DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 242% 320 ’ EA 016 768

AUTHOR Hatry, Harry P.; Greiner, John M.

TITLE  ° Issues in Teacher Incentive Plans.

INSTITUTION Urban Inst., Washington, D.C.

_SPONS AGENCY National inst. of Education (ED), Washington, DC.

PUB_DATE . 10 Jan 84

NOTE 254p.

PUB TYPE Information Analyses (070) —-- Reports -
Research/Technical (143) .

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC11 Plus Postage. —

DESCRIPTORS Career Ladders; Case Studies; Educational
Administration; Elementary Secondary Education; .
*Incentives; Master Teachers; *Merit Pay; Personnel.
Policy; Program Effectiveness; State Government;

*Teacher Effectiveness;. *Teacher Evaluation; *Teacher
- Improvement; Teacher Morale; *Teacher Motivation
IDENTIFIERS *performance by Objectives ‘ :

ABSTRACT - S _ , _ o

: . ~ . Based on a synthesis of régéétCH,éﬂd,bﬁftéléphéﬁé
interviews with representatives of 22 schopl districts, this study

. analyzes the effectiveness and problems of two types of motivational
plans for teacherS: merit pay plans in which at least part of a
teacher's pay is linked to performance, and nonmonetary
performance-by-objectives plans in which performance targets -are set

for individual teachers and their performance is subsequently
monitored. A prefatory summary lists overall findings and

recommendations including directions _for further research. Part I of
the report consists of an introduction and additional chapters.
considering the objectives of merit pay plans, type and size of
rewards, eligibility for merit pay, teacher evaluation methods, other
.incentive plan design 'issues,; performance-by-objectives plans; issues
arising after the plan has been put into operation; integrating the.

incentive plan with career ladder/master teacher plans; and the role

of state governments. Part Il presents 16 case reports on individual
districts' merit pay plans and performancé-by-objectives plans that
incorporate plan description and evaluation and suggestions for

successful implementation. (MJL)

S L L L T e e e T T T T L T T S d bbb bbb bbbl b b
* Reproductions supplied by’ EDRS are the best that can be made
% _________: _ from the original document.
****,*****************************************************iiiiiiiiii***




SCOPE OF INTTREST NOTICE |
The Enc Cacility has assigned

:hll documnl'&pmccuing
0:
U’8. DEPARTMENT OF EDOCATION _ In"our judgment; this document”.
*NATIONAL INSTITOTE OF.ERUCATION . is also of interest (0 '!thI?mno-
ESUCATIONAL RESODRCES INFORMATION D e e Tarex:
CENTER (ERIC) . points of view
s RYhu documant has been wpvoducod as .
- - tecaivgd from the person or organization
d— "/ _ onigmabtngw, . . _ . ____. .
— - 1! Minor_changes have boen made to 'movove
NN raproduction quahlv - -
" t q‘ & Points of view o Opinions statad in this docu-
3- ment do not Necessarily raprasent otficial NIE
position or poliCy.
o
[aa]

E

Harry P. Hatry
John M: Greiner -

January 10, 1984

The Urban Institute

2100 M Street, N.W.
Wééhiﬁgtbﬁ; D.C, 20037

National institute of Education, Department of Education. However; the

opinians expressed herein do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of

the National Institute of Education and no official endorsement by’ tﬁé

N

!

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Aékﬁdﬁtﬁﬁéﬁﬁ&fs P 37

/.  PART 1 - CHAPTERS i-10

ictlion ;;;;;;;;;;;........1

Stﬂdy Metlmdﬁiﬁgy....................;..................

Chapter 1: Introduction and Scope..:ccicscss’

.Other timitations on Our Scope..........................3

Chgpter 2: What Should Be the oujéctiveg Of the Plafi?.ceecececensssss8

Chapter 3: What Type and'Size Rewards Should Be USEd?eeeeeseeesssssl
gﬁathfﬁé éf Réﬁéfdg 556613 Bé USéa?cococoooocoocciiii516
How Large Should the Awards Be? Should Every

'Recipient Receive The Same Size ' Reward?..ccisssssssssitéd
What Proportion of a Teacher’s Compensation Should
- Be Linked to Performance?:....ccicsicscsscsscsscsssasasld
Should Merit Increases Be in Addition to Across-The-
Board; Cost—of-Living, Raises?iccciccvine-csccsssassal
How Long Should the Performance Period Be?::i:cssccsssssl

~ Oy

Chapter 4: Who Should Be Eligible for Awards’...;;;;;;.........;;;..19

Chapter 5: How Should Teacher Performance Be Evaluated?::ceeecccce..28
What Elements Should Be Evaluated?ecsccccccccccccccccseld
<What Types of Teacher Performance Evaluation Proce-
dures Should Be Used?................................31
Supervisory Rating Procedures........................35

Student Achievement Test Scores.,....................§3
Use of school District Record Daté.-..-.-........i6..66

,,,,,,,,,,,,

~ How Should Teacher Evaluations Be Lirked to spmfi

Aﬁard Amounts..nc....oo.oo.;;;;;o..o-..........




-

Chapter 6: Other Inccmtive Plan DeSighi ISSUEH«ssssesnennneeshssoss bl

To What ex:en: Can _and Should the Teacher Evaluation

Procedures Alsoc Be Used To Iden:ify Ways To Improve

Téacher Performance’..................--.--.-.--.-...69

 To What Extent Should Information on Who Regeives

ReWardS Be Promulga:ed?..o..iiii;;;;nnnnnnnnnnnnanaaa73

To What Extent Should Teachers and Teacher Associ-

ations Participate in the Design and Implementation

_ Of :he Plan?..........-n--nn.nnn.nnn.nn..n...........55

How Much Advance Planning and Preparation Time Is

_ Needed tO Prepare a Pian?.--.........---.............77

Should There Be An Appeal Process?ececececsccccocsccsces?l

What Preconditions Are Needed For Succes8%ecccccccccnss:80

éhéﬁtér 7: Performance-By-Objectives Plans For Tﬁachers.............82

ﬂeSigﬂ fSBUES--------.--.-.............oo.......o-.----85

Prograinf coverage....................................l87
The Structure and Source of Teacher Objectives:iiisia87

The Fﬁcus Of Teacher objec:ives..........5(..........88

Selection of Specific Performance Targetsicssssssssss89
Measuring Target Achievement.....cecesesscscsssssssss9d?

The Mechanics of the Objective- and Target-Settin

_ Effortooo..............................-;nnnnnn

o 09

o Evalua:ion Process.....-..-..-;;;..........3....3..9&
. The Relationship Between Target Acgkevemen:, Rewards,

and Penalties.........................;;;;;;;......95

implementation IssueSaoaan-a--...n-nn--vq--n----aa.a.a.96

The Effectiveness of PBO Programs for Teacherse ... ....100
Chapter 8: Issues After The Plad Has Been Put Into Operation.......106
Will Adequate Funds Be Made Available Each Year?......106
What Provision Should Be Made For Subsequent

.

Are There Special Activities and Resources Needed .
i . For Operabing the Plan ..oo....o............o..aiii;ieg

Chapter 9: . : How Should the Incentive Plan Be In:egra:ed With Career
Ladder/Master Teacher Plans?..........................112

y "o

Chapter 10: What Should Be The Role of The State GOVETHBEAE7e..cccs.iis

’

PART II - 6A§§ REPORTS ;

BryEﬁ Independent School District (TEXAS).aa;a;a.;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;Bg-
Catalina Foothills School District (ARizeNﬁ)...a;;;;;;;;;;;;;;:;;;;;;.C-
Evanston Public School (ILLINOIS)................x.a;;;;;;:;;;;;;;;;;;E-
Houston Independent School District (TEXAS)iiiiecsssscossssscsssssssssH
King William Cdunty Public Schoois (VIRGiNiK)...;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;.;;;;KW-;
Ladue School Distric: (MISSOHRi).....;;;;;.;;;;;...;;;.;;;:..;..;....LA*;

***** ¥ essesssel=l

i &



‘Penn Manor SchOOI ﬁts:rIc: (PENNSYEVANIA);.ooooooo.ooooooooooooooooo.PM-l

Round Vaiiey Schooi Dis:rtc: (CKLimRNIA)Q‘..........................Rv-l

seiitng Pubitc SChOOiS (Omom)...,7.7......o...oooo...ooo.oooo..ooo..s 1 * -

Tredyffrin/Easttown School District (PENNSYLVANIA)..................T/E 1

- Nongnoneta:ygperformaqcerBy—Objectivgﬁ-Plans

.

Brown Deer School Dis:ric: (WISCONSIN}...............................BD-I

Hyde Par& Cén:ral School DisEric: (NEW YORK)......{..................HP 1

Ridgewood sehool Dis:xic: (NwJERSEY)................................R-i
sal: Iake Ci:y school Distrit (UTAH)...............'...........Q..lshe i

Santa Clara Unified School-District (CAbIFGRNIﬁ)..........aaa;;a;;;;;se-l .
; . N
. - ' R - N
REFERENCES AND .BIBLIOGRAPHY i | /
.o 7 s
* .
. . _
! - . v :
¢ o M _
: , =y
, : ; ' ©F -
2 ’ ;
; —
5 -
) -iidi~ 5




: . 7
Acknowledgments ( o
, ) . R
We received considerabie assistance in this project from Ms. Jennifer
Cudtf;:an intern from Trinity College (I1linois)s She made a major canifiﬁu-'f
-tion to both the literature review and telephone interview phases®of the

study. Monroe Dowling, III, an.intern from Pomona 6diriégé (Califéornia),
provided fdhs;idéﬁbie assistance with the literature review. Dr. Zrﬁ.ﬁﬁ:ﬁlé.ﬁiiiérl
of The Urban Institute provided qdﬁéidérébie assistance to us with the
telephone interviews. ’

patiently aﬁ§;tﬁaugﬁtfu1;y shared their experiences and obsérvations with us

- I 2
in connection with our case-study interviews; In addition,; we are pleased to
‘acknowledge the ‘comments and suggestions provided by Dr. Bonnie Engle, School -

A Pé§éibi6§i§£; Volusia County Public Schools (Florida); Gary Natriello of Johns
Hopkins University; Larry Rudner of the National Institute of Education; and
. Gary Sikes of Stanford University’s Center for Education: Finally, James Fox;

.
-
f '
o ~
. ; =
- * 1
-
“ hY
.
. : .
i o
N .
‘
n -

Y
,

&




I

' ta examin€é more than one school 'ai’q:r.ie: in a systematic way that ’c’o’uld'

FR=1 © ’

~

merit pay plans (in whlch a: least part of a teacher’s pay is linked-to per-

formance) and non-mone:ary performance-by-objectives plans (in which per-

formance targets are set for individual teachers at the beginning of the year

and_achievement against those targets is subsequently monitored):

The foliowzng are our Eéjor overall findings:~ Detailed findings on

individual issues are inetuded throughou: the variaus chapters of the repor:.

is Supcessruiiy Introducing teacher incentive plans, whether mone:ary or

‘ﬁéﬁ—ﬁéﬁéiéfy,rxs a complex and difficult undertaking. "The many elements in-
volved in a plan’s design and implementation all need to be handled well or
:he pian can beccme of lltudé use——or eVen c0un:erproductive.7 (Detailed sug-

provldec_be;ow ) ) : N
"u

2. The iﬁfdrmétidhiévailéb;é from past research,; school district
experiencés, and the evaluation literature provides little convincing evidence
(that is, evidence With even minimal rigor)--one way or the other-—on whether
‘teacher-merit pay or performance-by-objectives plans have substantially
affec:ed s:udéﬂt achlevemen: :eacher re:en:ion rates, or :he abfilty :o

have not had significant gmpac:s in these. areas; only that no convincing
evidence has yet been developed. There are indications that some plans have

produced 1mprovemen:s, but the districts do not have sufficient information to

provide convincing suppport of those claims. Only a few of the.school

districts have conducted formal evaluations of their plans, and even these

'have suffered from a lack of pre-plan data and from the absence of any

consxderatlon 6f plau51ble al:etna:e explanations for observed 1mprovements

in tecep: years),, And we fpund no mul:l—si:e evaluations :ha:rhad at;emp:gd
L

‘ -

3.7 The llmlted 1nforma£ion now available strongly suggests. :ha: _suc-
cessfully introducing pay-for—performance plans and sustaining them effec= -
tively is complex and difficult,; requiring that many, elements be done
properly. Exhibit 1 _in Chapter 1 lists the many issues that a school district

needs to consider. If any one element is done poorly or breaks down; the

thlé §rdéé55 can éonr. Especially 1mportant requiremen:s for Successful

evaluation process that participant’s percelve to be reasonably fair and

~objective,; and €c) the ability to provide szgdxf1can: awards (e.g. $1,000 per

year or more) to alil :eacheré who -deserve them, even if. :his is a substantial

r _ - ____ - L ___ o ____

proportion of the teachers.

¢ .
4. The evidence tha: is available indlcates :hat a number of character-

istics’ ére assoctated éith positive ccnsequences for monetary incentive plans,

-

Y - - ‘.. L.l . - ?,-
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~discontinued in Houston as being too difficult for teachers to

- ¢

— L. _ I S o
_conversely, that the absence of these characteristics is often adsociated
with substantial negsrtive consequernces Zor the plans. These lead to the
.following suggestlonscfor school distYrictss }.

-
e

Leave-ample time to design and implement the plan, inclgding (a) time
to _gain teacher participation in its design, (b) time to develop
appropriate teacher performance evaluation procedures; and. (c) time'

fo train personel in plan procedures. (Chapter 6) o )

Provide Signifiéant Bonﬁses.(él 000 or greater) and allow them tc be
given to a substantial proportion of the teachers that perform peri-
toriously. If at all possible; use no fixed quota ‘at all.. Thisswill

reduce the likelihood of complaints._of unfairness and favoritism and '

of discouraging staff that performed well but did not squeeze in

under the quota. If the school district cannot be assured of the

annual avaIlabilIty of adequateifnnds for such merit awards, it

should not 1mp1ement a merit pay plan but should instead consider .
non-monetzry incentive plans (discussed~ later) Problems caused by :
fight quot as can be severe and can undermine otherwise sound merlt
pay plans. (Chapte? 3) - P

v , s '

Use one—year oonuses rather than permanent salary increases as awards

performance. (Soﬁe long-llved plans, however, do use salary
increases as their form of award ) (Chapter 3)

Ensure substantive participation by teachers in the design, implemen=
tation; and. ﬁonitoring of the plan. This is often récomménded by re=

by school d1str1cts wanting to move quickly to introduce a merit pay
plan. Inifrial oppos1tlon from teacher associations should be ex- ~
pected, and in some districts formal participation may be difficuit

to achieéve. If opposition canmot be overcome;and teacher wiliingness

to try the plan (even if they do not actively support it) cannot be

obtained, it is likely to:be better to develop a non-monetary plan. "
(Chapter 6) - :

. »
When using objective teacher evaluation methods such as student test
scores. (a) make explicit provision in the procednre for considering
external" factors such A8 differences among classes in student
ability and mot1vatlon, and (b) undertake efforts to deveiop tests

that better match the school district’s own curriculum. Both of

" these suggestionéfare aiffic&l; to implement, but satisfactory

ans@ersfare needed if such evaluation methods are to be ViEWéd as an
equitable basis for merit pay decisions. Houston’s approach to the
first issue (by using statistical regression analysis to adjust for
differences in class characteristics) is one possible techirique, but

one that needs'more development and test1ng. {1t was recently

understand.) (Chapter 5)

. ) e~ -

Provid® for annual of bIennIalssvaluatlon of the plan against the o Zﬁ}‘
§

school district’s objectives to determine whether_ it cont1nud§ to be

cost-effective. Taxe corrective action if it 1s found to be

defectives: {(Chapter 8)

4
C
(4
R
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: 5. We found someé unusual variations 1in monetary plans that appeared to
L be associated with sutcess. Other school districts should consider these:

R o i S . ki m__iiiis
(a) Offer a menu of awards, with cash bonuses being but one possibility
(as is being tried in the Catalime Fodthiils and Tempe Union High
School Districts; both im:Arizoma): In such a.plan; the teéacher

, . -chooses whether to take the award in cash, have the district pay for
' . attendance’ at -conferences pr workshops, or have the district support
- special classroox instructional/enrichment projects such as the
- s purchase of a micro-computer; telescope, ‘aquarium, or camera. This
tvpe of plan may particularly appeal to the professionalism of :
' teacherss (Ghapter 3) ‘ ) : .o
(b) Make the merit plan voluntary. That is, each year before the awards’
- are announced, have teachers indicate formally whether or not they .,
- - . want to.be considered for merit pay. This approach was associated T
with & fumber of plans. that appeared successful or at feast that met

irélétiVEIyilittle opposition from teachers. "The requirement that a
teacher volunteer in order to be comnsidered for a merit award means

that a teacher can avoid the embarrassment’of not receiving an
award; thereby avoiding what can be a major morale problem.
> (Chapter 6) . i -9 R
. ' . ' .

(¢) Include a “group" incentive component in the plan. That is, give at

least part of the awards to groups of teachers based on the group’s
- ' i performance,; as in Houston, Round Valley (California); and Seiling
v (Oklahoma). This has the advantage of encouraging cooperation . -
within a scheol district and avoiding the ¢riticism (especially ip, - *:°
. plans with restrictive quotas) that merit pay will cause divisive= ’
. - ness. :The group can be:a school (as in Houston and Seiling); spe-—
. , cific grade levels (as in Round Valley), or perhaps those teaching
| particular subject matter (but covering many grade levels). The best .
approach is likely to be a combination of individual and group N

incentives, as was done in the three plans mentiofied above.
(Chapter &) ‘ ' R

s

.- - - . ® _ - R

(d) Use performance-by-objectives procedures as a way to evaluate
employee performance for merit pay plans. This approach entails
considerable participation by individual teachers im a highly  ° .
professional way. - If adequate staff training is provided in setting
objectives and targets, and adequate procedures-are developed to
measure target achievement, this process can provide ajgéégdﬁébly
objective evaluation approach, ome—that enables the performance

€ evaluation to t4 tailored to the character &f individual schools,
grades; subjects; or classes. (There are a ndwher of pitfalls with
this procedure, hiwcver; see Chapters 5 and 7.) -The approachk used
by Round Valley \California)--to have a committee rate a teacher’s
‘targets at the beginning.of the year as to relative difficulty and
importance to the school district=-is a way to provide more com-

= parable and thus fairer teacher evaluations-under this.technigue.

‘ (Chapters 5 and 7) _ .

[ -
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improve stuodent iearnxng or student affecﬁxvq ouccomes (such as self—es:eem,

reiatxons with others, gaiues, ecc.). . There has been cons1derable research onJ

the reiationshxp of various teacher charac:eristics to- s:uden: achievemen:.

Thls research is also relevant to the question of the usefulness of supgrvi-
sory ‘and peer ratings of teachers for monetary incen:ive plans., The ianforma-~
tion we reviewed leaves considerable doubt about the existence of substantive
-links between specific teaching characteristics -(including teacher practices

and oe%av1or) and student achievemen:. Conéidérably more researcn appears

-can and,canno: do—-bo:h 1ndividually ang in combination. For the present;
schosl dlétrihté ‘{Il prodably want :o use a combination of :eacher evaludtion

a;.roé~ﬂe< {Chap z.

.

7. A major problem for school districts at present is the inadeqpacy of

student achievement tests for helping to evaluate :eacher performance. €ur~

ren:ly such tests often provide inadequa:e coverage of ma:erial that school

sys:ems want :eacners to teach: There are deficiencies as to -«content; sub—

jects covered; grade levels covered, and the- coverage of both fact-testing and

higher-order learning (e:igs crea:Ive thinking): Thus, a-major need for incep-
tive programs is the deveiopmen: of comprehensive tests of studen: progress
that better match the local school system’s curriculum: As thése becomeg .
available, :hey will peramit school districts to better use student testing for
teachér perfgrmance evaluation. This point was s:ressed'by districts that we

talked with whose merit pay systems involved testing. With more comprehensive'

test coverage; the tes:ing should be able to provide more guidance to teachers
,-and schools coucerning Iearning def1c1enc1es and achievemen:s.d,(Chapter 5)

\7

8. A Rey related 1ssue is whe:her the performance evalua:ion procedures
used t. determine merit pay eligibili:y can also provide information for

guiding teacher improvement. Unfortunately, the procedures that s%em most

likely to be able to provide specific suggestions for teacher improxement are

supervisdry and peer ratings; which also appear to be the most sub ective! the

" least objecrive; and the modt questionable in terms eof validit{ien .the'se

of .being significantly related™to student achievement):. The deveiobmenc d

T A s o om e oo ot Tt o .o e e ol — et R P
A

use -of udent tests that better match the currIculum of tne local school“

district may well permit the district to use those tests both to evaluate ey

teacher performance and' to pin-point subJec: matter where :he :eaching processi

. ~needs s:reng:bening. (Chap:er 5) ] o

- .

9-7 [Career ;adder/mas:er teacher plans are of interest throughout the
Uniued Sdates, and numerous varia:ions—are appearing. A: presen:, :hene

:rials,arefjus: beginning, and :he number of varia:ions is leading to some

confusior. Those variations built around new job duties for :eachers--such as
tegching o:her teachers and developing curriculum--prgbably. do not . ;fall under
the usual definitions of incen:ive programs that are aimed at encouraglng im-
proved performance in one’s present job. Thus; plans that move :eachers _away
from teaching s:uden:s as their major Job‘activity represent qui:e a different

-4
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: L
; approach than merit payand hon-monetarv performance bv—obJectlve plans. And
they ptobably provide at any given timé opportunities for only a small propor--
tion,of teachers. On the other hand, some career developmént plans are.a

hybrkB.» ev comblne tea;ures of both merit pay and career ladder plans,

criteria such as performapte ratiﬁgs, participatlon n special district
progecés; educational credits; and longevity--but with neachingﬂstudents still
being the teacher’s main job: Our findings on merit pay plans also apply to

these hybrxd planss_ (Ghapter 9) . e

(Chapter 7) , . - . " .

o ' 10; Non-monetary performance-by-obJectives (PBO) programs have potential
for encouraging improvements in teacher performance at relatively low tost to
échool districts while avoiding the hassles oftén associated withrmonetaryr

. incengive plans. Thié o'p'ti'o”:‘:' should be explored further by school ‘districts. .

- ' ¢ v
1. The five PHO programs for teachers that we examlned d1d not appear
to exp101t the potentlal of PBO to motlvate teachers to perform better‘ :

Impiemented, and maintaineds . . .
B, 2 ( . : : . :

l3.j We suggest that pwrformance—by—objectxves programs te tried by

school districts .as a motivator of teaching personnel: These triais, howeger,
should attempt to gorrect the deficiencies identified in past programs. This

means trying PBO programs that: . ) C Y

= Cover all, or at lnast most staff (e .g. not only non-tenured and -
- other proﬁationary staff but tenured teachers as well). .

f ’ . Q-

- 'Empnaslze the use of outcome—oriented targets (and, perhaps, goals

improvement proJects) .o
4
~ &

- -Target the achléVement of excellence rather than’ only ninimum

performance standards or speclfic performance problems.

.- . .« -
'y
R

e -
R % .. .-. - Emphasize the.specification of objective criteria and data
"; v _collection procedures by which target achzevemenc can be measured.
s ‘kf,, - - Provide central éaafaiﬁaiiaa and oversight ‘of target qu511:y aaa
' v difficuity. ‘- N
~ \;;,:; ,,,,,,,, ',, NN
L e el < lee recognxtxon to staff with ootstanding performance with respect

B G

. to target achievement.ﬂ

3
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- hmphaelZe top~- level mandgement suUpporet for the PBO effort and take
Whatever'additional steps are needed to ensure that the PbU effort
¢ - } 116 taken seriously.

= Regularly "revitalize" the program to ensure employee ﬁﬁaérgléﬁaiﬁg
and attentione. ) .
i ’ . -
; ~ Use the information on target achievement as a major part of the.

annual teacher evaluation process; and make it clear to teachers

..

RS what specific role the achievement of targets will play in the:

evaiuation proéess. ;

RecommendaLioHSALDASLarecﬁonernmean,(Chapter 10)

'lﬁ., State governments should avoid mandating highly specific require—
ments relating tc teacher incentive plans (including over-specifying teacher
'e.cluazloﬂ reculre:errﬂi—-ar least unt;l chere is much better and more

local condlclons.
< . 15, ,Statés;shaui& encourage school districts to experiment with teacher .
iﬁééﬁﬁiﬁé ﬁlaﬁs but at ‘the same time provide for systematic evaluatior of such’

l

Recommendatlonscforcueeded4NarionaicResearch

16. The U.S. Department of Educatlon, state depar:ments of education;

and/or foundations s shguld sponsor systematic trials by school districts of a

- variety -of teacher motivational glans. These should be accompanied by careful :

evaluation. Plans should be tested in a varie:y of settings-~large and smpall,
= "wealthy" and poor distric:s.

are: . .
- — E;

o' Trials that involve a menu of possible awards, including not ‘only
conferences or workshgps .and. speclal purchase of classroom 1ns:ruc- o

tlonal/enrlchmen: materials (51m11ar to the Catalina Foo:hillﬁ School
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ‘

3

\9‘~

indlvxdual :eacher performance. These :riais shouad preferably

‘non-monetary. plans (such as Salt Lake Ci:y). However, to the extent

gossibl&,~:he§e trials shouid avoid thé basic deficiencies noted in

Chaﬁ%er 7 and should incorporate the characteris:zcs 1isted in #13
above. T oo : . L

=

{1
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target acﬁievement, as well as sys:ematic supetvisory ratiqgs

(including more structured classroom ooservatlons such as the
procedures being developed in Florlda) - 5

:  Rigorous evaluation desigms. (such as controlled evaluations using random
assignment) are probably nmot feasible. (Controlling the trials would be very
difficult, and’' randomization involving teachers would probably be infeasible
" for monmetary plans.) Nevertheless; sites should be carefully7evaluated7using
the same data collection procedures and covering such evaluation criteria as:
o The costs of the plans—<administrative as well as award costs, staff

time costs as well as out—of-pocket costs),

o Effects on student iearning (preferably including both cognitive and

affective elements) using a variety cf approaches--student test

resul§§y student and parent feedback; Supervisory ratings, etc.;

pian and in what way?);

o Effects on teacher morale and attitudes; and
o : Effects on teacher retention and ability to attract "quality"
teachers.

Particular attention should be given in these evaluations to obtaining

baseline data on the various evaluative criteria (i.e. data reiatingito 777777

periods before the new plan is implemented)-—including baseline student scores
and student,; parent, and teacher ratings and attitudes.

" down" and that the districts have some reasonable amount of experience with

the plan’s operation); and (2) evaluations that begii priox to the implementa—
tion of thé plan and follow the plan’s operation for some period of time. The

(this length of time is needed to assure that the plans have beefi "shaken

first approach has the advantage of being easier and can be done relatively

quickly, but it depends on the existence of trials of the types of plans of

interest and the availability of at least minimal pre-plan "baseline" data.

The second approach has the advantage that the baseline data should be supe- -

rior. (It does mot have to depend on reconstrncting baseline evaluative data,

collected ) Bat the second method will require a minimum of 2-3 years to

follow the plans long emough to provide meaningful evaluative data on impacts.

o

17. More work is needed to develop student tests that better match the °

curriculum of 1ndividual Schoo&,disbricts and cover all subjects and grade

levels. Though this is in part a local matter, it is unlikely to be efficient

nationally for each school district to start from scratch in developing such

tests. The availability of tests that more adequateiy indicate the extent to

which students are learning what the teachers are' trying to teach is a cormer~

stone to adequate teacher evaluation and teacher incentivg plans. Fortu-

nately;™ this*appegrs—to ‘be a direction 'in which testing is already moving.
Y

v
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18. Field research is needed tc exazine and compzre tne valiadity and
coverage of various teacher periormance evajuition approaches, imcluding

supervisory, student, and parent ratings of teacher impacts (both cogmitive

and affective) and of teacher classroom performance; student test scores .
(especially with more locaily appropriate tests—=as noted above); and perfor-

mance-by-objectives technigues (these have the addea problem of the
CG@pérébili:y76f71ndividuai,targété\that mav reflect differing degrees of
importance and difficulty)s

19. More attention seems needed on assessing a teacher’s impact on
affective outcomés for students (positive seif-attitudes; personal adjustment,

reiationships witn others, self-reliance, etc:). We found little effort by

school districts to use techniques such as parent and student feedback for

assessing changes in affective outcomes, nor did we find any relevant metho-
dologies presented in the tkacher evalution literature that we examined. ’
Though this is probably a econdary item for the research agenda; measurement

5f affective outcomes mz2y /be important to some - school districts..

 2¢. Finally,; to help schcol districts that use supervisory (or peer)
ratings of teachers as a major part of their incentive plan (or teacher

evaluation process), the development of more "arnchored" rating instruments
seeiis badly needed. As discussed in Chapter™5, much more specific definitions
and descriptions are needed for each characteristic being rated and for each
grade on the rating scale. This is needed to achieve reasonably relfable

ratings that will permit different raters; rating different teachers and/or
different performance periods, to provide reasonably comparable ratings:
A
I

Y
Neh
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CHAPTER 1 — _
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}

two types of plans: ' : X

o Teacher merit pay plans: These are defined here as a formal process

in which a significant amount of a teacher’s compensation is based on
an explici: and substantive assessment of at least some aspec: of

teacher performance--and on at least an annual basis.

~by-objectives plans. This is management by objectives

(MBO) as adapted for teachers. BHere; teachers and their supervisors

jbintly set objectivés, usually for the school year:. actual perfor-

*  mance is subsequen:ly compared to the targeted performance. This

process can be used as part of a merit pay plan,; but it can also be

used as @ motivational tool without being directly iinked to teacher

compensa:ion.
!

:hird type of plan; the career. 1a&3éi1Eiéieieiéiéﬁeiidiffeientiated

¢

pf&ns. These terms are generally applied to plans in which new positions are
established invo}ving special :asks such as :eaching other teachers. Higher

pay is associated with these positions. However, these do not generally focus

on iﬁéentives*te iﬁptﬁ?é teachers’ performan;e in teaching students.

primarily provide additional pay for teaching éuﬁjeété in short supply (Eﬁéﬁ
as mathematics and éeigﬁee), for teaching in par:icuiar schools that o:herwtse

find it difficul:,:o attract teachers; or for extra educations

Study Methodologh

_We ﬁée& two primary procedures: examination 6f published (and some un-

published) materials, andzijlephone tn:erviews with representatives of 22

school districts éﬁppieEEn:ed by examina:ion of materials on the plaﬁs‘iﬁ

those districtss (Repor:s on 16 of these are inciuded in Par: 11.) We also



5

synthesis from a large amount of such ﬁéterlaié.

3 : o i - —_

drew on Ehe Qrban Institiute’s previous work on motivational programs for state

and local government employees o:heréghan teachers and ‘to a lesser extent; on

- . k4
the experiences of the private sector regarding mo:iva:ionai ﬁfaéfiﬁs.r with
the highly lim‘ted rééoﬁfééé and time éV&iiéBié for Eﬁié study, we were mot

able to do any on-site data collection at the, school dis:ric:s, nor any sig-

nificant amount of checking on information furnished to us. This is a ﬁajor

‘districts:

Our examination of the published literature focused primarily on merit
pay'pians. In aaaitiaﬁ;'ﬁé Hore ééiéétivéiy exatined a number of related
topics that bear directly on important thcentive plan issues; inciuding
teacher evaluation, research on the relationship between teaching characteris-

tics and evidence on student learning, motivation :heory, and s:uden: testing.
. 7
Between the rapidly escalating amount of published ma:erial on :eacher merit

pay and the even greater amounts of material on :hese o:her,:oﬁiéé;.ihere is a

éoﬁéiaéréhié amoun: of po:entialiy relevant 1nforma:ion. In a limited s:udy

h ©

such as :his, it was no: possible to cover all these topics comprehensively.

-

" Our findings, thus, are by no means definitive, but they do represent our

€

We éléo_héa to be qui:e selec:ive in our :elephone in:erviewing with

school dlstrloté. rihere is a rapidly growing number of school distric:s at-
]

u

we focused primarily on those plans that had been in existence for at least a

year so that we could examine schoois with considerable experience with the
plans: We sought interviews from ééhooi &iéiriéié'ihii Eéré reported to have

subs:antial incentive pians and not,; for example, locatious whose. incentives

y ' o g




were aimed at only a very small proportion of the teachers or that appeared to

represent cnly minor steps forward from longevity—based approaches. We inclu-

ded in our examinatibn a fEW districts thét héd'triéd plénéqf6r a few years

‘and then terminated them——-to provide a.. different perspective.  For obvious

‘cessons, adninistrators of lscations HaViRg & on-going plan are gemerally -
éaﬁsiaérapii more optimistic about 1ﬁ§éﬁiiva.§i§§§ than é%aéé whose plans have
been terminated.- t |

To select the school diétricté faéﬂaai telephone iﬁiéfviee;; we used re-

ports on individual schooil drstricts from articles in profecsional 3ournals,

\
i

newspaper articles, and recent national reports- of incentive plan experiences.

‘Especiany useful were the Educational ,_R’egéar*ch Service’s 1979 and 1983 '
! L
reports on teacher merit pay and M. Donald Thomas * 1979 book on performance-

by—ébjectiveg plaﬁé; our'iﬁtérViéﬁé are not a raﬁaaﬁféaﬁplé (ﬁe were not

,,r‘,., d

’o’bjécti\?é of examlning a variety of substantive iiicéiitiiie programs: We would

have much préférréd to éi:aiiiiiié many more théﬁ the twenty or so districts we

There clearly is still a great scarcity of descriptive and - more importantly -

evaluative information on actual school district éi;éfiéﬁééEviitﬁ Eﬁe%e plans.

Other Limitations on Our Scope

~An iﬁp&ffaﬁf issue we have not attempted to examine is the extent to
which ‘teaching affects student 1earntng. This has been the subject of .

~onsiderable debate for many years. A baslc assumption behind teacher

Incentive plans is that tzachers can indeed have a non-trivial effect on

<

éEﬁ&éﬁE‘iéérﬁiﬁés For this research, we have accepted thig assumption.  Some

'esearchers such as Centra and Potter (1980) report that-"teacher effects are

s

o
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T We have particniari§ attempted to identify girical evidence on the .

inpacts of these plana from the research literature and from evidence avail-

able from school districts that have implemeuted these plans.' As statéd h?i.

v

Inman (1983), "the present educational pay system does not differéntiate be-

tween good; bad; of indifferent teachers. For the most part; all teachers are
. treated the same . . . ." ﬁithaat substantial evidence. to the contrary; it

cannot be proven that this is necessariiy bad: The burden is aa.aEﬁéE§ to

Jor improvements worth their,costs; Tﬁe principle "if it works, don’t fix

» #t" is an important &6ﬁééEE for-individual school districtss . However, in re-—
cent years there has beey/éiowing national concern that the educatiomal system
. 1s not working the way it should, and this concern escalated greatly in 1983.

Now there is much talk about the need to fix the systeﬁ; ‘A major question
facing educational officials is which types of iﬁcentive_plans, if any, can

help fix the system and ﬁhat steps should be taken to help assure that such
- . 3
' plans ﬁill be Efféctive. ' :

’ ' . P
’ . : L

s  Content of the Report
' \

The report is divided into two parts. The first part discusses the key

issues invoived in designing and impiementing a plan. Each of Chapters 2-10

e

dlscusses a different major issue: The issues this repaiiléaeéié-iié listed

in Exhibit 1: (School districts might want to use this exhibit to ‘help them
keep track of the. major decisions they need to make in designing and implement- d
ing teacher incentive plans.) _Chapter 7 focuses solely on non—monetary versions
of perforﬁanceiby-objectives prograﬁs; Chapter 9 notes ‘the relation between

—_— teacher incentive plans and career ladder/master_teacher—plansq) Our overall

.

findings and recommendations are presented at the beginning of the report. ’f

-

T itll vﬁl:_ ;' ':;'-‘F,%;' 'iié ,~.‘Uj":. d‘d" : L .J‘I"J“




’olaﬁs.- Each report descrlbes the plan and p esents our fiﬁdiﬁﬁé on aﬁy

readily available evaluatlve information Oh the, plan."Reports on merit pay

.plans are presented f1rst (alphabetically) followed by the reports on

performance-by—objectives (non-monetary) plans.
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1 QWEQE shdﬁidghe the.objectives of the plan? (Chapter 2)

I1s What type and size of réwards should be used? (Chapter 3) ,
: What type of rewards should be iused? )

How large should the awards be? Should every recipient receive . the

~_satie siZe reward? .
- What proportion of. teacherg compensation shouId be linked to -
< performance’ Should inc
__ other actoss-the~-board ad justments?
How long should the performance period be? 2 i

I N B . - , O o .
III. Who should be eligible for awards? (Chapter 4) -

Should individual or group incentives (or a combination) he used?

Should participation be voluntary? .

Should persons other than teachers be inciuded’

some form of quota?

How many persons should be able to receive .awards? Should there be .

IV, How should teacher performance be - evaluated’ (Chapter S)

What elements should be evaluated?

What type of teacher performance evaluation procedures should be
. used’

To What extent should information on who receives the awards be -

promulgated’ ¢
To what extent should teachers and teacher associations participate

_ in the. design and implementation of the plan?
How much :advance planning and preparation time 1is needed’

Should there be an appeal process? B
What preconditions are needed for success?

¥ J
VI. What are the issues and potential associated with non-monetary
performance-by-objectives plans’ (Chapter 7) -

Vii. Issues after the plan has been put into operation (Chapter 8)

Will adequate funds be made available each year?

What provision for subsequent evaiuatibn and revisibn bf the plan

should be made?
Are there speciai activities and resources- needed fprjbperating the

plan?

VIII.: How should the incentive plan be integrated with career 1adder/master
teacher plans9 (Chapter 9)

o

IX, 7*4Jnmn;should4be4thefrole of theuStateegovernment2f (Chapter 10) "t -

eases be in addition to cost-of-iiving or

-




: CHAPTER 2
- ‘ﬁﬁaé Should' Be the ﬁbjeciives?of~fﬁe Plan?

pér:icniar objectives. The following five objectives are p;evalen: and seem
to be the primary omes:
1 To improve inmstruction and thus improve studént achievement.

2. To improve the ability of Eﬁé system to Eéiaiﬁ quality teachers.

3. To improve the ability of, the ééﬁooi sys:em to recruit quality
teat:hé rs. " 2 ‘ F

4. To make 1ncreased pay more acceptabie ) 1oca§ioff§91a1s and :o :hel

public, thus increasing :heir w1111ngness to provide funding for
education and extra compensa:ion for teachers.

5. To pay :each#rs more fairly, based on :he value of their

i
The basic assump:ion behind the first objec:ive, improving ins:rﬁc:ion

and thus s:nden: achievemen:, is that these plans can motivate teachers to
1)
alter their ac:ivi:ies in ways that can improve student learning. ‘Objec:ives

por:uni:ies for a rewarding caresr, ,encouraging quality personn°1 to enter and
J -
‘remain in the teaching fleld. 'The fourth objective is important to those be-

lieving that teachers are underpaid and that incestive plans are one way to
help correct this. The éﬁéﬁﬁptioﬁ is that linking at least part of & -

ceacher s pay to performance will make it easier to gain pubitc support for

7

increased :eacher compensa:ion. ‘ o -

Fina 1iy, objective No. 5 provides a 3ustifica:ion for mone:ary incentive

plans even if there is no specific intention that the plans mo:ivate teachers

to improve :heir performance. This obJec:ive is based on the basic principle

that employees :ha: do better should earn more. This is a much 1ess demanding}

objective than No. 1 in the sense that it does not require that éddi:ional;pay

N -

e



i . ) - . .
motivate teachers to perform better and thus does nct require that outcomes

2]

The degree of success of a plan in %léﬁiéﬁﬁg the first four objectives:

can potentially be determined through an examination of empirical evidence.
RN _ . 5 : o : :

) No such support is required for the ias; objective, but even here there is.
e still the question as to whether the partiguiar‘ procedure fcsr" determining
which teachers have performed better is valid.
School districts should try to be éxpifcit about what they hope the vlan
.11l accomplish and provide for périodic feedback on how well the plan 1is

further discussion):

.
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CHAPTER 3 S

4

»

Wiat Type and Size Rewards Should Be Used?

In this chapter we discuss whet types dfbrEWérds:$ﬁduid be used, how

large they should be, 'and how long the performance period should be.

Two types of plans are the primary focus of this report: plans eiat
. ' ['4
- _ " . _ . - _ - *
relate teacher compensation to performpnie; and those that are nonmonetary but

"use some form of performance=by-objectives. -The’ advantages and disadvantages

of the latter are discussed in Chapter 7. This chapter pertains only to

monetdry plane. ' .

What Type of Rewards Should Be Used? g ‘ ]

[+ ]]

teachers’ salaries, (2) bonuses over and above the teacher’s.salary, and.(3)
b LY .

"menu" of awards where the teacher cap choose between taking the award in
cash; attendance at a conference; or special teaching materials.
1. Salary adjustmengs. Traditionally, salary increases for public

empicoyees ha e been Eégzajﬁfiﬁéfiii on lougevity and educationpal crgd}:s;

(This appiies to both education and other local and state goveranment person-—

nel.) Employee performance has traditionally been used primarily to identify

whether emplovees have not been performing adequately and thus are subject to:

& probation period or discharge. ‘ o : o -

Incentive plans tied to salary increases attempt to link such increases
at least partially to performance. Examples of such plans include those of
Ladue (Missouri), Lake Forest (Illinois), Bristol (Vermont), King William

(Virginia), and Evanston (Illifiois). .In such.plans, the merit imncrease
, . o S L : ,
becomes a part of the person’s basic salary. N

ol & - - : A _
The major drawback to salary incéreases is that they are "permanent"; once

given, ‘it 1s usually quite difficult to withdraw them. If a person®s high
given; \d : son

DA _ ~ \ - -~ .

. iizg\" . I .‘;‘

i .



'1983; p. 154). In the Parkway (Missouri) plan; a poorly performifig teacher

| tiops: Thus for school dtstric:s in Missouri -under state law. a salary

- N " .
- v " . . )
performance in one year does: no: continue in. fn:nre years, that person wili

never:heless con:inue to receive the increased salary. . .
It is conceivable that the entire salary could be reia:ed to perfor- )

mance. However, in almos: all actual cases; the basic salary (even under pay--

for—performance plans) is still de:ermined to a considerable extent. by Factors

f
other than performance, sqch as longevi:y and education. Incen:ive plans’

-~

subject only part of :he ﬁalary to’ the performance tes:.

Seldom do ﬁlaﬁs ptovide for saiary reduc:ions,for poor. ﬁerformance._

There are exceptions howevers King Williams’ new*plan-conld potentially o
involve sizeable reductions in salary if the teaéher.has already'ﬁeén avarded

- - = - - 4
snbstantial 7;Iary inCréasés— based-in par: on performance1 Thus, a :eacher%

,having a poor year could fall back to the basic salary scale, ‘a possible 1988

of several t housand dollars per year (séé King William:case regor:). The
’ ™~

Bristol (Vermont) plan provides for salary changes of plus oriminus 5% (ERS ;

could regress up :o one level on the salary schedule; but '&19 once every two
: 4 o7 ! o

B

years (ERS 1979, p. 53): ﬁoEé that .state law may iﬁﬁiﬁii such salaty reduc-

. . \ »

-

' decrease 1s considered to be a demotion and must be accompanted by a pnhitc

hearing (a najor under:aking). ‘ u  . o - o T

- . ) L

' The limited information we have indicates that even'wﬁere salary rednc—

:ions are possible under the plan, {hey have seldom beén implémented- On the .

