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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine whether professional development and collaboration
practices are affected by performance pay in schools. The study investigated the differences in
perceptions of principals, veteran teachers, and beginning teachers. Six questions and statements
were posed relating to both professional development and collaboration. Based on the findings,
no significant difference in perception of professional development and collaboration exists
between educators currently utilizing a compensation model and those not utilizing a
compensation model. Second, where a compensation model was implemented, principals were
predicted to have higher levels of agreement regarding their views on professional development.
Additionally, beginning teachers were predicted to have higher levels of agreement regarding
their views on professional development than veteran teachers. Third, where a compensation
model was not implemented, principals were predicted to have higher levels of agreement
regarding their views on professional development. Also, beginning teachers were predicted to
have higher levels of agreement regarding professional development than veteran teachers.
Fourth, where a compensation model was implemented, principals were predicted to have higher
levels of agreement regarding their views on collaboration veteran and beginning teachers.
Beginning teachers also were predicted to have higher levels of agreement regarding
collaboration than veteran teachers. Last, where a compensation model was not implemented,
building type, position, or years of experience do not serve as predictors of collaboration.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
The United States is not alone in reinventing income enticements for teachers (Sclafani,
2010). Sclafani (2010) noted that particular countries have established incentive systems where
not only distinctive teachers are awarded but entire buildings where the teaching staff has
surpassed learning targets. Some countries use financial rewards to entice teachers to teach in
more challenging schools. For example, in Denmark, teachers who teach in challenging schools
are afforded with free accommodations, personal computers, and access to isolated shopping
areas (Sclafani, 2010). In New Zealand, teachers in challenging schools are given an NZ$2,500
bonus for teaching in these designated schools (Sclafani, 2010). Throughout the world, teachers
are compensated for not merely their years in education but also for professional development,
college courses taken, and additional college degrees obtained.
Performance pay is one of the latest trends in public education. Weldon (2011) stated,
“Since 2007, legislatures in at least 28 states have introduced legislation that would replace the
traditional pay system with an alternative based on evaluations and/or student achievement”
(para. 5). Additionally, Weldon reported TIME Magazine released a poll stating 71% of the
public favor the concept of compensating teachers centered on their effectiveness in the
classroom instead of automatically increasing educator pay based on how long he or she has
been teaching. It appears that performance pay is becoming more palpable as the federal
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government pushes the implementation. Although the majority of the public may support
performance pay, there is strong opposition from teacher organizations (Weldon, 2011). Teacher
organizations contend that using students’ test scores and teachers’ evaluations as the basis for
pay raises may result in educators acting dishonestly to achieve higher test scores (Weldon,
2011).
Single salary schedules take into account the years a teacher has been teaching. Rice
(2010) stated, “The underlying assumption is that experience promotes effectiveness” (p. 1).
Rice (2010) discussed that although experience matters, it is not always the most important
factor in determining effectiveness and salary. Beginning teachers have not been teaching as
long as veteran teachers but have valuable information to share with other teachers and staff.
Additionally, Rice reported, “Teachers show the greatest productivity gains during their first few
years on the job, after which their performance tends to level off” (p. 1). As indicated through
research, the current pay scale for educators based on years-experience is outdated. For this very
reason, many conversations have revolved around legislative changes to pay salaries of
educators. Do the teachers who have been teaching more years need to be paid more merely
because they have been teaching longer? Alvy (2005) communicated, “Schools must celebrate
the successes of all teachers, regardless of their years of service—as long as the celebration is
merited” (p. 765).
Currently, some education salary schedules use professional development as a
determining factor in moving pay columns. Professional development plays a major role in the
success of teachers in the classroom. Deubel (2011) expressed a concern that public education
seems to be focusing on policies and public commentary instead of focusing on the learners and
defining qualities of a good teacher. Deubel believes it is important to continue offering
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educators professional development to enhance their education and teaching techniques. If
teachers are expected to continue to grow and learn new innovate teaching styles, it is important
for the school corporations to continue to offer specialized trainings. Kedzior (2004) stated there
are positive implications on student and teacher learning when educators experience professional
development. Kedzior (2004) stated, “Based on teachers’ self-reports, the results show that
incorporating active learning in professional development increases knowledge and skills, and
changes teachers’ classroom practices” (p. 4).
Statement of Problem
Particular members of society believe educators are underpaid; there are also those who
consider educators are overpaid. Irrespective of the debate concerning educators being
overcompensated or not, there must be an analysis of exactly how educators are paid. Garrett
(2013) affirmed there are certain teachers who recognize that they are performing in the
classroom and there are teachers who do not know what they are undertaking. Guess (2008)
suggested that by implementing performance pay public educators can expect to see a rise in
negative and competitive feelings among colleagues. Teachers will work side by side with
coworkers who receive incentive pay when they may not. Veteran educators may observe
beginning educators earning incentives via the new performance pay system. Educators who
return to the classroom to enhance their qualifications believe they should be given incentive
acknowledgment also for the additional college advancements. Weldon (2010) emphasized that
higher education degrees, more specifically master’s degrees, do not advance a teacher’s ability
to increase student achievement.
