? 
 
You are being invited because you are either a teacher or a principal in a school in your state 
which is involved in the Teacher Incentive Fund Grant sponsored by the United States 
Department of Education. 
 
How many people will be asked to participate in this study? 
 

Approximately 377 persons will be asked to participate in this study. 
 
What will happen during this study? 
 
Teacher participants will be asked to complete two on-line survey assessments. One 
assessment will be the VAL-ED and the other will be the SOCQ*. The VAL-ED 
examines the teacher perception of the leadership in the school and the SOCQ asks 
questions which help determine the stage of change of the teacher relative to the new 
performance pay plan. The links to the instruments will be provided to the participants 
via an email link. A working email address for the participants must be provided to the 
researcher. The email addresses will be used only by the principal investigator and will 
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be kept confidential. The assessment links may be sent separately. The surveys will be 
linked via a number code to protect the confidentiality of the participant. The same code 
will be used for both instruments. In order to participate, the principal of the school must 
agree to take part. Should the principal decline, the teachers at that school will not be 
eligible for participation. Some teacher participants will be asked to take part in an 
interview. The interview will be optional. 
 
*The SOCQ may be administered on paper copy if the number of willing participants 
exceeds budget limitations. 
 
Principal participants will take the VAL-ED assessment and may be interviewed. Central 
office personnel may be interviewed. Participants will be interviewed either by phone, 
video conference or in person. Interviews may be audio or video recorded with 
permission of the participant. 
 
Documents relevant to the implementation of the performance pay plan will be collected 
and analyzed by the researcher. 
 
The participant may opt out of the study at any time by contacting the researcher directly at 
520-237-8832 or by email at rlopez86@cox.net. 
 
How long will I be in this study? 
 
Less than one hour will be needed to complete this study. If interviewed, no more than two 
hours is needed for completion. 
 
Are there any risks to me? 
 
The things that you will be doing have little, if any, risk. The risk of breach of confidentiality 
could occur, however, the researcher is taking extensive steps to ensure that no breach will 
occur. Although we have tried to avoid risks, you may feel that some questions [or 
procedures] we ask you to do may be stressful or upsetting.  If this occurs you can stop 
participating immediately.  We can give you information about individuals who may be able 
to help you with these problems. 
 
Are there any benefits to me? 
 
You will not receive any benefit from taking part in this study. The results of the study may 
inform current and future implementations of performance pay throughout the country. 
 
What are the alternatives for participating in this study? 
 
The alternative is not to participate in this study.  
 



121 
 

Will there be any costs to me? 
 
Aside from your time, there are no costs for taking part in the study.  
 
 
 
Will I be paid to participate in the study? 
 
There will be no payment for participation in the study. 
 
Will video or audio recordings be made of me during the study? 
 
If you are selected for and agree to an interview, we may make an audio or video recording 
during the study so that we can be certain that your responses are recorded accurately only if 
you check one or both of the first two boxes below: 
 

I give my permission for audio recordings to be made of me during my 
participation in this research study. 

 
I give my permission for video recordings to be made of me during my 
participation in this research study. 

 
I do not give my permission for audio/video recordings to be made of me during 
my participation in this research study. 
 

Will the information that is obtained from me be kept confidential? 
 
The only persons who will know that you participated in this study will be the research team 
members:  Principal Investigator, Roseanne Lopez. 
Your records will be confidential. You will not be identified in any reports or 
publications resulting from the study.  It is possible that representatives of the sponsor 
that supports the research study will want to come to The University of Arizona to review 
your information.  Representatives of regulatory agencies including The University of 
Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program may access your records.  
 
What if I am harmed by the study procedures? 
 
There is extremely minimal risk of harm possible from participation in this 
study. 
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May I change my mind about participating? 
 
Your participation in this study is voluntary.  You may decide to not begin or to stop the study 
at any time.   Your refusing to participate will have no effect on your employment. You can 
discontinue your participation with no effect on employment or evaluations of any type. Also 
any new information discovered about the research will be provided to you. This information 
could affect your willingness to continue your participation. 
 
Whom can I contact for additional information? 
 
You can call the Principal Investigator to tell him/her about a concern or complaint about 
this research study. The Principal Investigator Roseanne Lopez, M.Ed. and E.D.D 
Candidate can be called at (520) 237-8832. If you have questions about your rights as a 
research subject you may call the University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection 
Program office at (520) 626-6721. If you have questions, complaints, or concerns about 
the research and cannot reach the Principal Investigator; or want to talk to someone other 
than the Investigator, you may call the University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection 
Program office.  (If out of state use the toll-free number 1-866-278-1455.) If you would 
like to contact the Human Subjects Protection Program via the web (this can be 
anonymous), please visit http://www.irb.arizona.edu/contact/. 
 