-
A

. -~

other hand, one distric: poin:ed out thaf a person who consistently received

no performance-related salary increase would— in effec:, not be keeping pace

. with the cost of living and eventually would be released. Several instances_

M -

where :eachers‘received;no salary increases at all.were, in fact, reported.
Lo PR A Y ’ - )
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',i; Bonises. The majority of recent merit pay plans have used bonuses

'(oVér taazéhirdé'of the distric:s :ha: we examined). These are one-time |

payments. Boﬂﬁses have the advan:age that a person is not 'pérﬁaﬁéﬁtli"
’ ° . N

reﬁar&é& for 'a high ievel of performance that occurs in ome year: The award
is only for the parficﬁiar year in which Ehe ﬁéiaaa performs weii.

r

perforﬁaﬁcé (other :han not again receiviug the bonus). Gniy part of the -
.

-

' employee’s ecmpensa:ion 15 ac:ﬁally affected by the gay-for;perfotﬁanee‘

thé'?é?*fbj‘ﬁérfofﬁéﬁhé‘ﬁfbhé§$.
“ . - _
. C 7"_{;[ . - - e} .
* 3., A-"fenu" of awards. The "genu" approach is quite unusual. The

/ o - : © .

Ca:alina Foothill" school district in Tﬁcsoﬂ, Arizona is :hefpriﬁari example i

:ha: we founda (However, a second schooi dis:ric: aiso in AfiiSﬁa::Téﬁpe

pian, :eachers have an 6piioﬁ as to the form of the award they receive. In

-

Ca:alina.:he teachers may choose :o :ake their bonus in cash or- they may

chioose -anocther form, ipciqding‘at:en&ance at prbfessibﬁai conferences or funds

_to support ciassrooﬁ p?ajec:s, €.8. the purchase of ins:ruc:ional/enrichment

< o A :‘ o, . - B . -w :
materials for thg tlassoom (such as a micro-computer, a telescope, an :
i ; =~ . . . . \
JE A X R — ol I . - L L — ,gjl,,,,,; «
aquarium; or a camera-—see the Ca:alina case report). _ {

This approach has some importan: advan:ages. It gives‘:he :eacher a

inheren: professionaiism of:teachers.i Manyvteachers have expressed concern

“ that they are professionals dedica:ed to teaching and that it is an insult :o

\

use Eoﬁey as an inducemen:1 Those who believe :ha: money is not a motivator

opportunities for ﬁfafégéiaaai deveiop;gnt or; ciassroom projec:s. These may -
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provide a more acceptable reward to many teachers than dollars. In Catalina;

approximately 30% of the-awards for the-first three years of the plan {through
1982-83) were paid in cash (this percentage became somewhat higher in the last

€ _ _ - — _ s oL - - R
professional development and classroom enrichment materials, and that poorer

teachers are those most in need of professional development.

~In the private sector there has been some experimentation with offering

fringe benefits such as extra days off or extra pension payments. And various

private sector compensation systems give managers the option of deferred com-
pensation. Such optioms have been tried on a few occasions in state and local
government non-educational agencies. Only in the teaching area (Catalina)

have we found an example of award options that can directly help the clients

of the service rather than solely benefitting the employee: This may be a
unique opportunity for the teaching profession.

It is dangerous to generalize from one case, but the virtues, and appar-.
1 S . . ' ~

R
e ®© ®© ®© 8 ® e . e ® ® ® ® ® 8 8 8 ® ®© ®© ®© 8 © 8 _© e © & e e e e o o e o o ®
- .

°

We have not been able to find any significant body of research that

>

indicates which of these types of rewards is a better motivator in. or out o

educations The menu approach is kntriguing and warrants further trials and

experimentation by school districts: Bonuses,; with their feature of rewarding
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How Large Should the Awards Be? Should Every Recipient Receive the Same Size

- Reward? . v

There is considerable agreement in all sectors; private and public (both
in educational and noneducational agencies); that awards need to be "large
'( » -

enough'" to be adequate motivators:. But how large is "large enough” is not
indicated by the research to date. The cost of the awards 15 the major cost

facror for \§ school district using monetary incentive plans. Therefore along

discussed in Chapter 4), the size of the awards is a matter of considerable
importance.
Ménetary awards of $200 to $300 per year or less are likeiy to have lit-

tle motivational value. Incentives of about $1,000 and higher appear to avoid

and one-third, respectivély) were directly related to performance rather than

factors such as years of experience and education. Bryan, Texas raised the

size of its bonus from $600 in 1977-78 to $1,000 for 1983-B4. Houston raised

AN

its outstanding educational progress bonus from $800 to §1,000 for 1983-84.

so .examples reported by the Educational Research Service in its 1983 survey

(ERS 1983, pp. 22-28) gave a fixed amount. We found no research or other

_evidence pertaining to the desirability of one approach vs: the other: :

. —

Districts that used a more "finely tuned" performance assessment process,

such as point rating systems, tended to provide differentiated awards: Some
plans had fixed award amounts for each of several award criteria, thus .com-

bining the concepts of fixed and variable awards. For example, Houston’s plan



(see case report) provides a fixed size bonus to all téaéhé?s in a Séﬁddl that
has made "6ﬁt§téﬁ§iﬁg é&ﬁé;tiaﬁéi progress" and; in addition; provides a
variable Béﬁﬁé for attendance (the size of this bonus depends on the number of
absences by the individual teacheér): In some pi;né; the size of the
individual awards is not determined umtil the end of the school year, after

the district knows how many teachers have qualified for the award.

Most districts budget a fixed maximum amount for awards. A few, however, -

More typically, however,; distric¢ts fix the maximum amount of dollars that can
be awarded. An unusal case is that of Round Valley (California),; which puts
into its budget the maximum size award for each teacher in the §6566f;&i§§fiéE

(32,000 each in 1983-84):

What Proportion of a Teacher’s Compensation Should Be I

tion of a teacher’s salary is actually determined by the plan. (Note that

25 percent of salary, and award levels of 5 percent of salary or less are more

i . -\
common: As discussed earlier;.no plans using bonuses and few of the salary
increase plans affect the basic salary; they usually only add to it.
The largest potential salary swings we found were contained in the new

- merit salary plan for King William (Virginia). 1€ could permit significant

salary reductions (up to about $6,000) if a teacher does not maintain the
performance levels that enabled the teacher to gain that additional salary.:

- - .l _rr_ _L_5 V.l ___lx____
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Even in districts with comprehensive merit pay plans; teacher compensa-

The continued protection of a large proportion of a teacher’s

compensation from performance considerations is likely to dilute the motiva-

tional effects of monetary incentive plans. However, there is lttle direct

o Y

compensation; such as across-the-board increases (along with performance-based

teachers’ associations and by those teachers who do not feel that they would
be likely .to receive merit pay.

should be based primarily on performance may want to apply more radical
' /
compensation procedures such as larger merit pay amounts and inclusiop of a

provision for rediucing pay if performance is not up.to par in a year, but such

steps will very likely also lead to substantial opposition.

Should Merit Increases Be in Addition to Across-the Board, Cost=of-Living
Raises? =
i

An important concern here is that tne salary levels for the school dis-
trict remain competitive with those of nearby school districts, taking into

account the merit pay plan. Teaching and administrative-personnel in both

ERIC
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How Long Should the Performance Period Be?

In all the cases that we examined, the awards are made at the end of the

school year and cover the entire school year. We found no instances where the

performance periods were individual semesters.

period of ﬁéritéfiéﬁé ﬁéff&fﬁéﬁéé; the éfééié? the ﬁBtiVéti6ﬁéi effect. The
.t’ -

:ionger the iag between the time of performance and the reward; the less the

motivational effect. In government agencies other than é&ﬁéifiéﬁ; ‘shorter

time perlods-—such as :hree or six months--have occ351onalxy been used. _For-

example, a pllo: 1ncen:1ve program for staté employment service offlces in

'Kansas and New Jersey used a six—ﬁdﬁ:h perfarﬁance period, with bonuses coming

/ v “T

that would be needed to make peérformance evaiua:ions each semester. Frequent

interim reports and the extra paperwork they caused were one of the problems
7
identified for the now :ermina:ed hebanqn (Connecticut) merit pay pian;

relative to the end of the school year. .Many school districts make.their

determinations as to who merits the awards and how much they will receive

v

before the end of the school yéar--fé:,iﬁépaﬁce, soon after fiﬁai Spring



not actually encompass the entire school year. On the ocher hand; state laws
A

' concerning deadlines for notifying teachers about their employment status and
contracts for the next year often play a major roie im determining whem per--
formance evaluations are conducted and when notification is given concerning
nexi year’s salarys

" 4s noted earlier, it is geherally desirable to determine and present
awards as soon as possible afrer ;.tiie n"e'c'es’é’ary iﬁfbﬁﬁétiﬁﬁ has been receivea;
In most cases this means at least by the end of June or early July (as

}ﬁﬁpdséa; for example, to delaying the awards until after the start of -the next
school year). This will ﬁfaviaé timely reinforcement of desired performance

. and will give teachers an opportunity to use the information in ﬁiaﬁﬁiﬁg'tﬁéi;

SR,

O
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CHAPTER 4
Who Should Be Eligible for Awards?
This chapter discusses issues relating to what types of persons should be

eligible and how many awards should be given.

3

_iﬁdiviaoal t ~achers or shaula be joint awards to groups 6f teacherss Most of

the plaﬁs we reviewed were incentives for individual teachers, but there are a

based solely on the individuai s own performance--though the award may be
based on how that individual performs relative to others: In a group plan;

groups of teachers (;ossibly including support staff) are EVaiuated and

rewarded as a unit; Each group is evaluated as a whoie, and all members share

in the awards. In most cases, all members of the group receive the same award
érﬁaugh this usually is_@odifiéd for members of the group who have served only
part of the performance period). R

We found no pure group iﬁténtive plans for elementary or secondarg

teachers; but some plans use group awards in combination with individuai in-

centives. Houston has several separate awards. It awards up to $500 per year
to individual teachers based on their own absenteeism rétord‘(see case re-

port): ﬁéﬁéﬁéf;'ﬂauataa also gives $1,000 Bonuses‘tb each teacher 1n a school .
— / ' : ’

whose improvement in student test scores collectively earns the school an o

"outstanding educati&%ai progress" designation. Teachers recedve the bonus

@ T

) . . -_) 1
ever, they must indivtduaily have met certain eiigibility prerequisites such

as having had a satisfactory teacher evaiuation (see case Teport). Similarly,



-~

s

Dallas’ new plan focuses on the entire school for awards based on student test
scores, but to qualify for the award; individual teachers must also meet cer-
tain teacher absenteeism and student attendance criteria: As in Houston,

Dallas teachers must also have received a satisfactory performapce appraisal

128- 131, and Dallas 1983)s Seiling (Gkiahomi) also uses a combiﬁatioo of

group and individual incentives. Participating teachers receive a bonus if

reading scores in their schicol reach, the targeted inc’éaéé— egardless of the

reach the target receive an additional bonus for each of their classes that’
reach the taréét (see case report). Round Valley (California) also uses both
éroﬁg\ﬁﬁa individual awards: Tﬁéﬁiﬁrfi;é percent of a teacher’s bonus is
based oﬁ the success of a cooperative project in which the teacher works with
other teachers to achieve a common objective (see case report). ‘

Even non-monetary performance-by-objectives plans can inéoivefgroup
incentives: Brown Deer (Wisconsin) teachers occasionally‘inciude joint objec-

tives in which the teachers cooperate towards a given goal.

encourage coopératibﬁ éﬁbﬁgptéa¢h§r§; Depéﬁding oﬁ thé group dyﬁéﬁiéﬁ; ﬁoﬁ:j
ever, the? can water down the motivational power of the incentives. An
individual‘s own performance is only part of the total and the individual’s
role will to a ¢éttaiﬁ EitEﬁt be ﬁiadea; ot at least obscured; rath&f than

Group incentives can also lead to some inequities. For example; in plams

.such as those of Houston; Dallas; or Seiling, teachers who individuaiiy per-

form very well may not receive éﬁ.oﬁtstaﬁ&iﬁg educational progress bonus



;
i
i

. other or teaching the same grade or ééﬁé subject matter.

teachers who perform w1thou: distinction on the test score criteria may never-

! ‘
theless receive bonuses as long as they péSE the minimum absentedism and

‘performance appraisal requirements. (Naté;‘haaévafs that by including these

latter réduiiéméﬁié; Eﬁééé plans ensure that téééhéts who do ﬁaﬁ-récaivé the
. )

ment will not receive a bﬁﬁﬁs;)

improve their ﬁérfbrﬁéhce; To some extent, the mniiééiiaﬁéi ﬁBGéE af group
. _ ,, _ ol . o o o . _ .
iﬁééﬂtiﬁéé depends on thé size of the group, with very large groups :ending to 4?
5 -

When a district believes this danger exists (especially in large districts or

schoois), subgroups could be used composed of teachers physically near each -

-

b

A
Q..

Groups can consis: of :eachers in :he same school iééﬁé;giédé ie?ei; samie

subject matter, same fioor, etc. Of the four districts we examined that had a
group incentive component, three used the schooi as the group. Only Round
Valley, California (a very small district) did not: There the groups for

teacher coopera:ion projects were defined as groups of grades (K-3; 4= 6 7= 8,

éﬁd 9—12).

Individual incentives tend to put control over whether the individual
feceives the award in the hands of that individual; thus; individualistic
ﬁétébﬁs many prefer it. Group incentive plans have the é&G&EEégé that they

are 1ééé :hrea:ening to 1nd1viduals since the importance of the individual is

diluted; ﬁét receiving ai award is oot as embarrassing since an individual is

jﬁé: one member of a group that did not receive the awards: This é&@&ﬁtééé‘ﬁéi‘
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s fi%e particularly important in those districts where :hellaw requires identifi- .
Yo . -~ . . A

..cation of persons receiving awards..

We fauna no studies of public sector employees fééﬁéiﬁg on' the question

“
v

‘i more efféctive than pians invoivtng large groups. (For reviews of this past

.nfééééiéﬁ, see Greiner e:,31;* 1981, pp. 19-25; and Ka:zell.gg_gijg 1975, pp-
' !

' 3i6~323§ ef ‘course, teaching differs in many ways from private sector white

cOiia%‘professions, po:entiaiiy 1imi:ing the :ransferabiiity of 7he privé:é

"( "." ‘-v' <
: sector gindings.
Lo.oo- . ) N _
V"\j-:_ .' DR S *

~i R - _ - _

- ' Shbﬁld~?éitigip§tibﬁ Be Voluntary? - . .
552&_ iff A School district can make par:icipation manda:ory or volun:ary. Volun=
if"‘;' ot A . _(V;V > . :
Vo < :ary planS ap?éér to be associated with reduced opposition to merit pay.

'Y \§Eachers who-objec: in ﬁrinciple to a pay-for-performance sys:em can op: ou:
if the plan is voluntary. More 1mpor:an:ly; a volpn:ary plan provides a: face-
saving element for teachers who feel they would mot receive awards and would
be embarrassed by not receiving ;ﬁ award; . (N&E? that face-saving is much less
important in group incentive plans where the embarrassment is aiready diluteds)
[For some voluntary plans (such as in King William, Virginia); where parti-
cipants go through a special évii&aiian to be considered for éwarﬁé, the volud-
tary feature permits the teacher to avoid what may be a painful additional
evaluation process: 1In other cases (ﬁﬁté.éé ﬁbuétbﬁj ;hé teachers, by volun-
teering, do not subject themselves to any addi:ibﬁal assessuent process (ééé‘éééé
téﬁbrt);‘ ihé criteria (é;gi.féét scores) are aaéééééa for each teacher whether

teacher does not have t6 f6tﬁéli§ request to be a ﬁéffiéiﬁiﬁt:iﬁ the incentive




"

lat i

-

award program until after the test scores aﬁd information on their absenteeism

- o

ars known. Thus, the voluntary aspect 6f Houston s piaﬁ'ﬁérﬁits face=saving.

" Penn Menor, Pennsylvania, originally used a nomination approach- teachers

had: to be fogmally nominated to be considered for ‘merit pay. Teachers could

sidered further.-  The nonination procedure, however, developed inequities and
was dropped\for the second year 6ijﬁé plan: Participation in any given year,
. - \' : .

is still voluntary: The superintendent in Lebanon, Conmecticut felt that the

‘lack of a voluntary element in Lebanon’s monetary incentive system contributed

.to the widespread opposition to the plan and its ultimate demise.' He recom-

mends that participation in merit pay plans be voluntary (see case report).

Approximately 20 percent of 50 or so school districts whose plans are

identified in the Edncational Research Service’s 1983 survey indicated that
N

their Plans were voluntary (ERS 1983). o RS

The Eaucatian Commission of the States recommends that plans be voluntary

for current teachers but mandatory for new teachers (1983, p.5). This

approach has the EGVEﬁtégé thﬁt it doés not impose a new éléﬁéﬁt on téechers

already iT~the system but lets prospective recruits know ahead of time what
7

the requirements will be.. ) - ,
-l - 7j§: e

Some districts inciude empioyees other than teachers in the same monetary.

incentive plan. For example,; the plans of Penn Manmor’ (Pennsyivania)* Lebanon

\
form for each type of jobs (Note that although neitner of the latter two

= -
plans is currently in operationy their inclusion of such non-teaching échool

employees does not appear to have been a reason for their termination.)

A\ 4
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to or subtracts from the effectiveness of an incentive plan:. Neveltheless,
the school district is faced with this Eﬁ6iéé; It ééﬁ inciude support person-—
nel and administrative personnel, Especially if the plan uses the school ; as

the evatuation unit in A\giaﬁp incentive plan. One option is to have a
completely separate 1ﬁ&éﬁtive system for suppbrt ard sdministrative persons; -

.

this appears to be the more usual arrangement . . -

’ For non—monetary performance-by—objectives plans (discussed in Chapter
¢ Ce

targets for support personnel may Be easiEE than for teachers: - v

How Many Persons Should Be Able to Receiye,Amatds+ AShnuid There Be; €nme Fnrm
ofeQuotaV

This is a very important issﬁé; one that- has caused seriéus'prcbiems for

R ' Y

~School districts may want to constrain the number aﬁé»pérCEﬁtage of

teachers. receiving merit awards for one or both of two reasons:’ budgt limit=

' sufficiently meri téfiiiiis L

— - ations, or_the belief that only some teachers
V\to warrant awards. If too many persons receive awards; it 18 a sign (some
believe) that the evaluation criteria are too easy- to meet. The fé&érai .

govermment and many state and local governments haye used Specific quotas in

their merit pay plans, for example, a maximum}of 5%, 167 or 20% of their

employees can be awarded extra compensation in a gi%en year




ﬁoﬁ:educatioﬁal merit ﬁay Dlans in the pubiic sector that stringent quotas.

. have an adverse and often a serious effect. Employees involved in a pilot 5

bonus plan in the city of Mtlwaukeer Wisconsin objected streﬁuously to a 10%
restriction on the number of recipients (Hatry et al., 1982).. Teachers asked

to provide feedback after the fif%t years of Houston’s téachér ﬁérit pay plan

A -

recelving outstanding educational progress awards. These quotas were subse~ =
“ quéﬁt1y aropﬁea (schools now éaﬁﬁété ﬁfiaafiiy égaiﬁéf EBéiE 66% previous

staff is that of Amherst-Peiham, Massachusetts with a maximum of 12 awards for

+

R approxxmateiy 275 eiigible teachers (Iess than 5%) (ERS 1983, pp. 40 and 86). _°

The key here may be that teachers are nominated either by'staff; pareﬁta, or

students, and the éééé;éi&ﬁié are not part of a formal teacher evaluation

process that covers all stﬁff;

. 1 *

) ~ﬁryan’; Texas iﬁitiail§ had a limit of 20 percent on the proportioﬁ that

3

could receive awards but : in 1983 increased it to 35 percent. Bry&n has raised
7

its quota three times since its plan began. from 20 percent in 1977—78 to 35

3
A

%"  percent in. 1983—198ﬁ (it also has raised the size of its bonuses twice over

2.

L

. that time, from 8600 to $1,000; see case report ) -2

P R S
) ‘The major problem with quoﬁﬁs is that teachers who perform meritoriousiy

A h Y

can be excluded from receiving awardsJ;n a given year; diluting the euphasis

]
on merit, thué dépréééiﬁg morale, aaa'éﬁééuiagiﬁg Bééksifiﬁé and hostile

attitudes towards those persons og&d%oqgs who received the iimited number of

awardss The result can be widespread dissatisfaction and dissention. In "
I3

Arlington; Virginia,; quotas on the Dercentage of teachers rated "outstanding"

-




v
S

in a given year caused con&iderable objec:ion frbm teathers (even wi:hou:

belng linked .to merit pay) (Arling:on :eachers were especiaiiy concerned .

E_3
so corrupted that too many people receive awards. For exaﬁpié, in federal,
&
state; and local governments, there has often been such a large percentage of - -

-~

people receiving high ratings that officjals are concerned that if there were

» : . .
no aaaza; many -people would peceive awards who do not really merit tﬁéﬁ;’ Both

all téééhéré recéived about the same féﬁiﬁg and almost everyene received a
merit payment--thereby dis:orting the concept of the program as a meri: pay

plan (see case reports). Thus; without a qubta sys:em, districts will need :o

El . ‘6

serving persons receive awards.:

The second reason for quota sys:ems, especially those that involve very

- tight quotas—(for instance; those that-permit -a maxifum of 5—10% of the staff— —

to.receive awards), is that merit awards should be provided only to really
bﬁtstéﬁAiﬁg;tEECﬁeré; There is prbbébi? only a small ﬁétééﬁéégé of 66E§E56347 N
> f .

v

that the-same (outstanding) teachers will recéive :he‘awards every year,

further Wiwminishing the incentive effects on others. And for pians using
supervisory and peer ratings; there é@ggig the danger of "halo" effects;

Eéééﬁé?&;i&iéa ou:standing in the pas: wiil :end to ge: high ratings in fu:ure

years; even in years when they may no: be performing in an ou:standing manner.

s -

On the other hand, if a district wants to use’ the merit system to Eﬁcﬁﬁrégé

t
« s



£

receive awards. : : ‘ ‘ " ,
- ) ] gt
Quotas are also used.as a budget/expenditure control device. School

districts face a tradeoff between thé number of bonuses and their size (see

Chapter 3). The dilemma is that enlarging the potential pool of awardees;

Chapter &, the district needs to commit adequate funds for awards or the plan

wilt be undermineds . . S

Quotas tend to imtroduce competition among teachers or, if group bonuses,

among schools, especially if the quotas are small. In the private sector,

such competition is; often looked on as being constructive and appropriate.

The teaching profession is less used to such competition. Many, if not a. /

with counter-productive tesults. Other forms of competition with fewer inter-

- personal aspects may be more appropriate for teachers. Examples include hav—.

ing teachers compete against a pre-set target (such as a minimum test score or
other objective they have set for themselver at the beginning of the year) or
against their own historical levels of achievement (as in the Houston and
"Dallas plans). - BT

3

enough éﬁafdé are made available so that they woula not be limited to only a
small, select group.




CHAPTER 5
How Should Teacher Performance Be Evaluated?
Evéiuéting teacher performance; whether for a merit pay plan or a non-
monetary performance-by-objectives plan; is prabasiy‘&he key g:uﬁtiiﬁg block

to incentive programs. A11 incentive plans, one way or another, have to

éééess teacher performance. To have a truly effective incentive plan it is
S n_ o D S

necessary that :hisﬂa;seééﬁéht (é) be rEIiable and valid (i.e. evaluate weil

those elements that are é'pposed to be assessed); (b) be .reasonably compre-

hensive (i.e. covér major aspects of. 4 teatzher’s performance; even if not all
aspects can be measured), and {c) be perceived by Eﬁé Géfiaﬁé participants—-

»

reasonable. This is a very difficult and compiex task. Probably the singie'

how to evaluate teacher performance. .

School districts have been wrestling for decades with the problem of

teacher evaluation. There’is considerable diéagreeﬁent and controversy over

various teacher evaiuatioﬁ methods. The problem of teacher evaluation becomes.

v

teachers as to compensa:ion. It is clear from our own past work with non-

,educatlonal state and local governmen: agencies; as well as from the edu-

cational literature and ‘our examinations of :eacher merit pay plans, that

uelnb teacher evalua:xons for the purpose of defermining compensa:ion greatly

magnifies participants’ concerns over the evaluation bf&ééég.
The importance and complexity of this topic are indicated by the length

f this chapter. In this chapter we discuss the approaches to teacher,

.H.;
Y

o

I

ez
P

-



performance evaluation and how teacher performance evaluation fiﬁdiﬁgé can
then be used to determine the size of a merit award.
The selection 5? a school district of which ﬁéftiéﬁléf procedures should

be used to assess teacher performance is likely to be :he most importan: dec1-

sion, certainly the most technical. decision;, that the district makes, one that

wnat Elements Should Be Lvaluated?

.

It seems unlversally accep:ed :haf the s:udent is the, primary client of

. 4 !
teaching and that ideally student léarﬁiﬁg is the central and ultimate objec-
tive of teaching; ana thus 1earn1ng should be measured. However, agreement
and consensus StOpS 6ﬁéé BHé-ﬁfbééé&s from this ideal. A key problem is the

affec: student learning; At the extreme, if one beizeves that teachers’
asiiity to alter the amount of learning of students is ﬁégiigisié; Eﬁéﬁ any

dublous, especially from the viewpoin: of the community. An underlying

‘assumption in :eacher 1ncen:1ve systems is that teachers can indeed through

&

their ac:1v1:;es have a non-:rivial effect on the nature, quali:y, and/or

g quéﬁtity of léérﬁiﬁg,by students. As we noted in Chapter 1, this issue has

' peen debated over the decades; it is well beyond the scope of this report to

get intg this debate. Rather, we accept the assumption:that teachers can have’
a Sigﬁifiéiht impact on their students.

L . L _ R _ _ R _ .
But leafning, i.e. the cognitive side of schooling, is not the only out-

43
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environment; not to guarantee that the results will be effective e o

-

to other students and adults (i.e. interpersonal relations), "work" habits,

and such values as respect for home, law, and country. (See, for example,

Johnson 1974). Different persons will give different weight to the school’s
role in improving affective outcomes--with some pérhaps believing that affec=

i

tive outcomes are the responsibility of the home and not the school. We found" %

programs; and even ih most of the teacher evaluation literature we examined.

There is a third major class of elements on which to evaluaté teacher

periormance: 'process" indicators. Many believe that student learning can

not be validly measured, such as by test scorks, or at least that test scores
e : _ _ o . S L
quiring other, or supplemental, performance indicators. And others believe
] . S o _ I o ) o
that in any case a teacher’s task "is only to provide the best possible

"
(Scriven in Millman, 1981. p.250). From this it follows that pérfbrﬁa§pé
assessments need to assess the process by which teachers work with their
students. This leads to performance evaluation §f6éé&ﬁiéé that measure the

teaching process. ? : o

in extracurricular activities such as coaching and bandleading, taking part in
professional work outside of regular school activities, teaching special

which otherwise would not attract quality teachers. Though there may be
reasonable justification for providing additional pay for such activities,
thesé generally are not considered to be performance characteristics, and we

o o
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or as prerequisites (eligibility criteria) for individual teachers before:they

can receive awards for performance: Extra payments for extra responsibilities

are a characteristic of master teacher and similar career laddey plans. This
type of plag is quite different from the incentive plans that are the main

focus of this report, as discussed ih Chapter 9.
o - : S , , . , o __
Underlying the debate over whether outcomes (whether cognitive or affec—

tive) or processes; or both; should..be evaluated is the question of whether

i

controls: In the private, business, sector many compensation plans; partic—

ularly those for managers, are related to business outcomes that are affected-

by many factors not compietely under the managers’ control (such as Héti&ﬁé?

[

personnel should get higher rewards than when outcomes are bad; even though

external factors may have played a major role in determining the outcomes:
Windfalls (and their reverse) are accepted as part of the é&mé; (The reasons
behind the outcomes can be considered when fine-tuning the éméuﬁi,éf‘iﬁé“'

awards.) School district officials and teachers using merit pay plans,

particularly those whose performance is at least in part based on outcomes,

should recognize that such windfalls will almost certainly have to play a part
in determining rewards. (Districts, however, should to the extent possible
explicitly consider such "external® factois as student characteristics when

evaluating teacher performance; as will be discussed later.)

What Type of Teacher Performance Evaluation Procedures Should Be Used?

The following are.the primary teacher performance evaluation procedures

that are &53&i&§£é§ for teacher incentive plans:

s

[
H
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.

li Rétiﬁgé bV supervisbrs/adminlstratibn staff
2. Ratings by peers (including outblde experts)
3. Ratings by students

4.+ Ratings by parents

3. Student achievement test score results

6. bchool d1str1ct record data

eiement that: each measures. ﬁ schooi district can use one or some comblnatiou

of these procedures. The f6110w1ng sections discuss each of these, but first

- o e } o S ) . N
The choice of procedure by a schiool district should depend on the follow-

some overall comments.

ing characteristics of these procedures: ‘
o What the procedure measures. A district waﬁtiﬁg'té fdcus on_ scudéﬁt‘

issue would do the reverse.ﬁ
.0 Reliahilityivalidity 6f the pracééuréé.

o Acceptability by participants, i.e. teachers and admlnlstrators.

o Cost of the procedufes.

use in teacher incentive pL?':: There has been considerabie reSearch on the

relation of various teacher iustructicn'practices to student 1earhing; A

work in dévelbpiﬂg théir instruments. Our reading of this research; hcwever;

3 . -

indicates that thére are few definitive.findings about the vaiidii§ and relia-

biiit? of these apprcéches of the instruments that ‘have been used to make the
_ 7
assessments. (See, for example, Anderson 1982 Darling-Hammond et Elf



Lol

Exhibit 2

Types of Evaluation Proceaures and What They Measure

Evaluation Procedure

1: Superviébry Ratings
2. Peer Ratings

3. Student Ratings

4. Parent Ratings |

5. Student Achievement fégi Results
’:';’

€. ‘School Pistrict Record Data,
-8 attendance of teacher,
‘iiEéﬁ&iﬁEé of. s:uden:s,.accep:-
éﬁée at colleges, etc.
7. Comparison of Actual ‘Achievement

to Pre-Selected Targets

1. Whe:her proceSs or outcome elements; or both; are measured depends on. .

N

, What Kinds of Elements Does It Measire

éracess

Process

Process and/or Outcomesl
Outcomes and Some Process
Outcomes (Cognitive Only)

Process and/or Outcomes?

Process and/or Outcomes!

i

the specific questions asked of the students (#3), or on the specific. obJec-

the :eachers:t#?)

tives selected for

process or ou:come characterlstic.

2. It is. not clear whether an element such as student a::endance is a




b

1983; :Centra and Poccer 1980; ERS 1978; Lewis 1982; Millman 1981; Peterson and
¥ -

Kauchak 1982; and Waiberg 1974 ) Research on these pfoéé&oféé when used in
the context of teacher incencive plans—-whecher monetary or ﬁ&ﬁ-ﬁbﬁéiéf?

piéﬁé-is éiﬁoét nil. Some work has been done on cescing the reliabilicy of

s

?éttihﬁlét data collection 1ﬁ§ttﬁﬁéﬁt§-(§ﬁ¢h as for structiired classroom - |

3

ment is only one part) in settings involving ceacher meric pay. For example;
would peers alter Eﬁéifzfeiiﬁgé if they know that those ratings are going to
be used to help establish compensation foffEﬁéiE'féiioi teachers? Will stu-
dents or teachers behave differently during Ehe‘ieeiing §;aeé§§ i1f test scores
are used as a ﬁéﬁot &écérﬁiniﬁt of teeoher éoﬁpenseiioﬁ? A |

over the past decade (wich a few even older); ve found ‘in our review no examf

ples of multi=site comparacive studies systemacically colleccing data on che

impacts; Véliﬂitil?éliébilit?; or costs of such ﬁléﬁﬁ;A Some districts have

evaluations that we found,; chere has been no explicit, é?étéﬁitih éttéﬁﬁt to

identify ocher plausible explanacions, i.e. confounding effects that could

;explatn observed outcomess

aecual field experiences--information crictcal to helping school districts

learn from these experiences--is highly deficienc; ‘The’ key evaluation crite-

& L

ria these déys appear to .be Whether a particular plen has survived and for how
\ .

long and how articulate the proponents (or opponents) of the plans ares In

‘_m,_e,_____w- L : | ‘. _ '__T_ 42 ' ' R ——— -
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our ‘brief examinations of a number of district efforts, we sought evidence as
to the impacts of the plan; such as on student learning, teacher retention
rates, ability to hire quality ‘teachers, teacher and Student absenteeism, and

The information we found to be relevant is included in the following sections
Lo . .

Here we consider procedures that involve a formal rating of individual
teachers by supervisors, such as a principal; department head; assistant

»
principal, assistant superintendent, or other administrative personnels

Rating by supervisors is the traditional form of teacher evaluation:.

"The principal writes a short statedient regarding the teacher’s instructional

competence and ability to work effectively with the staff: This evaluation

statement is based on all interactions with the teachér during the year,
including classroom observations" (Niedermeyer and Klein 1972, p:102):

The Educational Research Service reports that some form of supervisory

rating was reported by almost all of the over 1,000 school districts respond-

ing to_its mail survey of June 1977 (ERS 1978). . ' .
| In recent years there have been attempts at more systematic classroom

' .

observations; using structured instruments describing specific behaviors and
perhaps more systematic sampling procedures. Examples of such instruments are
given in ERS 1978; ERS 1979; ERS 1983, and Coalition 1983. These have been

used in such districts as Bryan (Texas); Catalina (Arizona), Lebanon (Connect=

icut), and Tredyffrin (Pennsylvania)--see case reports. In some of these

cases an explicit attempt was made to develop the instrument based on past

research as to which classroom characteristics were associated with improved

student learning (e:g. Catalina): A major example of this approach is the new
_-m___,—',____-’__._____‘ e % < . 49 Coe :
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perrormance evaluation system be1ng developed by the Coalition for the Devel~

and Peterson and Kauchak 1982, :hese same references are also sources for :he

E

olsadvan:ages noted below)

o These persons have regular contact w1:h the :eachers belng evalua:ed

and; to the extent classroom observations are used, can see the -
teacher in action; these persons are familar with the school and
community goals and values.

--0o By and large this is the procedure that has been used by almos: every

school 01s:r1c: for a long perlod of time ana thus in 1tself M3y do

777777 . . llj:yl

o :These personnel as part of their regular jobs probably need to evalu—

ate teachers periodically anyway. -
There are, however, some ‘substantial problems with this approach that

have been widely rnoted:

o There is considerable questioﬁ as :o the vaizd::y of :he componeu:s

o There 1s considerable questlon as :o the reliabili:y of these proce-

dures. In the instYuments that :we have seen the rater still has to

make highly subjective judgmernts regarding the par:xcular elemen:s
being rated.

o c1éssr66ﬁ 6bsérvatioﬁs of :e’aa:he'rs :ena to Be 'inffequéni; béfﬁéf:é 2-5

into ques:xon the represen:a:iveness of the observatlon.

0 | To Inorease the likelihood of interrater reliabili:y on any given

1nstrumen:, special training is likely to be rneeded periodically_for

those doing :he ratings (Evertson and Holley in Millman; 198l).

o Where only one person, such as a :eacher s supervisor;. does :he

rating, there can be problems with perceptions by teachers of favor—

- itism or general unfairness, and of 1ack of skills in doing the

|

——
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evaluations. (One-school professlonal/no:ed‘:o us that pr1nc1pals

tended to be hlghly stressed; under—:ralned, and have a tendency
towards favoritism.)

strative time.

Prooednrés that use some form of sys:emﬁtlc rating/observation procedure
T

allev1a:e ‘(but do not ellminate) some of :he}above problems. However, as

sired. For example, an 1ns:rumen: may ask the ra:er :o rate the teacher’s

to how to assess this nor what spec1f1c behav1or warran:s ‘what spec1f1c orade

on the ratlng scale. This lack of spec1fic anChoring of :he response
ca:egorles on the rat1ng scales is typical even w1:h newly developed instru-

ments and has cons1derable po:en:ial for 1ead1ng to different ratings by dif-

ferent. persons rating the same’ behavior——apd-at dlfferent po:nts in time.

' I

This gap also means that teachers do not Rnow whaﬂ specxfzc practlces/beha—

v 4

viors are needed to obtain high ratingSa‘ uor have most of these instruments

been tested as to their relation-to student achies éﬁéRE; Where there is more

citygof rating scales becomes an even greater problem; creating inter-rater
- : L ’ o .

- reliability proﬁiéﬁs: The Florida work mentioned above for the new perfor-

v

mance evalnation system is testing interrater reliabillty, but :hus far this

‘has been done prlmarily‘in "labora:ory" settlngs usiné video-:ap séssions

rather than actuai in-the—field observa:ions.
. .

- Problems .of poin‘s of view of particular evaluators can be allev1a:ed by

incent ive plans based on use of nultiple raters. E;j; )

e~

e
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physical appearance factors, extracurricular work, etc. ;”Lﬁdiﬁé vtéé’chétﬁ;
: -

. ) ; L . L - . - . . . :
There' has been debate as to whether certain types of characteristics
/ - ' . : -

%

shoula be included on these instruments, including personality factors,
¥ . .

- :-y

responding to @ 1983 opinion survey on its plan; indicatéd that characteris-
tics relating to effective classroom teaching should recéive Eajof considera-

_tion, .over such other factors (Ladue 1983, p. 29). Ladue administrators ,

A ' v

agreed that classroom teaching should receive the ‘most emphasis.

Scriven §E§Ee& that "using classroom visits by tplleagues or administra-
tors are a dxsgraCE’"; The visit itself alters the teaching, especially when

i »

pre~announced; the number of visits is to¢ small to be accurate for generali-
. N i . P <

‘zations' there may be personal biases and prejudiceé, and "no:hir that “could

j .

be observed in a cla§§room can be used as a basis « « o toO any conclusion

about the merit of thé'téacui'ng" (Scriven 1981, Pe 251)
i

* A major concern of thé/ National Educa:ion Assocla:ion is tha ankings w?, . .
. c v ;
for merit pay would become/a véhicle for favoritism 'déb’ilitatinggto‘”teacher 2 .«,{;_
o~
Popham pointed but if 1974 that_ uée’of observation sysQems; by focuSing
on process\and not pfoaué% cri:erla, means. :hé%cyau are aEShming tha; the i?fy
process cri:eria bring abou: &egifasie ﬁfo&ﬁcig (Popham 1974 p.143). He7Wen:f
- e . -
on to say~tha: Béaaaaé observational €évaluation cri:eria usually need to be‘a'i
speliled out in advance, éhis invi:es teachers :o aiten‘their observed ' R
. . A »~;» , - . -
classroom behaviors N - ~i1.f$t.,ﬁ;'f 7 '?'£ﬁ : ‘:;%;{-
Most school districts :ha: we examined used.fiassroom observations :na: ’
were annouuced ahead'of :1m;2 An excep:ion is Kigé William (Virginia) which
I _ -3.,.
has one announced and one unannounced observa:i&n by :he superin:enden: ,ﬁ
N .

LT v

- L‘
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Teachers from whom we received informal information point out that soie
teachers even though displaying what on the surface may appear to be undesir-

- able characteristics (e.g. they may be disheveled, or not be articulate in the

cultured semse) may actually perform very well and encourage student learning-

-at least with certain studentS§, such as certain tiisaavaﬁtagéa students.
L ¥

Teachers who may appear lazy in their 1ns:ruc:iona1 methods (such as by making®

relatlvely_subs:antial use of films) may actually be qui:e effective in

helping students. Thes point' being made is that &ifféiéﬁﬁ types of teachers

may be better with different E?ﬁés of students, and it is dangerous to become
i .

too dogmatic about certain classroom &ﬁé?ééié?iéiicé; especially thdse involv-

- —

. ing physical sppearances and personality. Several reviews of s:udles have
reported that teacher ﬁiiééf&éﬁ behavior is a poRr predictor of, student learn-

ing (Millman 1981, p.156)s - ' - ,

t

Darling-Hammond, fgifg? (i§é3) in their review of research flndlngs ion

the reiation of teacher characteristics and teacher behivior versus s:uden:
S ) S o i o H

outcom&s and studerit learining indicate géﬁéréllyliﬁcdﬁéigtéﬁt and often con-

[
[l

.

" but the effectiveness migh: vary for s:udents of differen: grade. ﬂevels and

subject areas). They indicate that geneqailzed rules for teacher behavior may

, not be reliable in complex and variable édiication énvifohments: - -
Given that ratings are to be aéﬁé;,BBEéGéE; EéééﬁéEQVéﬁbééE to préfef a.

fétiﬁé from a supervisor or from the adminis:ra:ion, such’ as their principal.:

P
i

}

P

i
b
t
3
]




v

lems

‘even if pay is not being linked to :he ra:ings, but :he link to ‘pay exaqe;-

£ .

,,,,,,,,,,,, .

department heads or. curriculum spec1aiis:s (RIs: 1983). Thls preferepce for

Glass bélié?é§ that past failures in §ﬁ§h rétlﬁgé are primarily becaiise
- - ‘) _ . R ,‘ R . - - R R - -
of vague; general definitions of béhé@ibré that are to be rated and the lack

af,ratér traiﬁihg (Cléss I§§£§: He believes that _these can be rec:1f1ed.
[ \ ‘.,_ ——— .

; ..'< .

corrected to any sigmificant ex:en:*)

Rating teachers is iiieiy to be one. of the hardest things princxpals and

administrators dos . I: is aiso | ‘one of the most unpieasang}chores,_espec:aily

for rating "problem"” teachers. Few adminis:ratars have had adequa:e ‘training
in handling criticai.empibyee‘appraisals;; Such reyiews if not handled =~ s

. ) o o i _ - RN
properly can be counterproductive.
. s ;.

- N -

?érhapé as a result of this, ra:ers of:en tend to ra:e persbnnel ﬁighly,~ .
:hereby aﬁdiding debate with, and hostili:y from, the persons being: appraised.

Because supervlsory ratings are generally .based heavily on Jadgmen:, even if
L .
sys:ematlc ¢lassroom obServation procedures ‘are used, the ratlngs can be dif- e
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Some of these rating steps are probably necessary in a; school district

bates this problem considerabiy.
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incentive plans evaluation procedures that provide more objective, supportable

information that reduces the need for adversarial debates (Barrington, ° - -

Illinois School District; 1969). 5
What does all this mean? The use of supervisory ratings is the most pop-

ular form of teacher evaluation. .Our limited review indicates it is also the

most popular form of assessment for performance evaluations used in incentive
plans. But there are also indications of major problems among teachers with

such ratings for monetary incentive plans. Criticisms of the subjectivity of

such ratings were major reasons for dissatisfaction among teachers in both

Lebanon (Connecticut) and Tredyffrin (Péﬁﬁé916éﬁié)——5&§§_§§ which plans were

dropped. These problems may be particularly present when other problems exist

such as lack of substantial teacher participation in developing and implemerit—
o , )

ing the plan. The validity and reliability of the supervisory ratings

approach is in considerable question.

ation purposes indicates that the majority of school districts probably are’
1ikely to be predisposed to using this procedure. Such school ditricts

should seek instruments and observation procedures that have at least- ‘some

research basis for their components. The district will need tazaaéqaaiéiy

train the raters in the procedures so that different raters (e.g. different
principals) within, and across, schools in the district will tend to give
similar ratings for similar performance. Wé'géiiEGE that researchers and

, o o1 .
school districts need to put more effort into developinmg specific anchored

definitions for each characteristic being rated and for each grade on the °

&

rating scale, both to improve the reliability of the ratings and to let

teachers know more specifically ‘than currently is the case what specific
R . » s

e , o
performance is necessary to achieve high ratings. P e g e

w

<

o — e
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Ra:ings By Peers.

superv150rs or admlnls:ra:ors in the school district:

There appears to have been little research on peer ratings and a paucity
of information dnrthe state bf.peer evaluation (see; for exémﬁié; McGreal,
1983, p. 126). The chaptér on peer reyiew in the 1981 Millman Hahdbook 1s on
college teaching; hdtléiéﬁéﬂtéry and secondary (see French-Lasovik in Millwan,
19515, '

:Ihélpfimary advantages of peer evalutions are:

o DPeers; especially if from inside the school and district, are
presumably familiar with the teacher and the locality.

o- Peers are likely to encourage professionalism in the ratings (and
thus may also be 1ess threatening).

nge hIghly SpeCIfIc suggestions for improvemen:.
Using peer rating as part of monetary incent ive plans, however,; can also

present major problems and.concerns among teachers, especially between those

rated and those doing the ratings. (For example, in Ladue, the high ‘school

facilty has been consistently opposed to peer evaluation:) Problems in- léde

the follow1ng.

o Teachers ‘may see such ratingg as a populari:y contest based on
friendship or general popularity or other ittevelan: factors, thus

causing morale problems and mistrust among co-workers.

o Reliability problems may be particularly béd,funless anchored
instruments and substantial training is provided to raters. Peer
rating systems will normally involve multiple raters (more than
usually used for supervisory rating procedures).

o The raters will need *r special

Instruments are to be used., As indicated in :he discusslon of

supervisory ratings, to obtain adequate comparablli:y among raters a '

structured instrument will llkeiy be needed.