High quality teachers who are hard working will thrive with performance pay (Mahar,
2004). The educator who performs to the highest caliber and strives to enhance his or her
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teaching techniques and differential teaching will be efficacious under the new incentive
performance pay. Clabaugh (2009) suggested that teachers receiving performance pay are extra
effective because of the monetary gains. Furthermore, the researcher advocated for performance
pay because a teacher who experiences gross performance pay will see triumph; therefore,
teachers will stay in education maintaining commitment to their profession. Teachers who strive
to be effective will be given the financial incentive to remain in the field of education.
Teachers across the United States are able to obtain pay raises based on student
achievement. In 2011, Indiana state lawmakers passed legislation that requires school districts to
evaluate teachers on effectiveness. Performance pay has been added to Indiana teacher
evaluations. Many questions have been raised in terms of performance pay and the effect
performance pay will have not only on professional development but on collaboration. Perhaps
performance pay will have no effect on professional development and collaboration among
teachers. As performance pay is being developed and implemented throughout the United
States, including Indiana, will educators continue to perceive professional development and
collaboration as important parts of teacher growth?
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine whether professional
development and collaboration practices are affected by performance pay. This study
investigated whether there were differences in the perceptions of principals, veteran teachers, and
beginning teachers with regard to performance pay and the effects they perceive it has on
collaboration and professional development experiences. The study focused on educational
positions of administrators and teachers. Abdal-Haqq (1996) stated, “For many years, teachers
and other educators have used district-sponsored staff development or university course work to
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improve individual skills, qualify for salary increases, and meet certification requirements” (p.
1). Abdal-Haqq discussed that teacher professional development is not recognized as an intrinsic
practice to amplify productivity as well as adjust in the classroom.
A pressing inquiry with professional development in terms of higher education is whether
or not the degree is pertinent to education. Richwine and Biggs (2012) suggested there is little
substantiation to suggest that master’s degrees in education advance the educator’s teaching.
Professionals often have reservations about the rigor of the undergraduate degree achieved.
Richwine and Biggs (2012) stated, “Research based on the Collegiate Learning Assessment
concludes that education majors accumulate significantly less knowledge during college than
students majoring in social sciences, humanities, math, or science” (pp. 5-6).
Educators across the nation are concerned about performance pay. Deubel (2011) stated
legitimate teacher apprehensions exists. The researcher also stated teachers are concerned with
their evaluations being tied to the outcomes of their students’ standardized testing while other
considerations, such as experience and training, are diminished. When considering the fairness
of performance pay it is essential to bring to mind that the evaluation tool is unbiased. Mahar
(2004) recommended that evaluation systems should be numerous and meaningful. The
evaluation tool should promote teacher growth and reflection. This study can be used, by
educational leaders, to ensure performance pay has a positive impact on professional
development and collaboration within their buildings.
Research Questions
This analysis was directed by four pertinent questions which substantially impact public
education:
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1. Is there significant difference in perception of professional development based on
whether the compensation model has been implemented?
2. Is there significant difference in perception of collaboration based on whether the
compensation model has been implemented?
3. When comparing, is there a significant difference in perception of professional
development based on position type, building type, and years of experience?
4. When comparing, is there a significant difference in perception of collaboration based
on position type, building type, and years of experience?
Null Hypotheses
H01. There is no significant difference in perception of professional development based
on whether the compensation model has been implemented.
H02. There is no significant difference in perception of collaboration based on whether
the compensation model has been implemented.
H03a. Position type, building type, and years of experience do not serve as predictors of
the perception of professional development for schools currently using the compensation model.
H03b. Position type, building type, and years of experience do not serve as predictors of
the perception of professional development for schools not using the compensation model.
H04a. Position type, building type, and years of experience do not serve as predictors of
the perception of collaboration for schools currently using the compensation model.
H04b. Position type, building type, and years of experience do not serve as predictors of
the perception of collaboration for schools not using the compensation model.
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Definition of Terms
Building type, for the purpose of this study, is defined at elementary, secondary, or both.
Elementary certification is reflective of a principal or teacher who is employed in a K-5 or K-6
building. Secondary certification is reflective of a principal or teacher who is employed in a 612 or 7-12 building. Both elementary and secondary refers to an educator in a K-12 building.
Collaboration can be described as various participants enabling the communication of
multiple viewpoints (Danielson, 2008). Danielson (2008) described collaboration as a learning
experience for all the participants.
Collaboration score can be defined as the average of scores on a six-point Likert scale.
Beginning teacher refers to the teacher who has been teaching five or fewer years.
Performance pay can be explained in numerous forms. Additionally, merit pay and
performance pay are used interchangeably. For this study performance pay is defined as
compensating teachers using students’ standardized test scores coupled with other aspects of
teacher effectiveness.
Position type in this study can be described as the job title of the person. For this study,
position is divided into three categories: principal, veteran teacher, and beginning teacher.