Your Signature 
By signing this form, I affirm that I have read the information contained in the form, that the 
study has been explained to me, that my questions have been answered and that I agree to take 
part in this study.  I do not give up any of my legal rights by signing this form. 
 
__________________________________ 
Name (Printed) 
 
__________________________________   ______________ 
Participant’s Signature      Date signed 
 
Participant’s Email Address: ______________________ 
 
Statement by person obtaining consent 
I certify that I have explained the research study to the person who has agreed to participate, 
and that he or she has been informed of the purpose, the procedures, the possible risks and 
potential benefits associated with participation in this study.  Any questions raised have been 
answered to the participant’s satisfaction. 
 
__Roseanne M. Lopez________________________________ 
Name of study personnel 
________________________________   _______________ 
Study personnel Signature      Date signed 
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APPENDIX C 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE 

 

 

You are invited to participate in a research study being conducted by a doctoral student in 

Educational Leadership at the University of Arizona. The research will focus on principals 

and teachers who are involved in the Teacher Incentive Fund grant sponsored by the United 

States Department of Education. The research seeks to determine if there are relationships 

between administrative leadership qualities and the process of change that teachers go 

through when implementing a performance pay program. 

 

What will participants do? 

Teacher participants will be asked to complete two on-line survey assessments. One 

assessment will be the VAL-ED and the other will be the SOCQ. The VAL-ED examines the 

teacher perception of the leadership in the school and the SOCQ asks questions which help 

determine the stage of change of the teacher relative to the new performance pay plan. 

Principal participants will take the VAL-ED assessment and may be interviewed. 

Participants will be interviewed either by phone, video conference or in person.  

 

How much time will this process take? 

Participants will be sent an email with links to the survey assessments. The VAL-ED will 

take approximately 20 minutes to complete. The SOCQ is a shorter assessment which can be 

completed in about 11 minutes. Should the participant agree to an interview, the researcher 

will keep all interviews to less than one hour. 

 

How were the schools selected? 

The schools were selected because they are in a western state participating in the Teacher 

Incentive Fund Grant. 

 

What are the benefits to agreeing to participate in the study? 

There are no monetary benefits to participation; however, the results of the study may 

inform future practice with regard to implementation of performance pay systems. 

Participants will be contributing to filling a gap in our knowledge base in this field. A copy of 

the completed study without identifiers will be provided to the participating districts at no 

charge. 

 

What are the risks to participation? 

There are no known risks to participation. All data collected will be kept confidential and all 

participants will respond using only a number as an identifier. 

 

When will the research take place? 

Pending final approvals, all data will be collected from May through September, 2009. 

 

Additional questions? 

Contact the researcher, Roseanne Lopez, directly at 520-237-8832 (Cell), (520) 696-5174 

(Work) or by email at rlopez86@cox.net
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APPENDIX D 
 

LETTER TO POTENTIAL SCHOOL DISTRICT RESEARCH SITES 
 

Dear District Administration, 
 

Thank you for your interest in my dissertation study. I am a doctoral student in 
Educational Leadership at the University of Arizona in Tucson. My specific research 
interest is in the area of leadership as it relates to the implementation of performance pay 
programs. Your district was selected as a potential participant because you are involved 
in the Teacher Incentive Fund grant sponsored by the United States Department of 
Education.  

The study will involve two on-line assessments administered to teachers who 
agree to participate in the study. Principals will be administered one on-line assessment. 
In addition, I would like to interview two or three principals and one district level 
administrator who supervises principals. Finally, a document review will complete the 
data collection for this study. The documents can be information to teachers about the 
incentive fund, reports submitted to the USDOE, teacher participation/implementation 
information and any other relevant communications.   

The primary assessment instrument is the VAL-ED. This is a relatively new 
instrument designed to measure principal leadership. The principal and teachers at the 
school where the principal is assigned take the same assessment. All participants will 
only be identified by code. The second instrument is the Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
(SOCQ). This assessment will be administered only to teachers. Both of these 
assessments will be completed on-line. The VAL-ED takes approximately twenty 
minutes to complete and the SOCQ will take approximately ten minutes. 

In addition to this letter, I am sending the study participation flyer which helps 
answer relevant study questions and the informed consent form for your review. 

Information gleaned from this study will be provided to you free of charge. No 
names will be linked to specific data due to the requirements of the research review board 
at the University of Arizona. I believe that the information gathered, regardless of the 
lack of identification of participants, will be of benefit to you and your work. 

I would be happy to discuss the study further by phone or through email 
communication. Thank you very much for your consideration. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Roseanne Lopez 
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APPENDIX E 
 

LETTER/EMAIL TO TEACHER PARTICIPANTS 
 

You are invited to participate in a dissertation study focusing on the 
implementation of the Teacher Incentive Fund Grant in your school district. I am pleased 
that _______School District has given me the opportunity to conduct research in your 
school. As you know, the Teacher Incentive Fund is fairly new and there is a need for 
research in this area. 