(& |
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o The validity and reliability probiems discussed under supervisory
ratings also apply to peer ratings. :

o The dlstrlc: witl need to prov1de for the time of :he peers in being

trained, maklng ratlngb, and probably discussing ratings with those
rated. This could be a con51derab1e time requirement.

McGreal (1983), in pointing out prdbieﬁs guch as these; e6$E§ to thé
i conclusion that peer ratings are undesirable and unrealistic for teacher
" evaluation- Note that he is aa&Eeééiﬁg the issue of evaluation only, not
performance assessmen: for incentive pay purposes which is ikely to
considerably worsen any tensions invoived. ;
The Educatiomal Research Serv1ce in its June 1977 survey found that only
33 of slightly over 1,000 reporting school systems (3 percent) reported the
se of fellow teachers for the formal evaluation of individual teacher
performatice (ERS 1978): -We found its use, and a partial one at that; in only
one plan :ha: we examined (King hiiiiém); iEJié discussed belows:
Darllng—Hammond et ai. in their review' of past research reported mixed
reviews for peer ratings: They p01n: oit that peers are in a pbsiiieﬁ to
dssess gompetence; but use of peers is no: generally recommended for personnel
decisions (presumably including ébﬁﬁeﬁéé:ian dectsrpns)_becauee of "divergence
of criteria" (1983, p;307j;
| Peterson and Kauchak (1982) are more sanguimie about peer review for
:eacher evaiuatlon, be11ev1ng that it Sriﬁgé the expertise and experience of
the teaching profe551on in as does no o*her assessment technique. However, in
their own review of research on it; they also reﬁdrted it as '"one of the more

undeveloped and under—researched ateas of teacher evaluation."

They 2180
eﬁﬁﬁééiiea the problems of lack of reliebie procedures, credibility to outside

audiences; and the need for eiténéive teacher preparation for peer evaluation.
But they feel that the advantages of peers in the same subject area giViﬁg
highty specific feedback are substantial.: They believe ‘that ‘some of 'the

o - 57
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ardization of these procedures and that its credibilitiy should be established
by the use of other forms of corroborating data such as student reports. They
suggest that to implement peer review, it will be necessary for administrators

they are speaking of peer review in the context of annual teacher evaluation,

compensation decisions. We suspect they would be less sanguine if peer review
L.

Jsec for this additional purpose. g

m

i

A variation is to use combinations of teachers and supervisors/admini-
(
strators. This is recommended in the Governor’s "Pocket Guide" (October

1983), which suggests mixed teams of evaluators including teachers because

"good teachers recognize good teaching.' :It also recommends that several

visits be made by the evaluators throughout the year.

King William (Virginia) in its new program uses three evaluators, two of

oy

) 3 N . 3 - - £ < P N i";‘; ,‘,’ ; - o __ - P P
which are ceritral office staff members. The third is someone outside the

school district chosen in part by.the teacher from a superintendent’s 1ist of

approved evaluators. University professors have been chosen most freguently
by teachers as their third évéiuafbr (King William case report).

From a technical viewpoint, ;éér ratings have many 6f‘tﬁé characteristics
discussed in the supervisory raiings. The problems of instrument validity,
inter-rater -eliability (discussed above), and the focus on process rather

and positively correlated with outcomes, are also inherent with the use of
peer rarings.

&

Those districts that choose to use peers for ratings will have to decide

how many pecrs there will be, how they will be chosen, from what pool of
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observations versus by éésnél informal contacts througliout the year. We found

little empirical/evidence on these questions. In éddi:idn;.there are few

* experiences as ilféé&? noted and most of these are in systems using peers for

teacher evaluations only; rather than for evaluations relatéd to compensation:

anﬁéniikatings;

The princ1p51 éavaﬁtégés of student ratings are:

o They provide information from the perspectlve of the primary clients

of teachers; a perspective mot obtainable by other procedures. Their

perspective is based on daily observa:ibns of the :eacher for

extended periods, of time.

o Thev can obtain information on a wide varie:y of teacher performance,

both outcome and process—rela:ed aspects. On outcomes, they can

provide information rela:ing both to :eacher helpfulness in learning

dnd on affective aspects. Infbrmgtion on affective aspects canmnot be

obtained by most other teacher evaluatibn _procedures. Process
subjects that can be sought include such information as the degree of

rapport; morivation and communication engendered in the :lassroom.’

o The feedback from s:uden:s, partlcularly on classroom characteris-

~tics; can give :eachers specific informa:ion, helping them improve

their own fu:ure performance.
The primary diséavaniages of student ratiﬁgé are:

o There are ques:ions as to how meaningful such ratlngs are (bu: note

:hat the research c1:ed later 1nd1ca:es hlgh relIabili:y and

s

o Studen:s may use the opportunity to reward or punish :eachers they

like (don’t like), especially when théy become aware that the results

will be used to affect teacher pay.

S Ea
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There has been a considerable amount of research on student ratifgs but
mostly for higher education. Theré has been a small amount of empirical work
. . -
done on student ratings for teacher..evaluation in elementary and secondary
schools.
levels; indicates that student reports can be reasonably reliable (Aleamoni

1981; Coher 1981; Dariing-Hammond 1983; McGreal 1983; and Peterson and Kauchak

1982).

- , L S S, . , S
Peterson and Kauchak (1982) found in their review of past research that

ratings from older pupils were quite -reliable and that even teacher ratings by

younger Studeits, down to Grades 2-3, are valid. (They primarily reference

Instrument 11,” Austin, Texas: R&D Center for Teacher Education; 1982.) Shaw
¢1973) also reports the use of student ratirngs for Grades 2-12 by Kalamazoo,
Michigan (Shaw; 1973).

The research findings indicate that étﬁaéﬁté_fété téééﬁéfé?féifii without
being éffé?fé& by background factors or by the grades given to éﬁéﬁa Agéiﬁ}
however; we rnote that these studies are not done in the ééﬁEéxE‘of Ehé use of
the information for teacher compensation purposes. Aleamoni (1981) in his
raview of a number of college level uses of student ratings fépcrted that most
studies found little or 56 relationship between the ratings of the students

i

and the grades and marks received by the students: Cohen (198F, ps 30

his analysis of 41 studies, also at the college level, found that "students do
a pretty good job of distinguishing among teachers on the basis of how much
' .o ' - .

3

‘they have learned.” In both San Mateo and Los Altos (California), students

themiselves analyzed relationships between the ratings and characteristics of
teachers and of students doing the ratings. They found .that the following

4
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characteristics were not correlated: teacher sex, academic degrees, years of
experience; or grade point average of the Students doing the ratings (Shaw
1973):

School district use of student ratings to evaluate teachers is small.
The Educational Kesearch Service’s June 1977 survey found only 19 school

systems of over 1,000 (2 percent) reporting their use in formal teacher
- evaluations. We have found no district using student ratings as part of its

incentive plan. It is not clear whether aven those that report using student

ratings for teacher evaluations actually use them on a regular basis and for

all grades and ail classes.
In an early effort; DePaul University developed an instrument for stu-
of the validity of the instrument assessing correlations with teacher assess-

‘ments, and principal ratings o. teachers. Correlations of over .80 were found

where student evaluations are made, they usually are only for the use of the
teacher. Only rarely do student evaluations becomeé part of the evaluation
record (Lewis 1981, p. 35). Clearly the use of survey instruments with'
feedback pravidéd'aﬁiy to the teacher will be much less threatening to
teachers. However; if used for compensation decisions; student reports will

be more threatening. o . i

Others such as MEEfééir(i983) warn against certai;”iﬁé§fi65§ EEEE are directly"
critical.: He preferé«?u:ding such as %i get help when 1 need it;" and "I feel
my ideas are impbrtént+istr§ngiy agree, aéree; disagree, strongly disagree'--

S e
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to direct questions such as "Does the teacher know the subject matter" and "'Is
. .

the teacher interesting."
The adm:inistration of questionnaires needs to be done in a way that

4

.assures anonymity for the individual respondents. If the questionnaire is

i
s

reporting only group data is the proper professional practices Individual

questionnaires need not be signed and should not be direstly handled by the

teacher being rated.

In summary, if the ratings are obtained near the end of the scliool Vear,
factors--a perspective mnot otherwise available. und they require a minimum of

resources.

The Key guestion is whethar studernits are able to provide valid and impor=

tant ratings of their teachers and whether they will do so,; particularly in

that some students control their answers to the test scores in order to reward
or penalize certain teachers, <Seiling altered its procedure to disregard the
lowest ten percent of the scores in any given year (see case report). The

same approach could be used for student ratings.

s
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ndi rec: one, of school districts. Parents can be mailed or given a
‘iﬁééfiéﬁﬁéi?é tosevaluate the development of their children in particular
grades and subject mattef. As with student ratings, parents can be queried
about their perceptions of their child:en;é iéé;hing_prégrééé and affective
develﬁpﬁkﬁt; The parént can also report on some classroom process elements;

'fer a unigue perspecfive on their chiidren‘s development,

provifding outcome information on both cognitive and affective

.deveYopment, as well as some (but limited) classroom process
. irformations .

o They are fairly easy -and inexpensive to ob:ain (at least once the
ques:ionnaire has been deveioped)._ri =

The primary disadvantages are:

o Parents have a relatively limited perspective on a particuiar :eacher 8
perfarmauce (particularly in _upper grades) and may not be able to sort

out other factors affecting :heir children’s deveiopment.

~o Respoose.rates to the survey may be low, causiﬁg questions as to the
representativeness of the repsonses.
!
o Teaghers may feel uncomfortable with such ratings.

The principal issue is whether parents can validly rate important aspects

of teacher performance. The research literature is quite sparse on parent

f%atiﬁga.' Most of the reviews of teacher evaluation procedures do not éaﬁaiaér
on (See, for example, Darling-Hammond et al. 1983; Lewis

- -

1982; and Peterson aﬁa kaaéhék— i§é2.§ - - ,

of their formal evalua:ion of 1nd1v1duak :éééﬁéf perfotmance. Only one of the.

school districts we examinfd is hsing paren: evaluation (see Evanston,

: | l;S

3 . ) ' ' . . - . -
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I1linois, case report), and it was not using the feecback as a formal part of
its process of evaluating teacher performance for its merit pay plan:

McGreal (1983) briefly looked at parent evaluations for teacher
evaluation systems: He suggests that it is logical and fair to imclude

parents as part of an overall appraisal system. McGreal, however (citing P.

the example of the Berkeley, California School District. The school district

found that the parent’s feedback "offers nothing that wasn’t already known and
it ap.eared that the most significant benefit of the program was its pub:ic

LY

relations value." McGreal points out that parents may be in a special
position to help assess pupil achievements om affective elecments and cognitive
elements as well as classroom characteristess

In an informal interview we held with an elementary school psychologist,

Jimmy‘s behavior last September as compared to now, has he become: More siire
of himself? More sensitive to his acquaintances? More tbﬁsiaérétei More moti-
vated to learn? Etc." She felt that better teachers would show up better than
poorer teachers on such questions, based on the aggregate of all the responses
received frow parents. As with student ratings, ﬁéréht ratings on any partic-
ular teacher would be obtained from a substantial number of parents so that the

aggregate rating would not be influenced unduly by a few extreme ratings.

particularly in upper grades when their children are taught by several teach-

i
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ers. ’'In addition, theiteach&rs':themselves may nor perceive such feedback as

L

being very useful. Unfortunately, as noted earlier, there has not been much

‘ experimentation or research with this approach or with particular parent

questionnaires. We fbund no tests of the use of parent ratings as part of a

teacher incentive plan.

Evanston (Illinois) (see Evanston case report). Evanston distributes the
questionnaires to parents through the homeroom teacher at the spring confer-

office mails out questionmaires not distributed to the parents. The principal.
of the school is responsible for reviewing arnil tabulating the questionnaires
and preparing a report of the school resilts. The guestionnaire incliides

about 50 data elements which take about 10-15 minutes time for a parent to
B _ ° . ; : ; - - -
complete. The questionnaire asks the parent to rate the qualicy of teaching

cludes specific questions about parents’ perceptiou of homework assignments;

-

discipline; and communication between the parent and teachers (it also in-

probably warrants more attention than it has been receiving. It, however, is

tiot likely to be adequate as the sole way to evaluate teacher performance; but

and systematic testing is needed- ;
. . N
| o
-, 3 - -
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* Student. Achievement Test Scores. g ;

The use of student test scores 1s a heatedly debated issue in teacher

evaluation and will also be for use in teacher intentive plans. It seems to
4 - :

: be ﬁi&éiy accepted that it would be highly ‘desirable to measure student’

learning if the amount of learning attributable to other, non-teacher, effects

.

could be separated out: Since this is very difficult if not impossible to do,
use of student test scores as a primary way to assess teacher performance for .

incentive plans will remain controversial.

[:1}

Test scores, where used, are potentially ths major way to measure the

cognitive outcomes of teaching. They do not attempt to assess affective

outcomes. To some extent, student learning can also be assessed by ratings by

students and parents (as already discussed); but such ratings are considerably

more subjective and not likely to be as valid for determining the agount of _
» : .

enhance student learning (Millman 1981 and McGreal 1983) and that teaching ean

do so: Evaluation systems based upon results say in effect "since we cannot
prove thatﬁghy one method, style or process of teaching is superior; aill that

we can do is po by results” (Feldvebel 1980; p. 18): - ‘ : ;

that school districts should face up to when formulating a teacher incentive

program.

21
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o It is tha most objective ang valid way to assess the amount of

:stuuent learning for subject matter covered by the tests: N

& Similariy; it does mot require tne use of subjective judguents by

supervisors or peers.

o The information can be used to indicate to schqols and their teachers
par;icular shortcomlngs in thelr students” 1ea¥n1ng {(i.e. particular

subject matter content that, did not measure up'well for particular
groups of studernts). : - ? .

The primary d1sadvéntagé are: - .

o Learning is affected by many other factors in addition to teaching.
: - S e — e e e g - St oo =
Thus, unléss these other factors can be explicitly con51a§red; the

ome

results may not adequately reflect teacher performance:

research has«even indicated that these other factors have greater

influence than does the teacher (see; for example; Peterson and

Kauchak 1982; and McGreal 1983).

a2

.usually does no: ma:ch a schooi district’s curricuium, thus test

o Teachers are 1ike1y to teach to the :est’ and because the :est

subject matter is not a good match to the curriculum, may dis:or:

teaching emphasis and also mayidxscoufage:creative teaching.

o It caa require considerable tes:ing effort‘and resources—-:hough
schools already of:en undertake ccnslderable _testing. The use, of
test scores for monetary incentive plans-is likely to require more

testing and more security controls on the process.
B 7. R R B _ o B ) _
A major issue in the use of student test scores to assess teacher perfor-
mance is what to do about the many other external factors that afféect student

achievement on test scores. Such factors include: ' social and economic

charactéristics (SES) of the students and their families; student motivation,

- &
parents”’ motivation and expectations; classroom 51ze, and the physical setting

because they happen to have a mix of pupils that is less éBié“(éf more able)

to score well on the tests. Those school districts that are stable in terms

of the characteristics of its pupils and whose pupils are farily homogeneous
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may find this issue of only secondary corcern (as it has been to Seiling, .

Oklahoma--see case report): In most locations, however, it will 1ikely be an ©

importan: concern. Houston (se@ case report) and Atlanta (White et al. 1974)
have uééd ététigtiCéJ régréégidﬁ aﬁalyéié to determine expected scores for

using such véfiébléé,éé the ﬁéfééﬁt of students EEEE Sié;iﬁ the school lunch
. ™ ; ]

program and ocudén: scores at :he beginning of the year. Other variables such
as class pupii/:eacher ratios could also be,used in the analysis to deveidp an
expected score for an individual class considering these characteristics. Use .

> ¢

out, 1s that i§ is difficult for :eachers {éﬁd 6thér§) to understand. Hous:on‘“

has altered its procedure to a 1ess caaplicatéa analysis of test scores—-but

in the prbcaéé gave 'up adjusting the target test scores for these variables.

- ]

There are- two ba51c choices ‘that a ‘school district wanting :o use test @
3 -
scores as part of the téééﬁéf incentive plan neecds to make:

1. Which :es: 'to use, and:

2. What particular forw of the test scores should be used :o assess

comparison against na:xonai norms, comparison with other classes in

the: schooi dIs:ric:, and comparlsons with pas: scores by the school.
It is beyond the scope of this repor: to delve into the many complexities
in these questions. However, we will briefly discuss a few aspects to

iiiugtigfi the issues involved.

o (;8
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matter. Probably the most frequent objectién we found to the use of

-

standardized test scores, both in the research litérature and in the school

districts we examined, was the concern by teachers and ‘administrators that .
these tests do not adequately measure the content that the teachers are

Singer; et al. (1983); Millman (1981); and Glass (1974) arl point to the

a

desirapility of a better match of test content to district curriculum.

Personnel in both of the districts we examined that used test scores as the

ma jor teacher performance evaluation technique "(Houston, Texas, and Seiling, -

Oklahoma) expressed major concerns on the test content.

A key prer=quisite, therefore, for proper use of student testing in .

incentive plans appears to be. to obtain tests that are compatible with school

-~

‘district curriculud objectives. This means that national standardized tests

:

Both Houston and Seiling are attempting to develop more curriculum reiated
tests. This also means that districts will need tests—for each-grade level —

plan. This also suggests that districts may be less zble to depend pn commer-—

"
cially available, standardized achievement tests and cven stitewide assessment

tests that may not adequately measure teacher instructional objectives in

-

.one’s own school district (Millman, 1983). In any case, most such tests cover

only some skills and not always Q;i:neeaed grade levels.

. LA .
[ » . . ’
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Using 166511? developed tests has the major advantage that it avoils the
and compensation depend on the test results (see, for example, Glass 1974).
1f the test content and classroom curriculum match reasomably well, thsz school

districts would then want the teacher to "teach to the test." .

Local test development does not, however, get arcund two other concerns

sometimes raised: (1) that students will intentisnally affect their test
scores to reward or punish their teachers (if they kacw their teacher is being
evaluated or paid based on those test scores); wnd ¢2) i it thé teachers them-

various undesirapie devices such as not encouragiry students’ fuli effort in
the fall baseline test and piacing emphasis on the spring "post" testor.
actually giving inappropriate help to students in the spring testing. A fev

Seiling (Oklahoma) students in a survey conducted by the district after the

third year of the plan suggested that some students might be controlling their
answers to punish teachers: To reduce the effects of such a possibility; the
: &

Ry

district now disregards the lowest 10 percent of the scores on a test (see.

case. report).
- Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) report another problem with test content.
They report that some past research indicates that teacher behavior that is
needed to increase achievement on standardized tests is quite dissimilar to
the behavior that seems needed to iﬁcréééé complex farﬁéAaf learning, includ-
ing problem solving ability and creativity. Similarly, Centra and Potter
(1980, p. 285) indicate that when the measure of student achievement is a
Eﬁitiﬁlétéﬁaiéé; fact—oriented test, it is not possible to assess higher-order
types of learnings: No conclusions regarding the effectiveness on teacher

1

questioning at various levels should be drawn from such studies. These

~3

o



that éhbuld be uééd; it 1hdieétes that tests are needed that cover both kinds

of learnlng/:eachiﬁg. If the tests do nocqcover higher—order learning by
stﬁdéﬁts; tﬁeifﬁéi discourage teachers from trying to develop such thinking
and Eééé&ﬁxﬁé and frow trying to achieve desirable affective development such

as independence, cur1051ty, and pOSltlve attitude toward self (ﬁériiﬁg—ﬁéﬁﬁbﬁd

EE:EE;; 1983, pp. 280-296).

The second basic technical guestion with the use of test scores is what
“ori of the score should be used.

Teachers’ performance could be evaluated in any one or more of the
B EY - S

o

following ways:

o On the:gain in a class’ scores (e.g. average score) from the test
results at the beginning of the school Vear to the end.
o On the difference between the scores of the teacher’s classes and

' those of similar classes (at the same grade level and subject matter)
in the school dls:rlc:.

o By comparing the class’ score to a statisticalily deveioped "

expec:ed"

score (as diSCussed earixer).

\

) By comparing the actual achievemen: (either a gaIn senre or thke

spring score levei itself) against some non-s:atlatxcally developed

target for the class. . Se )

In addition to tbhe u§g of a class overall average score, a district can

that achieves a certain sco;e£ Thls latter option will possibly be of
ﬁiriiéﬁiér;iﬁiéréér to schools with studepts that ﬁave troubles E?aching
minimum proficiency ieveié’/ ‘

Gain scores can be calcuihted by comparing test scores at the beglnnlng

of :he school year to the end of the school year §ﬁcﬁ,é§'ih Selllﬁg.(oklé—

< - »
hoia)--sée case report--or frbﬁ one ye&r,td the ﬁékt such as in Houston and

55115537 The “ormer procedure requires :estlng s:udies both at the beglnnlng

-
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existing off-the-sheif .- ts. However, much of the testing may be needed for

as to the

E e e o o S : . - Q o
frequency with which tests of a certain grade and subject would need toc be

changed so that teachers would not become familiar with the test questions and

school"districts we examined that were usiiig test scores as

,,,,, .- .

Neither of the

a. major part of

their teacher performance evaluations felt this was currently a problem but

feit that it could possibly becotie ones: - e e D

!
Could classroom grades be used to evaluate tcachers for incentive plans?

e -

(195., p:161) summarizes the argumént against their use: differences among

~

R ~

evaluated would generate their own evaluation records; their use would not -

likely have much credibility among outsiders (e:g. the public) or even among

e -




have a higher face validity than do ratings by supervisors or pééré,éfﬁé

Glass (1974) discusses an earlier suggestion by Popham; McNeil; and
Millman to test teachers by having teachers teach a particular fopic. to an un-

familiar; randomly assigned group of pupils for perhaps 30-60 minutes--with
only a few hours or ; day’s notice and then tc‘measure pupil test scores.
This conceptually would -provide a-rigoraﬁs evaluation of the teacher’s pe:
formance. However, Ehiélappéﬁach has major problems. It would test aﬁiy

matter. It also would regquire considérable preparation and administration

~

~time to be able to ccver all teachers in all fields. (Popham later; 1974;

recommended against the wide use of this approach.j ' .
¢ o . ~ - ' : ? ﬁﬂ,,,,,,,i,,,,,,,,,‘ o -
To summarize; tne use of test ‘scores ::>s considerable appeal; especiatlly

curriculua objectires and (b} if scme consideration can be designed into the
procedures .to consider and adjust for possibie differences in student

composition from one class or one 'school to another (e:g: so that teachers of

classes with more "difficuit” pupils will not be penalized)--such as by using

statistical analysis to adjust for differencess ;

Test score results have the great virtues of being objective and directly

A3 : -~

facing up to the chief objective of schools—-student learning. They appear to

¥

research on supervisory ansd peer ratings raises too many questions about the
adequacy of these ratings as a proxy fo' student learning/achievement).

The appragéh does require substantial care and cost in dé?éidpinglabbib:
priate tests and adﬁinig:eriﬁg?Lﬁbﬁitbring, and analyzing them. Opponents to
tﬁeir‘use are C6ﬁCEr§éd about the lack ai correlation between teacher effort
and srudeit learning, pointing to the research that indicates other faﬁily and

-» , . : . ) . ‘- ) . 7§ . “‘
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motivational fac:ors have con51derabiy greater influence on :-udent learning

Eﬁiﬁ does Eﬁéfiéé&ﬁéi: However, if teachers do not have an apprec1ab1e effect

on learning, then pay—for—performance plans may not make much sense any way.

performance :hat school dlstrlc:s may wish to include in perfcrmance
4

_ . - PR .

“avaluations for teacher incentive plans: Prime examples are teacher and

o , \ S , .
student attendance. Houston, for example, requires that teachers have no dore
than five absences in order to be eligible for @ny of its several bonus awards
(see case report). In addition, one of its bonus awards is for teachers that

1] .

have fewer abserces :han this targét; Dallas’ new plan considers both :eacher

Teacher attendance may not be a problem in many school dis:ricts, but
vhere it is (and leads ca'éusgtaﬁtiai added costs far éﬁBstitﬁté tehthers or

‘teacher. As w1:h test scores, however, consideratlon of classA"dlfflculty is

déSifaBlé to provide fair teacher evaluations. Téééﬁéfé ﬁitﬁ students ﬁﬁ&éé

.
P

attendance targets. ; : : ' .
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Houston points out that_it‘haa an absenteeism problem; having a specific

In other school distfiCtg;::ere teacher or student absenteeism is not a

'probiem, these may not need to be included in the ‘ncentlve plan.

Other record data elements that can be used are external awards for stu-

dents and college acceptances: This information will, however, be of limited
use for assessing individual teachers but would be more useful for evaluating
individual schools as part of a group iﬁcéntivé plan. It has another majar
arauback; this information will likely reflect the backgrounds and inherent

abilities of ‘the students more than teacher capabllltles. But, héVérEhéléss;

0 It is objective; and probably accura:e, information.

o Siﬁéé 1: IS aiready availabile, 1: would 1ike1y cost little to use for

IE§~pr1mary disadvan:age is:

‘o it is avaxlabie only for a few elements relevant for teacher perfor—
mance assessments and these elements are ‘insufficient by :hemselves

to provide adequate teacher assessments. ) . 7

We found no research information on the use of this type of teacher

evaluatlbn. The information from Houston, the one merit plan we examined with

experlence on rewards directly related to record data, indicated that the pl%n

had SECCEEdEd in bbtéiﬁlﬁg sign’ifm’an’: TEdﬁCtibﬁé in teacher ébSéﬁtEEiéi}ii
- N - - - ;' N - - - - - - . - ’ R -

However,; whether this reduction has affected student learning or to what
extent it has reduced the school district’s cost is not known.

s



Comparison of Actual Performance to Targeted Performance. .

A number of school systems have procedures for establisiing objectives 3
for individual teachers at the beginning of the school year with some type of

examination of accomplishments against these objectives at.the end of the

"school year. Accomplishment of pre-set objectives can be- nsed as a major
‘teacher evaluation approach: In Chapter 7 we discuss this type of plan as an

option for a non-monetary incentive program. In ghié section, we focus oh it

as an option for monetary incentive’pians; . "
In a teacher merit pay plan; iﬁdividual teachersv(uf gfoeps of teacherét

for = group plan) at the beuinning of the school year would each eczablish

with their supervisor a set of pérébrﬁénCE targets for the school y r. At .

..

the end of the year; the ac:ual results would be compared to the targets.

e

..

approach is not by itself a complete measurement procedure. The specific data

coliection procedures that would be required to determine :he extent to which\\

the :arge:s have been met wil* depend on-'the objectives. One of more of the

L ,;
:oWards :he specified ObjeutiVES (esg: if an obJeCtive is to have s:uden:s
re -

reach certain profic1ency levels; then :esting would be needed)a o e

f ~ The primary advantages of an actual vs: target ééﬁié?éﬁéﬁt approach’ are:

o Teachers have an importan: role in establiishing,; with their superv1-

sor, :heir 6b3ectives forntthe school year-ithus, this is a highly

par:;cipa;;ve procedure with an extra“ opportunity to motivate
participating teachers. . "

o The procedure is relatively simple and straightforward in concept.

- -

Since targets can be tailored for each teacher, the procedures
provide the opportunity to adjust for individual differences in
classroom composition,; student difficulty, and other special circum-
stances; e.g. a teacher with a class having low pég: test scores’

O

Q
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The primary &iéé&@éﬁiéééé are:

o The targets set by different teachers are likely :o vary con51derab1y

as :o Impor:ance :o :he dlstrlc: and dlfflculty, thus cau51ng

o Teachers and school administrators need ;réiﬁiﬁg;ih the
identification of- appropriate targets. The process is not a familiar
one for teachirg staff and not as easy to carry out successfully as

may appear at first. Thefe is a tendency for targets to become

relétiVély iﬁéigﬁiflcant and easily achieved.

Three of the school gistricts we examined that had mone:ary incentive

‘plans also Eéd some form of dbjective-setting; Round Valley (California),

©

> teacher’s objective along with classroom 6B§érvatibﬁs to determine the point

score fbr 35 percent of the :eachef;* overall ferit pay ratlng. EVéﬁétbﬁ

pr1nc1pals also c. nslder achievement of objectlves aloag w1:h classroom

© .
dbservatibﬁs to determine each teacher’s overall ﬁétfbrﬁ&ﬁté lévEl.. In

7

EVéﬁston, teachers pust have one student-progress objective of per

three targets. 3
‘dilution ‘of the teacher’s éféarté and perhaps overwheid them. Lebangn

and one process obJec:ive. Teaches had to submxt reports on :heIr progress

towards their objectives five times during the year. ( The dietric; repor:ed
that the paperwork associated with the various Eéﬁéiié became a significant

Eﬁfaeﬁ, probabiy contributing to the plac’s ultima:e demise:) In none of

ERIC
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The data available on these plans do not indicate how successful these

glans. (As Chapter 7 indicates, there is .J: -5t no é?étéhatically collected
evidence on their use im non-monetary educational system plans either.)

A number of school districts are using some form afjiéééﬁéi objective-
setting in part béééﬁéé of State laws (e.gs in California and.New Jersey)s

Thus féf; however; we suspect most of the. _school districts have not introduced
full-fledged targ=t-setting procedures with specific measurable 65jétt1?é§-:
see Chapter 7.

& Géy to overcome one of the major probleiis with this procedure, that of

having comparable targetg across téachéré, is éuggéétéd by Round Gaiiéi;é ﬁiéﬁ.

well be adapted to the use of performance targets: Have a central comprised of
adiiindstrators and; possibly, teachers assess the individual targets at the |
;Ségiﬁﬁiﬁg of the schodl year as to their difficulty aﬁa.iﬁﬁaftaﬁéé<ta the
school district and decide on the maximum number of "points" that each target

warranted. Preferably, also, at that time specify how msny points would be
awarded for different levels of achievement for each targets (Round Valley set
maximum points for. two components of its plam: special eaching initiative .

projects and teacher cooperatiod progects——see‘c&se reports)

-

In summary, this procedure is quite attractive in permitting teachers to

set theif‘own target obgectives (with supervisory approval), thus giving

teachers a substantial role in the prccedure.; There are a number of problems,
i

i

. ‘however; especially the difficulties Eeéchefs have setting meaningful targets

! N : - .
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‘and the problem of different teachers sefting targets of differing importance

and difficuiéy; Ehééé;prbsiéﬁé need to be overcome for théfprbcéauré to be i
useful, otherwise thérénﬁiii be complaints from teachers not receiving merit °
awards who believe that other teachers set easier and less important targets.

There has bééhhiittlé égpériéﬁéé with this tyfé,af ﬁfﬁééaﬁfé. More testing ;ﬁa ;

experimentation seems needed before the approach should be widely used:

IS

did use combinations. Houston, which focuses primarily of test scores, also
- .
uses. attendance records, ‘and to determine eligibility for the bonuses, uses

subjective supervisory evaluation ratings. Bryan (Texas); though emphasizing

supervisory classroom observations; also encourages principals to use other

_ . . 3 L . . . . . . _ oL
information that is %Véiléblé; such as teacher absenteeism data and informal :-
. . . .

feedback from parents and étﬁdéité. Evanstor. éiiiiﬁbiéi uses supervisory
classroom observations, performance against targets, and (iﬁidrﬁéiiys parent
ratings. Plans that involve compariso:. of performance targets égAiﬁét actual
achievements; é;éh as those of Evanston and Round Valley (Céiifdfﬁié§; gener= -

s, record
77777777 objectives

systemdtic procedure for rclassroom observations, have the aavantage of permit-

practices, which is much less possible if the district focuses solely on sto- \

-
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fus, the performance evaluatron procedures for merit pay plans could well

.s# a combination of these meaguremen: approaches,,éuch as teri scores to

determine Stuaént iearning reSults, pe“haps s:uden: (and eren parent) ratlngs

A final comment: teachers should know as eariy as ﬁcgéiﬁié by the

i"

beginning of the school year if not sooner; what Speclfically they will be

‘rewarded for—-so they can deve;op their plans :o meet those requlrements. The .
mc:iva;ional value of an incentive ﬁlaﬁ Gill diﬁiﬁiéh'tb the éXtéﬁt‘téaChéré do;

W ‘

not RrMow ciearl; what the requ1rements for merit awards are and have enough -

How Should Teacher Evaluations Be Linked to Specific Award-Amounts?

Once a school district has decided on which specific procedures it wiil

use to evaluate teachr. .« ¥>rmance each year; there is ‘nother crucial choice

to be madé. How sboulr ciie ratings or scores be used :okde:ermlne who will be

. eva}uatlon can come to nought if this 11nkage is pooriy handied:
v’Tﬁe ma jor concerns here are that:
-

o The reiatIonshIp between :he :eacher performance evalnatlon measure-

awards be clear and unders:andable to partlcipatlng teachers and
" admlnls:rators-—SO :hey knuow what perfordance is needed to ;ﬁce:ve
what rewards;

6
. ® :
o This linkage proéess no: 1n:roduce a major new element of
sub3ec:ivity, and , ~

o The linkage is perceived as fair by ;he participants.

The Urban Institute fbuna this step to cause majbr ﬁrabiemé in loeal

Il

Q. . j" | = o : 80 . . B
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‘tion of these approaches. In efféect, many of thevincentive plans we examined

‘Slipervisory classroom observations, als.. encourages principals to uyse other

~

~and the problem of different teachers settirg targets fdiffering .importance

and difficulty. These problems need to be overcome for the procedure to be
- . . - N .- N . .
useful, otherwise there will be cumplaints from teachers not receiving merit

awards who believe that other teachers set easier and less important targets.
There has been little experience with this type of procedure. More testing and
experimentation seems needed before the approach should be widely used:

1

~
l

did use combinations. Houston, which focuses prjmarily on test scores, also

uses attendance records, aﬁa;td'AQEermiﬁe.éiigiﬁiiity for the boniises, uses
subjective supervisory evaluation ratings. Bryan (lexas), though emphasizing

.
]

information that is available; such as téaéhéf avsenteeism data and informal
s 7 : : 7 .
feedback from .pavents and students. Evanston (Illinois) .uses superv Y

classroom observations; performance against targets; and (informally) parent
ratings. Plans that involve comparison of performance targets against actual

achievements; such as those of Evanston and Round Valley (Catifornia); gemer-

a2 .

ally will need to use a variety of procedures (such as test scores, record

data; and supervisory evaluations)--depending on the particular objectives

targeted by the teachers: Supervisory ratings,; especially: if based ou some
systematic procedure: for classroom observations, have the advantage of permit-
teacher imfrovements in classroom
: S

ting the district to encourage specific
practices, which is much less possible if the district focuses solely on stu-
dent’ test scoives. On the other hand, if the procedures focus solely on super-

visory (or peer) ratings, this loses any d “iicis on student outcomess

7
~



; and vague procedure for determining the specific merit increases; causing )

confusion over what performance - : needed to receive what merit pay- 7

A school district cz- use a pre~tpecified procedure thaé*specifies ahead
of time what amount of merit pay will be given for ?Hét specific perforimance.
Both Houston’s and Seiling’s (Oklahoma) plans do this with their detailed .
specification of who gets what for what performance (see case Egpértsi. Note
that these are also the two plans with a major Focus on test Scores. ;

Plans with a quota system (such as Bryan, Texas-—see case report) of with

*

a budget limit on the total dollars that can be distributed (such as Penn

Manor; Pennsylvania--see case report) do not guarantee that a certain level of -
- . 7\

7
24

‘achievements:

Some jurisdictions have numerical point systéms often aSSGC1ate&_with
supervisar§ rating systems. Teacher evaluators determine the nuiiber of pbiﬁté
the teacher receives oii sach of a nuiiber of characteristics. ihéfr;ﬁgé of pos-—
sible points is pré-aétérﬁiﬁéi. These points usually.reflect the relative
weights (i.e. impb}tﬁhcés for each éhérécééristic. ' For example Ladue (Mis-

sourt) grades each teacher from 0-15. Each point is currently worth §$300.
—Round-Valley ‘(California) also has a point sistem with the number of points

received by a particular teacher autoratically determining the amount of. award -

n

1 -

ERIC | 3. -
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into the total awount alloiated by the School diStrict to determine the dollar

value of gach point (seéF case report).

school district’s preference: Districts; however; should :attempt to be as
ciear as possible on the linkage between performance levels and awards to

maximize the motivat on~l value of the awards.

’

g
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CHAPTER ¢
Other Incentive Plan Design Issues
In this chapter we address the following issues:

o ib wha: extent can and should the :eacher evaluation procedure also

~be used to identify ways to improve performince?

[+ Tb wha: exteu: should info*ma:ion on who receives awards be

yve Teacher Performance?

Ideally, the procedures used to evaluate teacher performarnce Lor che
purpc =5 of determining compensatir~ would be equally useful for giving guid-
ance to achers as to ways to im* @ their future performance. Unfortu-

natel;, it is likely to be diffii . it t achieve both of these purposes with

the same procedures.

_”Sbﬁéwtéécfér evaluation experts bLelieve théfé is a direct conflic:

of evaluations information affecting jcb status, such as pay; 7ii] generate

anxieties éﬁéﬁé teachers and make them less amenabié to comstructive discus-

;”_’—_ - -3 - Ty s T3 - 3 pFp_ T3 - 3" _—_—=_
sion abcut :heir performance; the need for objective informwition for determin-~

ing specicl c0mpensa:io"--;nfarmatibn that is externally defensiSle--may

in b mE e Fmsinls mas miah i N selem s emmdiieme mdmmd e
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-
descrij ive, and illuminate: sources of difficulty as well as viable courses
for change" (p. 303). EKS (1978) poijts out that there can be a problem

between the two roles of administratciss that of making judgments (e.g. as to
merit pay) and that of counseling (helping teachers improve their future

performance). - _ L

tive ‘type evaluation is the essential basis for recommending and detecting
improvement” (p.267). He points out that suammative ‘nformation can -provide

- - . . .

clues ss to problems needing attention even if rzuch information is;not as rich

as that provided by other types of procedures.
A School diStrict’s desires regarding. these two roles ¢an directly an

sreatly affect the choice of teacher performance evaluatiogn procedures.

Of the prociadures discussed in Cl.apter 5, supervisory and peer rating

proccdures are most directly relevant to the fole of assisting teachers to
improve their performance. The kéy qi.estion regarding these prccedutss 1is

Chapter 5. ¥or =:xample, in our informai discussions with teaching perr.onnel,
. they frequently pointed to situatiofis where a- teacher who might not hive had

cha;écteristics usually associated with desirable teaching nevertheless was

quite effective in eucouraging student learning, at least for certaic types of

‘pupils. Nevertheless, most administrators and teache = believe that they can
‘; . L.

usually identify good and poor teaching practices ‘and thus can improrc teacher

A S , o , o o

behavior in the classroom even if it does not clearly le * to impioved student

leargiE%r . . &
3 .

Student test scores are senerally perceived as not providing information

to help. improve performance. It seems clear that procedures that use only
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used to provide clues to iearnln probicm areas:; This will depend on

examining the test scores systematicaliy to identifv problem areas for the

teachers: This ahouid become considerably more useful as more testing is

LIIRN

adapted to the local curriculum. Thre need here is to identify the subjeCt

ang to convey that information to their teacbers as guidaﬁce as to Ghere

improvenent is needed iu future classes. This process probably requires doing
0re analysis of test results for individual teachers than .school dis*ricts

are accustomed to doing. Even in the school districts currently u51ng test

scores for their incentive plans, we &i& not find this type of feedback being

providad tc teachers in 1 detailed, organized manner. We note that such
analysis seems considerably more practicai for even smal. school districts

“ .

As discussed in Chapter 5; student and parent ratings,; if used as part of

the district’s iocenotive pianm, can be used ;0 assess both "results" and

“

i

process;" These procedures appear to have “czn used by =chools in the past
wortly as feedback to individual r -achers to encourage the teacher to identify

wheré improvements are neededs Rarely have they been used for evaluating
. N i )

. i . - i B i T i i . o o -,
tedachers. For iﬁCéﬂtiVé.pléﬁs, the key factor is the choice o1 * = par:iculﬁr

tLplCS to Be included in the que tionnaire For these questionnairea, che
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o , N e R
better able to assesss changes both in 1earningi§nd in affective elements of
studerit achievement such as self-respect and ability to get along with othiers.

-

The inclus.iva of some form of constructive feedback to teachers as part

‘of the merit plan process is often advocated. (&.g. ERS, 1979, and Congres=

sional Task Force on Merit Pay, 1983). The current Florida Teather Evaluation

T
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evaluations shdéuld help improve teacher performance ar well as Ef&;i&é a tasis
for rewarding superior performance: "

On o;casﬁcn;'éhe teachar evaluation process, with its improvement-
oriented campSﬁents; hai been ﬁept completely separate from uerit pay or per-
fb%ma;:e;ByrbbjéCtives plans. (Tlis has occurred frequently im other state

and local government, non—educztional agencies where the annual zmployee per=-
formance appraisal prucess has iintil recent years been usSual.y tr-a:ed as a

separate, independent effcrt-—see Greimer et al., 198l.) This practice has

the danger of providing conflicting messages to employees. Most teacher mone-
tary iccentive plans we éxamined either make ‘the teacher evaluation a central

part of the plan or at least fédﬁifé‘thét the teacher evaluations b adequate
to serve as a basis fﬁf merit pay (see, for example, the Pouston @ééé'féﬁbfﬁj.