Professional development can be explained in different ways. Danielson (2008)
described professional development is a way for educators to become better at educating and not
to point out the educator is deficient in areas. Danielson (2008) stated, “Rather, it is to maintain
that teaching is so complex that it is never done perfectly; every educator can always become
more skilled, more expert” (p. 17). For the purpose of this study, professional development
involves activities or conversations geared toward educator professional growth.
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Professional development score can be defined as the average of scores on a six-point
Likert scale.
Veteran teacher can be defined as a teacher who has been teaching more than 5 years.
Significance of the Study
This study is significant for the reason that performance pay is alive and well in public
education. Countless school districts across the United States have implemented performance
pay programs. For example, Richmond Public Schools in Virginia has constructed and executed
a performance pay system where the prejudice associated with various teacher performance pay
programs is tackled (Hunter, 2010). “Denver (Colorado) Public Schools is a recognized leader in
merit or performance-based pay systems for public school teachers” (Hunter, 2010, p. 24).
Hunter (2010) continued to state that colossal cities that have performance pay systems.
Chicago, Dallas, Houston, Memphis, and Philadelphia have wholly implemented performance
pay systems in the bounds of the public schools. Some districts in Indiana have executed
performance pay systems as part of their teacher effectiveness evaluations. Those districts in
Indiana that have not activated performance pay systems are required to implement this feature
as soon as the district opens the master contract.
As with any school reform, students should be the motivation for the transformation.
Educators are obliged to generate decisions that are in the best interests of the students. Weldon
(2011) stated that preceding studies have not revealed well-defined evidence to advocate
performance pay as a technique to escalate student achievement. In 2010, researchers from
Vanderbilt University’s George Peabody College of Education reported that teacher
compensation based solely on performance pay single-handedly is not successful in raising
student scores (Weldon, 2011).
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Many enthusiasts consider this type of compensation necessary and appropriate. Weldon
(2011) reported that more effective teachers should be compensated more than less effective
teachers. Teachers are similar to all other professionals in many ways but one of the
commonalities is that all professionals, including educators, work for money. There are very few
professionals who do not work for some sort of compensation. Many advocates of performance
pay also advocate that teachers need to be held accountable for student learning (Weldon, 2011).
Supporters of performance pay suggest that teachers will persist in education further when
compensated and regarded as a professional (Weldon, 2011).
Educators as well as taxpayers must possess an enhanced knowledge of performance pay
and the intentions of executing the practice of paying educators when students perform
effectively on various assessments. Researching performance pay is applicable because it is
directly related to student achievement. Educators who provide an effective education for all
students will be compensated in the districts that have implemented performance pay.
Educational leaders need to be aware of the potential effects performance pay has on
professional development and collaboration. They need to know whether or not professional
development and collaboration are viewed as essential in the learning community. Professional
development and collaboration may eventually suffer if educators devalue their significance.
Limitations
1. It is possible some participants have personal bias due to poor professional
development and poor collaboration opportunities.
2. It is possible some participants did not answer the questions in the survey honestly.
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Delimitations
1. Only public school districts in the state of Indiana were invited to participate in this
study.
2. Due to performance pay not being fully implemented by every school district in
Indiana, the data represented perceptions and projections of those surveyed.
Personal Statement
Personal experiences in public education drove this research. I believe that teachers
commit to becoming a teachers because they are intrinsically motivated to make a significant
difference with students. However, educators are setting up a system of extrinsic motivation.
Educators often face questions about whether intrinsic or extrinsic motivators are the
encouraging force behind each teacher in regards to his or her career. Perhaps a teacher is
enthused by recognition. Others find teaching personally rewarding. Some educators thrive on
student success and knowing that they played an important part in that success. Andrews (2011)
suggested that recognition for achievement is an enormously rewarding experience not just for
the teacher but also for the student. Andrews (2011) stated, “Recognition for teachers builds off
of some of the well-known extrinsic and intrinsic motivational theories” (p. 59).
People are often willing to perform for money. Is this the answer public education
needs? Do parents want their children taught by educators who are doing their best for monetary
reasons? Will the teacher continue to expand their educational knowledge if the particular
proficiency being elucidated will not enhance their students test score? Do the ends always
justify the means?
Student achievement is significant in public education. Students are assessed by
formative and summative assessments throughout the school year. Hanley (2012) suggested that
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research coupled with consistently high quality teaching yields results. He stated these results
help public educators overcome achievement gaps that plague schools. All stakeholders desire to
see students thrive. The aforementioned is owed to students as well as to discover approaches
that make student achievement a priority. Performance pay may be the remedy aimed at success
for every student or will performance pay may potentially be toxic to professional development
and collaboration.
Organization of the Study
This study is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 describes the problem, the statement
of the problem, purpose of the study, research questions, null hypotheses, a definition of terms,
significance of the study, limitations, delimitations, and personal statement. Chapter 2 provides
research relevant to the study. Chapter 2 is subdivided into teacher compensation around the
world, history of evaluations, history of compensation for educators, negatives to performance
pay, positives to performance pay, student achievement and performance pay, intrinsic and
extrinsic motivators, the importance of professional development, and the importance of
collaboration. Chapter 3 depicts material concerning the methodology expended throughout this
study including purpose of the study, research questions, null hypotheses, description of the
sample, data collection procedures, and the method of analysis. Chapter 4 communicates
discoveries from the study and concentrates on each research question. Chapter 5 delivers a
synopsis of interpretations, outcomes, discussion of the interpretations, and suggestions for
additional study.