Attached to this email are two documents. One is a flyer describing the study and 
the other is the full informed consent document. In order to give your consent to 
participate in this study, please read the informed consent, and then simply respond to 
this email stating that you give your consent to participate. You do not need to print the 
form or sign it. 

Your participation in the study will be brief. Below you will find two links to 
“assessments”. To participate in the study, please respond to both. Responding to both 
assessments is critical to the success of the study. This is all that the study entails. There 
will be no further contact by the researcher with you. 
1. SOCQ 
This is a questionnaire that helps to assess the change process and where participants fall 
on a continuum relative to the implementation of the Teacher Incentive Fund Grant in 
your district. 
Click here to take this assessment. It will take about 5-10 minutes: 
http://www.sedl.org/concerns 
Your password is:  
2. VAL-ED 
This is an assessment that measures how you perceive the leadership at your school. It 
does not have particular questions related to the Teacher Incentive Fund Grant. 
 
Go to this web site to take the assessment: valed.discoveryeducation.com 
 
After that you need to enter a survey code and an access code.  
The survey code is:  
Your access code is:  

A copy of the final dissertation will be made available to your school district. No 
individual specific data will be shared with anyone. 

That is it! Thank you for your participation in my dissertation study. Your time is 
precious and I am very thankful you chose to assist me in my pursuit of this degree. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Roseanne Lopez 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Arizona 
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APPENDIX F 
 

LETTER/EMAIL TO PRINCIPAL PARTICIPANTS 
 
Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in my dissertation study. I enjoyed 
conducting the interview with you while I was in _____. There is one more piece of the 
study where I need your assistance. Each principal participant will take the VAL-ED. 
This is a fairly new leadership assessment tool. In order to take the assessment, go to the 
web site provided below and use your codes to log in and to access the survey. The 
results of the assessment are confidential and no individual specific data will be shared 
with anyone. Upon completion of the VAL-ED, your participation in the study is 
complete. 
 
Go to this web site to take the assessment: 
valed.discoveryeducation.com  
In the upper right hand corner, you will need to log in using the following codes: 
 
Log in:  
Password:  
After you log in: 
1. You will see a place to enter the SURVEY ID for the principal being evaluated 
and your individual ACCESS CODE.  In order to take a survey, each person needs the 
SURVEY ID and an ACCESS CODE.   
 
Your survey code is:  
Your access code is:  
(These codes are just for you.) 
2. Once you have entered the survey ID and access code, the site will identify the 
name, confirming that you are entering the data in the correct place. 
3. Complete the survey.  You can always go back and change your answers at any 
time on any page prior to completion.  When you are finished, click the CONFIRM 
button.   

A copy of the final dissertation, with no specific individual data, will be made 
available to your school district. Emails will be going out to the teachers at your school 
asking them to participate in the study. They will have two links to two different 
assessments which will only take a short time to complete. Any encouragement you can 
give them (just a mention) to complete the study is very much appreciated. 

That is it! Thank you for your participation in my dissertation study. Your time is 
precious and I am very thankful you chose to assist me in my pursuit of this degree. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Roseanne Lopez, Doctoral Candidate 
University of Arizona 
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APPENDIX G 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS* 

* Note: The researcher opted to utilize grounded theory methodology. The questions 
listed below give a general idea of the substance of the interviews, however, they may not 
be the exact questions used in the interview process 

Interview Protocol For Principals and District Office Administrators 
Institution:  
Interviewee (Name and position):  
Number of years in this position:  
Number of years in education: 
Male Female 
Age range: 21-31  32-42  43-53  53-63  63+ 
This interview is designed to take less than an hour. At times we may need to rush along 
in order to address the various issues and topics relevant to this project. Thank you for 
your understanding and willingness to take part in this interview. Please note that this 
interview is part of a dissertation study at the University of Arizona. All information from 
this interview will be held in confidence. No names will be disclosed in the final paper 
and presentation of the research. If you do not feel comfortable answering a question, 
please just let me know and we will skip that question. 
 

1. When did you first learn that pay for performance would be available at your 
school/district? What happened first? 

 
2. What role did you plan in implementing the performance pay concept at your 

school/district? 
 
3. Who might you consider the “opinion leaders” in your school/district? 
 
4. What was their role in the implementation? 
 
5. What kinds of things have gone well with the implementation? 
 
6. What has not gone well? What was the outcome/resolution? 
 
7. What do you think will happen with performance pay in the future in your 

district/school? Why? 
 
8. What types of leadership behaviors did you observe in other people when pay for 

performance was being implemented? And, what effect(s) did they have? 
 
9. What else would you like to say about the implementation and diffusion of 

performance pay in your district/school? 
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APPENDIX H 
 

WALK-THROUGH RUBRIC FOR CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS 
(Developed by the District Researched, Reprinted by Permission of the District) 
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