(Teacher self-evaluations ars sometimes aiso fegﬁireé; but this is not a Ecﬁié&’
that seexs velevant to an examination df.in:eﬁiive”piéﬁs;j

7 Overail, %iseems Jvsirable for a school district - ,ing an incentive plan
t .

to have proceds =r that combine ket purposes, providing some substantial

’
i

~.ze§ to teackzis :.r improvement as wel) as informatinn for eve uating the |
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/
gross student test scores will be the least useful approach for helping

teachers improve their performance (see Singer Ef;é%;i 1983). However, as

indicated earlier by Scriven; even test scores cnn;—aﬁd probably should--be
used to provide clues to iearhiﬁg.préﬁieﬁ éreaéx This will depend'bﬁ

exémipiﬁg the test scores §?§téﬁéti¢éii?:t6 identify pf&ﬁiéﬁ areas for the
téétﬁé?é. This should bscomé considerably more useful as more testing is

improvement is needec:i in future classes.: This process probably féﬁﬁiféé doing
more analysis of test results for individual teachers than school districts
are accustomed to doing. Even 1. the school &igifiééé currently using test
scores for their incentive plans, we did not find tﬁis type of feedback biiﬁg
jrovided to teachers inm a detaiied;.arganized manner. ﬁelndte that s&chll

‘analysis seems coneciderably more pr~-+ical for even small school districts
wiih the advemt of microi~ turs. } | B .
4s discussed in Chapter 5, student & . parent rarings, 1f used gs.parf of
the district’s incentive iaa, can be used to ;Sééss both "resuits"ngﬁd
"process."” These procedures appear to nave been used by §chédi§liﬁ the past
mostly as feedback to individual teachers to encourage the teacher :d_idéntii;
-eefoact . , 8

wiere Lsyrrovements are nexded. Rarely have chey been used for evaluating

_t:achers. For incentive plans, the kev factor is the choic2 of the parti-~ular

w
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‘teachers’ performance. The main problem here is that mixing the two purposes

. To What Extent Should Informstion on Who Receives Rewards Be

Official, public recognition of employees who have performed particularly

well in a given year is common i1u somé parts of the srivate sector and to some

nition are limited to a small number of employees. 1In the teaching pro.ession
this-could be a teacher—of-the-year award for a school cistrict or state.
However, the promulgation of the names of teacher; who have won rerit

dwards appears to have had more negative cons:cquences than positive ones; at
least in the cases we examined. There are two major concer , pavrents
@dy want to move their children into classes Eéqgﬁi by t=acr 10 hava
received merit pay, and similarly they may be unhappy at having their children

in classesytaught by teachers who have not received the awards: This could;

for examplie,/~require schovl districts to devise a procedure for ass¥gning
ctudents to teachers in sowe way that parents perceive as being equitabile
(Congressional Research éérvir@,‘i§é35; The CRS fepart alsc indicated ther
the problew might not be as gréét.ét the secondary level as for elementary

schools because at the h.gh school level; studen:-s may spend only one period
per day with a part.cular teacher. " .

The second major con~ern is that thoce teachers who do aot receive an
award may suffer ffas poor morale and loss of self esteem and prestige. This,

!

N

is of particular importance; since most teachers are quite dedicated to their
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approachés would reduce the embarrassich- -~ ndirilusl teaschers ot receiving
awards.) »

leaked out desp'e a formal agreement wiih the Teacher

dentiality: A list came out in a mattler of days after the awards were made; °

apparently from unhappy teachers (see Lebanon vase report). This caused major

considerable dppésitibn that deveicﬁea toward the pzan and its eventual
termination. Round Valley (California) has a stricc coﬁfidéﬁiiéiiii policy to
avoid the tensions caused by teacher jealousy, bitterness, and humiliation
(see Round Valley case report and Béﬁkeh 1982). Catalina Foothills (Arizoma)
had mixed feelings on this; some teachers im one of - surveys felt that

recipients should Ye publiciz.d whilc others felt 2ld damage the morale

R B

s prefererice

(see Catalina case report and Frase, 1982). Penn Manrr (Pennsylvania) made

public the names of award recipients. Some téachers objectéd, and the

publicity reportedly hurt some teachers in the eves of family and community.

$chool admiiistrators; however; feel that identiffcation 15 inevitable and

have not changed their practice of releasiig the names. (The number of awards

each year is swall, rbout 25 or 1! percent of all teachers-—see Penn Manor.

case report.) A los Angeles Times article on the San Marino (California)

ability to keep confidentiil the award reci,fents (see also Savage; 1983).

Ladue’s (Missouri) policy is to keep the information confidential. It feels
that salary information should be treatad the same as compensation for.ladue’s

N

doctors, lawvers, and corporate executives. School officizls de not prcvide
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inforrition aBau:pgpecific salaries, aithbugﬁ they must report them to the

state (sié L. due case report and Miami Herald, A'ugus: 8, 1983). Bryan (Téxasj

Thus, low visibxii:y is usuaiiy the preferred approach. Avoiding morale

cozern and that of encouraging cons:ructive cooperation is also a reason for

the attractiveness to some school districts of makiﬁg plaﬁs vqluﬁ:ary and
i . g 3
: T . ) P N A
using group, as well as individual, incentives.) g

To What Extent Should Teachers and Teacher Associations TDarticipa:e in the

De51gn and I plementation of the Plan’
; 7*

reduce the amount of par:icipatidﬁ B§ ceachers and their asgchatiﬁﬁ;' How-

pértitipétidﬁ b? those affected b? the p]aﬁ. This was a ma jor fiﬁdiﬁg of the

Urban Institute’s earlier work on incentive pians Inr managurral and non-

managerial employees in a varie:y of s-at~ :iud local gov-rnmenc non-a

educa:ional agencies (Ha:ry et al.; 197 . and Greiner st al.;~i981). The

passed par:iy due to lack of participztion by the teaciiers in formulating the
l bl

that :eachers as wel? as schcbl adminis:ratcrs and the bbard of educa:icﬁ
become firmly - ammi::ed. -McGre.a EQ?B?\ emphasizeﬁ tiie impor:ance 6f a

fneling of c/ner>n1p bv teacHers 1t rhey are to be: will*qg to vhangc and

‘. T 1aN 'FL-;;’;L’ [ A A R TEAaE AL il abLd e e Al e

Qe TaT d E R e ail mdnd il



"must be consui:ed and involved in aeveloplng :he progtam but opp051:10n from

:eacher unions can make this difficul:“ (p+6). . The Superintendent - - ‘Pbéﬁbﬁ;

Connecticut reported that lack of par:icipa:ion by teachars and Jiv:. associa=

tion in the development of Lebanon’s merit pay plan severely handicapped its
acceptance (the plan was dropped. after - .- years--see Lebanon case report).

Teacher participation is probably 4-:. -alarly important for developing

the teacher performance éﬁélﬁétiéﬁ\ﬁféEe -:es. For example, Sﬁéﬁ (1973) sug-

gests that participatior. of the teacxers in the deveiOpment of the question-
naire is ome oi the best ways to reduce the concerns of teachers abbu: s:udeﬁt
ratingss Most of the jurisdictions with which we spoke empﬁééiié& the use of

‘teacher inputs in the development of the -eacher evaluation process and in
reviews of the incentive plan after it had been implemented: In mapy school
districts; part.cipation is required by the legal agreement with the teachers’

association.

Par lcipation in the overall desion of rhp plan appears fiuch léss common=

tlace. Superin:enden:s and their staffs; sometimes with citside advisors such

K}

as from rniversities, Liave uéuéjiy aEvéiapéa the 6@été1iidé§igﬁ‘

used some form of feedback from teachers o review the plan and develop

modifications. For -+ample; Ca:alina surveyed bl portion of its teachers after

the first year: Cthex sc?coi disvricts have used teacner counciis to obtain
5

feedback Snch as Sa iiing, Okiahoma, which has»a tea her_adviaory council that-

periodi&all& sﬁgges:s-modificatibr co thE plau. Ladue;fﬁiéébufi has teachers

aud:recommeﬂds changes. a 5
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_Proposals by the Governors. of North Carolina and Arizona are more far-
o o . ; o R
° reaching; they would require approval of a plan by 4 majority of teachers in a

scii.5l district (Public Administration Times, September 1; 1983). ats ¢jpe
e 7 oposal; -however; would probably meet with opposition from many of the
_hooi -istrict administrators with whomw we spoke who bezicve that while

Our -examination of experiences in both educational and non-educ«tional
settings indicates that the more the participation; the longer it takes to
cevelop and impié%ent a plan. Hcesrer, theée saie experiencgs also ingicate
that ageuciesgth;c nave rnshedrintb suc: plans, ﬁithdﬁtfﬁdéquété
ﬁéf?iéiﬁéf&oﬁ; éii}-iikéii fac; ma jor negative consequences later:

How Much Advance Planning and Preparation Timie 15 Needed to Prepare a Plan?

‘ - N . B g o ,,, N S
In the previous sectioz; we noted tnat there often are problems when an

ncy attempts to rush into an incentive plan (see, for example; Hatry et

merit pay on teachers without listening to their comcerns znd addressing *nair

needs (:.ee Ladue Eééé,féﬁéfi)g;yéfﬁéf adminisrrators also warn tha: rushing

will diminish chances of success (Cramer, 1983): Kzlzaazoo’s plan was iutro-

duced in a few months; apparently too quickly (Doremus, 1982): The Lebanon

{fonuec: i-at) superintendr nt indicated that the district had a major problsm

/
. 7

trying to develop a plan to stardp it September ziter gaining appruvai fo- it
onlys in April. ’

In addition to needing time to obtain teacher- participstion (and if pos-
sible, their suppoit), timeé is nredéd to develop an rieguata teacher perfrr-
mauce svaluation process. -A.key factor is whether the distticf already | .s

B



r

are sufficiently valid to use as a basis for determining who should receive

a teicher evaluation insttument already under development that ﬁég‘iBEEB&BEé&
at the same time as the merit pay pian: The instrument had been developed

jointly by teachers, administrators,; and the state university: Other’ school
districts will not be so'fortinate and will likely meed to develop such proce-

dures. The State of Florida is taking many months to develop and test

appropridte teacher ééééé%ﬁéﬁt instruments.

School districts that focus on student test score. are likely to have an
Even greater prob.em unless; like Dallis and Houston, rhey algeady have an ex=
tensive data bank and testing capability that permit + rhem to quickly de=

velop an adejuate student test score process. -Howevc:r; as noted in Chéﬁté? 5;

a major ;-+blém in the use of student achievement test: 15 that of finding

tests who: 2 content is reasomably EBEﬁéEiBié»ﬁiEE that oi the school dis-
””” . -ti~iculcm an whoSe variety. s adequate to cover various grade levels
¥
znd subjec. ~..."wr: w3 indicated in €hapter 5; jurisdictions such as Seiling;
oL o - i _ B 3 . e  ___ o _____ o
Oklahoma and Houston zre attempt-ing to develop new tests covering more sub-
Ay

jects and that a:e more compatible with the school’s own curriculum. These
tasks can take ms: years. Au option that theose distri ts tock, however, fs

to begin with nationally avallable tests, recognizing that these are not com-

pletely satisfactory for the loog run. This latter strategy may .be particu<
partic

larly appropriate for school districts that are especlaily concerned over the
low performrauce of their studeats on tests ar? have as a mzjor district objec—
tive the improvement of pr.:ficiency levels on such national or state tests.”
Nonjmonetary perforumaance-by-objectives (FBO) plaus far.e fewer problems; -
& T -
but adequs‘e ;ruparation rime ‘is needed to gein an unrlerstanding by
- : . 4 : .

T ) L




participants of how to select objectives and targéls and to establish
procedures for evaluating progress towards the targets. These tasks are often

LTl il ',;, o Lo o [ _ . . T .
assumed to be easy and to take little :ime. 1In generdl, this is.not so. For

-meaningful objectives on topics such as student progress, considérable time

: L . s i N

_and effort may be negded to establish reliable measurement procedures. Hyde
’ o . D o .

?a;k (New York) took five wmoiiths to pilot tect its PBO program with approxi--

matély 25 percent of i:é_tééchgré;' Santa Clar: i -lifornia) used a one-year

.
»

period for developing its BBO ﬁrégramé. ' . 4

To s;mmarize, thete are two major activi;;éé £5r which adequate time
aeeds to be scredulsd in develtping ééééﬁéf incentive plans: (1) time to
develop the appropriate teacher evaluation procedures and (2) time to gain

3 .

adequate teacher participations School districts; it seems clear; sjould not
rush into these plans without providing adequate t*me for; and attem’ .:u to,
‘both activitiess

The majority of the districts that we oramined had a formal appeal
process; a few did not: The ‘primary advantage of an appeal process is thac
teachers who feel that they have been evaluated unfairly have the opportunity

to air their concerns. The appeal process provides a safety valve for
teachers to vent ‘their con.erns while affordirng them +he . ro

correct situations that may not have been handlzd adequate.y - -+ . ‘an’s
procediuras. For the fost part; thé;saﬁgél disccicts with wnich we spoke
reported few appeals and fewef reversals of initial decisioms: To some
extent, this low level of reversals was due Lo the [articipzcion of high-level
aaaiﬁiétféiafé;‘gﬁéﬁ as sperintendents; in the original award determifiations

(particularity in the smaller school districts) so that an appeal goes to a
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Although we fouud no direct empirical evidence on the value of appeal

a N~ : '

[

- N o

What Preconditions Are Needed For Success?
". Two related concerns appear most importafit here: The first is an ade-

quate teacher-administrator relationship, and the second the existence of an

acceptable basic salary structure. i
The presence in a district .of mutual trust between adﬁiﬁiétratiﬁé\ﬁéf:

. @ A
. : L
effective monetary incentive plan. The level of trust is likely to be
L x N -
affected by the type of teacher performance evalwation procedures used. If
' 3 ? )

approach, such as evaluation procedures based on student achievement test

scores and other cbjective data, is likely to be more palatable to mistrusting

< ”

teachers. The reverse may be the case where there is a high level of trust;

. ‘. . . . . . B - . » S,
teachers may ’oe more inclined tL accept a §Upég\71§6f§' rating procedure than

test scorés over which both parties have less direct control. Ladue; Missouri

* 7 i

personnel have reported that "success or failuve of a salary schedule based on
the effectiveness of teaching is dependent largely on the degree to which

there is mutual respect; understanding; and sympathetic professional relation-

October 1980; ps15--see Ladue case report):

&

A second potential prerequisite i-. a reasonably satisfactory basic pay

2

plan. Some teachers and administrators currently beileve that merit pay will

~ <

not be Successful until the teachers’ present salaries reach an "adequate"
o - . , .
:I',\.".}i; - ;'. ;; A‘i;?&{- é&;; &.i{;h'.;‘;-’--'_}\'_ib 'j:i{:b; -;;{;i'.{';-?-;ii;; &i.'}". —(K&i;;;i b}\’-{}-i{}\-;
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associations that as long as they believe teacher salaries are too low across
the board, they are less sympathetic to using funds for payments to only a
segment of teachers. This problem is likely to increase in seriousiess to the

: teachers perceive that a primary problem is the willingness of the community
to pay across-the-board V’iﬁc’:?ééé»éé; then the monetary in’cénzix‘ié plans may be
* accepted as a partial éﬁ'ﬁéiiiﬁié;
GEE.ééﬁﬁié is too small to make any definitive éénéraiizatibﬁ regarding
; the importance of these two prerequisites, but they clearly are important
» ,

considerations.

Ll

o




CHAPTER 7
Performance~by-Objectives Plans for Teachers
A potentially promising approach for stimulating greater productivity and
higher levels of employee performance.is the regular specification of"

performance targets. This process involves the formal identification of

specific work objectives and targets for individual employees at the §égiﬁﬁiﬁé‘_'
of a given period and the subsequent comparison of actual.to targé:ed
performance at the end of that period.? A performance targeting pr&gréﬁ can
be used as a means for evaluating employee ééfféfﬁgﬁéé or as a motivational
tool in ité own right. » . |

fffffff 2
Goai-setting theory postulates that human actions are triggérea by conscious
intentions that are expressed as specific goals. A goal is what an individuoail

- e i o .
(or a group) is consciously trying to achieve and constitiutes ‘the most immedi-

ate determinant of performance. According to this theory, increased effort

targets or by making their targets harder to achieve (more challenging).

i) ) o o - Sy ,
1. We will use .the terms "goals" and "objectives" interchangeably in
.this chapter. - ; o . -

3. See, for instance, Schwab and Cummings (1970); Latham and Yuki

(1975); and Locke et al. (1970).

9§
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major steps:
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.Target-setting procedures for teachers generally imvclva the following

5 _
1. ég,gﬁé beginning of the perforﬁiﬁcé period (usually a semester or
" school year), tndividual teachers meet with their supervisors to

agree on objectives for the coming mon:hs. : ; .

24 <Each objective is supposed to incorporate a8 specific target to be
achieved, criteria and da:a collec:ion procedures for assessing
indication of the responsibiiiiies of the supervisor (or
administra:ion) in the target acliievetient. effort.

3. During the performance P?ribdi tedchers rec#ive periodic feedback on
their progress toward aehieving the specified targets.
4. At the end of the performance period, :he :eacher and supervisor meet
once again to review the degree to Ghich each target was actually
~ achieved. This provides an opportunity to identify needed improve-
' ments and to begin to specify objectives and targets for :he next

performance period.

The application of tergét:settiﬁg procedures to managers is generally
termed ' managemen: by ob;ec:ivee" (MBO). The use of taget-Betting procedures
for annual performance assessments of management and non-management persoﬁﬁel
is freqoently referred Eo as féppr&iséiiﬁi objectives" (ABO).

The focus of this chapter is on the use of :arget-set:ing procedures for

gggigggigg;:eaching personnel, :hat 1s, for stimulating improvedpperformanée

o B oo o . . L @ L L.
from teaching staff: We will use the term "performance by objectives'" (PBO)

to refer to the target-setting procedures reviewed here. .
The perforﬁaﬁce contrects for teachers popuisr iﬁ the 1950°s (ERS, 1974)

of teeehere?,'sueh;pregrEEs determined a teacher’s péy, in part, by the degree
. _ . - i _ _ _
to which the teacher was able to improve student aclievement levels (as

measured by standardized teetﬁeearees in areas euéh as mathematics and
reading: "Improvemen:s" were measured. ‘against pre-specified targets. §ocﬁ

‘Programs were tried by schooi districts in‘Keokukg Iowa, Menominee, Michigan;

s

L
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PBO has been widely discussed as an approach for evaldating teacher -

performances For egample, Manatt et al; (1976) and Redfern (1980) have both

described teacher evaluation procedures based on PBO. N 4
¢ b

There are a number of important advantages to the use of PBO for

motivating teachers:

. o The procedure is relatively simple and straightforward in concept.

o It is a highly partitipatory process giving teachers a maior role in

determining how their performance will be assessed—-an_element highly

conducive to motivating people, especially professionals‘such as
teachers.

teacher performance.

o PBO offers a way to motivate employees without the use of monetary

incentives., This can mean lower costs and avoidance of the emotional

responses often associated with linking pay to performance.

o Since objectives and targets can be tailored for each teacher; the ;

procedure provides an opportunity to adjust or individual

-differences in class composition, subject di ficuity, etcs B

-

Disadvantages of these programs include the following.;

o Differences in target-setting practices among teachers can make it
difficult to compare teachers or schools (e.g. targets may differ

among teachers as to their importance to the school district and ease

of achievement). _ 8 - i

o The program may require considerable paperwork and supervisory time
(an espectally difﬁicult problem for PBO programs involving teachers,

- where the span of control is unusually large) . .
e

o It potentially requires that all staff learn a new and difficult

skill - that of identifying and formulating realistic, challenging,.

—

and- measurable,dob objectives and targets.

¢

o It may require ektenmsive training of ail staff.

o The _program can degenerate over a petiod of time 1if not coupled w}tﬁ c

N o periodic retraining, tTevision, reguvenation, and—-perhaps--rewards.
In this chapter we focus on four types of issues associated with PBO:

design issues; implementation issues, operation and maintenance %ssues; and
_issues associated with the impacts and effectiveness of such plans. The

!
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- findings reported here have been dréﬁﬁ from the éipériéﬁcés of five school

districts cnrrently using PBO, as well as the Iiterature concerning the ﬁéé‘éf
PBO epproaches for teachers apd other puplic and privdte sector smployees:
; (The five districts are the ﬁrbwn Deex (ﬁiscansinj §;ﬁboi Districe, thérﬁydé
iétk'(&éﬁ iarkjiééﬁtréi Schoji Distriet, the iidgééﬁba (ﬁew Jersey) §cﬁbbi

(Utah) School District, and the Santa Clara

\

District, the Salt Lake City

(Céliforﬁié) Unifiéd_School District.)

+

-

academic community on the best way to design a performance targeti””rsystéﬁ.

Their findings suggest that the follewing features enhance the effectiveness

of a PBO effort.i - . :

o erformance targets rhiould be clear, specific, challenging yet real-
Jistic, priority ranked, and--to the extent possible--quantifiable.

ig o Employees Bhould participate in the formulation of their goals and
performance targets. : v

- o Overall objectives should be established at the top level of the

organization and communicatéd to line staff. . .

‘ ‘3 : ’ - ~ )

v

6 The performance objectives should be accompanied by written action
plans indicating how the objectives will be accomplished. :

° Eﬁploiéés should be provided with fréquéﬁt, rélévaﬁt, timely, and
constructive {non—critical) feedback on their progress toward meeting

their objéctiﬁés. : ST~ — SR

v - -
. . -

Other important design issues on which the research does not provide much
guidance are: (1) the importance of focusing objectives and targets on.out-
comes .rather than processes; (2) the net additional motivational value of

linking target achievement to financialfrewards, and (3) the need for central

coordinaglon and oversight of employee efforts to formulate performance
v ' .

.

-1 These results are reviewed in greater detail in Greiner et al.
(1981), Chapter 8, and the'references cited therein. '
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" to be either aasigaaaé or non—existent. There is some limited infx rmation on

- -
- ?

EhéEé‘concerns from a recent study of four public sector PBO prog ams (Hatry,

etjai;; 1982); (These programs involved several Rinds of municipal employees”

but no teaching personnel ) It was foundm for example, that:

o™ There is evidence that performance targets Lhat foeus specifically
" and explicitly gn productivity-—e.g.; outcome measures employing
efficiency or effectiveness targets=-have the.greatest likelihood of

fostering proaudtivity improvements. e

o Prdcess targets of the form "identify and implement at least one . ~

préject related ito cost savings or service. _improvement over the next

12 months" havel'often béen effective in stimuiating empioyees to

! undertake special projecfé that improve prodnctivity. : » -

o PBO" programs where target-setting was highly decentralized and lack-:

. ing in cfntral staff oversight tended to exhibit. large variations in

R 3 — &

the quxlity and difficulty of the targets formulated by employees.
Withou%n uch centﬂal coordination, target quality tepnded to decline
with t : ,

1
.

These findings, while” tentative and based" on public sector PBO prograis

e

’ involving non-teagyers, are potentially relevant to the design of PBO ap~

- .

proaches for teaching perSonnel. Nevertheless, the precise extent to which
S : - -

findingeon PBO ?rﬁgréﬁié for non—teaching 'iiéi.’§6ntiél in tl’ié p’iibli’c end ;fp’ri\’iété
sectors,are applicable to public school teachers i5 dot ciéar;_"ﬁﬁiié many of

‘those findings are likely to gpply, there are potentially important differen=
Vi X .

ces between PBO programs for teachers and other PBO programs. For éiaﬁpié;

the complexity of performance criteria associated with teaching is generally

—/

greater than for the work of private sector employees, heavier emphasis is

X,

given to process measures in assessing teaching performance; there are coqr

straints 1a§a§éd on teacher PBO plans by idws, rules; and civil service regu-
tations; and there is a tradition of strong emphasis on,seniority and training

rather than merit in conjunction with teacher compensation planss An example
4 ) - rs

of a potentfally important difference between teachers and other public sector
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‘éﬁ§1ayéés; insofar as PBO ﬁfagfaés are concerned, gs the relatively large span

and Buras; 1979) This means that a sing1e~schooi principai may have to

evaluate a large ‘oumber of teaching staff; a situation that can lead to

ineffective evaluations end reduce the motivational- effectiveness of a PBO -

o"' »
programe. Co

" Nevertheless, thé—fi?é case studies and the results we have found from

E

regarding the design of PBO-programs for teachers. The following issues
» - T,

appear to be especially significant.

R Pfdgtéﬁvcaaéragé. : '; : . k" 3

i

Each of the five PBO programs initially covered all teaching personnel.j

However; in two cases coﬁerage was curtailed after a few years. In Brown

with performance problems. Such curtailﬁénts in coverage make it'difficulteto

v

view these target—setting procedures as;real PBO' efforts at the current

time. io be effective as a general ﬁotivator'of teaching staff’ it would

- appear that PBO programs should cover all (or at least most) teaching

personnel.

The Structure and Source of Teacher Objectives.

. All five PBO programs initially used a hierarchical objective structure,
. with district-level goals (specified by the board of education and/or the

superintendent) at the top, "building ' objectives for individual schools

(formulated by the school principal) at the next level, and the obJectives for‘

e

103 .- S /
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iﬁdividual tedachery at :he lowest level: Building and ‘district objectives -

Were expeézed to be in:egrated with and provI guidance to the Formuiatiom of

objectives by teachers.:

Job caarac:eristics and behaviors incl ded on the rating forms used to .

appraise teacher performancé also frequently Xerved as-a source of objectives
(see the Hyde Park, Ridgewood, and Brown Deer case reports), as have the

. » - - .

minimur basic skill levels that some school systems specify for their students

3

_(Santa Clara and Salt Lake City case reports). An innovative source of

teacher objectives in the Salt Lake City school district has been the "School -

-~

_Community Councils™ associated with each of the distriét’s schools (see the

\ " -
: -

Salt Lake City case report). ’ .
The Focus df,feaeﬁerebbéeciiﬂeé;

Few of the objectives es:ablishea by teachers in :he five PBO programp

e

examlined here appear :o have focused ow educational ou:comes or efficiency.

In thd§é cases where obgec:ives regarding student achievemen:";Ere“re;cr:ed 3

(see for isstaiice the Salt Lake City, iidgewcod; and Santa Clara case

reports), they often tended to be relatively general (e.g. “iﬁpréve the ::
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long division"): There were; however; some exceptions. For iﬁétéﬁce, in Salt

Lake €ity many teachers established objectives for achieving cost savings (in
teépéﬁéé to a similar district-wide asjg;t1Vés.

rather than the outcomes of interest. Teacher performance appraisal



ally established. The same can probably be said for many performance targe:s

89 - iy

-
A

- -

(i;’; process—orien:ed) and outcome-based. evaluation philosophies (Darling-

Hammooﬁ etmal;’ i933). Thus, depending on how the: obJec:ives are defined PBO

-

[
procedures ‘can focus on either outcome ;or process meza-~res of performance.

ﬁnfor:una:ely, the - precise rela:ionship be:ween achieving a proces —orien:e&

c.." . ' .

-

focusing on persooal development or the comple:ion of special projects. Such
P - -
efforts generally ‘have tended to be largely remedial or to focus .on curri¢ulum
e !

deveiopmen: and other changes in :he teaching process; heir rela:ionship-:o
ontcnmes,remains probiematics: 7 “}e;;j:ﬁu g

®

cies} as.opposed to the eucouragemen: of excelience: Many pof the :eacher PBO
"""""""""" R . L
programs examined placed their greatest stress om using the targets to ;'i P

ideotify and alleviate areas of poor performance (see, for ins:ance, the Hyde

Park Santa Clara, and Salt Lake Ci:y case repor:s). While such a focus was

apparen:ly effect yve in elimina:ing "problem" :eaehers, by i:self it is 1tkely
I

to do little to encourage overall éicélléﬁ§§2

' | N R

. Selszction of Specific P°rformance Targe:s. o

While goals and objectives iden:ify the general areas “of concern (e -3
student achievement; curriiulum deveiopmen:, or an aspect of :eacher be-
r

havior), it is the performance target :ha: Spells out :he specific action- or

"

éﬁéﬁgé being sought: *or instance,; if thé objéctive 1s to 1ﬁprave reading
e . -
skills) :he corresponding performance :arge: migh: be "improve reading’ levels

-
-

by 1.0 years over the éEx: sixrmon:hs as measured by a specific standardized;s

- .

test:" ‘ -
;. s s

b
e
(o }
Q|
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Many of the objectives weexamined #id not actqalig”apécify’any'péffdf;}

- o8 .
mance :arge:s; Some dld not even définé the peribtd: to which ‘the pexformance’
. - - PN
* \' . .
\ " target applzed although most of the targets examiged used the school year or
. -, . ) i - l‘ L ’ . -~ * ’
the time until the last scheduled perf&rmancekevaiuéiibn (usually in April) as

the (implicit) performance period of interest.

: | Another iééﬁe in fbrﬁuiating méaningfui performance targets is how }o
~ determine the specific level of performance :o be sought. For instance, if
) the BBjZEEiGe Is an improvement in reading sco%es, how does one de:ermine
N ‘ whe:her to seek anA}mprovemen: of I or 1\5 years in such scdré§§ A number;bf
H o S , R

sources miéﬁi be used to specify éﬁéﬁ“tergeté: prior 166615 of achievement,
R :

L Y
&

A0 ‘The speciffcation of the ac:ual performance targets is an especially
: iaﬁaf:ant coneern for PBO programs designed to stimuiata outstanding perfor-

i mances If :he PBO plan is to serve as a stimulus for excellence, it,may be

h'

.Inadvisable (depending upon pow :arge: achievemen: is measured)t%a.23e~w

..j«’-

S -

.performaﬂ;e standards as the ﬁ§rgets-. Meeting a minimum performance s:an&%%ﬁ

R (R - =
cannot, in itself, be consideréé<a;merk of excellence. For this reason, ustﬁg

‘ ‘hinimum basic .skill objectives as performance targets may not be the best way

>

A
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A relaced issue is how. to adggs: for differences between teachers wi:h

H ~ .

regard%:o the subjec: taaght,; s:udent mix, etc, If suoh differences are:no:,,
T I .

éaaéiaéiéa and iﬁf&?ﬁﬁii&ﬁ on the achievemen: of performance :orge:s is used
[
for pnrposes 1mpor:anc :o :eadhers (e g. as a subs:an/lal par: of\annual per— -

formance appraisals or as a major basis for rééognition and éiérds), then
. 2 _ L . -
, : charges of ‘inequities andlggfairn ess é’é likely to occur. Some teachers will:

v :

targets. The five teacher PBO programs examined here use& no formal; syste-

of taiioring thefr efforts to the needs and abilities of eachiindxvidnat_ .
” B T i . . ’
student. ' Teachers were ra;ed specifically 6§ their effectiveness and

conls'"éienf:i;onéﬁegé in carrying out this Tequirement.

& .'\.

But in gemeral, it was up.td the téaohers*or supervisors to nnke an§3
¢

ad justments, e.g. by adjusting the actual performance :argets or by subjec- '

) '. A 7 ] . B ; .- . :
.. - tively allowing for such fac:ors when evaluating target aculevemeh:: "An

appr‘oach sometimes'used ’eisewii’er’e in tiievpuoiic sector——central ﬁgonii:ovring and

"review of wall :argets "to control :arget comparability--was not -used in the i
./// school districts exam‘lne’d here. (H’gwever, B’r'o'wn Déer‘ did strive to e,;nhance; \
i ¢ ’ . e ' " ’ \
B - o _ ] B - g - o o B . . R .
*  comparability between schoolé B? holding joint discussions of thé‘various \\\

-

performance ratings with all three school principals present. )
?
Al:hough :hé 155ue of Earget comparabili:y has been a cén:ral concern for

r
\

Voo > s

=2 rewafds or sanctions in connection with targe: achievemen:. Coﬁcerﬁ over

y _e
-
K3

\\any of chese school districts linked :arget achievemen: folfinancial rewards.
Y S
o : o -l

L .- e
“ e

. , . T
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g of :he asSumptions-—and, perhaps, biases—— sociated with the use of PBO is -

the ﬁéaSﬁrability of major 6bjeetives. very few of the ﬁétfbtﬁéﬁté targets

- _
o al ezl 8 ot s s i __ ..
for teachers we reviewed attually specified the criterig and data svurces to

" be used for measuring target achievement. Those that did ﬁéﬁally used progect

K}

products; due dates; or test scores for making such assessments. But.in most

cases, it was up to the teacher or the evaluator to muster whatever evidence

was available to‘determine whether the target had been achieved.

In addition (qr perhaps, as a resul:); in many instances target
- o . . ' _‘ _ ll, o o _ _ o
achlevement was asséssed only subjectively, using whatever information the
v . K
cupervisor 'and the teaché? could put together. The subjectivity inherent in

such an assessment ﬁrocess can oBvia;é one of the importaﬁt potential

assessment of teacher gérformance. The failure~-or inabili:y-—of many

' » — Y
' ceacﬁers to specify apprOpria:e measures’ of tagget achievement can thius lead
" to a PBO plan :han is juSi as Subjective as many other Supervisory rating

N procedures. This appearsnto have occurred in connec:ion wi:h many of the

— e
- * : .
o - .-

"teacher PBO programs e .éXamined. . : , .

The subjectivity noted above was often compounded by the way in which the ,

* assessments of target achievement were used in determining a teacher’s overall
s C . ;

pérformahoe; In most'caéasj targei-aohieveme

X, was only one of mamy inputs
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i,. into the overall performance rating was rarely spelled ou:. The essential

SubJec:ivi:y of the re l ing rating, ‘and its loose ‘relation :U‘farget achieve-
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The Mechanics of the Objective- and Target-Setting Effort. .

an important:issue here is the number of targets that a teacher should
set. Several of the school districts examined (e.g.; Santa Clara and Hyde
Park) initially had teachers formulate numerous performance objectives and

targets. However, none of the five programs are now using more than about six

objectives per teacher,; and there éﬁﬁééfé to be a ééﬁéféi;pérception that th
number of targets for ; given Eé;éﬁéf should be Réﬁi to BéEEééﬁ one and six:
Another questipn is what should be the respective roles of the teacher
and the teacher’s supervisor in setting the performance targets: In two of
the initiative in preparing a first draft of their performance targets for the
coming year. In the remaining three céééé, the performance targets were
drafted jointly by the teacher agd':hé teacher’s supervisor. These procediures
have the advantage of making it — likely that the teacher will ac;ept and
seriously strive to achieve the targets that are finally agreed on; A joint ;
ir'ge.::-se::ing proceduré helps ensuré that both the teacher and tii.é teacher’s

supervisor understand the teacher’s objectives for the coming year and agree

- - S
on their importance (McGreal; 1983). v B

i

In addition district and school building objectives imposed further limits om

teacher flexibility in setting performance targets: In assessing the problems

they had encountered in connection with their first PBO effort, Hyde Park school
L7 . . ! V ] ] ] o
administrators stressed the impgrtance of having supervisors take some initia-

"
o
w\

LWG [
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district-wide priorities (Gray and Burms; 1979); This participation by
supervisors can ensure that the targéts of individual teachers are of

importance and are compatible with district priorities.

The Relatlonshrp Between PBO and the Teacher Evaluation Process.

Thé rélationship betveen a séhool-distriét's PBO pragraﬁ and the

J

procedures used for annually appraising teacher performance can be quite
. !
complex. Of the five teacher "PBO- systems examined in the course of this

e

s:udy, only one (that in Sait Lake City) is cnrrentiy used as the sole

A JE—

initially used their PBO procedures as the primary mechanrsm for appraising

teaching personnel. However, both de-emphasized the roie)of PBO in

as an adjunc: co other performance appraisal :echniques (sée the Hyde Park and

Brown Deer case reports). 1In the case of the other two school districts

(Ridgewood and Santa Clara), PBO has always played a relatively limited role
in appraising overall teachetr performance. | |

. The Brown Deer School D’i’s’téiét moved toward other performance appraisal
methods in part to help alleviate a gfb’ﬁiﬁ'é threat that teachers perceived in-
connection with the use of PBO to assess their performance. Hyde Park’s de—
emphasis of PBO came in the wake of its inability to maintain the effective-
ness of the PBO system over a period of several years (a similar aééiiné; also
poréﬁiiaii§ traceable to inadequate maintenance of the plan,; has been reported
by the Santa Clara School District):

These results suggest that if ?ﬁé is being relied om for performance

appraisals, inadequate maintenance of the PBO program may damage its

effectiveness as a source of appraisal information, leading to pressure for

B qé:émp@aéizing or dropping the program. On the other hand, Subordination of

(S8
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program, as discussed before, and Eéi;EEEGEﬁE one from realizing the .
advantages of PBO as a motivatiomal tools
These results suggest that school administrators contemplating the use of

procedures to be used for éppraising overall teacher performance. We suggest

that if the PBO procedure is not made. a significant part of the teacher.
evaluation process, it will have little meaning to teachers and little

: i; ‘. .
motivational value. . . .

The Relationship Between Target Achievement; Rewards; and Penalties.

As noted previously; the question of whether or not to link target
achievement to rewards and penalties has not yef*sééﬁ/ﬁ;éAfly resolved in the
research iiterature. Nevertheless, a decision on this issue may be quite
important to the motivational effectiveness of a PBO Srogram.’
School administrators in Hyde Park and Brown Deer both felp that the lack

of tangible awards for target achievement had contributed tp tHe decline of
long run. ' These need not be monetary. For instance, strong support of the .

— g

PBO effort from top-level management may in effect create a psychic reward for
taking tﬁé»ﬁrbg?éﬁ seriously. By limitirng target—setting to non-tenured
téaéﬁéré aﬁa teachers whose pérfarﬁaﬁcé was poor, the Hyde Park School Dis-
trict in effect focused its PBO effort on those situations for which strong:
sanctions (the withholding of tenure, the withholding of step Liicreasas, or

even termination) were available to ensure that the plan was taken seriously

by those involved: Several other school districts (Salt Lake City; Santa

RN

[P )
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~  Clara, stc.) noted the prominent and effective role played by PBO in fdentify=

ing and remediating poor performance--another .case in which PBO seems to have

been most effective when target achievement levels were associated with clear

sanctions or rewardss : ' ,

On the other hand, there appears to have been an asymmetry between the

rewards for high target achievement and the penalties for not meeting one’s

targets in tHe teacher PBO programs we examined: While most school districts

.«

linked low target achi;vement to the initiation of remedial actions and; if

rniecessary, dismissal, high ieveié 6f‘accompiiéﬁméﬁi with respect to the §ééi;é
targets were rarely given much regbgnitian Bgyénd an occasional pat on the .
ﬁéég and-a notation in the éﬁpib?éé;é personnel .folders By féiiiﬁg to provide

negative implications of not achieving targets, school districts may be - -

failing to take full advantage of PBO as a positive motivational tool for

improving employee performance. E ; .

‘Although the evidence is limited, it appears that the implementation of: -

PBO prograis for teachers is not greatly affected Bi.ptéiébﬁditions such as

oo ____ 2 I,

pay levels a:‘priar experience, with target-setting. The §téééﬂéé of unioniza-
Vtibﬁ;éﬁd C6iiéc:ive bargaining agreements also &ié not appear to have affected 7
the feasibility of the PBO efforts in the five school districts. The absence
6f a direct linkage to teacher compensation is:probably a ééj@i reason why'
these problems have not tended to arise in the PBO plais we examined.
A few implementation obstacles were requéeaz however. Hyde Park

reported that contractual constraints on the teacher evaluation process and
the large span of control characteristic of their schools made it more diffi-

cult to initiate the PBO approach and may have affected the effectiveness and - =%

e, —— -

onees,

L3




staying power of the program that finaiiy emerged"(éray'and Burns, 1979). Two

[y

istrators to utilize the PBO approach effectively.;

Most of the five school districts made an effort ‘to involve’ teaching ‘ .

B ; o

staff in the development and/or maintenance of their programs. ‘Moreover; the

PBO procedures were usually iﬁé&fp&f&téd*iﬁto the provisions 3? the teacher

contracts Thus, aithough the employee associations may not have had a formal

‘role in the actual development of the PBO system, the need to obtain their

contractual agreement to the provisions of ‘the plan probabiy'ensured that o
) -~

teacher association concerns with regard to the PBO effort were taken Anto

consideration (this may, of course, have tended to dilute the Plaﬁ and limit
the way it was used). . : -

Adequate training in writing goals and using the’ PBO process has BeéF
oo

" viewed as essential by most experts on the topic of target-setting (see, for

instance; the results reported in Greiner et al., 1981, Pe 162). Tﬁo of the

five school districts reported extensive efforts to train their staff in writ-~

ing goais and objectives and utilizing the target—seeting\system (see the Hyde.

-

Park and Santa Ciara case reports).’ Whether that was.enough is; however; un-

certain; since the PBO programs in both sites apparently enc0untered problemsb , Qﬂ

in execution after a few years: School districts implementing a PBO process

and speeific targets and, for supervisors, in conducting teacher evaluations
based on target achievement. This training needsato be’provided to all new

B empioyees; In addition, periodie refresher training is also needed: \ i’I




Operation and Maintenance issues ] : -

Two impor:an: concerns in operating PBO problems are: (i) that it may Ee . e
neceéééry for a district éo.iéunch a;major effort to collect new or sdditional |
data on teacher performance, and (2) that PBO prograns can lead to-
’;considerébié extra paperwork for teaching and édﬁiniétréfive staff if efforrsr
are mot made to kesp such paperwork within bounds.

The five progréns we examined, however, generally required no special
operational suppor:——da:a processing faciiities; specialized s:aff etc. A

potentiéiiy controversial issue associa:ed with mauy target—-setting efforts==

the conditions undér‘which employees are allowed to alter or adjust their

v

—d

performance térgEté—dﬁring the perfornance period—did not ;appear to be a

source of contention in. the five school d*s:ric:s examineds: Aii five
permi::ed teachers to revise their performance targe:s a: any time with the .

concurrence of their supervisor. Only :argets addressing poor performance

and/or a :ermination decision could not be modified once the performance

.

period'had begun;
The lack of coutroversy concerning the fairness of the :argets or revi-

sion of the :arge:s may refiec: the ‘absence of any direct 1inkage between

target achievement and financial——or o:her--rewards. Such '‘a linkage tends to

focus attention upon the eqﬁt:abtii:y of the targets; ﬁaking édjﬁétﬁéﬁté of e é

the targets to reflect changing external conditions much more urgent and - .o

‘controversial. -
The provision of frequen:, timely féedback on target achievement has t een | ,cfﬁ

cited by many as an impor:an: factor in the effectiveness of a iﬁé program &
! RN ¥
{see; for instance; GrEinér e: él:; 1981, pp: 158-160); The frequency of sucﬁi

feedback ip the. five school districts we examined ranged from one or :WQ_:imes

per yéaifca ﬁeekii'or even daily. (The ins:ances ‘of more frequent feedback
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generally- invoived PBO programs . that focused on only a few teachers-—e.g: non-
e < : . :

| tenured staff and persons needing remediation.) In several cases the feedback
frequency reportediy deciined over time; Most: of the five PBO programs either
did not specify a minimum frequenmcy for providing feedback or required only |
. ‘ pro : } :

one or two interim reports on target achievement. Given the -motivational

« - : :
imppreance. of regular feedback on target achievement and the vide range of
feedback frequencies réﬁdtté& B§ the five sites; it éﬁﬁééfé:tﬁét school
districts contemplating the use of PBO as a motivational tool shouid probably
rEjuire supstvisers to provide feedback often enough to ensure that the
motivational potential of the program is ot compromised: | B

. Three of the five school districts ekamined--Brown Deer; Hyde Park; and

Santa Clara--reportedly experienced a deciine in their programs after several

years: Among the problems reported were a declime in the quality of ‘the

cbjeciivgg speéifiéa; &eci%niﬁg awareness and understanding of the PBO
process, less C6ﬁscieﬁ§i6us£e§s by supervisors iﬁ_bbéeréiﬁg teachers and
carrying out the evaluation process, and grdﬁiﬁg.éﬁﬁiéééé‘férCéﬁtibﬁé that the
PBO program C6ﬁ§ti£u:e5 a threat. As ﬁq;éd‘By géﬁfé,éiﬁté»&bﬁﬁéi Distriet
Ve 6ffi%iéis;-these‘syﬁptbﬁs point to the need f6r>§§?iﬁaiééii9 reviéwiﬁg atd re-
' vitalizing che PBO process if it is to survive and be effective. (In fact, it
did siot, survive as originally desigaed in either Hyde Park or Brown Deer.)
- §uch'révitaiiza§i§ﬁ can take the férmofﬁcontinuihg to traiﬁﬁéuﬁérviébrﬁ.aﬁd

non-supervisory personnel in the techniques and applicatioms of PBO; frequen
- rotation of bupervisory staff to Bﬁiﬁg in new perspectives for eévaluating
. teachers, and——perhaps——the introduction of some Ertm of recognition for

outstanding target achievement:




The Effectiveness of PBO Prﬁgramsfiéigieachets |

‘ L & _ _ -~ - - R
¢ ' Private sector experiences and laboratory research on the ‘use of.
o s - .