Summary
Countless public school districts are progressing in the direction of or currently are
implementing performance pay based on students’ standardized test scores. This report was
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intended to be an examination of whether or not performance pay will devalue professional
development in public education.
In the past, teachers collected pay raises based on the quantity of years taught as well as
advanced educational degrees or classes the teacher had completed. The classes did not always
align with school priorities or authentic needs of the school. The teacher moved from column to
column based on the amount of college credits or professional development classes and the
amount of years taught.
What drives professional development and collaboration? This study examined the
differences of perceptions among those schools with performance pay and those without. This
study addressed the pressing topic of whether or not teachers will continue to acquire
professional development when it may not be essential for monetary growth due to the
evaluation of their students’ performance on standardized assessments. It addressed whether
position type, building type, and years of experience effect perceptions of professional
development and collaboration. This study seeks to establish what drives professional
development and collaboration.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Teacher Compensation Around the World
Numerous countries throughout the world are exploring and implementing ways to utilize
funds to improve teacher performance; consequently, improving student learning. The United
States is not the only country that has to negotiate specific changes with teachers’ unions
(Sclafani, 2010).
Whether referred to as “pay for performance” (PFP) or “merit pay,” attempting to tie
educators’ compensation to their performance in the classroom and students’
performance on high-stakes tests has been a key component of many educators’
compensation reform efforts in the last five years. (Education Commission of the United
States, 2011, p. 1)
The way educators are compensated is vital to our educational systems throughout the
world. However, compensation is not the only aspect of quality education. Collaboration,
professional development, and qualified teachers are also vital.
Sclafani (2010) stated that qualified teachers are in high demand and the demand exceeds
the supply. Secondly, she suggested that teaching is not a popular career choice among younger
people. “In most countries teaching is less respected than it once was, and yet teachers’ roles
have become more diverse and expectations for their achievement have risen” (Sclafani, 2010, p.
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39). Teaching was once considered an honorable profession, but seemingly it is being
diminished to a less reputable occupation.
Many countries have developed incentive programs in an effort to attract undergraduates
to become educators. These enticements are to tempt learners enrolled in college into pursuing
credentials in the educational field. “In 2010, the Obama administration expanded the federal
Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) initiative, with $442 million allocated (up from $200 million in
2009) to specifically reward teachers and principals for increases in student achievement”
(Berry, Eckert & Bauries, 2012, p. 3). “In England and Wales, a number of financial incentives
for teacher education students were initiated as early as 1986” (Sclafani, 2010, p. 39). Sclafani
(2010) also reported in Chile, talented education majors can receive scholarships to help with
tuition costs and in return the educator signs an agreement to teacher for three years.
Furthermore,
Singapore goes farther than other countries, offering free tuition and fees to prospective
teachers, along with a monthly stipend for bachelor degree candidates and a monthly
salary equal to a college graduate in a civil service position for those entering the
postgraduate program. (Sclafani, 2010, p. 39)
Consequences are in place should the student not follow through on his or her
arrangement with the Singapore government. If the Singapore educator does not uphold his or
her end of the agreement then the educator must pay back all tuition and stipend support.
Germany reinforces their educators with monetary incentives. German teachers can move
through salary levels more quickly if their performance evaluation shows outstanding
performance (Sclafani, 2010). Monetary consequences are present for educators who do not
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show outstanding performance. Likewise, if the teacher does not perform, advancement is not
received immediately.
Many countries, including the United States, struggle with finding teachers who are
willing to teach within school districts primarily serving students who are considered
disadvantaged. The schools serving students in poverty have difficulty finding educators who
are considered effective to work in these environments. Countries located in remote areas
struggle to find qualified teachers. To counterbalance this problem, some countries use
monetary incentives as well as career advancements to acquire effective teachers. For example,
Sclafani (2010) reported in Denmark, educators are afforded free housing within secluded and
lightly populated regions as well as a personal home computer with access to shopping clubs.
Teachers are offered amenities to counter the adjustments they must make to educate students in
these remote areas.
History of Evaluations
In the 1700s, education was not viewed as an occupation or an area to study in higher
education as it is today (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011). People could not attain the
training they needed because of the lack of recognition in the field of education. Power to
supervise schools belonged to the local community, more specifically the clergy. An educator
was regarded as a servant of the community in which he or she lived. Marzano et al. (2011)
stated that in the mid-1800s people started to recognize that educational skills were critical
fundamentals of effective teaching.
Marzano et al. (2011) discussed in the latter part of the 19th century and the early part of
the 20th century, education was dominated by two opposing views of education. John Dewey
(as cited in Marzano et al., 2011) believed schools should be structured in a manner where
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students learn to be good citizens. This was coupled with the examination of government.
Frederick Taylor (as cited in Marzano et al., 2011) regarded education in a scientific approach
and articulated that schools are analogous to factories and generate results in the same way.