' perfomance targeting programs suggest that, when properly designed and

’

/

" applied; performance targeting can have a positive effect on producfivity
(Greimer et al:; 1981, pp: 148-151): There bave; however; been few efforts to..
assess the effectiveness of performance targeting programs for public sector

employees (Greiner et al., 1981, pp. 143-145) and virtually none” in conmnection
with PBO programs for teaching’persontel: In ope of thg few recent studies of

the lmpact of performance targeting on public sector (bt non-teaching)

employees (Hatry et al, 1982), it was found that: ,

. o Thé‘térgétzgéttiﬁg,prbéééé itself appeared to be responsible for a

R E number df modest though. scattered productivity iﬁprdVEﬁents'vu

o Péf:ggﬁaﬁeé targeting efforts did mot produce any significant amount

. i _ _ 7‘7 . . |

o The linkage of target achievement to mc étary rewards did not appear
to produce any improvements in performaiice that would not have been
obtained had no such linkage been used. - Indeed; the introduction of
monetary awards generated considerable dissatisfaction with the -

entire PEG effort,

o The targets with the greatest likelihood of fostering productivity

improvements were those focusing specifically and explicitly on_

productivity; e.gs; outcome measures employing efficiency or effec-—
. tiveness targets. Process-oriented targets requiring employees to
7 regularly undertake special productivity improvement projects were

also found to be ralatively effective in stimulating improved
performancea - : ’ : .
Thus, the experiences of other public sector é@ﬁi&?ééé seem to indicate
that if properly designed;‘fﬁé'ﬁiégféﬁé‘éiﬁ éiiﬁﬁiéié‘ﬁaaégi-iﬁﬁiéVéﬁéﬁtéliﬁ
péffarﬁaﬁcé éitha"t héviﬁg to be linked to mometary, rewards. Furthermore;

such programs appear to have few negative effects. An especially attractive

aspect of PBO is its frequent’success in motivating management and profés—

sional personnel, a fact that makes its application to teaching personnel
especially promis agl - | o

Yoo



One must, néiiertﬁeless; Be cautious in extrapalating the results from the

hd

priva:e and pobiic sectors to PBO programs for teachers. As noted previoﬁsi?,

" :heiia:ter programs .may invoive some significant differences from tﬁosé for

v ﬁoﬁ-feacﬁiné staff--ezg., the need :o deal with the large span of control and

the complexity and subtlety ot :he outcomes associated with the :eaching

procéss; Thus, informa:ion is needed on school district experiences wi:h‘PBO

.

programs-and their effectiveness for imptoving the performance of teaching

TN

personnel. Unfor:unately, we have found no sys:ematic evalna:tons of actnai
{aa

from the five programs examined. (1) increased accouncabili:y, (2) improve-

L

.:requirements for evaiua:ing cer:ificated-personnei; It is significan: that

- : sEiﬁniaEe better perfofﬁanéé by teacherss Indeed :Qe ina::ention by these
school dis:ric:s to many of the design and implemen:a:ion issues d&&cribed
not been tapped by the school distric:s. While 556 programs can po:en:ially o=

s:imulate excellence cn* the part of :eachers, :hey must be designed imple—

- . nen:ed; and ﬁaintained with that in ﬁina; - ‘ (
h L

It is thérefore perhaps not surprising :ha: the five PBO programs we

1Y

t
1
t
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’potencialiy facing dismiéééi)r perfbrmance targeting ef forts have been

prbeedures., (See also Iwanicki, 1981, p. 203 ) But for the large ﬁajbrity of

the teaeﬁ’iﬁg staff, ﬁb"g'p‘eeifie i:héhgéé due to PBb were rep;j:te&. 6ﬁiy one of
//

h
» '

/' .
t;on or recruitment; in that case the PBO effor: was cited as facilitating the
/4
/elimination of poor and unsa:isfac:ory teachers and the retention of more N
- : \
¥ : A

o S , p 3
Labor-management relations were also generally unaffected_hy_ghel;

_introduction of PBO programs for teachers. Indeed, the sneciflcations of the

piéﬁg were uéﬁéiiy iﬁtbrﬁérétéd iﬁtb the teachers’ contract.

\ most part, teachers appear,to have accepted the PBO process. (Note that.
\ acceptance sy.fafﬁaﬁ E&ﬁaéi personnel was in some cases greater tﬁéﬁ that by
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\ Jersey addressing the need for careful performance appraisai ﬁrﬁEeaﬁrgé and,

\\ to some extent, encauraging the establishment of 6bjeéii6é§ éﬁﬁeérélEB have .
EN

.:he plans. The fairness of the

N

*n :he schbol dts:ric:s exam~

i use gﬁ the teacher evalua:ibn

v

i
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In general, the out-of-pocket costs associated with a PBO effort for

A

- 4 . - - S S T .
;,.tééchéréjéppéér to have béén relatively 16&; élthbugh the school diétrictg -

with their programs. To the éiiéﬁt that Pﬁé is used as the primary

- sl .
or as an adgunc: to other performance appraisail procedures), the <ost of such

a program represen:s an expense tha; would probabiy have to be borne by the
school district anyway. : \fi

1 : a

Some school districts reported’ that their PBO programs required 'special . -

expendltures for cbnéultants, :rarners, and/:.r extra record-keeping, but no i

égtimates of the magnitude of these cos:s were aVéiiéBié: The largest cost

éﬂd ﬂégétiétiﬂg objectives aﬁa;éubgéquéﬁtly meeting to assess” tavget achieve-
- ‘ ’ ‘ ) e A
'aé@t. " For instance; the comprehensive PBO effort employed in Salt Lake City

reportedly is quite time consuming; involvidp. the cooperation and commitment
.—-of many peoples ,

The school districts. examgnéﬁ noted several o:her advan:ages and dis-

~

é&Van:ages in connection wi:h their PBO programs; For instan ce;;pne district
Lo o

Sﬁgges:ed that the :arge:—setting pracess coh:ribu:es to 1 r66é6<665Eiﬁﬁi£§

in district activities and emphases frém one year to tne next. On the other

hand, it was suggested by others that the district and buiiding obJectives may

increase conformism and reduce flexibility and initiative on the part of ;

19&1?13031 :eachers; : R

in guﬁmary;.whiie PBO prbgraﬁs for teachers can péieﬁiiéiiy sEimuiiEé

) zxploi:ed by :he school dis:ric:s 'examiined here. Whilé these fiVE,prbgréﬁE -

9 N e e e F T ——
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o ered Jictle evzdence of significant posi:ive (or nega:ive) Impacts on

-

;/

a eéflaﬁioﬁ i.ou:comes and teacher perrorman@e these re;ul:s shou&d be viewed
ﬁi:h-caq; on. The five PBO prograos dere apparently not desigoed'or'used )
;pecifiéaiiy to motivate teachers. Thus, Eﬁé'ﬁiograﬁé'fiéquéotiy eoﬁrai;ed
design and implemep:a:ion features that faiied to take advantage of the full

,,,,,,,,,,, : .

_mo:ivatlonal po:en:ial of PBU. For example. i

¢ .
.

o _In some cases,.:he program was applied teo oniy a smali portion of :he

Y

oo :eachiog staff. - : = R

o Tne performance ob;ec:ives and targets that were used tended to focus

only on processes rather than outcomess
s - o ’Fée&Bacﬁ oa target achievement tended to be infrequent.

o ‘Performance criteria and targets were of:en highly subjective;

specific, qﬁan:ita:ive perfcrmance :arge:g were rare.

‘numerous other characteristics,

o Little rec’o’gﬁigi’o’n was provided to teachers who ’p”e_’;'f(i’rﬁi’e’d well with
: respect to their ;é’rgété—,,élthbﬁghf i'ijijiy, school administrators
i belicved that such recognition coygld have a positive impac: on
wotivation. Indeed, greater atteation was focused on sanctions for
poor performance :han on recognition of good performance.

o DnJy sporadic a::en:ion was paid to main:aining and revitalizing the
altering the performance appraisal procedure rather than examiniﬁg
- the factors associated with improving employee motivation and
performance. Strategies for helping to refocus employee attention
and energy upon the PBO effort (e.g. the introduction of sanctions ]
and/or rewards for giving serious attention to the PBO.process) were

: generally represen:edAminimalfperformﬁnce standards rather :han a .

: - goal of excellence.
N

S A
H -

of the PBO programs examined here is likely to have been compromised. Tﬁﬁs;

while the experienceét:o date with PBO programs for teachers illuminate the

) 1§§ué§ associa:ed with their use as a stimulus'for iﬁproved péréorﬁaﬁcé, they
- . ‘ .

120
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do nbi\ appear to prsvide"a basis for assessing ‘the sé:uallfps:en:isl effective-

While a number 'o'i' pros and
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\ cons can be identified 1n connection wi:h :he use- of PBO as a mo:ivational -

\ tool for :eachers (see the beginning of this chapter), there remain a number
’ \c»-<

| of critigal unkno”'

st the vaiidtty of the procedures as a means for assessing

\

\:eacher

e

rerformanc

|
%erformnn%e appraisai prqcednres, and clear, qnsn:i:ative, sys:ematic evidence

p Al

effec:ively s:imulate improved teacher perfotmange.
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, CHAPTER 8 Lot
_ Issues After the Plan Has Been Put Into Operation ~  ° - ,
> f ¢ .- : ‘

o D
distric:’ what shpuid be done about evalua:ion and“revtsion of :hg plan af:et S

J . < .

1: is 4in operation, and whe:het :hete are any speciai resovrce needs for

opetating these Pléﬁﬁ. p .- RN

will Adequate Funds Be Made Available Each Year? - g

sute you have enough -money to:make meritﬁaa%iat:tactive to :éééhété“ {Cramer,

- ] S v ) ) R 3
School districts that 1ﬁttbdﬁcé a ﬁbﬁé:éty 1ncentive plat will need to
adequately fund them eacq,year ot they will - be unaermineda Inevitably there,
will be :emp:a:ions during periods of tight revenue to cut back on the dollar

o
-

aitocations,réﬁéféﬁy restrictin; :he‘hu bet and/or size of the awards. .'"Make
g ﬁ . .

1983, :p+35). . a o L 5

Rﬁbinééﬁw(i§83) reported that the Educational Research Service’s 1983

\

sutvey;fbund‘iack of funds and inadequate financiai incentives to be a fre=

-

quent cause of the fatluré of teacher merit pay plans: Penn;Manor (Pennsyl= A%fEf:

<

vania), %Qtléiiﬁﬁié;;éﬁéﬁﬁﬁierea problems when fé&?& with a tight bﬁagét,
77§éti5ii?riﬁ tr9iﬁglt6 ;3tt6W the field of candidates %i?ﬁ,iﬁ&ée who had been
rated ou:s:andingSE The choice was to divide the money - 1nto smallér iﬁ&ﬁifé
for each :eacher or to narrow the field fut:g;t!;nd give Bizeabte amounts to

(5

only a few.; In :his case, the school boatd 1ncteased :he allocatibn, permit-

»q;ng ail those evaiua:ed as outs:anding to receive the’ full $1 000 bonus -

(@tamet; 1983 and Penn Manor case tepor:).n ;‘ . =

PSR
. [

Many, if not most; school districts place a :otal dollar limit each year

&

on :he?moizy availabie for-dwardss This is a Q§:uta1 tendency because of the

vide a balanced budget. Others; however; did not=—such as Houston .

need to pt
-t
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and Midland, Texas (see Houston case report and ERS 1983). ‘Where dollar

limits are not established at the beginning of the schooi year, the school

district takes some risk that there will be an unexpectedly large number of

awards: ~Houston felt :ha: it could estimite the toal cost of the of awards -
reasonably wéil, and in such a iarée school district, any over—expenditure
would probably not be large enough. td,céﬁéé a iiiéj;gir budget problem. )

Schiool districts thét"ﬁtb?idé-@ét?;llﬁitéa-Sﬁagétg Ebr iﬁééﬁtiVé awards
will ibtéé the administration :owards :he}use of QGétés or very small rewards,

or both. This will lead to concerns (as discussed in Chapter 4) by teachers
and the administration that all those who péffarﬁ meritoriously during the

. N
plan. It may well be be::er for school distric:s that are not willing or able
o

to commi: adequa:e annuai funding for the plan not to initia:e a meri: pay

.pian at aiis

It is not Iikely, and perhaps is 1nconceivab1e, :ha: a plan can be per-

fect the firs:Atime around; ~Exp11ci: ptqvision for periodic evaiux:ion/revteﬁ,
. % 2

seems highly desirable, even 1f only to assess whe:her the plan 1s accomplish-

bonus amoun:s; "and evalua:ion critaria (see :hose case repor:s). Districts

L/
annualrevaluations_of their planms. :

o

- R ‘ ! -/
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'performance on evaluative criteria after the plan began to that for periods

Merit Pay (1983) suggested that plans should be subject "to periodic review
for refinement, improvement, or abandoment." Ladue (Missouri) has a standing

committee to conduct a continuous evaluation of the program and: :o recommend

desirable changes. The committee incindes teacher represen:a:ives. Ladue’s

-

committee has surveyed bo:h curren: and fbrmer :eachers and administrators to
help evaluate the program Ggﬁe Ladie case report).:
sy and large; the evaluations that we found focused on obtaining staff

viewpoints;-including those of both administrative personnel and teachers.

4 3 N , _ _ o A . -
Sometimes these iiéwpbints ﬁéré obtained systematically, for instance through

consultant: On rare occasions the districts examined changes in selected

criteria related to their objectives; for instance teacher attendance and test

scores (see, for example; the Seiiing, Oklahoma, and Houston case reports). _

Overall, however, we found few attempts by school districts to compare

. before the plan began: School district administrators with whom we spoke

often indicated that adequate baselinme data were not available and had mot

been examifed. Alsc, few attempts were made to explicicly iéaﬁ for other

plaﬁsible explana:ions for any changes found, such as changtng pnpil composi-
tion or economic conditions (that could explain changes io test scores or

teacher retention ra:es);

-
-

The need for review applies to performance-by-obaec:ives plans as well as

€ l

monetary incentive plans. Newpor::Mesa evalua:ors, for example, urged school

districts initiating a teacher accountability system to assess the degree to

which the system has been implemented according to the specified procedures



corrected before it is too tate (Niedermeyer and kiéiﬁ; 1972). PBO plans
require considerabie added paperwork; the value of this added burden shouid be
periodically assessed to ensure that it is still worthwhile:

historical data relating to the objectives of the plan (see Chapter 2);56 that
these data can be compared to simflar information 6Btaiﬁéd after the plan has

been in operation. Such data could include student test scores, teacher and

teacher morale and attitudes and on parent and student attitudes. \\\\—_—
Such evaluation procedures have the drawback that théy require special \
effort and, perhaps, special resources. However, if the school district
wants to be able to assess how successful its incentive plan has been and

whether it is worth its cost, these tasks seem necessary.
>

esources Needed for Operating the Plan?

Depending on the plan”s design, there may be special activities and

resources that a district will meed to provide throughout its operatiom:

In the preéidus section, we discussed the need for iﬁ‘iﬁﬁﬁii evaluation
and review ?rthEEZ‘ i§ addition, special tgacher evaluation procedures and
data processing may be needed. If the school district moves to a mOre Struc—
tured supervisory, or peer, ragiﬁg §fd¢é§§ than it has hédfiinvaiving; for .
example, systematic classroom observations), special training will be needed
for those persons who conduct the 6B§érv§ti6ﬁ§iévaiua:i6ﬁ§; (A teacher eval-
uation system using peer tatiﬁ§% will have this problem to an even greater
extent since there are likely to be many persons doing the ratings; all the
peers need to be trained to achieve reliable, comparable ratings.) Training

cr2an _al . 1Ll LX3.3 £ Klaca ahae mawfarmananahra
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"additional :es:ing and

44V /

’b .

objectives component, whether the ﬁlan is monetary (see Chapter 5) or non-=

mone:ary (see Chapter 7). As we have nOCed in those chapters; extensive

:raining for ﬁariiéiﬁafiné Eéaéﬁers (éﬁa supervisors} in tdentifying

’obgectives and se::ing targets will be needed.

such 'special training is needed not only in the imitial §e§f of the plan
but is also needed annually for new staff. Refresher training is also likely
to be needed periodically.

Such special tréiﬁiﬁg can.help defuse pofceptions of the lack of objec—

tivity of the evalua:ion procedures (Cramer, 1983, P 35). For §erf6rﬁance-59-

v

quectives pians, such as :ha: in Hyde Park :onsiderable trainiﬁg is needed
to develop skills associated with setting objectives and subsequent aﬁﬁréisals

(e§é§'&ﬁa Burns, 1979, p:415): The se::ing of objectives; including :he

selection of objectives that are both meaningful and measureable, 18 not an
ins:inctive activity and is mqt easy. Special training and technical

assistance will likely be needed: Lack of sach help appears to have caused

major problems for PBO plans involving educational as well as non—-educational
\

ﬁersbnnEI.

Training will be much less of a problem in a plan based on student test

scores and other "objec:ive fieasurements. However, as has already been

-

discussed; plans based on test scores will likely_need to provide for

"obably addi:ional tests, especially tests that better

match the district’s :urriculum (see the Houston and Seiling case reports)

* In addition; the &iéifiét will ﬁééa to ﬁtéiiaé resou.ces for écaring the test

results, and Perhaps for special data processing and analysis efforts, using
either in-house or outside helpa It.may be also necessary to provide special

-~

security precautions for the testing process. i

-

H
!
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Finally, it is desirable to provide orientation on the plan to prospec-

tive and new teachers: Ladue teachers, when surveyed in a 1983 evaluation-of
its monetary incentive -plan, reported that it was vitally important to .orient
new teachers to the plan (see Ladue case report and 'its October 1983 plan

1

‘description). In the case of Ladue, members of the evaluation committee plan

4 . \
to meet with new staff members by th% fifth week .of the school year to discuss

‘the evaluation program (the Committee also requésted that .administrative

personnel who interview candidate teachers describe the plan to them)-

o .- T S Y I
Unfortunately; we have found nb readily-available data:as to the costs of
these activities (e.g. special training,; testing, data processing; etc)s The

cost will depend on the school district’s size and its own.existing resourdes.

These activities need to be planned for and’ budgeted by school districtss

—_——
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How Should the Incentive Plan Be Integra:ed with = . .
Career Ladder/Master Teacher .Plans ' (3

throughout thé U’éﬁéa s*:a;és.. Numerous variations have ap’p"e\gaféa; several

under the banmer of "merit pay." This has led to some confusion over the -

relationship between merif pay and paster teacher/career devaiopment programs.
There has been a tendemcy to lump together teacher _ﬁéiii pay plans and

career 1&&&&5/&5&&&5 Eéi&ﬁer 51&&&. In this report; we draw a fairly sharp

——? o

distinction between :he :wo and focus on merit pay plans,; not career ladder
§lan§; “Céreer,ladder pléﬁs usually'provide salary;differentials based_o;
special assignments 1nvolv1ng different or addiiional duties. 4s ‘such, they
,givé added compensation to :eachers that have different responsibiiiﬁies from

o:her :eachers, ra:her than for a high level of performance for :he same basic

set of duties. For example, a master teacher plan may call for :eaching o:her

teachers; the evalua:ion of other :eachers; or the developmen: of currigulum. -

Two general :ypes of master :eachericareer developmen: programs are

esﬁeciaiiy impor:anta One class combines fea:ures of both meri: pay and

However, the master teacher’ s primary role is stiii teaching s:uden:s. Thus,
this type~of plan is a ﬁeriflpéj &s well as a career deveiopmen: program éﬁd

is of direc: concern to the subjec: 3f .this report.

The second magor épproach':o masélr :eacher programs emphasizes :he crea-'

tion of new 3ob positions’ for teachers, jobs Wi:h additional responsibilt:tes,

ex:ra pay, and = perhéﬁs = added plestige. More impor:sn:ly, ‘'such new jobs
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often move good. teachers away from the ins:ruc:ion of students and into areas

such as Eﬁrriculum developmen:, teacher counseling and :réiﬁiﬁg; ete; iﬁ‘geﬁ-

the :eonher 5 jgégggg job (esgs :eaching s:uden:s), and (3) at any gi%e time;

;Vsuch programs probably provide advancemen: opportuni:ies for only a small pro-
portion of teachers. In fact, candidates for such programs are~e£eenwse1eé§ed
primarily on the basis of tenure, speciaiized skiiié; leadership, expertise ég
a traine.; and similar attributég 6:iiér-théﬁ - or in addition to - job perfor-
mance (although, of course; performance levels must be sa:isfae:ory)._ |

The primary objective of the latter- type of master :eacher program is

usually the recruitment andior re:ention of good teachers by providing addi-

s ‘rl "

3
and éﬁéiieﬂéiﬁé responsibilities. Improvemen: of s:uden: achievemen: is

usuaiiv only a secondary objec:ive, one :ha: is addressed only 1ndirectly \

}

A
(e:gs as the resuit of retaining and recrui:ing better teachers, having mas:er

:eachers deveiop uew curricula, or providing special :raining and assista#ce

/
N

to o:her :eachers); ‘ o : ' ) .
3 ‘ o

A potential danger wt:h such master :eacher plans is Eﬁir tﬁE? may

encourage teachers who are‘very good teachers of students to dilute or éﬁéﬁgé
S . ) ) N S
their work in order to receive higher pay--to a job in which they are not as

good or as happy. In any case, master teacher programs are likely EB;iEGBiGE.’

EE “eiiteﬁzprbgrém.' (How many teachers could be pulled out from :eaohing

pupils to teach other teachers?)
. . ] ] R N

I
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We thus focus here on plans such as that of Evanﬁfoﬁ,_fiiiﬁoié that has
several promotional tracks; combining some features of a differentiated
’as’si’gniﬁent plan (e;g; active participation in district-wide ’coﬁiﬁiitté’eg and

l
which makes them meet a substantial teaching performance requirement for in-

centive pay to be earned. For example, Evanston has five teacher levels, but
] o ] ] &
teachers are still primarily responsible.for teaching students, and they are

[

required annually to achieve a particular evaluation rating to stay at that

-

level (seé caée report). King William County (Virginia) has a somewhat
similar plan. In fact; it uses the tefm "master teacher" and "career teacher"

for its top two levels (of four)s Againm, however, teachers continue to teach

N

students as their major assignment,; and their annual performance evaluations

must meet specified standards. .Both of these plans also involve lonéévii§ and

educaﬁionai requirements for promotions to a higher -level: Thus, though these
plans may be considered by some as variations of master Eéiéﬁé} programs, they
are considered here as being primarily teacher merit pay plans.

Master teacher programs are in *’neral quite new,‘and therefore we bave
not in this effort attempted to assess §étificv§l§n§; Aﬁd, as noted, ﬁoét do

/, -
not aﬁﬁéar to’ fit well into the category of teache7:in%entive plans as defined .

4
.

At present, there aﬁﬁearé to be even less informatibn on the effective-
* " ness of master teacher plans than on teacher merit pay and performance=by=

ijecEivEE-Effortéi ‘Most trials are just Bééinﬁiné.;iltﬁﬁill take several

years to begin to determine the impacts of such plans on teacher recruitment

and retention, and probabiy ionger to assess the effects on student achieve-

ment and academic excellence (because of the very indirect Iinkage between

-
s

b sich master teacher.plans and educational outcomes).
1 -
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= CHAPTER 10

= L o - .

‘ What ‘Should Be the Role of the State Govermment?- o

P , L , s |

State polices can piay 8 major role in enconraging or aiacduragiﬁg school
-

;district iﬁééﬁiive'ﬁians. State laws reqniring or prohibi:ing collec:ive bar-

gaining have substantial implica:ions for school dis:ric:s Wan:ing to intro-

.
\

duce an incentive plan. ,School districts covered by collec:ive bargainingaarE‘

likely to find implementation. more difficulr, with more obs:scies. States may

aiso have specific regula:ions regarding :eacher evaluation prac:ices;—

Téaéﬁer evalua:ion prac:ices are also affected by the presence of collective

bargaining, which can have substantial effects on'the ability of school

' distric:s to revise their :eacher evaluation processs (The early partici—.

pation of. :eacher representatives in the developmen: of incen:ive plans dnd

:eacher evaluation procedures can, however, lead to a sounder and more durable:”

prograﬁ;) State laws regarding tenure and compensa:ion of teachers can also
have siubstantial effects on :he form and :iming of a plan. 'Eor Eiaﬁﬁle; as

noted in Chapter 3; state laws concerning the :rea:menc of salary-reduc:ions

as demotions aau inhibic distric:s from providing for performance—based salary

reduc:ions in :heir plans. Each schooi distric: will, of course, need to
l r

check its own state laws and rééﬁiiiions and de:ermine vha: conscraints exist

and what might be needed to aiievis:e sneh constrain:s.
Thére are other less 1egaiistic roles :hat :he state governmen:s can

such as Virginia and Florida are undercaking effor:s

potentially play. hstAtés
to either develop :eacher evaiua:ion 1ns:rumen:s or to provide seed money,

such as 4n Virginia, to pilo: :es: incentive plans. A state government has

the advantage of\being able to bring to bear more resources in a more concen-

K]

trated way to iden:ify sound incentive pilan practices.

not op:imisttc :ha: this will oceur. We do ot see much sign of |

i
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‘-‘\e orts to encourage’ t orongh and comprehensive teszzﬁg\gga evaluation of

- )
states 80 ‘that. other school district can learn fully

such experiences. \The state process seems .more iikeii,to either latch

pproach or to let everyone gb their own way

’

5nto a pé?(icular incent%ve,

without adequate provision for\coordinated statevide evaluation so that other

information from those expetieﬁces.

-

7_561& for states 18 iﬁ the area of student

-

féhocx districts can obtain usefy

>

; ;,;W Another potentially importa’

- eesting, £ state agencieslcould 7evelop appropriate annug} achievement tests

“ . : j
,,g..

fof Q;ho&i district use, this couli ’greatly ease district problems in assess-

ing stiﬁéﬁf 1earning progress for incéntive purposes.
“ o . 1 ‘
E;;ﬁ - . (Finﬁilp, states couid provide technical assistance and training for ;:
§5-~1 scbool districtvperaonnei. As discussed in previous chapters; there 5 e
c numerous technical and procedural issues on which individual school districts

i .5 i Kl

’fcouid Seneftt from technical iaéistance or traiﬁiﬁg-—enﬂ probabiy from both.

ts wouid require that a state have staff who can gi*e such asaiatance and
A}

t¥aining or that it make avaiiaﬁié other resources such as university

personnel.
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Bryan Independent School Districn
Bryan, Texas

The School District

The Bryan school district consists of 12 echools 9 elementary, 2 junior

teacﬁers; '535. The teachers are not unionized but belong to several profes-

[y

Teacher salaries stant 1\313;110 going to a maximum 65,322;660 for a B.A.
For an M.A. the starting salary is '§14,080 going to 4 makimum of $25,220.

Description of Plan g )

« Bryan’s merit plan began in the 1977:78 school yeéf.’uThe plan curremtly :

regular salary: this pian covers all teachers of all eubjegts in ali grades;
Only teachers are includeds ’
In addition to this merit bonus, the district awards "merit retention

increments” (MRI), a program that started in 1981: If any teacheﬁ gets four

merit bonuses (not necessarily in consecutive years), the teecher receives an

additional award--a special salary increase--in the fifth contract period.
Each year the school board decides what percentage of the’teachere can

get a merit bonus and the size. ALl teachers receive the same size bonus and

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, N

MRI amount. These amounts have been as follows:
!

Year Quota Merit Bonus Amount MRI Amount
/ .
1977-78 20 percent $600
1978-79 - 20 percent 600 - ]
1979-80 - 25 percent 600 :
1980-81 30 percent 600
, 1981-82 30 percent 600 _ $600
v 1982-83 30 percent 800 . . - 800 ‘!

1983-84 - 35 percent ) 1,000 : 1,200




]

The quota percenrages are applied to each of the 12:schools,; but some flexi- /}f

° bili:y is permi::ed. If one principal feels that there are more than 3&

"\

percent "superior" teachers in his school and snorher principal awards bonuses \7.{
\ ; ’

the quota figure. -

(]

Io 1982-83, 152 of 533 teachers (29 percent) received bonuses: Approxi-:

mately 40 percent of the merit pay fecipients in éé:éé got MRIs. (That \ls, 40

percen: of their teachers had won the bonus four times. )

T

v : The merit pay ‘or bonus is provided quietly wi:hou: any publici:y. _in

fact; the bonus is inciuded with the regular pay in :he same paycheck.  § 3 ;

“teacher can go to the principal and see the 'list of bomus winmers. (The dis=
rriCt holds _a' ceremony in the civic auditorium for other awards: 1aagévity'

awards as well as awards made for the ioursranding elementary school teacher

“of :he year" and the “outstanding secondary Schdol teacher of the year:" Each
of these two téééhéfé féééi@ég a Chéék for $7°0;). -

Teacher Evaluation and Selection of Wimners - i

T _The heart of Bryan s teacher" assessmen: is classroom observa:ion, Class~

e e e ——— e ——

P . © P e e —

room observa:ions are done by. the principal, the assistant principal, :he

curriculum leader from the central. office, and the depar:ment-head or

Y - chairman. Each observes rhe ceachers separately during visi:s scattered over

the yégf; The first visit is by invitation ofethe :eacher. Afrer :hat, it is

i unannounceds- Where differences ofcur between the differen: aEsessors, i: is
_ o L *
thé responsibili:y of the principel to work it outs As each observation is

completed, the findings are discussed wi:h Ehe teachers:

E)

The ra:ings, from 1 to 5 on each cg%:erion, are combined by a weighting

system into an overall~score. _The criFeria include, personaiity factors

(e.g: enthusiasm; sense of fair play, etc.); social and professionai fac:ors
| " ) :
1
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(S s

(e.g. attitude towards teachiig, ioyaity “to gchaai; été ); classroom organiza-

tion éﬁa ;oétine (esg. impartial treatment..of students), teaching techniques

"T”'E. skiii in’ questioning) %Pether the teacher is active in improving the

L

N profession' and teacher involvement in commnnity activities. The ratings for -

each of the criteria are not anchored.:tlhe retings, therefore, are highly
) 7. . . i
‘subjective. ' : ‘ o N

< f’rincipais aay’ 51;45 use other information to help them make their rat-

ings, such as peer obserbation, pupill or parent assessment, assessment against
t LR

pre—set targets, and’ records. The district does not use student achievement
(e.g. test Scores) as ’\cliterion because 1t feels that some teachers may have

& ’

slow leérners and others might not. Pupil or parent assessments are used on a

.very informai basis, e.g. a pupil or parent can come into the principal 8

office'and give an assessment of a particular teachers ﬁeeords on absenteelsm

are included in the evaluation.

September (based on the last year’s work), and a formal evaluation conducted

by the’ principal in Febrnary. At the emd of the year Lhe principal examines

the folder and nominates recipients.

committee, céﬁsisting o§~the superintendent, director of personnei; and the-

S s N . - ’ R
director of instruction: 'This procedure was established to mihimize the like-

lihood that pet§onality conflicts would affect the awarding of the bonus; - The

screening cemmittee not oiily examines th hy the 35% have been

)

nominated, but'also ﬁhy the other 65 percent have not been nomiFated.- The

teachers can appeal to the principal or even to the central committee, but no

sne has yet appealed to the central committees

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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It took the district one year to p’ia'n and prepare this progran. The K

in first overhanling the oid evaluation system. After that, the merit bonna

¢

system was added and the E&aeﬁéfs were asked once again to review the evalu-
. . H .
ation criteria. There was no formal participation from the teacher’s associ-

ations aithough their represeutatives were on the committees that developed
the plan. There are continuing efforts to e;plain the plan to new teachers.
The observers themselves arc trained regularly by profélééoré from the
local university. This training 1s held three times during the year.
The board supports this program but leaves the details to the superin-
tendent. The board, however, determines the quota and dollar amounts. The

Py

principals noﬁinaﬁe the candidates:. The remaining work is done centrally.

Evaluation of the Pian

There has been no outside, forﬁii evaluation, but they continuatiy review

~

the plan themselves ("Bemi-formally"). For example, they have a workahop

-7planned for next Juiy-to examine the merit pay plan.

ﬁccording to our reapondent it has affected the teachers in two ways:

—

death:" The others '?loiild 11ké to arogi it, but there have .»b’eéti no formal

coﬁpiainté; Appirently, the teachers generally like the plan. it has héigéd;

according to the respondent, to recruit teachers because teacher applicants

are generall? excited aséat ﬁérit paye.

In 1982-83 the cost of the merit play plan was about $169;750; about $320

'

" per teacher {n the district. This is the actual cost of the:bonus (according

to tﬁe‘;ééﬁaﬁaéﬁt there is no aﬁﬁrEéiahie cost for aaﬁiniatratioiﬁa
. - , _ 7 . ,
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_ Since there is no special evaluation work undertaken for the merit bonus -
(teacher evaluation would be dome anyway), EBé‘éﬁi? additional cost (over the
extra bonuses and salary increases) is that incurred by each principal to
justify the nominations before the central committee afd the additional
computer effort required to add the merit bonus to the apprupriaie! paychecks "

The state government has had nothing to do with the plan. - The district
found mno state laws that have either raised obstacles or encouraged %he plans

»

The respondent provided two suggestions: : o

l. The school district should have a good cimpioyee benefits package
(ééiéf?; insurance, etc.) already in place for every Eéiéﬁé;a ‘%Eé
merit program should not be part of the regular bemefit package but
should be the "icing on the cake." ) |

2. ' School aéﬁiﬁiéttatdté cannot sit down in a central office and impose
such a plan on ;hé staff. They must gei input from the Eé&éﬁéféifaf
such plans to succeed. z’i school system ﬁua':,'ﬁave the teachers help

Pplan the program.

Sources RN
pata o te

1. ERS, "Merit Pay Plans for Teachers: Status and Descriptionms,”

Educational Research Service, Arlington; VA}\1983 pp. 49-50; 103-107;
122-127. ~ PR . S

2. Telephone Interview, December 1983 with C.B. McGown, Director of

Personnel, Bryan Independent School District; Bryan; Texas.

/ ,
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Catalina Foothiiis School Bistrict

Tucson, Arizona

The School District

together covering K-8 (ao high school). The Fall 1982 enrniiﬁeﬁt7ﬁis;1;525. Ly

The starting salaries for new teachers are the highest in Arizona:. Later

steps, however, are about average for Arizona schools.

Descriptiggﬁof Plan -

Catalina‘s plan provides annuai awards based ‘on performsnce ratings made

by the ﬁfinéiﬁals and assistant superintendent. The ratings are based pri- ' b
marily op classroom performance, lse process characteristics, using a teacher
evaluation instrument with five iajor categories. Im 1982-83; 35 of the 85

eligible teachers empioyed by the District (41 pereent) received merit awards. 'i

" The lOWest sward value was $300; the highest was $§bb, and the average value

was $555. The plan began in the 1980-81 school year. It is now in its fourth -

year (83-84): - : o
A unique feature of the plan is that the teacher, with.the’ principal, :

seieeti the ﬁirticuisr form of the award, cash being only one fnrﬁ; TheA

awards chosen by teachers include such possibilities as attendance at profes— ‘ q

sional c?nferences held outside the state and the purchsse of instructionai or

\ . ;w ,..,,1' v

X
camera-sll\tb'ﬁe used by the teachers in,ciassrooms. Thus far, about 30% of _ R
the awards have been in cash, 50% hsve been used for participation in

conferences or workshops; and abo&t 132 ‘for classroom projects]msterialé.

1

The principai, or sometimes the assistant superintendent, makes classroom

_ o L3 -
observations and ratings using & tandsrd fhting form: For teachers with

139




tenure this is done at least once a year with an interview shortly thereafter.v

exceeds standards, meets Etiﬁdéf&é, needs to improve, or nnacceptabie. No oo
quantitative score is deveioped from these ratinge, nor is an overall rating
explicitly assigned. Teachers with any one of the five categories rated in
the third or fourth level (indicating improvement needed) generally do not

- , B

‘régeive awards. énﬁpieteiy explicit criteria have not BeEn made o’ficiaif‘\

received ratings of "exceeds standard" in at least two of the five eetegbrieé ' ".é
with no rntinge of "needs inprbvenént;“

the school board for the merit awards. Thus far; the school board has pro-

vided the amount requested. The teachers to receive awards are identified in

ﬁé? ét;tﬁe end of the schoool year. The superintendent makes the final deei- B, Ili
‘gions based on reéﬁﬁﬁénaitiBEﬁ from the principals. There is no-appealiv
process. The éﬁﬁéfiﬁtéﬁdéﬁt 8 decisions are finals. The principals then

notify the teiéﬁers and discnss with the teacher the particular form of award
the teacher would likes The awards’are gi?éﬁ after tﬁe Etirtiaf the next
fiééii year (July 1) with aii expenditures being spent by approxtmateiy
February of the next calendar year. A teaqher, for example, could obtain
cash; or attend a conference during the summer; or delay using the award until
later in the school years

The teecher evaluation instrument was introduced at the same time as the

troduced regardlééé of the coincidental implementation of the merit plan, The

| Sy
[\
m\



instrument was developed join y by teachers, school distrid a&ﬁinistrétors;
and the University of Arizons it wasedeveloped after examining the researeh
on teacher classroom chsrsccetistics that appeared to be related to stédent

achievement. The teacher’s as ciation, an affiliate of the NEA, did not

Mn

participate in the formulstion of the merit plan. Aftér,iﬁp16ﬁentation,

recommendations given by individual teachers have been cousidered and used to ,

modify the plan;
: All teachers K-8 are covered by the plan with the ‘same plan and same pro-

cedures (e:g: the same téscﬁér'ev&iﬁation~iﬁstfﬁnéné‘ Béiﬁg aééa for all

teachers in both the elementgry and junior high schoolss Administrators are
- .

not included in the plan. The plan focuses on individual, not group, ineen-

tives. o

The district’s policy is not to release the names of specific individuals
recEiving,the_aﬁards; thongh this information does tend to becone known among

the teachers. B P

Evaluation of the Plan

No evaluation had been ééﬁﬂﬁété& of the effects of the plan on student

achievemept such as on standardized test scores. The test scores for Catalina

this period could also account for these increases. Nohattempt has been made S
to obtain evaluations from the parentd or pupils regarding the plan. However,
- after the firét year, the &iEEEi&E?édixeié& the 27 teachers who received ., )

. awards and subsequentiy interviewed six randomly seiected participaﬁts and six

Yo s il
randomly seleeted non—psrtieipants-—to obtain information on their attitndes -
I : g

towards the program. Only minor dissention over the plan was reported in
those surveys. (Substantial concern did arise in_one_schooi innﬁﬁieﬁ the .
o Co S , . B "g; . i .
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principal had distributed a ranked list of teachers named. . This procedure

has beeﬁ\stopped ) After the second year, the teacher’s union surveyed the

teachers. - About 50 percent of the approximately two-rhirds of the district ‘s

teachers who respondedexpresseé<approval of the program.; The major concerns

of those who indicated disapproval were thst they did not know the ééiééii&ﬁ

s

criteria they did not understand the purpose of the program, and they felt

that the program money, should instead ‘be given to all teachers Qr used to buy

J ¥

'matertais for all teachers.. The administration at the end of the second year -

surveyed first-time participants: The administration’s interpretation of

these is that the teachers were motivated by the plan. = : ,

The administration has polnted to examples of positive actions undertaken

:By teachers after recéiving their awards.. For éi&ﬁﬁlé; a'third=§éar Engiiah;

K

Boston volunteered to develop a program to evaluate _writing in- the elementary”’

'schools.

The cost of the program has been primarily the amount distributed for

" awards—about $10,000 in the first year, sisf’e’es in the second, and $20,000 in

the third: Amn average of about $230 per teacher in the district was psid in
FY82-83. Because of the stmpiicity of the teacher evaiuation system, no
special data processing o~ analysis is.required; Because the instrument had

already been in development at the time of the plan; no additioﬁai cost was

incurred for genmerating the teacher evaluation instrumenc. However, another

school district might need to invest funds in deveiopingfan instruﬁént satis-

factory to the administration and teachers before initiating the plan. ﬁo

"
o

special testing ‘of students is involved, 8o uo special testing costs have been
o p\l Mu

gy
required. The observafibn time of teachers had already been at least partly

t"e@iiii"éii 55’ a state iiﬁiidité éifd littlé‘ extra tiiiié hﬁé bééﬁ necessaryﬁ éiﬁhé the
. | - ’ . ) . C . . ’
{

\
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formal procedures do not require exCensive amounts of observacion time. The

has not, thus far, been perceived as being a speciai burden. <

1. Larry E. Frase, Robert W. Hetzei, & Robert T.rcrant; “Merit Pay: A&

Research-Based A1Cernntive in Tuesan,"ABhLADel:aAKappanf December
1982,

2. / Educational Research Service, Inc.; "Merit Pay Plans for Teachers:
- Status and Deseriptions," 1983, pp. 29-30.-

3. Larry E.fFragel Roberc W.iﬂetzeli &7Roberc T. GranC, "PromOCIng B
Instructional. Excellence Through a Teacher Reward System: gerzberg 8

Theory. Applied;" Plannin g and Changing, Summer, 1982.

Catalina Foochills School Discricc.

5. .Various descripcive materials and data on the plan provided by the
school dIBCrict.
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.  Evanston Public Schools }
Evanstofi, Lllinois

<

The School District

-

L The Evanston School District (Cook County School Disttict 65) consists of
9 elementary, A junior high schoals, and 1 school for muitipiy students (no
high schools). Thezf ate.apptoximateiy 6,125 students with 438 teachers.
Bescri iption f the Plan | : : .

The Btsttict has had merit pay for teachers since 1959. The plan Céﬁ-l;i

sists of five tracks. On amy ome track, teachers move & step for each year of
° i .
service. They move to higher tracks based on performance, education, and-

"outside" activities. Participation in the plan is voluntary.

Track I ié for téacﬁété at the Bégiﬁﬁiﬁg iéiéi. To move to Track II

within a five-year period, or éii‘iéété ‘of either "meets” or “exceeds"
expectation. (These are the two highest ratings; a teacher may also be rated

"needs to improve" or "unacceptable.")

To ﬁ&ﬁé'fiﬁﬁ Track II to Track III a teacher must complete 15 §f&&ﬁ§fe

&iétfiﬁﬁii&ﬁ éaﬁﬁiitééé éﬁafaf professional 6E§&ﬁiiiti€ﬁ§ for at least. three

years while on Track II, and as before, have either thtee ratings of "exceeds
expectations" within a five-year period or six years of either "meets" or
"exceeds" éxpecf#tiéné;

For movement from Ttack III to Track IV a teacher must have completed a

master’s degree;‘had active pariicipaiibn inboth building level Eéﬁﬁifiééé_
_ .