Clinical supervision made its appearance in the late 1950s. By 1980, one study suggested
that around 90% of school administration exercised some aspect of clinical supervision in
teacher observations (Marzano et al., 2011). Hunter emerged in the 1980s with the Hunter
model. The Hunter model involved observations with school administrators scripting what
behaviors were observed (Marzano et al., 2011). Last, Danielson emerged in 1996 claiming
teachers should be evaluated on four domains. The domains were planning and preparation,
classroom environment, instruction, and professional responsibilities (as cited in Marzano et al.,
2011).
Presently, across the Midwest, evaluations are changing. In Indiana, teachers must be
rated highly effective or effective in order to receive a monetary raise. Teachers who are rated
ineffective or needs improvement are not eligible for a raise (Anderson, 2011). Educators are
required to show advancement in the classroom and student educational discipline to receive
monetary growth.
In addition, at least two-thirds of pay increases must be based on factors such as the
academic growth of students, the results of standardized test scores, classroom
evaluations, a teacher’s leadership at the school and the market-based needs of a school
district. (Anderson, 2011, p. 3)
Midwest states such as Michigan are re-evaluating how educators are currently released
from their positions. The state is making it easier for teachers to be evaluated out of their
position. School districts do not have to go through as many procedural steps if they feel the
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educator is not meeting the necessary needs of the students. Illinois has revamped their teacher
tenure statuses to remove educators not meeting the learners’ educational needs. Anderson
(2011) stated that educators must be rated proficient in a minimum of two of the last three years
of his or her provisional period. In Indiana, if a teacher is rated ineffective two consecutive years
in a row, the teacher may be released from employment (Anderson, 2011). All teachers in
Indiana are subject to these provisions, even teachers who have been in education for several
years.
What does effective teaching look like? Many characteristics are involved in determining
what defines effective teaching. Hoy and Hoy (2006) identified several characteristics of an
effective teacher. Creativity and organization are keys. Effective teachers are sincere and
passionate regarding teaching. The researchers recognized teacher knowledge,
comprehensibility, and orderliness as important effective teacher characteristics. Overall, the
student is responsible for his or her learning. The teacher, however, is accountable for affording
an environment rich in scholarship by being an agent of inspiration, support, and direction.
America is at a critical point in the history of education in the United States. Meaningful
school reform is part of all educators’ everyday life purpose and intentions (Marzano, Norford,
Paynter, Pickering, & Gaddy, 2001). Teacher evaluations are part of school reform. Past teacher
evaluation instruments have not been effective because there was little regard for student
achievement and teacher improvement. Newer teacher evaluations ensure that the teachers is
selective with instructional strategies so that they can meet the individual needs of all the
students in the class (Dean, Hubbell, Pitler, & Stone, 2012). Danielson (2011) suggested
evaluations were simplistic and non-consistent. Most of the non-consistency was due to the
administrators evaluating the teachers. On past evaluation systems most teachers were given the
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highest rating with little or no suggestions for professional growth. According to Danielson, a
respectable teacher evaluation system should answer four pertinent questions. The questions are
how good is good enough, good enough at what, how do we know, and who will decide. Barth
(1990) discovered that teacher evaluations had little to no impact on professional learning. In
fact, although he found evaluations are ways to identify which teachers are competent and which
teachers are not, he found that evaluations are used to determine which teachers are adhering to
the prescribed prescription (Barth, 1990). “For some administrators, supervision is an
opportunity to exercise ‘power’ to ‘show the flag,’ to remind teachers who has authority over
whom” (Barth, 1990, p. 56).
A quality evaluation system should possess the capability to, without fail, pinpoint
effective and ineffective teachers (Cole, Ansaldo, Robinson, Whiteman, & Spradlin, 2012).
“When the assessments of teachers, leaders, and learning teams are all aligned to support student
learning, great things will happen” (Reeves, 2011, p. 98). In order for teacher evaluations to be
effective, it is imperative that administration and teachers use evaluations to help the teacher
learn and improve. It is of the essence that teacher evaluations are unbiased and consistent.
Evaluations should also present professional development opportunities to enhance the teacher’s
ability to better educate students.
Teacher evaluations should not only give the teacher feedback but also ensure teacher
quality. Danielson (2011) believes evaluations should also produce reasonable, dependable, and
logical decisions to ensure teacher quality. Hanley (2012) stated in an effort to restore teaching,
it is essential we tackle performance evaluation and tenure reorganization. By undertaking
teacher evaluations evaluative decisions can be made to reform schools. The goal of assessing
educator evaluations is to ensure a sound evaluation system is in place.
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History of Compensation for Educators
Performance pay concerns have been around since the 1800s. England established a
system of teacher compensation in 1862 (Harris, 2007). This system was known as payment by
results. With this system, teachers were paid according to student attendance and the number of
students who passed examinations (Harris, 2007). Some concerns expressed today are similar to
those expressed back then. A test does not capture all the student has actually learned,
unpredictability of test results, discrepancies in testing, incentives of performance pay sway
teachers to converge on particular students, the incentive for the teachers to cheat, and the
inclination of teachers to relocate to wealthier schools (Harris, 2007). Even with these
apprehensions and discontentment, this manner of payment for results endured for 35 years.
Endeavors to relate teacher pay and performance surfaced in the United States in the
early 20th century. “During the Progressive Era, there was great interest among educational
administrators in tying teacher salaries to their performance, consistent with the focus on
efficiency that dominated both the public and private sectors during that time” (Harris, 2007, p.
2). By 1918, essentially half of the U.S. school districts had implemented selected methods of
performance pay for teachers. Due to teacher and union dissatisfaction, performance pay, during
this time was short lived. In fact, Harris (2007) reported that by 1928, fewer than 20% of school
districts in the United States were using performance pay. Nevertheless, this would not be the
end of performance pay in public education.
Interest in performance pay regenerated with the release of Sputnik in 1957. People in
the United States became concerned with the conditions of the schools in America. Many feared
schools were failing students. More interest arose again in the 1980s with A Nation at Risk
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(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). Harris (2007) conveyed that by 1985,
25 states had demanded incentive pay programs for teachers in American schools. Performance
pay was short-lived. Eventually school districts implemented performance pay and a pay
program where essentially all teachers were given raises. This type of pay program is called
single salary pay scale.
Most teachers in the United States are paid by a single salary pay scale. With the single
salary pay scale, teachers are given raises based on the number of years the teacher has been
teaching in the classroom and college courses taken. Plucker, Zapf, and McNabb (2005)
communicated single salary scales make two important assumptions about what makes a good
teacher, “(1) teaching ability increases with experience, and (2) completing additional university
classes or degrees increases teaching ability and performance in the classroom” (p. 1).
Professional development can be job-embedded or it could be that of attending conferences,
taking college course, and/or earning additional degrees. According to Koppich (2010), single
salary schedules were first introduced in Denver, Colorado, and Des Moines, Iowa. These were
introduced following World War II. At this time, it was difficult finding educators for the
classroom.
“The single salary system equalized pay. It removed politics, race, and gender from the
process and made teacher pay both more equitable and more predictable” (Koppich, 2010, p. 23).
Single salary schedules were determined and agreed upon by the school district administration in
agreement with the district’s teacher union. Single salary systems were majorly supported by
teachers’ unions throughout the United States. Koppich (2010) indicated that by the 1960s, 97%
of school districts in the United States were using single salary systems as their method to
compensate teachers. Teacher unions throughout the United States viewed the single salary
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system as a fair and non-competitive salary formula. Single salary systems have remained as the
dominant way to provide compensation for educators well into the 21st century. However, there
is pressure to re-evaluate this payment practice. In 2007, approximately 95% of public school
districts in the United States were utilizing single salary pay scales to compensate teachers
(Harris, 2007).
According to Jerald (2009) single salary systems have not been effective. He asserted
that single salary systems reward experience and participating in graduate classes. Richwine and
Biggs (2012) also agreed that single salary pay increases do not improve teacher quality. Jerald
(2009) maintained the most effective teachers are required to wait copious years to get hold of
the upper stages of the pay schedule, weakening recruitment as well as withholding exceptional
college graduates. More than half of public school teachers in the United States have either a
master’s degree or other advanced degree (Weldon, 2010). Jerald also reported that research
does not show a correlation between a teacher who has a master’s degree and an increase in
student performance. Some of these courses taken by educators lack the substance and relevance
to education today. This practice has been detected to inadequately or in certain cases adversely
impact student achievement (Jerald, 2010).
An additional study also revealed little or no impact of advanced degrees on student
learning. The National Council on Teacher Quality (2010) conducted research in regards to
teacher compensation. Among the findings from this study was the indication of the
aforementioned. “Out of 102 statistical tests examined, approximately 90 percent showed that
advanced degrees had either no impact or negative impact on student achievement” (National
Council on Teacher Quality, 2010, p. 3).
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If so many teachers obtain additional education past their bachelor’s degrees, why is there
little to no positive impact on student achievement? The answer may lie in the current
compensation model. The National Council on Teacher Quality (2010) reported potentially the
problem is that of the state. “School districts often respond to state requirements that routinely
boost a teacher’s pay for any advanced degree, regardless of the content, relevance, or quality of
the coursework it entails” (National Council on Teacher Quality, 2010, p. 4). Some districts
recognize graduate credits for pay raises even if the courses taken were not associated with
education. School districts should employ the practice of rewarding coursework when a direct
and positive impact on student learning is present instead of educators taking courses that may or
may not be related to education.
Economists and education scholars have known for decades that the standard resume
characteristics—level of education, certifications or licenses, and experience beyond the
first few years of teaching—have essentially zero power to predict how much students
learn from a given teacher. (Richwine & Biggs, 2012, p. 2)
Is a teacher who has a Ph.D., has taken three college courses, and has 20 years of experience
more of an effective teacher than the teacher who has been teaching for just two years? A
second-year teacher may be more effective than the tenured teacher, but the tenured teacher
makes more money because he or she has more professional development and years’ experience.