. I

j—
W
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Track 11I; and have had four annual ratings of "exceeds expectations" within-a
seven~year periods:

To reach Track V a teacher must have completed 10 graduate semester hours

s

beyond %’mas:i:'s.degree, had active participation and a leadership role on
building or &i;:rie:ewiae committees and projects; and have had four annual

ratings while Sﬁ_ﬁrack IV of "exceeds expectations" within a seven-year
perted. |

Teachers on Trééke IV and’ V are given a special re-evaluation at least
‘every three yearss If a teacher receives an evaluation other than "exceeds '
expectations”; the teacher and evaluatod are required to initiate giepé Eél
return perferm;nee to the meritorious level. If a teacher receive a ﬁﬁééaé to
improve" réiing two Eéﬁééé&ii@é‘?éérs;;édaitibﬁéi eéﬁpeﬁéerieﬁ is deﬁied;

freezing the teacher’s salarys

~

Teachers are annually evaluated on :heir performance in five job target

-

areas: 1) teaching skills; 2) classroom environment; 3) hbﬁﬁﬁﬁicatiaﬁ; 4)

interpersonal reiatiaﬁghiyé' and Sj professional éaﬁtriﬁutiaﬁé; The evalua-

ticns are done B? the principal or teacher s snperviaor. Thére are :ﬁree'

differem: varia:ions of the evalua:ion procedure based on tenure s:a:us, the}

ﬁfé@iéﬁé yéar'g ﬁerfarﬁaﬁee rétiﬁg; aﬁa whether the teacher 18 due for an “in~

dept " evaluation.. \
The "in-depth” evaluation is given to mon-tenured teachers yearly and to

. tenured teachers every three years or as determinmed by Eﬁé principal. ' Approx~

imately: i/3 of tenured teachers receive in—dep:h evaluations each year. At .

the beginntng of the school Year; :he :eacher ‘and evaiua:or set job targets

EY

jointly,. and agree on what help the :eacher can expec: from the evaluator im -

meeting the job targets; and on the way in which perfbrmance on the 65366&1@éé

will be measursd:  One of these :arge:s has to be on student performance. The



L
Ly

= district tries to keep the number of objectives to 2-3 per teacher, belleving
that'ﬁore,ﬁay dilute the teachers’ effor: and overwheln then. The evaluator

- +

»

the observa:ionrmareriai and any other experiences rele:ing rolrhe five per-

formance areas: A final conference is held to assess job rarge: achievement.

At this time there is an exchange aﬁd discussion of the written narratives to

- ' appraise performance. Modification of narra:ives can take place and :hen a

final narra:ive iB prepared by the evaluator. The evalua:or %omple:es an
' : §

"Overall Evaluation of Performance" form. ' R

~

. - the achievement of job targets, observations by the evaluator (minimum of
6nej, and the final nérrétiVEE. The “ataaaara modified pfaééauré“ 1s used for

The procedure is rhe same ercepr it omirs the written narrative required in )
the performance appraisai section.: Use of the ia::er procedure can be ex- 4

.

tended a second year if rﬁe teacher’s performance remains at an exceedingly

high level:. These two procedures are used only for tenured teachers.
1 & : .
Teachers have-the option to .apply for movemen: to a higher level track
through eGEiniEion by an’ ﬁdvisory COnmit:ee rarher :han\by their principal.

In Eﬁis case a team of five, consis:tng of three teachérs and no less than one

priﬁcfpai* will evalue:e the :eacher; This group 1s randomly selected. The

2 rrative describing and :

|

documenring achinemen:s on the goal areas. Members oﬁ th Advisory Commi t tee
le
t

each write an evalua:ion of :he :eacher and make their lown recommenda:ion for

" Track movements . } ‘ \ -

- JJQf;. ; ; .. i ‘;‘ -v o .i—;T}
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A teacher may request a conference with the superintendent after which
» .

the teacher, may submit an appeal in writing. The Superintendent refers the

appeal to the Advisory Committee whose decision is final.

fhéié are no specific guidelines to evaluators as to the relative iiﬁ&i-
" eatice of sach of che evaluation procedures (job target achievement, evaiaiiui
observations, étc;jwdtihbﬁitb combine tﬁéﬁ'iﬁtbnghe aﬁg overall rating. This
18 left 'to the evaluator. To obtain éaﬁé:caﬁaiétéﬁé§ among evaluators the
performance levels that might be expected of teachers given the various

. . 2 . -
P

ratings. . S

The district surveys parents on their ratings of a number of aspects of

.the quality of teaching and for fourteen specific subjects. This is done at

_the time of the Spring ééiféiéﬁéé with parents: Tabulations are made by

_school as well as for the district as a whole. The results; however, are not

used as part of the formal evaluation of ¥ndividual teachers but may, be used
o o q*‘ R
by the principal as information in determining 'the overall ratings for

teachers. The district has surveyed parents for approximately five years:

The Tracks have pre-set dollar amounts for both' vertical (longevity) and

_ ' . ; Coa . - ' S
horizontal (meritorious) movement. The 1983-84 salary range in Track I, for
example; is $16;240-23,061 while the range for Track IV is $21,111-32,642.

. The maximum salary currently is $36,215, the top of Track V. The merit
increases are substantially higher than the longevity increases: longevity

increases for 1983-84 range from about $300 to $1,000 #hile movements across
tracks vary from about $1,000 to almost $3,000.

. . . . ok o B o o
Approximately 10§ of the teacHers receive awards each year out of the 20-

25% that apply: Eleven of the 430 teachers were awarded with merit pay in

1983

b
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Sources o i

Evaluation of the Plan L \ )

‘V .

Teachers have accepted the program/on the whole. jfﬁé,pérsaﬁﬁéi director:
o , R A S S
said there had not been & major prob17p as yet nor a grievance regarding Track
movement. L _ // : : '

Although teachers have two’ forms of evaluatien to ehobie from% the most

frequently chosen form has bzen the principal as tvaluator. kfh committee

evaiuation method is’ considerably more difficult, requiring éxtra effort t9

comprehensive evaluation of its impacts. Changes have been madébbes/on the
A C 'K,:’;

reviews, but these changes have been minor and have not affecte&/the basic /f

9& \

framework of the piana Teachers are tnvo;ved in the review proc 3}; /<T> N
L LEE e o p
° There is no systematic testing of student learning § part gfkrhe/;l dtﬁ';
[y - '7-"&3- L. , &:
(District students have achieved above the natibnal norms on stdﬂent : i-
‘ i’;

k 1.—/
achievement tests, but the extent this has been ﬂue "to the pb

¢../

The personnel director believes that money is a motivatidnai factor for ‘{ )
R . — e ‘ / ,? \-.,"

teachers, and the teachéfi;ln Evanstqnxtake ﬁgiﬁe ip thetw treck. He ngted 7
that there was never any ﬁi&ﬁiémniﬁ'éettiné Eeeehers Envolved in nngrnf-;' :
cias§r66m:Ectiiitiés::théi are willing to serves . ‘5?

The out—of—pocket costs of the pian are primar;1y those for increased ;§;

performance-based salaries: For 1982-83 this amoghted to approximately"

©

520,240 for about 430 teachers, about $ﬁ7 yer.teacher. {Note that only about

1“' v

20%~25% of the teachers apply for the plan each_year.) e

. ckert; pirector of PersonneI, i
Evanston _Public. Schoois. end Ids; Me }an',» tant to the : b//

, '1 - i'

o i



s

Various descriptive nﬁterxais .on the pian provided by the Evanstdn
schéél district.

ERS, "Merit Pay Plans for Teachers: Status and Descriptions",
Educational Research Service, Arlington va, 1983, p. 35.
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E t' ® ' .
- . Houston Independent School- District
: i o ‘Houston, Texas

The School District ' | . ‘_,H,f/

‘9, 566 classroon teachers, and 232 schools (169§elementaryj 35 junior high, an&'

28 high schools). T g :

Description of Plam %

i N . ..

Houston’s ''second fiile plan" beganm in the i§7§-36~séhooi gear. "It is now

in'its fifth year (§3-84): In the fifst year, approximately two-thirds of the

tween abbut one~third. to one-half percent. The information on this 1s not
: " : s

clear as the school district information system does not provide this data.

(1t does, however, provide inforﬁatioﬁ on how ﬁany bonuses of each f??é have .

ki

kY

teachers received awards. In subsequent years this fell off soneiﬁat to. bg~

been earned, but fot héw many different teachers have earned oné or more.) 2?

o

"1. It 4s highly structured and objective.with specific quantifiable
t ) . . > . -
elements that directly determine who gets the awards and theif
anount—basically a “iaiaaia“:aaﬁiaaaﬁa ' )

2. Student test scores are ‘an important part of the pian, and '7 " ,

3. The ‘student EEEEEVement bonus is a group rather than individnai
l

incentive ‘with the schooi being the award unit (aii teachers in a’

. .
E]

3 ‘.

gchooi receive awards) & ' : | R L

Tﬁeré;are 5ix elements on which teachers can obtain Bonnsea‘(“stipéndéﬁji
iI: Teaching gt schools with- a concentration of educationally diiﬁﬂ@éﬁf;

- e — — .o -

’ taged‘studentsi'”""V”'jf“—_“” T T ,::% ‘
) v . : '
2. Tcaching assignments in subjects with criLical staff shortages such

L - & " .
as secondary science, secondary matuematics, bilingual education§ and

special education.

C}U

v

GA o \ " : :A‘, )

1

."
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i 3V

3. Completion of additional qualifying educations )

ing §pecia1

Q
-
\
1
|
4, Teachtng at a school labeled as "unique," e:.g-, ¥ L
. < t
s:uden:s Or d new campus. ) ,/ b
. v B

5. Exceeding a baseline teacher attendance requirement. -

6s Eéachiﬁg 1n a school assessed as having made "outstanding educational

[

" A teacher can receive a bonus for one or more of the above elements: .For the

purpose of this report; the first four elements are not considered "incentive"
pay and will not be discussed further hers.

To receive any of the above awards, the individual teacher must meet all

of a number of prerequisites. Of particular concern here are three 6f'thé§é;
. The first is a requirement that the teacher acﬁieve a rating of at least

3 on a scale of,f;& in a Eeacher evaluation rating; " This teacher assessment

teacher ﬁééds improvement and :hus 18 not, eligible for any award even if the
teacher is :eaching at ‘a school that recetves an OEP awarq* This teacher

assessment screens out approxima:eiy 5-10 percent of the teachers. Though a

structured iﬁééii&ﬁﬁiifé is used; this is the one element in EB%}préEﬁé that

" involves E&Bjé&ii?& jﬁ&éﬁéﬁf Eiiﬁéf than Ubjective criteria. fhe.teacher _

.

plan was implemented. It is dgring these teéchér assessments that attempts to
o o N . L
identify specific improvements in individual teacher performance are focused,

rather than in the merit pay plan.



%ﬁé second relevant prerequisite is a minimum attendance requirement. It
was originally set at Eéﬁ or less days of absences during the current school
vear or an aeéiagé of five days or less during ihé most recent three years.

In the second year of the plan, this was raéucad’ta five days during the

current year. Because of this, the number of bonuses paid in the second year

dropped off considerably. The district 1s considering returning to the ten-day

&

Earget.far attendance as da eligibility requirement; rather tham five: The
five days may be too _restrictive. 7

Beginning in the fifth year; 1983-84; an additional prerequisite has been
included. Teachers now need to pass Houston’s mew basic skills proficiency
téétﬂ: A teacher will need to take the test once every 7 years. The District
staff estimate that the new requirement will redude the number of awards by
approximately 25 percent.

1f the teacher passes the baseline requirements, and has less than the
oinioun oumber of unused absence days, the bonus 15 increased approximately
$100 for each day of absences less than the target (this would mean $500 for
zero absences). - -

" The "outstanding educational progress" assessment is based on the extfen—
sive standardized testing undertaken by Houston. The Iowa Test of bdsic
Skills has been used for Grades 1-9; the Test of Achievement and Proficiency
(TAP) has been used for Grades 10-12. (There are two or three forms of the
tests which are rotated from year to year. However; it is conceivable that a

teacher coiuld remember the questions from one year and teach the class to

The analysis of the scores to identify schools meriting an OEP school is

complex. In the first year the average gain at a school for all students was

calculated; and the resulting school averages were ranked within individual

152 -



proportion of

free and reduced lunch students. Regardless of the magniRude of the gain

score, the top 50 percent of the schools received OEP recognition. -
P There was conslderable complaining by teachers of limiting awards to 50

i an expected score for each school was determined based on several character—
istics of the school, such as the free and reduced lunch rate, student mobil-

ity rate; proportion »f spectal students, previous year’s achievement data,
and teacher turnover rate. The actual test score for the school was then

compared to the score estimated (predicted) by the equation: Teachers at any

school that exceeded its predicted target could receive the OEP bonus. This

‘compete against each other to competing against one‘’s own past performance.
. ) S

‘Because the teachers found this procedure too difficult to understand,
Houston, beginning in 1983-84, has simplified the calculation process, drop- ‘
ping the regression equation... The aschool’s average gain score (e.g. the gain
from the second grade last year to the third grade this year) is compared to
the schiool’s gailn score for the previous year. If the average gain score has

The OEP bonus was $800. It has been increased for 83-84 to $1,000 to put
more emphasis oh this component of the plams | .
£1y for the whole years This provides an indicationm to the coamunity that the

school has been an outstanding educational progress school

number of them, perhaps 20 per year. The Appeals Review Board consists of

o
-t
Qo




The district’s teachers have representation from NEA; AFT, and a State

association. However, Texas does not have a law permitting collective bar-
b
gaining, and the teacher association role has been quite limited in the plan.'

Teacher reactions; however; have played important roles 1n changes made to the °

plan. 7 "
The {a‘?éraé for teacher "étieﬁaéﬁéqe éﬁ&;éﬁiéiéﬁ&iﬁé educational progress

are paid in Eiie fall of the school §éa:» following the school year for which

they are earneds; The Program covers oniy teachers, no administrative or

clerical personmel. L
Participation is voluntary; teachers must formally apply for their awardss
They can volunteer up to the time when the awards are tﬁ be paid out and after

all data have become available. It is not known whether any teachera ‘that would.

whether they would have received one had they a.pplied.)
The State’s role in this effort has been small. The district found no

obstacies from state laws when it BégAﬁ.' The lack of a collective bargaining

tav made it easier to implement the plan. No state dollars or techaical

assistance were used: | |

L ,’77,,” S

Tte school district dﬁ&éfié&ﬁ a formal eGéiﬁéEiéﬁ of the pilan after two

years. It found that -eacher absences had decreased from an average of 9.0

days the year before the plan started (’78-'79) to 7.6 days in 1980-8l1. More
recent school district repbrté indicate ther absences averaged 5;5 days im

1982-83. Teacher turnover decreased from 23.9 percent to 20.6 percent (to

13.9% 4in 1982:83) Teacher Véééﬁéieé déc_rEéééd from 613 to 376 (amd to 221 in

SR . 154




1982;§3j with criiiééi éiéff vacancies &écféaéing from 251 : 186 (to 87 im
1982). The data on student achlevement, however, does not show an appreciable
ifiprovement over the ‘78-‘79 year, the year before the start of -the plai.
Teacher attitudes vere found to be quite mixed, with non-recipients of the

awards consis:en;}y'negacivg. There have been no formal evaluations since the

complaints from paremts.
Administrative staff have not observed any specific changes in teacher

teeism have improved substantially, and vacancies in special fielas have been
easier to fill. It may be, however, that economic copditions over the period
since introduction of the plan have been a major cause of these iﬁﬁravéﬁénié;

'iriﬁéiﬁéiﬁ; after finding their schools were not included as an OEP
‘school, have on occasion called the plan’s administrative staff to inﬁuiré why
iﬁa to obtain suggestions as ‘to what they can do about it. Because of the
aggregate mature of the test scores, central administrators, however, have mot
been able to provide concrete guidance to individual schools. The aeﬁaaia'éaa
before) have access to the aéi:éilé of 'i:t'ié test scores and ci.. use that 1nfor;
mation to find out which grades, which classes, which teachers, and which
components of the test were particularly weak in their schools: It 1s mot
clear, however, that there is any systematic attempt to examine the test score
data in detail to provide suggestions for future improvements.

As poted earlier, the ﬁéécﬁétéréx§t6§§éa early concern about ﬁﬁéi was a

quota system for OEP awards. The latest. procedures mean that theoretically

all schools could be a recipient in a given year since each 1is compared




1
~|

against 1its own pas: performance. This could cause budge: problems. The ad-
minis:ra:ive s:aff, however, have found so far that their experience with Eﬁe

pléﬁ_péfﬁité them to proiiEE'a fairly accurate budget estimate; they are not

very concerned about the possibiii:y of awards significantly exceeding budget.

Over the. long rum Houa:on would ltke to introduce new proficiency tests

for individuai courses and 1is beginning to Work on this. This would then

3

permit the plan to be converted to an, individual incentive plan for individual

teachers, which they feel is not feasible now. Note :ha: @ith the current

] : ] ] i :
plan, teachers whose s:udents do not do well on the test scores may, neverthe- -

less, receive an OEP award if overall their school dpes wells And teachers

whose students do very well on the test acores, but who are in a school tnaa,
does not do well on the tests; may not be eligible. Thuq, :he school district

does not label the Second Mile iian a "merit plan," but father an incen:ive

piéh. Meritorious performance .by an individual :eacher, the district no:es,wlww :

is pot ﬁéceééariii Eéﬁ&faéa because of this group incentive fea:ure; O the

other hand; the group incentive approach has :he vir:ue of encouraging
' ¥

cooperation among‘:eachera and avoidsvdes:ructive competition. However, thus
far the school diéiiiéi has not specifically idenEifiedpnnjcr instances of

improvad coopera:ion as hxving occurred since the plan was changed.

- »

The cost of the bonuses was' approxima:ely sl1 million :o:al for the firsc
two years, $7 million for the :hird year, sl1 million for the fourth year,‘and
is budge:ed for $9 million in '83-'8&* (The an:icipa:ed reduc:ion i§ based on
the reduced. size of individual bonus awards for all but the 6EF program and a
reduced number of awardees because of the new teacher proficiency restric- |
tion.) The cost represents $700-$1100 per :eacher for bonuses in the school
system per year. The plan also requires approxima:ely two full-:ime cler{cal

3 <
ﬁéfaaag for the E?é:éﬁ. There 1is also considerable administrative time

o

!

|

f
s

oy
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required in individual schools and by central staff to track achievement of
. J .

the baseline requirements and fo handle the extra bookkeeping items. The

district has no estiﬁéteé'of how muéh time or dollars tﬁééf tasks require.

The échool district does-not do any additional testing over what it had done

before, siice it_airéad§\haa an ezteﬁsivettesting system undexrway and §6ﬁi&

have continued that testiﬁg.iﬁlt has not yet developed auy new tests.

<

sugg”étiaﬁs to Others T\\\\\\\ N
, n

districts: ' \\\\2

hd

i: Have large enough awards, such as §1,000 a year, to be able to
motivate people. = ! ;
'2. Provide awards to enough peopie but not to all (do not have a quota

system).
3. Adapt your planm to the local situation. If the ééhooi systea has“bo
problem with teacher attendance or vacancies, don’t provide bonuses

for these conditions. That is, the school system should decide on-
areas that it wants to improve and put eiements in the incentive plan

s L A 3

to encourage improvements in those areas..
4. The school systeam should be flexible and prepared to modify its plam
as the need arises. __ .

1983.

s'

2 Elaine Say; Memo on "Two—Year Impact Study of Second—ﬁlle Plan,"

Aprti 23, 1982, Houston Independent School District, Houstoh, TX.

Houston Independent School Btstrict* Houston, TX;
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4. Leslie Miller and Elaine Say; "This Bold Incentive Pay Plan Pits

- Capitalism Against Teacher Shortages," The,AmezicaneSchnoieBoard, *
Journal, September i982._““' .

5. Elaine Say and Lesiie Miller, '"The Second-Mile Pian. Incentive Pay

¥ ' for Houston Teachers,"AEhieﬂeitaexxgpai, December 1982:

6 ‘Teiephone interview with Elaine Say, Research Associate, Research and
Evaluation Department, Houston Independent School District, December

i983.t

7s Educattonnl Research Services, "Merit Pey Plans for Teachers: §té:ﬁ§
and Descriptions," 1983, pp. 51-52.




King William County Public Schonls )
King William, Virginia -5

) i fﬁe King William County Public School District consists of one elementary
- school (K-7) and one high school (8=12). There are approximately 1,500
students enrolled and 95 teachers. The salaries for teachers range from

‘$12 337 to $18 162 for teachers wi:hou: Mas:er s Degrees and from $13,537 to

819, 362 for teachers with Master’s Degrees.
; :

'

Description of Program

" King William County’s Teacher Incentive Program started in the 1982-83
school year:. It awards higher salaries to teachers who have successfully
demonstrated excellence inm professional prepara:ion and performance. The

< goals of the program are to attract and retain excellent teachers, reward =
excellence in teaching, and thereby promote superior instruction. Librarians
and guidance counselors are also included in the plad.

The Teacher Incentive Program has a four—s:ep salary 1adder. Movement up

7 B

this ladder dependE on successful completion of criteria for each level.
Participation is voluntary; teachers apply for 'each level. :
7

New téécﬁérég probationary teachers; or tenured teachers éﬁo have chosen

- - -

Status. Teachers on this level are paid according to the regular salary
Y : 4
schedule.

The second level, Senior Teacher, rewards teachers who have achieved an

average evaluation rating-of 4.5 in addition to the qualifying criiérié;; A
bonus of $2,000 is applied to the teacher’s base salary for the foiiowing‘year;

"After at least four years participation at the second level, a teacher

may apply foreLevelullli Mas:erfTeacher; if the teacher holdé_z Mns:er;s

o 159
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Degree or a King William Couuty Professional Growth Program Certificate in the

subject area’or grade level of assignment. A successful evaluation of 4.5 at .

this level rewards teachers with a $2,000 Teacher Incentive ‘Program bonus .plus

a $2,000 Master Teacher Level bonus, as well asé $1;200 for the Master’s Degree
as part of the regular salary schedule. \ /o 2.
To advance to Level IVi Career Teacher, a teacher fust haye successfudly -
S S (R S

teacher must be recommended for Career Teacher EEEE&& by professional members
of the Pfiﬁéiﬁéi;é Advisory Committee:. A teacher at this level wouli receive
the $2;000 Teacher Incentive Program bonus alomg with $4;000 awarded ‘for the
Gareer Teacher Level, and the §$1,200 Master’s Degree differential built imto
the regular salary schedule: |

To remain eligible each year for the Teacher Incentive Prograum, a Eéacher
must be a full-time classroom teacher, librarian, or guidance counselor, have *
three or fewer days of absence that are unexcused, have achieved caﬁtiﬁﬁiﬁg
contract status, have had two consecutive years of superior teacher perfor-
mance evaluation from the school principal as evidenced by a 4,5 average rat~
ing each year, and have made a minimum score of 475 in the commor areas and

- A L ) . : .
475 in the subject area of the National Teacher Examination (or correlated
mance evaluation (4.5 average rating on the last rating) by an outside team of
evaluators.

Teachers are é?éi&éié&viéiiiéiii and again every four years by a team of
three experts: Two members of the tedm are appointed by the supcrintendent
and are central office staff members. The third evaluator is chosen by the
teacher from the superintendent’s list of approved evaluators, or a Eéiéﬁéf

N 2




can request an alternative evaluator subject to approval by the superinten-
o R ,,,,‘,,;,.‘,L{.;‘;;, e [ . - " N

dent. University profgsso;gghﬁfe been chosen most frequently by teachers as
their third evaluator: |

ﬁiputegi raﬁﬁérVérE rate a teacher’s performance on seven points: (1) in-
structional methods; (2) knowledge of subject area; (3) ability to motivate
gtuaéﬁtg; é&ﬁmhiééérdéﬁ management; (5) student/teacher rapport; (6) appro-
priate student evaluation; and (7) demonstrated student learning: Each is
rated on a scale of 1 (low) €o 5 (high) degree of achievement: Teachers may
also provide the evaluation team with written documentation of instructional
activities.

A teacher can renew an award annually by obtaining a 4.5 average rating

-

by the principal along with participatiocz in some professional gtbﬁth'éétiiiti

such as coursework or participation in an approved instructional conference.
Teachers have the optiom of renewing at the same level; ﬁ6§§iét; every fourth
- -

year the additional requirement of a 4.5 average rating by an evaluaticn team
must be met. The performance evaluation raring required for the salary

supplement is the same’'at all three levels:

.

Evaluation of the Plan

In the first year of the Teacher Incentive Plan, 10 percent of the
teachers received awards. Fourteen teachers had applied; however, only nine
met the necessary criteria. Of the five that didn’t meet the réquirements,

the Assistant Superintendent felt that they had applied primarily to see what

s

the program was like. ] ‘ )

.
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noticeablys For example, at one school in the 1981-82 school year, six

teachers had perfect attendance, whereas during the first year of :he plan,
1982~-83, 17 teachers had perfect attendance. The dis:riqt §§ECﬁlé;é§ that
this is because teachers are trying to meet the at:endance requifement with
the intention of applying for the program in the coming years._ﬁiédaiétrit:tn
notes that although teachers say that the plan has not af c;ed their ‘be=
havior, the attendance statistfcs 1nd1cété that there has beéﬁ %666 cﬁéﬁgé.
No evaluation has Sééﬁ'a6ﬁé} such as on impacts on student attendance or
student learning as indicated by test scorés. At this tide there 1s 6o pro=

vision for an evaluation of - the program itself. The district is pleased with

_ the results of the 1982-83 school year. The piad ié_éﬁl?;iﬁ its éééaﬁa‘iééfi

as on teacher retention ratess

The administration has had only one known instance of staff Jdissention as
a result of the plan--from a teacher who was unhappy &t not meeting the base-
line criteria, They attribute the lack of GSjECEiéné as stemming from the

plan being voluntary and from the existence of clearly défined and reasonable

requirements. i } .

- . I . . o B
The district administration believes that the Cbﬁﬁﬁﬁit? Eﬁﬁﬁbrté the

I

about whe:her or mot a parent will want their child in a class where~a teacher
18 not 1n.:he program because :hey general;y feel that the paren:s kiow when

their child is learning aud.;hey already know who the good teachers are.
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the County Board of Sﬁﬁétiﬁtéﬁ&éﬁté. Budgating for teacher ;ncentive pay 1s a
Séﬁétété line item on the budget from regular teacher salaries. ‘In the ﬁifét
. )

yééi;‘$25{666 was requested: Approximately $1;500 was used to pay for

.;National Teacher Examination fees and also cuvered the $50 stipends paid to

ou:side evalua:ots to cover :ravel and rela:ed expenses. " The sys:em‘expects

to add a small number of par:icipan:s each year. The salary Sﬁpyiﬁﬁenté will

o

be added in small increments over a number:of years until the program s fully

implemented.

Sources:

l. Educational Research Seryice, lnc.; "Meri: Pay Plans for Teachers.
Status and DeEﬂriptions:" 1983, PP- 156-157.

2. Teiephone Interview with Mrs. Claiborne R. Winborne; Assistant

Superintendent for Administrative Services; King William County .

Pubiic Schoolr, December 1, 1983 »
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. . , Ladue School Dis:ric:
. . Ladue, Missouri

~

The School District

p=

The Ladué School District consists of four elementary schools; a junior.

high school (7-8), a§5 s senior high. Ladue’s 250 teachers serve a student’

Missouri is a "meet—-and-confer” scace, :here are no nego:iatinns over wages

and salaries be:ween the :eachers asscciaticn and the school district:

For the 1983-84 school yéar, entry 1eve1 salaries in Ladue were $1ﬁ,300

‘to $14,700¢ In principle, there is no maximum salary (some teachers are

currently earning in excess of $38,000 per year). The average téétﬁéfiﬁtﬁ__

salary in Ladue in the Fall of 1983 was over $29,000.° = o loril

. . >

Descrig;ion of the Plan

Léd”é;s meri:rpay plan 1nv01Ves Jerrormance-based wage increases for in-
dividual teachers. The plan has been in operation since 1953 and covers all
certified personnel; including teachers, odnseliors, and librarians. ‘ﬂﬁééf
the plan; there are no fixed saiary steps and no maxtmnm saiary Ieveis-

Saiary increases for a given year are based entireiy on the resnits of ‘the

annual performance appraisais pius; ju some years, an across—the-board -(cost=-
of-1iving) inérease; No gaiaii increases are'iiﬁeﬁ on the basis of a
teacher’s tenure or educational credentials- s

The performance of each teacher is evaluated annually by the teacher’s
ﬁrincipai or (in the éeccndary schools) assistant principal on-a scale of 0-9,
0-11, or 0-15 points, depending on the salary schedule used (see below).
Eﬁére are no quotas on the number of individuals who may receive a given

rating score. Each evaluation point is worth a fixed number of dollars to-




year. Over the last several years; performance increases

e

=

L ,,,;L,;),,,,,,, ol o o L _ _
- tion point was worth $300: Teacher perfofmance rating scores that year ranged

from 7 to 15, corresponding to wage increases of between $2,100 and $4,500 for

each of the district’s 245 teachers. The average incréase was $3,300, or -
}
about 12 percent of the average salaty level in Ladue for the 1982-83 school

have reportediy

averaged approximately 10 percent of a teacher’s salarys y :
Teachers in Ladue are assigned to one of three separate salary schedules;

;épéﬁaiﬁg on experience, performance; and otner factors. Associated witg each

A

schedule is & range of possible performance rating scores and an expectation

~as to which score corresponds to "satisfactory" teaching performances On:

schedule I {for beginning teachers), the possible performance fa;iﬁgé are 0,
3; 5; 7; and 9. Satisfactory performance corresponds to a rating of 5 points;
exceptioual performance could be rated 7 or 9. Schedule II has possible

performance ratings of O to 11, with 7 the expected rating for satisfactory

performance. Similarly, a third salary schedule (for teachers who have

N

performed very well for several years) permits performance ratings between 0
and 15, with 9 the expected level forsatisfactory performsnce: There is mo
iiﬁis'td how 16pg.; person can remain on a given §éﬁé&§ié;iaﬁ& promotion from
one ééhéaﬁié'té another -can occur fn any year:

Promotion to a higher salary. schedule is accompanied by a fixed "incen-
tive increment” in the form of a certain number of evaluation polnts: &

‘evaluation points: These constitute the sole basis Sor computing the

teacher’s merit increase for that year (the teacher’s performance rating score

is not used to compute the increment when moving to a new salary schedule).

-
«

' o © 16
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In subsquent years, however, the teacher’s salary increment is again

determined by tiie annual performance rating.

The performance evaluation proceauré is hignly subjective, although the

process has been defined in great detail. All teachers are rated on five

program; and effectiveness in curriculum developwent zdd professional improve-

ment. Associated with each of these general 3sicuas are several performance

"effectiveness in teacher/student interacticus" includes the follcowitiz .

performance characteristics {amorig others):

A. The téétﬁér'éfiﬁtéréctibﬁé'Qith,§tﬁdéﬁté reflect pre-planning with
attention.to both iﬁdiﬁidﬁél and group needs.

. g iRt oo
. B. The teacher’s interactions with students are supported h
instructional materials.

D. The teacher maintzins a 1Eétﬁiﬁg environment which encourages mutual

-acceptance and respect. . .

For each of these characteristics; several behavioral examples’are pro-
vided to show how the characteristic EiéKf bk applied t6 a given teacher’s
Y work: For example, the behavioral descriptions associated with characteristic

' 4 above are:
1. The evidence of planning is identifiable.
2. There is evidence of short-range planning.
3. There is evidence of long-range planning. = ) S
4. There is evidence of planning to accommodate the needs of the special
learmner.
These characteristics and behavioral statements were developed over a

two-year period with the assistance and participation of teachers. The eval-

uation criteria focus on the teaching process (as opposed to outcomes), an
) . ' _ *

Q 10~ ’ ®
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. emphasis that Ladue adwinistrators believe to be consistent with the state—of<

the-art fn current research on the teaching process: They also belleve that
this focus properly places the emphasis on the controllabie aspects of

teaching behavibr. v | q

of teacher performance at this time. For instance, éfﬁaéﬁi EEEE §Eéfé§ in
Ladue tend to be so high that a single incorrect answer can of* 1 mean a

\
difference of several §éfééﬁtiiééa Because of these iﬁéiasiiiiiéé; testing is

used only for .diagnosis, not for performance evaluation and the awarding of
merit pays e S B

The primary é&éiu&iiéﬁ procedure is supervisory observation, although the

moni:oring of perfbrmance :arge:s (in the form of improvemen:s recommended by

the evaluator) hgs assumed increasiqg impor:ance in recent years. Ladue -
:’ea’c}i’e’r's"}iave opposed the use of peer evaluations (as being too. divisive) or
evaluations by students. ?riﬁciéaié are given considerable flexib_illi;y in
selecting how they will evaluite and monitor their staff. Teachers ﬁ%ét be-
observed at least three times per yéér;.éaéh time with a pre- and post-

* Y |
observation conference. The supervisor’s observations are writtem up in the
form of a narrative (the usevof checklists has also been opposed by Ladue .

teachers). : ) o _ E
In recent years;,; principals have been providing several recommendations
for improvement in commection with each evaluation: .These are ﬁéédiib focus

Al -
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evaluation process. . . ‘ - B

scrosg-the-poard increases: For the 1981-82 school year, the board awarded

some years, the value of a point has been as low as $100. However, since

LA=5 ‘ '

All pérfdrﬁahéé evaluations are ébﬁﬁlétéa in February and March; and

' teacher salaries; including any performance Zncrements; are announced in

the board of education: They may not, hgwever; apgeal the substance of an

evaluation: School administrators report receiving about 10 to 15 appeals in

a typical year.
The school ~isi ict spends considerable time and money training the prin-

cipals in the prccegé'bf evaluation. To help ensure consistency among the

performance evaluations; the schcol district requires central review of all

performance evaluations by the superintendent; and joint reviews and critiques

of the perforuance evaluatiois Uy :he prin¢ipals as a group. During the joint
reviews; ﬁfiﬁéi?éls aéféﬁﬂ their evaluations tﬁ-ﬁtﬁéf ﬁfiﬁéiﬁélé; while the
latter provide fesdback. School administrators'eport that this has helped

| :&::d

ensure a common understanding of the various rat their definitions:

Periodic rotation of the school principals, and the low turn-over of princi- L
. i - . :
pals and other evaluators, have also reportedly enhanced the imtegrity of the

.
»

. The size of the merit increases earnmed in a given year is deterﬁiﬁedfﬁy

the number of dollars that the school board assigns to each evaiﬁﬁtiﬁﬁ‘ﬁéiﬁi;

For tii: 1942-83 school year, edch point was worth $3U0 and there were no ’

R e T e

e S I, L I ST U .
$150 per point plus a $500 across—-the-board increase for each teacher. In

-

~
-~

Ja
Bl N

thexc dre Ho quotas on performiafice scores (dnd Herice, on the number and size” 2

o s U
of the awards given in any year), teachers do not have to competeé against each

other for a limited number of awards.

-

-
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In the 1982-53 school year, the minlmum performance ra:ing received by a
teacher in :hé Ladue §Ch661 system was 7 pblh:é; Thus; all :eachers received
at iééét some iﬁcréagé; In priar years, hbaever, some teachers have?receivéd‘
performance on their salary genéaaz'e'.l Teacher salaries have not, however,
been reduced for poor performance: Under Missouri law, such a reduction would

be viewed as a demotion and would require a formal public hearing.

Merit pay is budgeted by the schpol board as a Eéﬁéréié line item. His-

‘torical data on the distribution of rating scores is used to prOJect an aver- ~

age increase for budgetary purposes. The board must also decide whe:her to"
include i fixed across-the-board increase with the merit increases: Im decid-

1ng on the amount to budge: for, such cos:-of-l;v1n& increases, :he board has
. 4

:geﬁerally all:cited most of the avallacre funds to merit increments. For

“instance; school admlnistrators sﬁggéét tizat for an dverdge pay increase of 10

peféeﬁti ﬁd more :haﬁ R percent would be prov1ded as an across-the—bbard

ity is also appargn:ly :he nbrm for teachers in hadue s elementary 5656615.

However, teachers in :he junior and senior high schools reporredly exchange

~—~—— .L'

B . -
-

1. Note that because :eachers in Ladue can earn increases %Y?F,Y-:h

.substandard performﬁhce, ladue’s "merit pay" should probably be viewed as a
combination of performance—based and cos:-of—living increases.

"

e




“dent. The ofiginal evaluation criteria were developed'on"thE“basiB‘bffa

The schooil district makes a point of training and i»ttaining teachers in

the operation of the merit pay plan. a1l prospective new :each are briefed

on :he merit -pay plan during their initial jOb interView. Once hired; tné‘néil

P

teacher is. again briefed on the performance appraisal process and the merit®

pay plan by the building principal by the sponsoring teacher assigred to

each new recrnit; and by the building representﬁtiVé to the Committee on

Evaluation (see below). Thbe building representative is also responsible for

A fundamental feature of Ladue’s merit pay pian is its emphasis on moni-

torIng and updatIng the program on a cont1nu1ng basis: From tne very begin-

A ning of the plan, there has been a Commxttee on Evalnation charged with

l

- Y
reviewing and modifying the pian as necessary; The Committee consists of the
:superintendent, building representatives elected by the teaching staff in each

building, and a representative fron:the administrative staff (elected by the
- - - - P ) 0
principals). This committee has conducted employee surveys and other s:udies

Téachér partitipation has Been high. The plan was developed in 1953 by a

committee of six teachers and four administra:ors appointed by ‘the Superinten—

_{l.,c._ .
KIPRVE]

s

AN

Lo 9

survey of all teachers by the Committee on Lvaluation; and teachers continue

to exercise considerable influence op the séléctidﬁ of evaluation criteria for:

the plan. The Committee on Evaluation still meets at least once a month to

e Ll e

mance 1ncreases of $600; $700, or $806 depending on their evalua-

tion. However, by 1978 most teachers were receiving the top
increment of $800, and au increment of less than $800 wasinidely




. Evaluation of the Plan -

LA-8

viewea as a penalty. The board of eaucation wanted the systed to
provide a W1der range of ‘performance awards by increasing and

broadenlng the incremen:s. The idea was for most teachers to get :he
average increment, while better teacliers would get a much higher

- award. A5 a resul:, the gward system was changed to the procedure
currently used, in which :eachers can receive a performance -
evaluation score.of between 0 and ‘9 (or 0= 15, depenaing on :heir
salary schedule) and a dollar value is a551gned ‘to each point,

2. Prior to the 1978-79 period; teachers were evaluated on the basis of

three general criteria: personal characteristics, professional

.growth and development,; and R}udence of superior teaching. - The need

order to award an evaluation score ofr

. to make finer distinctions id o
0-15 points led to the development of the more refined five-ares'*

T - . <

procedure also 1ncorpora:ed the finolngs of recent research on

.
j performance evaluation procedure described previously. The revised

o

factors that contribute to be::er learning.

3. Over the 1961-82 perlod :he performance evalua:lon procedure was
further ref1ned by .the developmen: of the behavioral' cr1ter1a'
described prev1ously.

4o K contlnuing iSSue has been the treatment of ex:racurricular ac:ivi- :
:ies. Teachers in Ladue recelge,nofadd;:ional pay specifically for .
ﬁﬁdertaklng such_ actlvi:ies. This has led to considerable dissatis-
faction, especially among Secondary school teachers. After a year-
long study, the Committee on.Evaluation recommended that there be a.
separate salary schedule for persons supervising extracurricular -

actiVitiEE. The school board however, rejec:ed :his approach and

ities when ratlng :eacher performance. In partlcular, the- rating
mus: reflec: bo:h :he quali:y of the worR and the time spent by‘the _ o

: , \

o

(see Shaughnessy, 1976). Natriello and Cohn (1983) rétén§1§ éoﬁpieiéd an ex-

Laddéfé-ﬁerit pay piaﬁ has Eﬁdergoﬁe a number of e%aiﬁatioﬁéa The -

Coﬁﬁittee.oﬁ EVaiﬁﬁtion'ﬁﬁs periodicaiiy reviewed :he program and surveyed

teacner opinion.: Others have examined specific aspects of the plan in de:ail

 amination of the history and ¢-olution of Ladue’s merit pay plan, including

interviews with key administrators and with 23 teachers from one elemen:ary
school. On the other hand, there have been no formal evaluations of the
impacts of Ladue’s merit pay plan on outcomes such as student achievement,

-
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behavior; and attltudes, or on :he :eachlng process itsePf. tost of the

avallable informatlon(on the effects of :he Ladue plan.consists of éﬁBjertiGe

v

—_—

assessments by schooi admlnis:ra:ors and teaching staff.
Scliool administrators in Ladue feel that .the merit pay‘plan has been re-

spdnsibie for improving.instruciien (ERS 1983, p. 42). ;Tﬁié,GieG was seconded

by several :eachers in one elementary schooi who reported that the’ presence of
merit pay had led them to increase :neir effor:s and :o Improve instruction

(Natrielld éﬁd Cbhﬁ, 1983, pe 28) Such results are a::ribu:ed to :he fact
4 o .

that the mer1t pay plan and the assoc1ated evalua:ien sys:em have made teach=

ers more accountable for théir pérfbrﬁéﬁCé. HSChbbl adiini<trators note that

teaéﬁersvln Ladue are recognized and rewarded for doing :hlngs well for com-~, .

teacher retention or the ability to recruit new teachers. SChbbl admini-

strators note :ha: teaching salaries in Ladue are relatively hlgh and :ha:

there is correspvndingiy tittIe turriovers Whiie admlnxs:re:ors feel that the

R _ -
presence of merit pay canuo: be shown to have actually attracted teachers to - ‘
s 2 . L
Ladue, it has also reportedly not drssuaded attractive candidatel. Some LB

7

A

»:eachers, fioreover, feel that having mérit pay, ra:her :han a se iority s

Y

Ladue school aamlnlstra:ors no:ed a number of otiier benefI:s from the

mer1t pay pléﬁ; _One is increased acceun:abili:y for principals (Natrieilo aﬁ&i

Conn, 1983, p. 25). FEach principdl’s teacher evalvations are reviewed by the
- - - - - - - ‘, C [ — g,,, [
suﬁerln:enden: and by the 6thér principals; fthey also come under close scru-

tiny from :ne teachers. This reportedly encouragés the prIncrpais to pay more

o
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with their stafi monitoring and appraising performance. Other reported bene-

fits include better documentation of teacher performance and greater recogni-

tion of the teacher as an individual. _J/
i&ccording to Ladue school administrators, the merit pay plan has not been
a prominent iSsue in labor-managemert relations, with the exception of the

question of extra pay for éktfé;ﬁtriéﬁlat duties (discussed previously). (As

- School. administrators report a high level of support for the merit pay

plan from parents; the schocl board; and other members of the community: The
school board has provided reliable funding for the pian since 1953 with

apainst each other for a limited number of awards. While many of Ladue’s

N PR

citizens were unawaré of the plan until recently, the publicity which it is

. system within the community.

School administrators have not computed tlie total cost of Ladue’s merit

pay plan. Tb: primary expenditure is for incentive awards. In 1982-83, the -

cost of awards was approximately $B810,0U0, an expense that will continue to be

incurred in future years since the awards repretent an jincrease in salary.

rather than a one-time bonus. (On the other hand; the:e raises substitute at .

least in part for across-the-board increases that would have been provided-
otherwise:) School officials note that administration of the plan probably

D i — - - ———— ,,77.7\;',,7,,,.,7) e e
costs considerably more than-administration of a typical teacher salary sched-

ule. It is estimated that each principal must spend about 20 hours per year
° ' ) b -

per staff member completing the necessary evaluations. Program maintenance

)
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and staff retraining require an additional 30-4U staff-hours per year. And
members of the Committee on Evaluation meet 1-Z hours per month to review and

=D

' revise the merit pay program. The plan is operated without the neec for

o

have been implemented; it has sometime: ~een necessary to cemporarily éséi%ﬁ
someone to help with the plans

Teacher opinion on the plan appears to be ambivalent. Most Ladue teach-
ers appear to favor the principle of using merit pay, but sigrificant numbers
are aissatisfied with specific aspects of Ladue’s approach. :For instance,

-, while 85 percent of the teachers respondinyg to a recent survey favored a

system off merit pay, only 34 percent favored the system being used by Ladue

weaknesses in connection with Ladue’s merit pay plan. -The weaknesses included
S T
faction with the treatment of extracurricular activities under the tierit pay

plan), uncertainty concerning what must be done to earn the “best" performance

ratings and merit awards (some claimed that one had to be & coach in order to

appealing performance evaluations (especially after they have been put in

writing): On the other hand, these same teachers pointed’ to a number of
strengtgsziﬁ Ladue’s merit pay ﬁrﬁgrams' the availability of monetary rewards
for superior ﬁerfdrﬁaﬁce,;:he éﬁC6ﬁrégéﬁéﬁ€ of imiproved classroom instruction,
the responsiveness dg-thé merit pay §y§tem't§ teacher caﬁcerﬁgftthrbugh the

- ‘ r

¥ . ;Ii?éi : B )
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provision of humerous opportunities for pArticipation), anu the sense of
professionalism fostered by the plan. Of the 23 =lementary scliool teachets

interviewed, 22 féit that the merit pay system worked iargéiy bécauge'sa%a-y
2 ,
o

.