Walsh and Tracy (2004) stated, “A few years of experience makes a teacher more effective; after
that it’s unclear” (p. 3).
Negatives to Performance Pay
A large amount of research available asserts that performance pay does not influence
student performance. Weldon (2010) stated students end up determining whether or not teachers
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get a raise based on performance pay. One must be cautious of any type of practice that
generates an environment where students are considered an element of the pay design (Rosales,
2013). Fleming (2011) conveyed that even though there is evidence to prove performance pay is
ineffective, in regards to student learning, many districts are still implementing this practice.
Most teacher unions have repelled performance pay (Hunter, 2010). The Chicago schools chose
to strike due to tribulations with a new teachers’ contract. One of the subsets of the contract dealt
with performance pay. Clabaugh (2009) stated that performance pay is not effective and that
teaching to the test will occur. With the additional pressure for teachers to educationally
perform, teachers may feel inclined to teach to the test. Coates-McBride and Kritsonis (2008)
contended that teaching to the test will become an accepted method of instruction. Many
teachers teach affective concepts, which are above and beyond academics.
Teachers will no longer work collectively as a team. Instead they will compete against
each other. “One particularly undesirable aspect of merit pay is that it will inevitably increase
competition and decrease cooperation among teachers” (Clabaugh, 2009, pp. 18-19). The Center
for Educator Compensation Reform (2009) stated a familiar disapproval of performance pay is
that it negatively influences school culture by urging teachers to participate in uncooperative,
competitive actions. Such behaviors could be described as suppression of highly effective
lessons from co-workers because the worry another person will acquire more money than the
person who possesses the lesson.
There are too many variables teachers cannot regulate. For example, a student who does
not have a suitable environment at home is something the teacher is not able to control. This
student may come in to school each day tired and hungry. The teacher must first deal with the
hungry and tired child as a whole before the teacher can put his or her focus on academics.
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Another example is students who are responsible for taking care of their siblings before or after
school. These students have to prepare a meal, help siblings with homework, and clean the
house. In some cases, teachers are forced to put issues such as the aforementioned before
learning.
Koppich (2010) stated for performance pay to be successful the teachers’ union must be
involved in the process. Many times, school districts’ administrators lack collaboration with the
educational unions. “Compensation reform must be done with the teachers, not to the teachers”
(Slotnik, 2010, p. 45). Koppich recommended four key components that need to be in place in
order for performance pay to be successful. These four components are partnership with the
teachers’ union, evidence of a clear purpose, credible measures in place for the distribution of
money, and adequate funding available to sustain the program. Without these elements,
performance pay will not work as it was intended. Slotnik (2010) also suggested that
compensation reform must be logistically maintainable. Some districts in Texas have stopped
using performance pay due to lack of funding not because there was a lack of support (Fleming,
2011). Cons related to performance pay are extrinsic incentives damage performance, innate
motivation becomes less significant, and the strain of assessing teacher effectiveness in a
consistent manner (Hunter, 2010)
Education Commission of the States (2010) conveyed explanations describing why
performance pay programs do not thrive in education. Among these reasons are performance
pay programs are too unfamiliar, the execution of these programs are excessively restricted,
funding amounts are not where they must be, performance pay does not inspire change, and
performance pay does not impel student achievement. If performance pay does not promote
learning, should it be used as a platform for evaluating and compensating educators?
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Heneman, Milanowski, and Kimball (2007) conducted a research project focusing on the
examination of the increasingly popular idea of performance pay. “We define teacher
performance pay as any systematic process for measuring teacher behavior or results, and linking
these measurements to changes in teacher pay” (Heneman et al., 2007, p. 1). The research
project wielded evidence that neither student performance nor teacher performance were
positively affected by performance pay (Heneman et al., 2007). Monetary incentives being used
to promote advancement of student performance has not been proved effective.
Studies have been conducted to analyze the effect of bonuses awarded to teachers for
improving the educational environment. Fleming (2011) described three studies conducted on
the effects of performance pay. The first study was conducted by the RAND Corporation. This
study was released in July 2011 and focused on New York City’s educational and merit system.
The results showed that “bonuses had no positive effect on student, teacher, or school
performance” (Fleming, 2011, p. 18). Second, Fleming reported results from a study conducted
by the National Center on Performance Incentives, which was released in September 2010. The
center of this study was in Nashville, Tennessee’s public school system. Results from this study
revealed no influence on student achievement for 6th grade to 8th grade students and nominal
influence on student achievement of 5th grade students (Fleming, 2011). Last, the Mathematical
Policy Research published its discoveries in May 2010. Chicago Public Schools were the
concentration of this study which examined the math and reading scores with the concept of
monetary reinforcement to the instructors. This study revealed there was not any improvement
in connection with student math and reading scores. Researchers also discovered performance
pay had no effect on teacher retention (Fleming, 2011).
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Slotnik (2010) acknowledged that isolating compensation reform for classroom supports
is not an effective way to create higher teacher effectiveness or raise student achievement.
Educators should be provided with professional development and resources in order for them to
be effective instructors. Just offering the instructor a monetary incentive without offering the
means and guidance to utilize new techniques is not going to improve student academics.