7 Ladue scnooi administrators report that Ehe :eachers ﬁfiﬁaiy,éémﬁl'iﬁt‘

-

about the pian is Lhe treatment of extracurricuiar activities (see p: ILA~8): ™

Another 1is the equi:abili:y of the pay plan with respect. to pay levels im’

‘ 3

other school systems. For instance, :eachers with masters degrees and consid~

erable experience are Eepdr:edly able tb zarn better salaries in other school

- “

systems, whlch reward :enure dnd édﬁCatlonal at:alnmen: rather than meri:.

"Other common camplaiﬁt§ by téachéré;iﬁcludé the additidﬁal stress 6f worklﬁg

under a'mérit pay system and the frustration of not knowing precisely what

needs to be done in order to earn a top ratlng (Natriello and Cohn, -983;

Siiva, 1983). .
;

pointé;' Thus, /sote teachers report that they were more satisfied with Ladue’s
« N

$800; hven :hough the rewards are larger under ‘the current system; these

)
teachers feel that they are not performing adequa:eiy if :hey receive less

than the maximum number of performance evaluation pDIn:s.

(ha:rlello and Cohn, 1983, P 32). Morale problemS'and alsenchan:men: wi:h

v

oy
W
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and Cohn attributed much of that dissatisfaction to the sharing of salary
; , , . ¢

informatiorn by seconaary school teachers: However; nany other theories have

,

’ school teachers; and no.single explanation seems suffi:lent (see, for

A3

»

instance, ;Natriello and Cohn, 1983, p. 33).

On the whole, Natriello and Cohn repott that the negative factors cited

by the teachers they interviewed were "far outweighed by the positive factors"

(hatriello and Cohn, 1983, p. 34). All 23 elémentary school teachers favoréd

K

a merit pay plan over other salary and evaluation approach&s. This parallels
more general assessments by local school administrators,; who note that while a ,

significant proportion of Ladue’s teachers have complaints about specific

" the plan in the ..z -ble focure.
Ié&éé&; tirse administrators; as well as EB; EéééﬁégsaiﬁEéEGiéﬁéd by
~ Natriello and Cohn, report that the merit pay pién has been an éfféciive moti-
vator for the majority of tﬁdﬁé;§ teaching personnel. ‘ﬁcwever; it is thé
formal recognition givén to éxceiiéﬁce, rather than the mbne:ary“aéﬁrd, that® -

is believed by many to be the most important motivator associated with Ladue’s ‘
gerit pay plan. | P | : _/

. S o
extent to which lissouri’s .

-

Ladue administrators.are uncertain ofsthe
meet-and-confer labor law has played a role in making the merit pay plan
feasivle. - In particular, they are not sure whether such a plan would Work 1im

an adversarial setting. nNevertheless; they note that if workable mecnanisms . -

exist for solving problems between labor and management; such a plan would ..
probably have a chance anywhere.
1786 :
- - °
Q ) : ; . - . -
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senior high schools. The elementary school teachers interviewed by Natrielio

and Cohn attributed much of "z &iéééfiéfé&ff&ﬁ to the QEaEiﬁg of salary

information by seconzary schooil E%aéﬁéfé; However ; many other ‘theories have
been offered to explain the reported dissatisfaction of Ladue’s secondary

school teachérs, and o single explanation seems sufficient (see, for

On the whole; Natriello and Cohn repor: that the negatlve factors c1ted
by the teachers they interviewed were "far outweighed by :he positive fac:ors

‘(na:rlello and_ Cohn, 1983* P 34). All 23 elementary school teachers favored ot

a merit pay plan over other salary and evaluatlon approaches. This ﬁafalléls
R

,,,,,,,,, -' Pttt

aéﬁééié 'of the plan, their. overwhelming attitude is to change the plan but not

°

K}

. to scrap it: ‘Ladue administrators see no serious possibility of discontinuing

" the pian in the foreseeable future. : o
Indeed; these administrators, as well as the téachers interviewed by

Natriello and Cohn, report that the merit pay plan has been an effective moti-

vator for tlie majority of Ladue’s teaching persognel. ,However, it is the
q . , .

S T : T

fbrmal recognition giVéﬁ t6 ‘excellence, rather than the monetary award; that

is belieVéd by ‘many _to be the most~impor:ant motivato% ass ciated with Ladue”’

meet-and-confer labor law has played a role in making the merit pay plan
feasible. 1In particuiér; they are not sure whether such a plan would work in
an adversarial setting. Nevertheless; they ﬁaté that if Jorkable. mecnani sms
exist for solving problems between labor and management, suéﬁsalﬁlaﬁ would

probably have a chance anywhere. ) R




-~
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Sources

1.

'1arx Sllva, "Tedcher Merit Puy Plan Gets Improvllg Grades,"

La-14

' piami

heérald (August 8 1983); pp. lA; 4A.

angd Descrlptlons (Arlington, Vlrglnla, 1983), pp. 41—42 87- éﬁ.

System,' UnpuDlIshed Report* Johns Hopkins University (Baltimore,

Maryland; 1983):

James P: Steffemsen; Merit Salary Programs in Six_ Selectea School

Districts Bulletin 1963, No. 5, U.S. Department of Health,
Education; and Welrare (Washington, D:C:, 1962).

John T= bhaughnessy, Jr., "Merit Pay: . A Functional Anaiysxs of
Teacher Lvaluations Wrirten by Admlnlstratots," Unpublished Doctoral

Dlssertatlon, Columbia University (1976).

Teléﬁhdﬁe Intéfview with . John Sbaughness;, Associate Superinten-
dent for Personnel, Ladie School District, December 1983.

Telephone Interview with Gary Natriello, Scciology-Department, Johns
Hopkins University; December 1983.

Various descriptive materials and references on the plan provided by
the school district. )
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Lebanon Pubiic Schools
Lebanon, Cornecticut

The School District 7 ]

Lebanon Public Schools consist of two schools (an elementary and a high

school); 80 teachers and approximately 1;200 students.

‘Description of the Plam

Lebanon’s merit pay plan was contracted with the teachers” union for the

The merit incentive evaluation plan in Lebanon involved bonures for a

teacher’s progress in meeting objectives set at the beginning of the school

-~

'ascription. The.plan begin in September 1977 and terminated in the third
yed  about Mdy 1980. Each t' .er was réqﬁired to identify one perfoiwmance

‘“ ujective for students in te & o: subject.matter and one process object’.ve.

The methods by which achievement of thes: objectives weu J ba neasured wers

also to bc specified. The process objectives indicated the proceiures that

the teacher would use use to meet tie péff&%aéﬂzz 6Sjéétiﬁé§. The second part
v

of the evaluation process involved nse of the teac.aer’s job description as a
checkiist to evaluate the t.:chelf’s parformance in terms of four goals and 20

At rhe beginning of the school year; teachers submitted tbeir objectives

to the principai for his concurrence: Five times during the year tea-hers

susmitted to the principal an interim report indicatirg the amount of

prog-ess. The report could inclyde requested revisions to the original

objactives. The principal twice during the year completed job description

_ — L O VP —_— e L el il il e imillei el L;‘,&{’
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pri- :ipal based on their performance on the performance u“j“CtiVe (up to 200

points); ou the process objective €200 poin:s), and on the job descriptron

rating (500 points): At the end of May of each year. :he priucipals submitted
to the superintendent and school board their rééoﬁﬁéﬁaéiioﬁé for-merit incen-
tive recipients based on the extent to which individual ieachers met their
objectives and fulfilled the requirements of their job describiioo; (However,
the relationship Betﬁééﬁ'thé numerical rating and the size of the bonus was

not’ clear.) The merit pay was distributed in. Ju.-.‘
"

Teachers a: :he elemnn:ary and high school levels were ramked separa:ely

. to encourage consistency within each school and in right of dlfferepces in

5 -

-
teachers’ responsibilities between elementary and secondary levels. Thoéé

teachkers :ha. achieved rankingq higher than the expec:ed 1eve1 of performance

were sttgibie to receive bonus aw;rds. In the firs: year ‘of the plan 777—78),
nonuses ranging from $100 to $500 were paid to 55 of 78 persous (abou: 702) 5

with an average bonus of about $2°0: The bonus size went ur in the last two

2ars to $900 maximum for the third year, however.

-~

The piéh also covered other staff such as counselors, school psycholo-

gists, and library specialists, as well as teachers. Different evsluation

forms, relevant to each group’s job description, were used:

Evalistion of Plan

The Lebanon plan was introduced by the school §:perintendent and was

initialiy supported by the teachers and the coﬁmuhity;; But;at the develop-

.

ratified_by its predecessors. The new leadership, éiéoséd in pért(BECEUée of

its opposition to the werit pay plan; did not permit formal participation by
\\,,

I I - L L .



participation. As the first year progressed, tension increased within the
schools. A primary problem was infighting amoag teachers, which included
jealousy and hoarding of materials, creating a-dividad staff.

Another problem identified by thé‘éhﬁétidtéﬁdéﬁt was the short time
reriod available to develop 'the »lan—--irom April 1?27 when the contract with

irtendent’s request for p%ffiéiﬁéiiéﬁ’ih the development of the plan’s details
(due in“pafi to the changed attitude of the new ééé&éiéfi@ﬁ 6ffiéiéi§)a
Another major problem arose after the awards were made shortly before the
close of the first year. Although the contract contained a formal agreement
calling for confidentiality as to who received the Eﬁétds;ﬁ%ﬁfbrﬁﬁfiéﬁ leaked

discouraged some teachers, Community problems arose it this time, and parents
began to request that their children be assigned to certain teachers.
A critical concern of the t-achers was the la k of objectivity inm the

‘ ‘;,, _ S e
some teachers at sn advzatage to receive awards. Elementary teachere and the

-

etementary school primcipal were partizularl]y negative. High school personnel

were less.negative; perhaps because they tended to b2 more recent hires.
® "
Also, elementary school teachcrss felt that since they were laying the educa-

‘tiouzl founda:ion for the stucdents; high school teachers hi:: predisposi-;

tion for success, and as s-'ch; the el :uentary teachers should receive a targer

award than high schoo. teachers.

The district also found that'the extra pape.work, including the various

¢

interim reports; became & significant burder.

7
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_Although the superintendent felt that the plan had a favorable effect on

student achievement, the plan was short-lived:  He believed there was a

noticeable improvement in student.learning, e.g. increased scores on tests and
greater participation of students in extra~curricular activities.® However, no

formai. evalu:tion of the plan was conducted. As dissention among Staff
apubers grew; reportediy it became "very deporalizing” and eventually led to

-

 the plan’s demise in 1980 at the end of the negotiated contract term.

Sources.

l. Telephone in:erview with Lawrenge E. Ieradi, DIrector, How~ 11 Cheney

-Technical .School, Manchester, CT (former Superintendent of -choois,

Lebanon, CT from April 1976 to October 1980) in November 1983.

2.° Téléphdﬁé ;ﬁtérviéa ﬁitﬁ Ann Lbrd' éecreiaf§ ~ Superintendent of

3. S:eve Ke‘bey "This Neat Little Merit Pay Scheme Gets bown to the
Basics." Amerlcau School Board Journal, June 1978; pa 35.-

4: ERS; "Merit Pay frx Teachers." Arlington, VA: #éuciciondl Research

Services; Inc.; 1979, pp. 93-102. ;

Various descriptive materials on the plan provided by the s.ool

discrices

v
.l
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Penn Manor School District - .
Millersville, Pennsylvania
. ]

I

b

The School District . . RN | o

The Penn Manor Sehool District cdusists of eight schools—-8ix elementary

- gchools; one middle school (7-8); and a high school:- The'total éﬁiéiiméﬁi’is
. . DA ) N ’
curreptly 4;100 pupils: Non-supervisory persomnel belong to the Penn Manbr

Education Association, an affiliate of the NEA. They bargain collectively

X

over wages and salaries. At present there are 220 persons (teachers, counse-
lors, nurses, librarians, and other non-supervisory staff) in the bargaining
unit: Teacher salaries start at $12,000 per year-and can go as high as

$28,500 per year for teachers with a masters degrée and 15 years of experi-

ence. The.average salary level is $195000 per year:

Penn Manor’s merit pay plan provides cash bonuses for outstanding

- _teachers and othér members «°  : bargaining unit based on Supervisor observa-.
w0 - . .

on and ratithgs: ' ,lan was formally begun in November 1982 and is cur—

S rently in its second year. it was included ae¢ part of a three-year comtrac:

with the Pen: Manor Education Assccilation signed ia August 1984. \Tﬁé;iéiéé-

ment stipulates that the Board of Educacion ﬁf&Gi&évé?B;BBﬁ tn merit pay for

e~cn ;ééf of the three-year contract: The merit pay provision is in additiom
- r: across—the-board salary increases. The plan covers all persons in the

‘bargaining unit—-non-supervisory tcaching staff. gulcance counselor , nurses,
libraridns, =zc. Participation in the merit pay plan is Joluntarv. o

The same amount is awatrdes o all qualified persons.” Tbe slze of the

award is determined by dividing the $20,000 award pool: f given year (plus
any additional reward moncy # ..i rized by the school boar., by the iwmbir of
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(about 11 percent of the covcred personnel) earned awards of §$1,000 each after

the School Board provided an extra SS;UUﬁ. The additional funds were’com=

felt by the SEBBBifﬁéﬁiﬁ‘Cﬁéifﬁéﬁ to be ﬁééééééfy if the B;Bgfiﬁ,§é§ to be an
effective motivator:) The first-year bonuses were pai/ in M?y,beﬁore
of the school vear: The 25 recipients 1ﬁ¢i6&é& 23 teachers and two counselors

(but no nurses or librarianrj. ; e

Teacher Evaluation 2ud Sele:tion of Reward Recipients. The procediires-
for evaluatins teachers aud selecting recipients have been different in each
year of tie program. The first-year procedures‘are described below; second-

Y - B X

During the first year, merit pay candidates nhad to be nomineted for the.

award. Anyone could submit a nomination. The nc.ainatiors *ere mzde anony-

mously ‘and had to be received by December 23; 198z. ? ition proce-

dure; involving the following eight criteria; was u-ed ,giﬂatitg'éﬁd

" selecting the merit pay recipients:

-3

1. Quflity of planned instruction

3. Command df_sﬂﬁject area, including depth of understanding ana
knowledge of curreng':rendé
4. Effort and effeciiveness in motivating studei:ts
5. Accuracy and effectiveness of communications
6. Resoutcefulness and adaptability o change ?
7. 1Involvement in total school program
8. Rapport with st.udenf- staff, parents, and coOmEUALELY
, The nomination had to indicate quilitatively that the candidate excelled
with regard to each criierion. I. the first ﬁyéar;. 158 of the 222 eligible

s
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asked

criterto A five-point scale was emplcyed; hicwever,; little was doune to
define or o‘ .erwise anchor the criteria. Cue-hundred and thirty-one taachers
’ ' : " ‘

Each finalist was then evaluated by a cu4m of three supervisors.using the
aue _

samie criteria and 5 point scale. Different teaws were used for diffsrent.

schools. In general, the teams consisted of the tea~her’s immediate

supervisor and two other persons. (For elementary school teachers, the
additional péréaﬁé ware principals frgﬁ other elementary schools; for middle
and high school teachers; the chmicze? was ﬁéﬁéliy’ébﬁ§656& of the teacher’s
departmént chairman, .A assistant principal, anc - school principal.)

Each membec of an evaluating team was req > observe the teacher in

the classroom for at leas: 45 Ei@%EngQEﬁé period or; for elementary school
teachers, ome subject arer). These observations were conducted separately by

o - o L . ° _ e
After 4)1 evaluations were completed, each c¢ommittee had to consolidate the
i : 5 _ .

Sepctate numerica) assessmenis that the committee members had prepared for

each candidate atd rank order che candidates: All assessments and rankings- -

weze completed by April 15, 1683.

The vavious committee rankiugs were tiien syuthesized by a five-person
steering committz: with the help of the various school principals. (The

, } R . ~ . ~ . .
committee consisted of the assistant to ti.~ ~uperintende.t, the elementary

school coordinator; the middle school principal; the high school principal,

and a department chairman.) The steering commi::ei asked each school princi=

pal to rank the candidates from their schdol on the basls cf the evaluation



>

. Board. . They were also published by 'the local newspapers. - < .

" evaluat:. s was eab:sced by having the princiral review cne evalvations for

committee assessments. The steering committee then winnowed down the number
of candidates until the number remaining was small enough to provide a signi=
ficant award fof each recipient (given the $20,000 award poolj. The committee

was unable to reduce the list of candidates to fewer than 25 teachers. Be-

_cause they felt that it was important for each recipient to Eééé&%édé; least

$1,000, the steering committee asked the Board of Education to provide the

oy

A
The performance evaluation process was admittedly very svbjective. How-

N

ever; school administrators nore that the committes evalvations were genmerally
accepted by the teachers: 'éﬁé'§6566ljﬁiStfiét has sgéu,réguiaéiy obsezving
and vating teachers (as ;aiigfaéaafy'vga_aﬁgatisfaataryﬁ for 15 years. Ten-
ured teachers have to be 65&&?@&& at least twize im a given year; new teachers

] e VI _ S .
. school district is small, teachers ko~ the evzluators wali,; and problems

~ o I S o e e .
concerning the qualificq;iaﬁs of the evaiuators and the subjectivgfy of the *
. ' N T _ ;
- R < N
assessments have not arisemn.
No effort was made to allocate t.e numbet of awards betwcen the :scliools
4

or levels. Nine awards went to high school, tedcheis, five to middle school

teachers, and eleven to elementary sghool teachers: administrators admit to

_ ome problems with comparabilii~ across echools: For instance, some primci-

pals were regarded as more lenient in their ratings shan others. Tg alleviate

this problem; the individuals cowprising the evaluation team fur a givem can-
didate were. chose: o provide a balance between harsh &ad more lenicnr eval-
uators; In tie caee of the Figh sghosl and widdie schools couparability im

. . o

5
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No formal appeal process was specified for the first year of .the program.

The merit pay program was drafted over a period of several months by the

assistant to the superintendent, t. . mentary school .coordissror, the middle
b

school principal, and the high sch. -1 . incipal. While they considered vari -

ous mechanisms for getting teacher participation, they dezided that this would .

lead to excessive delays. The progrim was ilmplemented in Novem' <r 1982, and

nominations for the first round of awards were received by Dscember 23, 1982.
There was no formal participation by the Teacher’s Association. - The lat-

ter maintained a formal hands=—off appraach, although it frequently urged
teachers not to return the various questionnaires and rating forms needed to
administer the program. No pilot testing was done. The Board of Education
accepted without change the pian developed by the four-person committee
after Efxé first year, EEE; &&ﬁﬁiﬁi??iii&ﬁ'ééi&é& the Eé&.&ﬁiﬁg_ staff for éﬁégéé?

- s, L s o o . - . o
with regard to fhe'ﬁémiﬁftiﬁg process., However, .there were some complaliuts

that teachers did not understand the prograts t
No special training has beenm reauired, and no additional administrative

staff were: added to run the program. Once ihe plan was approved, the princi-
* “ - )

gram "is explaine” to them agaln cquring the suzmer session. The principals
& \ Lo . : :
2150 explained the program tc alil facilty members during regular faculty
meei ings. . o .
Tl : : v i 5.

a “ wt . .

-



The State Déﬁéftﬁéﬁt of ‘Education had no foral or informal role in the

Penn Hanor merit pay pian. Indeed, the Department of Education has reportedly

'>had é hands—off a:ti:ude with regatd to merit pay.

Azges;ﬁfzéigihegiixstgiearmef the Plan. Duriﬁg the sumiz.z ¢f .#83,

imrrﬁve the plan. Although :he union ‘rged teachers not to respond to the

request, a few éuggEEtidqé were received. One issue was the publication of

the names of the award reciplents. School administrators, however, feel that
since informa:ion on the salaries of pubiic employees is a popclar topic of

* lscal newspapers; the ident.ication and pubiication of the recipients of the
merit aééfag is iaevitable. rhere were aiso ééﬁbiéiﬁéé about the romimating
pragéés., ﬁeﬁiﬁéti65§;6§&i3 be mad: bi a friend or by oneself, aqd_many~
téééﬁéfé)ééﬁﬁi&iﬁé& that .they did 4ot unicerstand why they were not caﬁsidered

for a given award.

¢ For the second yesr (1983-84), the following ‘changes were made 1o the

1, Ever§ employee 18 to be é.aiuatéd (chrough supervisor observations)

at least tyo times before February 1. This is expeetnd to defuse qv-s“iouq

abo:: the adequacy of supervisor assessuents of the candiua:es. 1t will also

e

/provide added docuwentation on employee perfornan:ze.
\
2. " Tha Se;f—nomination pLociass has been dropred. Any employze wili ue

-
i
H

sI*g nle for merit p:y awards if ‘wo satisfacrofy evaluations are on rile.

3. The evaluation procuss has been E?Ziié&; the form iizs bsex alfered

©oe to quire ratings of several specific characuesictics for each of thz eight

. vriéeria i¥sted earliers. A total c 28\§uch {rens is nrovided. The teacher

is;:o beArated on a scale of i»(margiﬁqi perfﬁrmiqeui to 5 (distingutshed or
.as ugar

[3

- —— = - - - - () S .
oqfstanding,pexfcrmance) on sach cof these jtems (a five-point scale




1

Each teacher is supposed to complete thie checklist for himself. This
self-assessment is not’ however, submitted to thé téééﬁér;s éuoérvigor;' The

In addition, the teacher must indicate whe:her or not he wants to be consid—

ered for the merit pay bonus. The description of gdals and achievements and

the statement on meric pay’ participation are to be completed by early Dece nber

and submit:ed to the :eacoer 5 supervisor; ' : .

(S

two persons~-:he :eanher’s;;ﬁhediate supervisor .nd the school principal--—

using the checkiist: These assessments are cor. -cted independently. One of -
the two evaluators must visit the classroom ag: 1 and assess the teachet’s

Y 4 . S — B e S
pzri otmauce. The two evaluators meet and develop a consolidated -set of

o _ o oL [ . B o _ -
iaciags. The average rating score from this consolidated checklist forms the .
‘axis {or tie aw ds. c 1 ;o \
- et awving heir ‘lnal recommendatioﬁs, the tws éﬁélg%;ors are to meet

. — e
with each teacher to discnss the ra:ings :hey have come up with. The teacher
.

can a: that time refer to his selZ assessment of. the items on the checklist

o EE : : *

_ 27 < 5o
P "and discuss aai discrepan'ies be:ween hia'r :inga And those of the evaluators;

Kd

i,s

Supvrrn:°ndent can. be invo ved. ' :

- Evaluation of the Plan

No formal evaluarionm of thc plan he. Been condiucted. The e1uca:1on asso—-“

ciationy claims that _he plan has had nega:ive effects on s:aff members vhile

districr ﬁiﬁagnment iisagrees. Thre fol;owing-subjECﬁive assessmerits

have peen pruvided by school administraiurs. . i
R 4

- -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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School adminisirafi . ‘eport several impacts on teacher behavior that are
T

inforﬁélly by the principél have repor:ed that teachers appear to be trying

harder and to be better organized this year than in years prior :o the merit

pay plan.. School ﬁriﬁciﬁals report :hat lesson plans (which must be turned in

weeRly) ref‘ec: considerably more :hwugh: and re p sent a marked improVemen:

_vfrom prevxous yvears. The prlncipals .also reprrt more innovation by teachers

this year,; 1nc1uding new science ‘and nnuh fat*s-

W

Another ‘mportant benefi: of . : tan cited by écﬁool officiaié ié‘ih:

tients. They report that teachers who never before had offered to heip wi:h

- extr a—curricular activities aud o:ber voiuntary tasks are now ueekiug them.
School official§ note that the district has had wore-national mirit semi-

finzlists. this past year than ever before. The Lfficiaié; howevav; point out

:hac this coﬁld be a coincidence and not a produc: of the merit pay programas
/. There: have been a fewd complaints from students that certain teacher. ' 1o
;shouid have - feée{ved awards did ﬁot get itiem. But no‘compiaints have bee-~.

v

School officials report few negative reac:ions to :he merit pay plan. ;;
Although union officials feeI that morale has suffered, schoo1 principals feel
that morale has neyer veen higher and that ohey had t’ rrechool
opening ever. fhey feel that:teacher attitades towards .- [ --aﬁ are bezter
than expected aod thet there Ras been relacively iittle oppObitLOh to the
plan, although theré are some bugs to be worked outs -

' No change has been observed inm turm-over m&;g; which are generaliy low
éless thaﬁié'pércéﬁti; School administrators, however; attribute ‘this €o the

shortage of jobs for teachers.



&ll candidsie -teacliers are briefedton the merit pav plan and asked how
- -~ B

',

they feeil ebout its All have reportedly sald that such a program 1is "great"

and., that they would like to be paid on the basis of what they ptbduce; One

School administrators feel that the leadership of;the Teachers Aéédtié:

tion hAs become negative towards the plan, even ti~;h they signed the three=

year contract which contains the ﬁfégiém. No form-1l grievances have been
filed ‘over the merit pay plan. :

| No complatats about the plan have been feceived from parents; and the
pian has attracted Itttle opposition from the gereral publicx Of i%gfcemmeﬁts

77777777 3
received, approximately two-thirds were supportive of the plan, onedthird

ppposed;

The so e out-~of-pocket cost to the school district thus far has been the

$25,000 pa.i in iﬁcentive awards--about 5114 per teacher inm the di;ttiCt;
School administrators estimate, 5heever; that at least '$50,000 wortk of time
Wesﬂépeﬁt in the development and administration ef the prograim. ﬁbiaétéiiéa
accouiting, however, ha: hect’undertaken. i “ I
Overall, school officials believe that thé»prbgréﬁ nas beesn successful,

é&tﬁtiSihg,eﬁéﬁ‘S6ﬁe skeﬁtical administrators. They feel that the program has

r .
B ad

definitely served to motivate teachers to try hardet. The motivation report-

edly arises not so much from the cash awards as from the recoguition now pro-
vided to outstanding teachers: Prior to this plan; teachers were evaluated:
méEéi} as satisfactory or umsatisfactory: The merit pay plan provides a means

for* IdEntifying a teacher as being outstanding. Tiis has tepértedij stimula-

Y

awards during the second yearkbf the plan. Sisce the aeer@ pbbl;ié fixed;



this will mean reducing the size of the bonus given to each recipient. It is
felt that the bonuses could be pared back to §$750 apiece ard still be motiva=
awards and cover 15 percent, rather than 11 percent, of the teachers:) The
administration feels that it would be desirable to ultimately provide awards

for perhaps 25 percent of the teachers. .

7§E§E gestions to Others

Peny Mamor school officials suggest that administrators interested in in-

stituting merit pay start with a- acceptable salary scate for all teachers and
add a merit pay pool to it; as Penn Manor has done. The program should not be

ynidertaken i1f the union views the existing salary levels as unacceptable.

1. Burt Schorr, "School’s Merit Pay Program Draws Gripes From Losers——

ind Winners," The Wall Street Journal, June 16, 1983;

2. ERS, "Merit Pay Plans for Teachers: Status and Descriptions," Educa=

tional Research Service, Ariington; Va.; 1983, pp. 47-48, 119-121.

3, Telephone interview with Jerry Brooks; Administrative Assistant to

193



Round Valley School District
Covelo, California

The School District

Round Valley has two schools (K-8 and 9-12) plus a continuation high
school located mear the high school: It has approximately 460 pupils and 23
teachers. It is a somewhat isolated school district in Northern California
with "self-motivated, individualistic" teachers: The techers are represented

by the California Teachers Association, an affilfate of NEA.

Description of the Plan

The incentive pay plan provides bonuses of up to $2800 per year per
salary schedule). The amount of the award depznds on how many of a maximum of
10 points a teacher earns. The 10 points are divided into three parts: up to
4 points are awarded on thé basis of teacher initlative in developing a mew
project or activity; up to 2=1/2 points are awarded for projects involving
teacher cooperation with other teachers to achieve a common objective; and
pal: The plan began in 1980-81; 198384 is its fourth year. There is a pre-

7 e . oo
set bonus schedule that specifies the size of payment for each poiat awarded
(approximately $280 per point).
participate.

In 1982-83 the average award was $1700 with a high of $2400: ALl but one
of the teachers received at least some amount. : .

Because 25 percent of the award reguires jolnt activity by more than one

teacher, the plan is both an individual and group incentive program. For the.

194
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.
teacher cooperation projects, the staff is divided into four groups: K-3,
4=6, 7-8, and 9-12. Teachers can develop projects with one or more teachers
in their groups.

The amounts and winners of the awards are kept strictly confidential to
eliminate the necessary tensions and possible embarrassment before students;

fellow staff members, and parents.

All teachers can teceive the maximum bonus in any yéaf; there are no
quotas. The school®board puts into the budget $2800 (the maximum award
amount) for each teacher in the school district. The allocation between the
two schools; thus; depends solely on the number of teachers in each school.

Cirrently only teachers are covered by the incentive prograi, but the
school district is planning to adopt a management bonus covering its six
administrative personnel, excluding the superintendent.

The bonus plan is covered by the teacher’s association three-year

contract. The current contract is the second one that includes the plan.

Teacher Evaluation

Both the “téaeuég initiative" and "teacher cooperation® activities are
evaluated by a committee of four people, consisting of the school’s principal;
a teacher chosen by the union, and two members of the school board. The ele-
mentary and high schools have separate cbﬁﬁit:ees; but the two board members
ire the same, providing greater comparability of the evaluations. (The Board
of Education can be so heavily involved because of the small size of the

district.)
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individual projects. At that time; the teacher and committee determine what
criteria the specific project should be evaluated against. éCfitéfié could
include observations of completed projects; judgments about their success, and
test score evidencea) )

In the Spring, the committees meet with the teachers to review the re-
sults of the activities and determine the actual number of points to be
awarded. Thus far, test scores have not often been used to evaluate projects.
projects are determined by vote of the committee. There has been a consider-
able amount of consensus among committee members. There is no formal appeal
process; but teachers can appeal to the con ' .tee. There was one appeal im
82-83 which was reviewed but turned down by the committee.

For the evaluation by the principal (comprising 35 percent of the
points), two approaches are used. First, the principal makes three classroom
observations over the year (the contract with the association calls for a

minimum of two observations): Second; each teacher in the fall develops with

the principal a plan for evaluation: (Such a plan is required by étété law,
but the state requires this every other year whereas the school district does
this every year.) The primcipal in the Spring judges the extent to which the

teacher has achieved the plan. The principal’s rating could be based primar-

The superintendent is not involved in determination of who receives

awards or their size.

Evaluation of the Plan

No formal or informal evaluation has been undertaken of the plan. No

evidence has been collected on such elements as changes in student test

P
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scores, teacher retention and absenteeism rates; or on the viewpoints of the
community; parents; pupils, or teachers. The superintendent (who came to the
district in May 1983) suspects that there has not been a substantial impact on

;ciflc guidance from the school board on Specific obaectives such as to improve

student reading or vocational education and then to encourage these as a focus

of teacher prajecté;

éhcburaging teachers to do constructive things. Teacher projects have
included siuch activities as teaching library skills to junior high school

students during a teacher’s preparation period (the project of a first grade
teacher with a master’s degree in library science), offering an elective
course on advanced mathematics to Eighth graders (a project of a second gradé
education programs. Some teachers have earned merit points for cooperative
efforts in organizing contests and extracurricular activities:

The teachers have been coopsrative, with only a small number of excep-
tions. The union has beem cooperative; as noted, basic elements of the plan
are included in the teacher’s contract.

The primary element of cost for the program is for the grant awards
(which éVérégéd $1700 per teacher in 1982:83). A small éﬁbuﬁ: of added

spend substantial time in meeting with teachers and assessing projects in the

Fall and Spring.

Sources of Information

t: Brian T. Burke,,"Meri: Pay for Teachers. Round - Valley May Have the
Answer ;" Phi Delta Kappan, December 1982, pp. 265-266.
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"Merit Pay Plans for Teachers: Status and Descriptions," Educational
Research Service; Inc.; 1983; p.32.
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Seiling Oklahoma Public Schools
Seiling, Oklahoma

The School District

' Seiling is a very small district with an enrollment of approximately 550

pupils: It has one facility covering K=12 and approximately 44 teachers.

For the 1983-84 school year; the beginning salary for a teacher with a
bachelor’s degree and no experience was approximately $15,000; $20,200 for
teachers with 15 years of experience and a bachelor’s degree; and $21,500 for

teachers with 15 years experience and a master’s degree.

Description of the Plan

Awards are based solely on the results of test scores on student achieve-
ment. The plan began in the 1979-80 school year and was in its fifth yeat of
operation in 1983=84. |
ing elementary school teachers (Grades 1-6) receive a $500 bonus if reading
scores in their school reach the targeted licrease. Each teacher whose ciass
reading scores reach the target receives an é&ditibﬁéi bonus of $250; and each
teécher whose class math scores reach the targéééa iﬁcréégé.réceiVEQ an addi-

tional $250. Thus, participating elementary 56h§6i teachers can earn a

the five classes in which their students reach the goal for that subject or
skill area. Thus, secondary school teachers can also earm a maximum bonus of

$1,000:
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received the basic school bonus ($500 in the elementary school and $300 in
Grades 7-12). The superintendent estimated that approximately 70 percent of

the teachers have received the maximum of $1,000; indicatimg that their
ciasses had reached the targeted test score improvement.

Class test score gains are determined by converting the standardized test

NCE scores for all students in the school. The target for the increase in the
NCE score is set by Eﬁélﬁiééfiéi é&ﬁiﬁiétféiiaﬁ; it initially was set at two
.\'_pdiﬁts; but in the third year of .the program, a committee of teachers and the
normally expected gains (two points had proved to be too easy a target).

The écﬁaai system gives reading and math tests each year, both in the
fall and Eﬁ;iﬁg; The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills has been used; and

University. The Oklahoma University scoring service has scored the standard-
ized tests. Teachers score the other tests with principals checking them:
The district uses a micFo-computer to calcuate the change scores, each class’
and school’s averages; and the amount of bonus each teacher will receive: The

pre- and post-test scores are keyed into the computer.




The bonuses are provided in addition to across-the-board increases; which
have been given each year to all teachers. The state has annually mandated
specific across-the-board lncreases except for 1983-84, but the school
district itself gave everyone an increase of $750.

The bonuses are given out at the end of June or early July, as soon as
possible after the awards have been determined. The year—end tests are given
in April. The two-montn delay is primarly for obtaining the test scores from
the scoring service.

The plan is voluntary: a teacher wanting to participate signs a separate
contract in October ackaowledging that the bomus is no: to be considered
salary and will not be carried forward to the next years With only rare
exceptions; all have volunteered.

Administrators are not included in the plan, nor are band and music
teachers, who receive extra pay for those activities.

No éEEéiﬁE has been made to consider differences in student characteris—
tics among classes of over time that might make it harder or easier to achieve
the target test scoress

The plan was developed solely by members of the administration, with
technical assistance %%aa f:ﬁé State Department of Education: Teachers did not
participate. The district, however, uses a teacher advisory council, with two
teachers elected from the elementary school and two from the secondary school-
It meets about twice a year and suggests modifications to the program. The
teachers areé members of an NEA affiliate, but the association has not formally
participated im the davelopment.or implementarion of the planm. ‘
Teachers can appeal to the §ﬁpériﬁt2ﬁdzni; but thus far rhere have been

very few appeals:
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program, with teachers rated annually by the principal. The merit pay plan 1is
intentionally kept completely separate from the teacher evaluation process.

If a teacher’s classes did not achieve the targeted gains required under the

district does not believe that test scores and merit plan results are directly
relevant for theseé purposes.

The state gaéérnaéﬁt 1niti4lly provided technical assistance for the
merit plan and helped the district obtain a Title III innovation program grant
of $5,000. The state university has subsequently provided assistance in
developing and scoring tests. Because of the State’s concerns about legal

The systen’s main purposes in introducing the plan were to encourage bet=
ter reteption of teachers and better achievements by students. At the school
board*s rEQﬁéétirthé'Ecﬁdbi administration undertcok an external éVélﬁétiaﬁ
during the third iéar; It found that student gain scores have gonme up consid-
eravly over those in the fall. The district’s scores on the ACT (taken by ail

of the plan, and thus improvements over the pre-plan periods cannot be demon-

strated: For the ACT scores; which are available for the periods 1969 through

)
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1978, there were considerably higher scorés during the earlier years with a
substantial drop-off aaaaffiég in 1977-1979 (before the start of the plan):
’The administration does mot know why these dropped but the scores started Bgék‘
up beginning in April 1980, the first year of the plan. The ACT composite
score (17.2 im 1983) is mot yet back to =he 1969-1976 average of 18.4. The
major change in factors such as the socio-economic characteristics of
students.

There has been little teacher turnover since the plan began and there is
a perception by the administracion that the district is able to hire quality

teachers, but the district does not have comparable data from before the plan

ability to retainm teacherss
Though the administration could not point to épécific differences in
teacher procedures since the plan began; it believes that teachers are now
siore goal-oriented and more jealous of class time. In some instances teachers
/?
'have complained about activities that have taken away from the academic time
and appear to be focusing on planning activities related to their specific
: téééhiﬂé objectives_rather than unrelated activities. The superintendent
believes strongly that the plan has led to improved student achievement.
There has been little reaction from the parents; though they appear to
iike the philosophy of pay-for-performance.
Students were interviewed by an outside consultant the third year of the..
Jlan. The majority of the students were either positive or meutral towards
the plan, but a few suggested that some students controlled their answers in
order to reward or pemalize certain teachers. To protect the teacher against
this, the current procedure is to disregard the lowest 10 percent of the
scores on a test.




The teachers interviewed at the time of the evaluation expressed mixed
views with some feeling that it had helped them financially and had motivated
them. A few teachers said that it had caused more work or that it hurt self-
esteen. Then, and in subsequent feedback from members of the advisory
committee, teachers expressed concern over the adequacy of the tests:

The major problem expressed by both administrators and teachers is the

weakness in the testing; éspééialiy whether thérétaﬁdardized tests cover
material that the teachers are éuﬁpaség to tééci. The school district is
attempting to develop more localiy 5551165515 tests that do this better,
including ‘skills tests such as for auto repair éﬁé hoiie economics courses.

A particular concern of the school district has been the &réﬁééic fall-
off of scores in the fall inm the following year from the reading and math °
scores in the spring of the previous year. There is some concern that

teachers may not be encouraging students to do well on the tests in the fall
(the baseline for determining the change scores for that school year). Though
the :éagﬁérg themselves administer the tests, there are usually two teachers
that procter each test; reducing temptations to affect student performance.
averaged $755 per teacher over

The cost of the merit pay plan for bonuses
. }

$2,000 per year for a computer programmer and clerical costs, plus an annual
cost of about $5;000 for the testing services. This additional $7,000 per
jear contributes an extra §160 per teacher, for a total of approximately §915

per teacher.

Suggestions to Others
The superintendent suggested the following:

o Keep the system simple.
o Base the system on products and outputs (mot on inputs).

-
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o Don’t take dollars away from salaries to pay for the bonuses.

o Make the system voluntary. ‘

o Do not tie the system into the teacher evaluation process used for

o Merit pay should be awarded on an objective basis; the administrator

o Invoive the faculty in decision making, at least in an advisory
capacitys

o Make merit pay available to the all that gqualify.

Sources:

1. Gerald Daugherty and Gladys Dronberger, “s Merit Pay Program That
Works: The Seiling, Oklahoma, Experience," Spectrum, Summer 1983, pps
3-10. -

2. Educational Research Service, Inc;, "Merit Pay Plans for Teachers:

Status and Descriptioms," 1983; pp. 46-47.

3. Telephone Interview with Gerald Daugherty, Superintendent, Seiling
Public Schools, December 1983: ’




Tredyffrin/Easttown School District
Berwyn, Pennsylvania

elementary, two junior high, and one senior high): There are 326 teachers for
4,400 students. The teachers belong to the Tredyffrin Easttown Education
turn affiliated with the National Education Association (NEA). The union
engages in collective bargaining over wages and salaries. Under the current

3-year contract; teacher salaries range from $14;500 to §31,019 with an |

average of $27,500 for teachers with bachelor’s degrees.

Descriptiongoigthegélaﬁw ”””
. ” ,
Tredyffrin/Easttown has had two separate incentive planms: (1) the

Performance Increments Program and (ii) the Superior Service Program. Only

the second one is now used. Each onme is described below.

The Performance Increments Program. From 1970-1981, Tredyffrin/Easttown

used the Performance Increments program, & system of monetary payments related
by labor and managemeat. In 1981, the program came to an end, “megotiated out
of the contract."

According to the program, each teacher was givén;aﬁ annual performance
rating or scores An amount equal to 2 percent of the salaries of teachers,
counselors, nurses, and library personnel was set aside for the performance
increments: This total dollar amount was divided by the total of all perfor=
mance scores to determine, at the end of the school year, a dollar value for
each performance point. This dollar value per point was multiplied by each .
tééchér;E score to determine the amount of the teacher’s merit payment: This

206 R
BEST COPY AVAILABLE

amount was added to the base salary without fanfare or publicitys



T/E - 2
Scores ran from O to 60: If a teacher scored less than some pre-speci-
fied figure, no award would be given. This "bottom-level" figure was changed
from contract to contract. ﬁuring the last contract (78-81), no "bot ton"

The performance ratings upon which the payments depended were based on
classroom observations by the building administrator. Two to six observation
visits were conducted for each teacher, some announced and others
unanoounced. After the observation, the adminstrator discussed the assessment
with the teacher. Annual performance appraisals were also part of the basis

ally between the teacher and the principal. Goals were not necessarily
quantified. Teachers also conducted self-appraisals.

Performance criteria included the following.

-

1: Planning (e.g. "plans for the use of a wide variety of teaching

strategies™); . , , L
: . 4 T

2. Climate for Learning (e.g. "shows respect for students as

individuals").

3. Directing Learning Activities (esg. "is effective in directing

student interactiomn"):

4. Evaluatibn of Instruction (e.g: 'develops student self-evaluation
skills").

5. Professional Attitudes and Comduct (e.g. "is self-motivated").
Each of the above was rated 0-12: The scales were not “"anchored".
‘Different evaluation forms were used for nurses, counselors, and library

specialists.

o]
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Tredyffrin has a very "homogeneous" student body according to our respon-—
dent, with 85 percent going on to college; therefore, no effort was made to
consider pupil "difficulety" in rating teachers. Evaluation procedures were
the same for all the schoolss

The Superior Service Program (SSP): The Tredyffrin school district has

had this merit bonus plan since 1970: This plan was never part of contract
negotiations. From 1970-1979, these merit payments were added to the base

salary: Since January 1979, they have been bonus payments: Teachers have to
"apply" to the program.

About 4-5 teachers (of the 326) receive the SSP bonus each year (about
1-2 percent): Currently the bonus consists of $750 awarded each year for
three consecutive years to each teacher deemed to be “superior.” & quota of
4-5 winners is lmposed because of the effort required to evaluate applicants.

As in the case of the older program, all teachers, counselors, nﬁfééé'&ﬁ&
sthers is the bargaining unit in all schools are eligible for SSP paymentss:

The assessient of teachers is similar to the assessments under the old
program with the difference that the Tating is conducted by a team of three
persons instead of by the buillding administrator onmly. The three persons on
the team are (1) a central gdﬁiﬁiséféiéfi (i1) a building administrator, and
(1i1) a peer (teacher) who has received the SSP in the past. ﬁa_aﬁcharéa
éééiéé are provided. However, the respondent stated that the 3-person team
made the assessments more "acceptable” to teachers than were the old l-person

performance period and are announced publicly. About 6%-7% of the total

instruction staff have received the SSP award at one time or another.
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Evaluation of the Plan

No formal evaiuation has been conducted of either of the two plans. The
Performance Increments Program was ''negotiated' out of the édﬁtféét in 1981.
The union preferred across-the-board increases. The subjectivity of the per-
formaiice asscssments was one of the reasons cited by the union for dropping
the program. The other reason given was that the average teacher ratings
reached about 51=52 out of a total of 60, with the range of scores very smalls
The result was that almost everyone received a merit payment, thereby distort-

ing the program as a "merit" payment plan. No evidence was avaijable on the
vaiidity and reiiability of the procedures. No special administrative or
other requirements were needed for the plan. No major impacts were répartéa
by the school district.

The Superior Service Program has not invoived any significant administra=
tive costs. The bonuses cost the school district about $12,000 per year
(about $40 per teacher in the district). The district plans to continue the

program. No major impacts were reported by the school district.

Sources
1. Educational Researcbegrvice, "Merit Pay Plans for Teachers: Status R
and Descriptions;” 1983, pp. 85-88. _ jv;,"jkl-gf;{
2s Telephone Interview wi:h Hr thﬁ Beatty, Direccor of Persbnnei V 1;
Tredyffrin/Easttown School District, Berwyn,' Pennsylvania, December S
1983, B

3. Various materials provided by the school district.
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Brown Deer School District
Brown Deer, Wisconsin

The, School District

There are three-schools: an elementary school; a middle school (4-8), and a
high school. The school district’s 125 teachers are affiliated with the NEA

and bargain collectively over wages and salaries.

for tne past eight years, since 1975, tne brown Deer School District has

been using various target-setting techniques to help motivate and evaluate
teachers. Before that time, the school district utilized a traditiomal
checklist approach for assessing teacher performance. But in ié?S;lihé
district began to emphasize the specification and achievement of job
targets. Target achievement has not, however, been linked to salary.

1o recent years the target-setting process has been de-emphasized
somewhat and coupled with other performance appraisal techniques. At present,
teachers in Brown Deer can choose to be evaluated under any one of three

. L J
procedures: (1) a checklist; (2) a modified (shortened) checklist, or (3) anm
evaluation approach of their own design. About 2 percent currently choose to

percent design their own evaluation approach. Appraisals employing checklists
usually involve one or two classroom observations of the teacher during the
school year. These observations (each of which involves pre- and post-
observation confererices) are conducted by the school principal: As described
Teachers wishing to design their own performance evaluation approach can

do so with the concurrence of their principal. Usually these evaluations are
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based on the teacher’s completion of special projects or the achievement of
other practical objectives during the coming year. Examples include an

attempt to use student evaluations in appraising a teacher’s performance, and

specific evaluation approach; the teacher’s prbpbééi:is submitted to a panel
of two teachers and an administrator who review and resolve the conflict.

Each of the three performance appraisal approaches involves the specifi-
cation of performance targets. Thus; all téaéhiﬁg étéff‘muét set a few tar-.
gets (commonly referred to as ''growth objectives") éééﬁ year. If the teacher
has chosen to be evaluated by checklist, the growth objectives tend to focus
on the behaviors and characteristics included in that checklist. Such a focus
is not required, however, and many targets involve tasks and 6SjéétiVE§ fot
directly related to items on the checklist. Target-setting plays an especi-
ally important role for teachers who design @héi; own appraisal approach since
the special projects undertaken by those teachers are usually defined in .terms
of a set of performance targets. |

mance appraisal checklists and the specific behaviors addressed by those
checkiists, specific problems that have been found in connection with a
teacher’s performance; job descriptions; and special projects or activities
that the teacher wants to undertake. The targets are also supposed to reflect
cirrent school and district objectives (copies of these are prominently
pdstéd}; |

Most targets are designed to improve teacher performance and capabil-:

212



(esg: the completion of specialized courses) as well as instructional proce-
dures and outcomes: an example would be "to review the reading materials at
the fourth grade level and determiné the need to revise the curriculum:"
Another example involved two teachers who were cooperating in observing and
providing feedback on each other’s performance. The performance targets
specified by these teachers focused on making the necessary observations and
providing the feedback required.

year‘s periormance and to specify performance targets for the upcoming year.

Each teacher sets at least one performance target,; and many have several

targets. Both the teacher and the supervisor (principal) can propose objec-

tives: However,; if there are problems with a teacher’s performance; the
supervisor usually takes the initiative in proposing targets that focus on the
problem areas.

No formal effort is made to adjust for differences between teachers in
course assignments ofr pupil difficulty. (The principals are supposed to take
such factors into consideration when assessing teacher performance:) However,

adminisStrators attempt to enhance comparability between the schools by holding

The targets can be modified during the school year if both the teacher
and the teacher’s supervisor agree to the change. Such modifications are-

also meets with each facuilty member for a formal assessment of overall
performance and target achievement at least once a year and sometimes as often -

as quarterly. Each principal is supposed to spend at least four hours per




year supervising the development of eacn teacher. Par: of this time is
devoted to a discussion of target achievement: If the specified targets are

not being achieved, the principal probes for the reasons why and tries to

identify appropriate types aé remedial actions. (On the average, only asagi

Poor performance with respec: to target achievement is likely to lead to the

" While the school district provides no formal recogni:ion or awéra fbr

Car. §&rve as the basis for a recommendation by the principal to a local
committee which selects the recipients of three annual "excellence in
teaching" awards. These $500 bonuses (ome for an elementary school teacher;

one for a middle school teacher, and one-for a high school teacher) are
sponsored by a local industrial firm. - |

There is no formal appeal process for persons using the checkiis: or the
modified checkiist evaluation procedure, unless a disciplinary action is

potentially invoived. Teachers choosing. to develop their own perfbrmance

appraisal method can, as noted previously, appeal to a panel of two teachers
and one administraior to resoive conflicts between the teacher. and the" A

principal over the evaluation procedure to be used. The results of such an ;3 .

The Teacher’s Assbcia;icn did not participate in the development of the
original target-setting procedure in 1975. However, the administration worked
closely aicﬁ the Aéébciatibn fof'eighteen months to &éGéiéﬁ the option

214 :




Evaluation of the Plan

Brown Deer’s performance iargétiﬁg program has not been formally
evaluated. Administrators are unsure of the impacts of the target-setting
effort on students or on teachers; aithough they feel that it has been re=
sponsibie for some bemeficial chanmges in teaching practices and procedures.

teaching staff. Others, however, have tended to use the target-setting proce-
dures for highlighting a teacher’s weaknesses, a strategy which administrators
, , L o : )//
feel pay be motivationally less effective.

The recent changes allowing teachers to design their own evaluation

target-setting program: One symptom of that declire was the fact that over
the years the goals that were established by the district’s teachers had be-~
come relatively insignificant and easily achieved. This was believed to be
due in part to a growing perception by the teachers that they would be
penaiized for not meeting their job targets. Ths teachers responded by
specifying less significant targets and goals that were relatively easily
achieved. . |

To avold the perceived threat Eha&‘céme.io be associated with the perfor-

mance targeting effort (a threat -which was, in fact, unwarranted. since:there

techniques descrited previously. This de~emphasis of the performance targets
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was coupled with renewed assurances DY SCnooi admiNipslrators tLildt Liere werle .
no penalties for being unable to achieve one’s targets. Moreover, teachers
who still feit that such targets were unfair or otherw’se undesirable were

formerly associated with the use of job targets. (Note that despite the
availability of this option, about 80 percent of Brown Deer’s teazhing staff

have opted for checklist evaluations and the associated performance targets:)

special demands in terms of data processing or other special operating needs.

Suggestions to Others

School administrators in Brown Deer suggest that perhaps the greatest
stimulus to teacher performance is the provision of non-mopetary recognition--
the knowledge that others know and care about the teacher’s performance. The
administrators feel that by providing teachers with an opportunity for devel-

as individualss Brown Deer schoc] administrators suggést that more frequent
observation of; and feedback on; teacher pétfdtﬁéﬁéé may in itself increase
productivity by enhancing teacher recognition, morale, and the overall

i

cperating climates

o .
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Phi Delta Rappa Educational Foundation (Bloomington; Indiana, 1979),
pP. 36-37. '

2. Telephone interview with Mr. Kemneth Moe; Superintendent of the Brown

Deer School District, December 1983.
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Hyge rark, New 10CK

The Hyde Park Central School District serves approximately 4,200
students: It consists of five elementary séhddlé; one junior high school, and
a sentor high schoois Currently the district has about 250 teachers. They
are represented by the Hyde Park Teachers Association; an NEA affiliate, and
bargain collectively over wages and salariess

Jeforipzion ©

(XN
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Hyde Park introduced a classical, non-monetary management-by-ot jectives

B

(MBO) plan in 1972. It lasted until 1978 when a more limited appiication of
target-setting was adopted. The latter grdgram‘cantinués'ic the present time:

Hyde Park’s original MBO plan was initiated im the wake of increased de-
data for tenure recommendations. The school board instructed the administra-
tion to develop a more systematic procedure for appraising teacher §er§6r-
mance. The plan was developed through the joiat efforts of teachers and
administrators. After reviewing a variety of performance éﬁﬁtéié&i proce-.
_ dures, the group decided on a version of MBO: The plan ﬁé; pilot tested witk
1973. At the samé time, teachers and supéf§i§65§ were given extensive in-
service training in performance éppraisai; The training inciuded discussion
groups; role playing, and aasig:aﬁéé from well-known MBO ééﬁéEiEéﬁiée |

The school board established a number of district-wide performance goals
on basic student skills. LIaput from the community and from staff was used in
preparing these goals. The district-wide goals provided a focus for teachers

setting their own job objectives.
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Hyde Park’s initial MBO system involved five steps:

1.

Identification of Performance Areas. Four general performance areas

was broken down into sub-areas which were further defined and

illustrated with exampies of appropriate behavior. For instance; the
general area of "instructional skills" was bf&ﬁéﬁ into "planning and
organization," "appropriateness of materials," "resourcefulmess and
adzptabiiity," "ebiliry to motivate," "use of resources,'" "classroor
techniques," and "parent relationships.” Among the desirable
behaviors listed under "ability to motivate" were: deals with each

student according to his needs; uses a variety of classroom

objectives on which to concentrate. Generally these involved areas

of performance that needed strengthening, improving; or maintaining.
Setting of Individual Objectivess The teacher and the teacher’s

supervisor next determined the teacher’s objectives for the coming

year. The objectives were supposed to be specific (and be

Somé examples:

he mathematics

The teacher will concentrate on individualizing t

" the skills areas taught; having at least 70 percent of the _
students achieving at grade level or above on the May 19__ State

Achievement Test.
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The librarian will jnitiate the "One-To-One" reading program for
students in grades 4-6. The number of books read by students

Although the objectives were expected to vary caﬁgiaérasiy from

‘teacher to teacher, all objectives were supposed to focus on one of

three areas: student progress, teacher ﬁéffafﬁéﬁéé, or overall
program attainment (district-wide objectives). In some cases;
biuilding-wide objectives were also established for specific schools.

3. Development of Work Plan. After the objectives were identified; a

aétailéa plan for achiéviﬁg them was preparea: This also involved

4. Monitoring of Performance. Provision was made for regularly momitor-

ing the performance of each teacher and for providing feedback om
target achievement: (No general requirements on the frequency of
that feedback were specifieds)

5.- Conferencing andAEollcw:up. At the end of the evaluation pericd, a

conference was held between the Bupervisor and the teacher. Pétféf;
the next round of apprailsals were discusseds
The farégaiﬁg §f6¢édﬁré§ adhered cibseiy to the traditfonal MBO process

with the 1978-79 schooi year.
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1n the eurrenepragraﬁ the evaluastion procedure now relies primarily on
primarily as an adjunct to the teacher evaluation system, and then only for
non-tenured staff and temured staff with performance problems.

An appraisal project is required to “be completed by each non-tenured
teacher during the first three years on the job. The appraisal project 1s
jointly defined by the teacher and the Eéééﬁé?*é supervisor. It includes a
set of objectives, criteria and procedures for assessing target achievement ;
and a standard for identifying when the objective EQE'BEéB achieved. A
standard format is utilized for preparing the target, and both teacher and
supervisor sign off on it. Appraisal projects generally last from 6 to 12
months and focus on a single specific area. Only one such target is assigned
to a teacher at any given time.

in the case of tenured staff, appraisal projects are assigned only if
there is concern with a teacher’s performance. Such projects are usually re-
medial in purpose and :arge: specific areas of wéékﬁeéﬁ (e.g. planning, class-
room discipline; instructional 8kills; etc.). The contract with the Hyde Park.
. Teacher’s Association requires that such a project Bé ﬁﬁ&er:ikeﬁ prier tc a
dismissal action. (Note that the entire teacher appraisal system 18 specified
in the contracts) Appraisal projec:s can also be assigned to tenured staff at
6 to 12 months and focus on a single specific area. Dnly one such target is
assigned to a teacher at'aﬁy given time: ' -

These tétgété can be altered or adjusted as needed during the perfdrﬁéﬁee

period: The freauency of such feedback depends on the type of project and
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No award or other recognition is given for outstanding performance with

officials reported that student achievement scores rose during the first MBO

effort (note that the improvement of such scores was a major District objec—
tive at that time)s However, as moted previously, the quality and number of
objectives specified in comnnection with the MBO plan declined between 1972 and

1978. One school district administrator reported that Hyde Park’s initial MBO

program began to lose effectiveness after just a few yearss

particular; the performamce of teachers assigned appraisal projects has
apparently lmproved in many cases. The program has also reportedly led to
.some valuable® curriculum development efforts. Note that since the curreﬁé
program is limited to individuala facing potential disaissal or a tenure
| decision; there is a strong incentive for the targets to be taken seriously.

As a way to address individual teacher problems and achieve specific
improvements in teacher perfarmaﬁcé; the limited use of performance targets
linked tb.épécificlappraisai projects appears to have been effective in Hyde
Park. However, school officials feel that there are mo clear overall motiva-

tional advantapes to their present approach to targeting as compared with
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other forms of clinical or summative evaluations of i more comprehlensive MBO
system.

Suggestions to Others

School administrators made the following suggestions for ovircoming the
problems identified and for ensuring the effectiveness of an MBO program for
teachers, based on their experiences with Hyde Park’s first MBO program (Gray
and Burns, 1979):

©  Supervisors should not overds the "collegial approach" in developing

performance targets and objectives with teachers. Supervisors should
take some initiative in target setting, espectally in connection with

targets reflecting district-wide prioritiess:

o It is important to prepare a work plan indicating how the targets are

to be achieved. At the same time, the supervisor should specify the
assistance that the administration will provide to help the teacher
achieve the given objectives. Administrator: stressed that ideally

there should be no surprises during the performance periods

' © It was emphasized that the board of education should establish and
publicize district-wide objectives using the same format as the

objectives to be prepared by lower-level staff.

The absence of a system of financial penalties or rewards linked to

.
target achievement was viewed by some as detrimental tg the
motivational effectiveness of the MBO program.

o It was stressed that a teacher’s objectives should allow for the un-

expected by leaving enough time to handle the crisgis situations that

will inevitably arise: In the absence of such allowances, the

achievement of pre-planned objectives will too often be pushed aside
by crises.

On the other hand; Hyde Park school officials noted two potencially

Contractual specifications of the performance appraisal process re-

(o]
portedly constrained the use of MBO in Hyde Park. In particular,
Hyde Park‘s contract with the Teacher’s Associlation specified the
number of appraisals, their dates; and the types of evaluations to be
utilized. Co

© Another problem——one perhaps inheren: in developing an MBO program

for teachers (but not usually associated with private sector -
77777 of control characteristic of schools.

programs)--was the large span




Sources:

1.

This meant that a stngie prtncipai or assistant principal had to

evaluate a large number of teaching staff. Such a situation may lead

o ineffective evaluations and to reduced motivational effectiveness
. the program.

Frank Gray and Margaret L. Burns, "Does ‘Management by Objectives’

- Work in Educa-ion?" Educational Leadership (March 1979); pp. 414~

417

Telephone Interview with tioyd Jaeger, Assistant Superintendent for

Instruction, Hyde Park Central School District, December 1983:



other forms of clinical or summative evaluations or a more comprehensive MBO
system.

Suggestions to Gthers

School administrators made the following suggestions for overcoming the

problems identified and for ensuring the effectiveness of an MBO program for
teachers, based on their experiences with Hyde Park’s first MBO program (Gray

and Burns; 1979):
© Supervisors should not overdo the "collegial approach" in developing
performance targets and objectives with teachers: Supervisors should
take some initiative in target setting; espectally in connection with

targets reflecting district-wide priorities.
to be achieved: At the same time, the supervisor should specify the
asslstance that the administration wiii provide to help the teacher

o It is important to prepare a work plan indicating how the targets are

achieve the given objectives. Adwinistrators stressed that ideally

there should be no surprises during the performance period.

o It was emphasized that the board of education should establish and
publicize district-wide objectives using the same format as the

objectives to be prepated by lower-ievel staff.

o The absence of a system of fiﬁéﬁéiéiiﬁénéities or rewards linked to

target achievement was viewed by some as detrimental to the
motivational effectiveness of the MBO program.

o It was stressed that a teacher’s obj:ctives s4ould allow for the un-
expected by leaving enough time to handle the crisis situations that
will inevitably arise. In the absence of auch allowances;, the o
achievenent of pre-planned objectives will too often be pushed aside
by crises. ' ,

On the other hand, Hyde Park school officials noted two potentially

serious issues for which they could offer no solutions:
o Contractual specifications of gﬁéféé?féfﬁéﬁééiéﬁﬁféisai process re-
portedly constrained the use of MBO in Hyde Park: In particular,

Hyde Park’s contract -with the Teacher’s Assoctation specified the

number of appraisals; their dates, and the types of evaluations to be

utilized.
0 Another problem--one perhaps inkerent in developing an MBU program
for teachers (but not usually associated with private sector

programs)--was the large span of controi characteristic of schools:
* :
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This meant that a singie principai or assistanc prtncipai had to
evaluate a large number of teaching staff Such a situation may lead

of the program.

Work in Education?" Educational teadersh;g,(uarch 1979), pps 414~
417,

. Park, New York, September 1975).

Teiephane Interview wtch tiayd Jaeger, Assistant Superincendent for
Instruction, Hyde Park Central School District, December 1983.
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Ridgewood School District
. Ridgewood, New Jersey

The School District

The Ridgewood School District has 4;990 students; 360 teachers and ten
schools: seven elementary schools, two juntor ﬁigﬁé (7-9), and a sentor
high: Most Ridgewood teachers belong to the Ridgewood Education Association, -

an affiliate of the New Jersey Education Association and the NEA: They
bargain collectively over wages and salaries.

tion with its annual performance appraisals of teachers. Success in achieving
one’s objectives is not linked to monetary rewards.

The PBO prograem evolved from teacher appraisal pracéauié§ initiated by
the school district in 1964. These procedures were reviewed and revised five
times in the succeeding 20 years, usually to refine and clarify the appraisal
procédures or criteria used. The most recent revision of Ridgewood’s teacher
appraisal plan occurred #m 1979: The Sfiﬁéfi impetus for these modifications
was a change in New Jersey laws affecting teacher evaluations and the desire

with the new legal requirements. One result was greater emphasis upon annual
goal-setting by teaching staff.:
The statute that stimulated these changes was Section 6:3-1.21 of the New

Jersey Administrative Code. This statute imposes a number of requirements on
the evaluation of teaching personnel, including a stipulation that the teacher
evaluation process include both an individual professional improvement plam

teacher’s performance.

22,



 Ridgewood’s prior performance appraisal procedurs had already addressed,
at least indirectly,; some of these requirements-——e.g. the monitoring of pupil

achievement and the identification of needed improvements. The pre-1979

relationships, and personal characteristics related to teaching. There was
also some (limited) goal-setting. | |

Efforts to make the performance éppréiéai prbgéduré fiore caﬁpaéibié with
the new state code led to a greater emphasis on target-setting and to the

introduction of new sections on the appraisal form déaiihg éﬁééifiééll?.ﬁith

the individual’s professional improvement plan and relevant indicators of
pupil progress and growth: The phrasing of the statute emphasized the impor-

tance of setting objectives: For instance,; the statute requires "review of

teaching staff members’ progress toward the objectives of the individual

professional improvement plans developed at the previous annual conference"

-

program objectives." .,

Ridgewood's target-setting process should be viewed as part of the school

district’s teacher appraisal system. The appraisal system has the following
elements:

1. Regular Testing of Student Achievesient. All students in the Ridge-

wood School system are given standardized tests on an annual basis.
The California achievement test series is used. Results are provided
to teachers by the end of the school year and are carefully examined
to identify their implications for future instructional éfféfiéa

2. Supervisory Observarions: As required by New Jersey’s Administrative

Code, the Ridgewood School District conducts in—class observations o

o]
o
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all teaching staff. ﬁbﬁ—:enuted staff are observed at least three
times per year by the &chool principal and/or a team of evaluators:
Tenured staff receive at least one classroom observation per years
Each classroom observation is followed by a conference. -~ In addition,
all tenured and mop-tenured staff receive a final summary evaluation
conference at the end of the year: The in—class observations and the

associated conferences address teachers’ success in achieving their

progress, as well as other factors rated on the summary evaluation
form (see below).

3. Summary Evaluation Form. A written "Summary Evaluation of Teacher

Competence” 1s completed at the end of the year for each member of .
the teaching staff. Tenured personnel are rated on three major

areas: instructional competence, the teacher as a professional staff

pember; and personal eharéCtériéticg as they relate to teaching (such

adaptability, and sense of humor). Several attributes are described

under each of these areas and rated as satisfactory or

competence inciude careful planning and sound preparation, recogoi-
tion of and provision for the individual; students are interested and.
stimulated by the teacher, teacher has a command of subject matter,
effective methods are employed; teacher provides for ongoing evalua-

The supmary evaluation for both tenured and non-tenured staff includes

(1) a discussion of indicators of pupil progress amd growth; and (2) an indi-

Ly



school district and school building objectives, genmerally constitute the focus
for teacher goal-setting efforts in Ridgewood.

Ths goal-setting process begins in September of each year, when each
teacher meets with the teacher’s supervisor. They jointly analyze test

tailored to the individual teacher, a feq may represent group objectives
reflecting district or building prioritiess

Objectives emerging from the review of the test results gemerally do not
target specific changes in test &cores. Instead, such objectives tend to

. objectives on professional improvement include:

o  Moderate expectations of what teacher and students can accomplish inm
one- year of learning history.
r - )
" o Make increased provision for differences in learning abilities among

students.

Another third important source of teacher objectives is the set of

district and building goals established within the school system: The school

district usually establishes 4-6 very general objectives, along with a number
_ | :

of related target areas. While these are revised on an annual basis, for the

-

most part they tend to remain stable for a number of years. Examples of
district=wide objectives include the following:

o Upgrade computer skills

o Upgrade writing skills



o Continue to refine the use of pupil-progress indicators to improve
. instruction ' - , )
o  Continue to monitor the affirmative action plan

in addition to these district—wide objectives, individual principals can
establish specific building-wide goals for their own school.

evaluation procedures in i&ﬂgé;()é& have been negotiated with the Teacher’s
Association and are spéiied out in detail in the school district’s contract
with the association. The contract even includes excerpts from the relevant’
New Jersey Administrative Codes covering performince evaluation of teachers.
However, despite the precise specification of evaluation procedures inm
the contract document, the target-setting elements of the evaluation process
ars not specifically mentioned. Thus, many of the details associated with
implementing the target-setting procedire are left up to the individual
supervisor: For instance, while the teacher may suggest many of the targets
for the upcoming year, the supervisor will usually take the initiative in
proposing very specific performance improvement targets if there is concern
over the adequacy of the teacher’s performance. A teacher’s flexibility in

setting performance targets is also comstrained by the need to reflect school
and district objectives in the individual Eéiééié for the year. Targets can
be altered or adjusted during the performance period if both the teacher and -
supervisor agree to the change.

Teachers are provided feedback on target achievement through the in-class

year for tenured staff, three times per year for non-tenured staff).
Additional feedback is provided during the final summary evaluation conference

that takes place at the end of the school year.




= |
L]
)]

The targets do not, however, generally specify the kinds of data and data

sources that will be used to assess target achievement: Information on a

teacher’s progress is drawn from a number of sources: test scores, teacher
observations, etc.

There is no formal procedure for adjusting the targets to account for
differences in student difficulty or other special circumstances associated
with a given teacher or school. However; such adjustments are addressed; in
part; by the emphasis given in the evaluation process to differentiated
instruction and tne importance 6f'fé66§ﬁi2iﬁ§ and providing for individual

differences among students. ' T ;

Despite the emphasis on annual target-setting and the monitoring of tar-
get achievement, the teacher’s performance with regard to the objectives does
not play a major role im the overall summary evaluation of teacher perfor-

mance. The evaluation form does not provide a specific place for assessing
target achievement; although a few elements on the form are imdirectly related
to target achievement. Examples include "sets long-range goals which are
aration), "carries out the individual professional improvement plan coopera-
tively developed with supervisor" (under teacher continues to growth profes-
sio6ally), and “contribites to the efforts to accomplish systen-wide goals
(e.g. academic improvement projects) and specific objectives of the schools”
{under fééﬁéﬁiiéé and fulfills total professional fééﬁ&ﬂéiﬁilitiéé;. Thﬁé;
target achievement constitutes less than 15 percent of a non-tenured teacher’s
performance evaluation; it could conceivably be ignored éﬁtitéi& in éﬁééééiﬁg

the performance of tenured staff: Ridgewood administrators note, however,

elements.



- Outstanding performance with regard to target achievement is rewarded
ouly by a notation in the teacher’s personnel file: (The Ridgewood School

This award is rotated anmually between elementary and secondary school teach—

rs. Target achievement can, of course, be an element in the recommiendation

1]

of a teacher for such an award.) ‘6éty7p66t overall performance with regard to
the summary evaluation can serve as the basis for denial of tenure or, for
tenured staff, the withholding of a performance increment. ﬁbﬁéVét; as ex-
plained previously, target achievement is only one of a number of factors
considered in coming up with a Eéééﬁéf;é‘éﬁﬁﬁéfy evaluation.

Teaching staff were involved in the development of Ridgéﬁ66d;é original
performance evaluation instrument in 1964 and in all subsequent revisions, in=-
cluding the 1979 changes that led to increased emphasis om objective settings
While the teachers involved in the development process were union members, the
teachers’ association did mot have a formal role in the design of the
‘appraisal procedure. Nevertheless, the performance appraisal procedure 1is
incorporated in the language of the teachers’ contract. (The school district
negotiated with the teachers’ association over the actual evaluation forms
used.) < )

The 1979 revisions to Ridgewood’s teacher appraisal process were devel-
oped over the period of ome school year. All revisions were reviewed im
faculty meetings before final approval. Although the new eypluation approach
and the corresponding performance targets emphasized increased attention to

all students on an annual basis.



and meeting with the individual teacher. However, such evaluative meetings

were part of the overall appraisal process and not unique to the use of
§éf£6fﬁéﬁéé targets.

in connection with the target—setting process: They note; however; that
teachers may have lost some flexibility with regard to curriculum development
and experimentation because of the inclusion of district-wide and school
building objectives: School administrators feel that the presence of such
objectives may make teachers somewhat more conformist and less inclined to be
creative in the areas addressed by the district-wide objectives.

On the other hand, school administrators believe that the target-setting
process has been effective in motivating teaching personnel. fe has also
helped provide caﬁtiﬁﬁigi of direction from one year to the next, a result
attributed in large part to the development and incorporation of district—wide
and school-wide objectives. On balance; school administrators see no major

disadvantages to the target-setting effort.

Suggestions to Others

School administrators in Ridgewood recommend that other districts contem—

plating a performance targeting effort start slowly and work up gradually to-
wards full-scale use of objectives: They emphasize that such programs should

be simple iﬁ& should be developed in close cooperation with professional

staff. Finally, they underline the importance of school board participation
through the development of realistic, understandable district-wide objectives.
757,,,,, e e

1. "Goals of the Ridgewood Public Schools,"” Board of Education (Ridge-
wood, New Jersey, June 1977).
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5.

“Board Goals--1980-81 and 1981-82," "District Goals=-1982-83," and

"1983-84 District Goais;" Ridgewood Public Schools (Ridgewood; New
Jetsey) .

"Evaluation of the Teacher as Instructor, Staff Member, Person,"

Guidebook, Ridgewood Public Schools (Ridgewood, New Jersey, 1979).

"Summary Evaluatibn of Teacher Competence," tenuted and non-tenured
versions, Ridgewood Public Schools (Ridgewood, New Jersey)s

Telephone Interview with Mr. Robert Sullivan, Director of Personnel,

Ridgewood Public Schools; December 1983.



Salt Lake €ity School District
Salt Lake City, Utah

The School District

Salt Lake City has 37 schools; including 27 elementary, 5 middle (7-8), 4
regular senfor high schools; and ome high school for adults. There are
approximately 1,000 teachers for about 25;000 pupils. The teachers have an

association affiliated with the NEA:

Description of the Plan

This 15 a non-monetary, performance-by-objectives plan. It was begun in
the 1973=74 school year and is currently inm its llth years

The plan uses a pyramidal set of objectives. The school board sets gen-
eral objectives for the school district as a whole. Recent objectives have
achievement goals, though stated in general fashion. Each school has its ownm
school community council that annuaily sets general school objectives, such as
improving school discipline and possibly student learning objectives. The
council members include the principal and a minimum of eight parents. The

councils also identify procedures for determining the degree to which those
basic skill objectives covering most subjectss School community councils

could include objectives atmed at improvements above those minimum levels.

them on an "accountability form." These are reviewed with the principal

before being accepted by the latter. These teacher objectives cover a wide
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meet a school district cost-savings objective; some teachers included an
objective "to cover each other’s classes when a teacher is absent in order to
reduce the number of substitutes.”

The priacipal in January prepares a written progress report which goes

through the administration to the school board; at the same time, the prin-
cipal may informally review the progress of individual teachers. The prin=
cipal meets with each teacher near the end of the year to discuss the extent
of achievement of the teacher’s objectives: Teachers indicate on the account-
ability form their perception and evidence of the iéGéi of achievement. The
orincipals then add their assessment.

The completed accountability form is kept in the teacher’s file for 1=3
years: The results are not used for cbﬁgéﬁgatiaﬁ purposess

There is no 5&&1&16551 teacher evaluation process. Employees who are not
making a satisfactory contribution are placed on "remediation." If remed-
fation is not accomplished withinm 30 days, a formal remediation team 1s
established consisting of a principal, a learning specialist, éﬁartﬁb teacher
colleagues. The teams work with the person for a S—month §éri6d;ﬂtt the end
of that period a recommendation ts made to terminate the teacher or to destroy
all records if remediation has been successfully achieved.

There is a review/grievance procedure; especially for the remediation
elements. |

For the 1983-84 school year a special ad hoc bonus plan based on
district-wide cost savings was adopted. No general raises had been appropri-
ated by the state legislature. Instead, the schooil district decided to pro-=

vide an across-the-board three percent bonus payment if substantial savings
were achieved:; By early December the district felt that enough savings had

been achieved and awarded the three percent bonus. This bonus is independent
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Evaluation of the Plan

There has been no formal evaluation of the performance-by-objectives

plan. The district administration indicates, however, that the district was

 below the national norm before the plan began. The district currently aver-

ages two years above the national norm. The school system,; however, has not
formaily tracked such figures as changes in test scores over time. The cur-
rent administrator of the plan attributes this improvement to the combination
aé the accountability program and the assoclated focus on minimum basic
skills, and the remediation process:. He feels that the system, E§
establishing objectives to achieve basic skill levels and retaining only those
teachers suited to the educational setting, contributed significantly to the
improvement. The district has a larger proportion of terminations of teachers
as unsatisfactory than any school district in the state and possibly in the

countrys This is taken as evidence of having achieved its goal of retaining
only effective teachers.
Though initially the plan needed substantial selling to the’teachers, the

school administrators persisted in the mid-70°s. Currently the adminstration

feels there is only quite minor negative fééiiﬁg towards to ie plan. Parents

means that.they have a larger say in school activities.
The primary cost of the plan has been its time=-consuming nature, required

because of the involvement of so many people in the determination of objec—

tives and subsequently assessing performance. There is also additional

recordkeeping required for the plan. However, no cost data are available.
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M: Donald Thomas, Performance Evaluation of Educational Personnel,
Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation,; Bioomington, Indiana,; 1979,
pps 33-36. v

Telephone interview with Dr. Stanley Morgam, Administrator for
Educational Accountability, Salt Lake City School District, Salt Lake
City, Utah, December 1983. )

Various materials provided by the school district.
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Santa Clara Unified School District
Santa Clara, California

The School District

The Santa Clara Unified School District consists of 15 elementary; two

junior high (7-9); and two senior high schools: There are approximately
12,500 puptls and 650 teachers: Although a few teachers reportedly belong to

the AFT, most are members of the United Teachers of Santa Clara, an affiliate
of the California Teacher’s Association and the NEA: Santa Clara teachers
bargain collectively over wages and salaries.

Description of the Plan

Since 1972, the Santa Clara Unified School District has been uéiﬁg a
(non-monetary) version of performance B? objectives (PBO). The program was
bility. An additional stimulus was provided by the passage of California’s
Stull-Rodda Professional Competency Act, which stipulated (among other things)
that all certiffed teachers must receive periodic performance appraisals.
Teachers and administrators in Santa Clara viewed PBU as an attractive strat—
egy for achieving the twin goals of regular performance appraisal and in-
checklist with subjective supervisor ratings of items such as classroom cli-
mate; teacher dress; etcs) ‘ |

The program currently operates in ﬁuéﬁ the same way as it was originally
designed. At the beginning of each school. year all teachers receive an evalu-
ation packet that includes the school plan (building objectives): Teachers
then specify their own 655ectives for the coming year, including specific

which those targets have been attained. The objectives usually address
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student progress in various areas of study (the district has ectablished stan-

" ronment, etc. The teacher performance targets for assessing‘s:uden: achieve-
ment in each area of study are supposed to-be the minimum standards of perfor-
mance expected for individual students. The support services needed from the
school district to facilitate the attainment of the éivaﬁ objectives are also
to be specified.

Our respondent feﬁéftea the following examples to be typical of the

o My s:uden:s will be introduced to lbng division using :he approved
curriculum, and 90 percent will be able to pass an exam in lcng
division.

o My s:uden:s will write composi:ions once a week emphasizing gobd
sentence structure. g

0 We will have a science unit on the Santa Clara Valley, and students
will be able to identify area birds.

student will prepare a report on a specific coun:ry.,
Teachers are usually expec:ed to concen:rate on about six objectives
(cbnsiderably fewer than the number of objec:ives specified by teachers when

the program began). A teacher’s performance targets can include personal
aévéiaﬁaéat goals as well as objectives faéasiﬁg on téaéhiﬁg Gutcomes.

objectives of the district and of the school. Al:hough copies of district

goals are not included in the individual evaluation packets; they are pos:ed

in each building; District-wide objectives are generally developed for a

three-yeat period. Examples of such 6EjecEi§es (which tend to be very gen—

eral) have included emhancement of reading scores, more h&ﬁéﬁ&fﬁ and better

discipline. Buildiag objectives are developed for each school by the building
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principal. These are designed to support the district objectives and to re-

specific than the district objectives: For instance, at the primary level,

there might be a building objective on raising the standardized test scores in

mathematics or language (e.g. if warranted by the‘previaus year’s test ;
results). However, school administrators report :fhél': building objectives
involving teaching outcomes are not usually specified in terms of specific
improvements in standarized test scores.

Secondary schools in Santa Clara currently utilize a program of Wouaran—
teed instructional services" which specifieé the development of specific
skills at specific points in a student’s career. Successful teaching of these
skills frequently constitutes the basis for the goals or objectives specified
by secondary school teacherss

All teachers are expected to draft the objectives themselves and meet
with their building principal early in ﬁé?éﬁﬁéf to discuss and agree on the
goals for the year. When agreement has been reached; the teacher and the
yriﬁcipai both sign off on the tirgeiéz The 6Bjééii€é§ must also be reviewed
and formally approved 35 the site administrator acting for the school dis-
teict.

Dufisg the year, feedback oa target achievement is provided by the school
principals. The frequency of feedback depends on the principal; while some
principals reportedly provide feedback on a weekly basis; in most instances
the feedback is less often. (The official guidelines for the program do mot
prescribe a specific fecdback fréqgéﬁey.s School administrators report that
feedback on target achievement has become much less frequent since the PBO

program was first implemented in 1972.
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It ig bc§8ibié for a iéachéf'é objectives to be revised during the course
of the yeéf with the concurrence of all parties. This might occur, for
example, 1f there is a change in teaching aﬁéignméﬁ? 6fviﬁ the mix of students
taught. However, Santa Clara school district officials could not recall an
instanice where such changes have been necessary.

Target achievement 15 evaluated in March and April (final evaluations of
all tenured employees are due in mid-April). Earlier interim evaluations are
required of non-tenured staff and teachers whose pexrformance has been below

standard.:

Each teacher meets with the §ﬁilding principal to discuss target achieve-
ment, reasons for ﬁndei-échievément; and the improvements needed. Tﬁé ﬁEiﬁti4
pal’s assessment of target acﬁieveﬁent is based on classroom observations,
conferences with the teacher, and any other available data: A formal overall
evaluation report covering seven specific areas aﬁa roles (e:.g: the teacher as

purposes; etc.) 18 also prepared. Performance 18 compared to predetermined

"standards" derived from role expectations, position descriptions, school

plans,; student ééﬁiéééﬁéﬁt goals and objectives; 555531 board policies; and ;
administrative regulations. (The relationship BéEﬁééﬁ é\téééﬁétéig own per- o
formance targets and the "standards" used to evaluate the teacher’s perfor=
mance 1s, however, left umspecified.) '

For each area or role; the supervisor rates the teacher as "outstanding;"
Weffective," or "lmprovement needed:" If "outstanding" or I'improvement
needed” is checked, the supervisor must provide an addendum with supporting
details and, in the case of "improvement needed," a summary of the specific

improvements required: Target achievement under the PBO system is often

.
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referenced in these supporting statements:. There is; however,; no place on the
evaluation form where the achievement of performance targets is specifically
reviewed: -

No tangible reward is given for outstanding performance with regard to

target achievement. At most, such ﬁérfbgﬁaﬁcé reportedly earns a pat on the
back and congratulations from the principal. if:ﬁérfbtﬁéﬁCElﬁéé been poor;
the school district initiates a remediation program for the given teacher.
This program involvesithe establishment of a team of resource people who work
with the poorly performing teacher for 60 days. 1f the teacher’s performance
does not improve by the end of that period; the teacher ééﬁ_Bé téfﬁiﬁéiééa
School administrators report that Eﬁéfé have been no problems with regard

to target comparabiiity between teachers or Béiﬁééﬁ schools; even though there
are nov explicit procedures for taking account of differences in pupil mix or |
course complexity. Any such adjustments are expected to be mﬁ&éJB? the prin=-
capped students, the principal is expect2d to decrease the class size accord-
ingly.) Nevertheless,. the district places considerable éﬁSﬁééié bnbﬁaviﬁg
teachers tailor their educational techniques to meet the differing ..2eds of
indiviual stﬁdéﬁis. Teachers are urged .to view this as a major district ...
objective and to incorporate‘ it in formulating their own objectives.

There 1s an appeal process for disagreements over a teacher’s performance
‘targets for a given year. Thus, the teacher has the option of going to the
éaﬁéfiaiéﬁaéﬁt (or the superintendent’s designee) in November to resolve dis-
year’s objectivess On the other hand, the substance of the end-of-year evalu-

ation cannot be -appealeds



Santa Clara’s PBO program required approximately one year to develop. An
extensive effort was made at.that time to involve teaching staff in the design

all levels. A survey of teacher evaluation needs was also condiicted.
" In 1976, the committee was reconvened to review the PBO effort. The
. remediation program was added at that time. The PBO program is currently
being reviewed again by a committee of teaciiers and administrators.
The school district has provided some trailning to teachers concerning

goal-setting and the PBO approach. Most of that training occurred whenm the

plan was first implemented in 1972: More recently; there have been some
refreshers on how to write goals and objectives. School administrators in
Santa Clara currently feel that rnIst teachers are preparing reasomably good

There has been no fﬁg?ai eﬁaiﬁatién of Santa Clara’s PBO effort; School
administrators we spoke with coiuld not judge the impact- of the program on ;
students or on teacher attitudes. They did, however, feel that the settiig of
goals and 6556¢ti§é§ has been beneficial. In particular, it forces teachers
to plan, and it follows up on plans by monitoring their achiégéﬁéﬁté with
respect to that plan. This 1s believed to ‘improve teaching practices and—
ultimately--teacher effectiveness, although no specific examples could be
cited. The PBO program was reported to have had no effect on teacher reten-

tion or recruitment.
generally regard the PBO program as fair and objective. The program has not
been the target of formal grievances: (However, there were some problems when

one administrator failed to rate any of his teaching staff as "outstanding.")
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As noted earlier; a committee of teachers and administrators is examining . both
the overall performance evaluation process as well as the implicattons of

programs. Teachers have also been surveyed concerning their satisfaction with

the performance appraisal (and PBO) processes: (No results from that survey
are available as yet.)

For the most part, Santa Clara’s PBO program has received little atten~
tion from the public or the press. An exception, However, is the remediation
program for poorly performing teachers. This has received considerable news=
a device to keep from firing teachers.) The names of the teachers receiving

remedial help are kept confidentials

There has been no assessment of the overall costs of Santa Clara’s PBO
program: No extra staff have been needed to operate the program: The remedi-

ation effort itself 1s estimated to cost about $5,000 per year (primarily im
release time). infgeﬁerai; two or three teachers need remasdiation in a

typical year. ; o o
' Overall, school district officials in Santa Clara feel strongly that the
PBO technique has been iﬁ;éfféctiV§ sotivator of teaching personnel: Regular
goal-setting 18 credited with Etiﬁﬁiétiﬁg;tééchéré to perform above standard
and with making them more effective and more confident in executing their
jobs. | N e

taining and periodically revitalizing a PBO effort such as theirs. They note
that as the years go by; teachers have tended to develop few new gaaig and
objectives: 4 recent survey of Santa Clara teachers reportedly éﬁégéétéa that

L]
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awareness of the PBO program and the associated remediation procedure had

slipped: In addition, some principals are repor:edly doing a less responsible

job Bf1é55165Eiﬁ§ their staff. The problem is especially acute for secondary

school administrators: The latter reportedly spend less time observing teach=

"ers and are less likely to "bite the bullet" when there is a need for an

unsatisfactory evaluation.

The school district’s curren: review of the PBO program is designed, in
part, to address these emerging problems. (Another task of the committee will
be to incorporate California’s new master teacher program into the PBO |
process; it is expected that target achievement will be onme of the criteria
used fbf selecting master teachers.) A second approach being considered for
revitalizing the PBO effort is to rotate building principals more

frequently. (Building principals are currently rotated once every seven

process.

Source:

l§,WH- Donald ThomaslmPeriermance _Evaluation of Educatiomal Personnel,
Phi Delta Kappa Ediucational Foundation (Bloomingtom, Indiana, 1979),
PP. 30-32.

for Personnel Services, Santa Clara Unified School District, December
1983.

2. T’lephone interview with Mr. Nick Gervase, Assistant Superintendent

3. various materials received from the school district.
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