The single most important aspect of being an educator should be the student. When
educators lose sight of the students and their educational needs, the students are the ones who are
going to fail academically. Districts will not find success with performance pay if various
assessments are not used to determine teacher effectiveness. “The challenge in performancebased compensation is to take several valid measures of student learning and use them together
to identify student progress and ascertain the contributions of classrooms, programs, and schools
to that progress” (Slotnik, 2010, p. 48).
Positives to Performance Pay
The Committee for Economic Development has outlined characteristics of performance
pay systems that work for increased student achievement (Education Commission of the States,
2011). The first characteristic is that improved teacher evaluation and development systems
must be in place. Second, there must be improved student and teacher data systems. Third,
funding has to be sustainable. Fourth, state and federal policies must be supportive. Last, all
stakeholders must be involved. Properly implemented, performance pay can be beneficial to
student learning.
Many educational researchers and theorists advocate for performance pay. Clabaugh
(2009) suggested performance pay should result in recognizing effective teachers. With this
recognition, more teachers will feel compelled to remain in education and not leave the
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profession. One should expect educators will react to performance pay the same way Pavlov’s
dogs reacted to food. If educators are provided with money for performance, they can be
compared to Pavlov’s dogs. The money and the dog food are the unconditioned stimulus.
Likewise, the bell and evaluations are the conditioned stimulus. Once educators are conditioned
to react positively to evaluations then money will soon follow. Harris (2007) stated the
indispensable benefit to performance pay systems is that they furnish teachers with financial
incentives to work intensely while advancing their teaching.
Hunter (2010) stated positives for performance pay are amplified teacher enthusiasm and
execution. Fullan (2001) affirmed that shared commitment to specific ideas and paths will result
in more enthusiastic employees. Furthermore, “people stimulate, inspire, and motivate each
other to contribute and implement best ideas, and best ideas mean greater overall coherence”
(Fullan, 2001, p. 116). If educators have a common vision for performance pay, success can be
attained. Principals who have an opportunity to utilize solid leadership over teachers will
experience exceptional teachers who remain in the classroom as well as an advanced talent of
recruits will move into the teaching occupation (Hunter, 2010). The performance pay plan
considered the single salary scales as old-fashioned as well as they did not offer teachers a
motivation to achieve to a higher echelon in education (Drevitch, 2006). Hunter continued to
state the belief that single salary pay scales do not compensate educators who exuberate highquality performance.
Some researchers have shown increased performance for students when the teachers were
provided performance pay. Research conducted by Dee and Keys (as cited in Plucker et al.,
2005) revealed success in Tennessee schools. They found in kindergarten through third grade
students performed better on the Stanford Assessment when their teacher was given the
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performance pay option. The other students, who had the teacher who was on the single-salary
schedule, did not perform as well. Additionally, on average the teachers who are involved with
Teacher Advancement Program (TAP) saw academic growth among their students.
The average TAP school gained between 11.5 percent and 23 percent from 2000 to 2002
toward their goal of scoring in the 85th percentile on the Stanford Achievement Test.
Additionally, TAP schools showed significantly greater gains in control schools in the
areas of reading, language, and mathematics in 2001 and 2002. (Plucker et al., 2005, p. 5)
Money is one of the driving forces behind employment. No one person works for free.
The expectation is a paycheck for services rendered. “Teachers may not enter the profession to
become rich, but they certainly do not plan a life of financial frustration in the company of
unmotivated but equally paid teachers” (Mahar, 2004, p. 2). Research indicates that diligent as
well as effective teachers will fare well under performance pay systems. Mahar (2004) reported
that money is not just revenue for maintaining families but it is a depiction of who and what
educators are.
Many districts have adopted some type of performance-based incentive (Coates-McBride
& Kristsonis, 2008). Potentially this may look different from district to district as well as state to
state. The Houston Independent School District (HISD) reported performance pay helped boost
productivity as well as staff morale (Coates-McBride & Kristsonis, 2008). The HISD also saw a
decrease related to teacher absenteeism and teacher turnover. Teachers were present in their
classrooms at a higher degree, which in turn increased education for the students. The teachers
increased the amount of time they stayed in the school building, which increased productivity.
In addition, HISD reported that the districts standardized scores improved and the
achievement gap between minorities was narrowed (Coates-McBride & Kristsonis, 2008). The
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district attributed these successes to the implementation and usage of performance pay. “Merit
pay supporters claim that the systems help districts attract and retain talented young teachers, and
anecdotal evidence, at least, shows that might be true” (Drevitch, 2006, p. 23). Mahar (2004)
acknowledged research on merit pay programs in Kentucky, Maryland, North Carolina, and
Texas discovered a parallel amid school-based award programs and student execution. Teachers
in these programs placed significance on financial bonuses even though the compensation was
$1,000 additional a year. Many believed this amount was not enough; however, the teachers still
worked for the additional funds.
Holding teachers accountable for student learning is an expectation of the school
community. This expectation can work in the teacher’s favor if results of teacher effectiveness
are reported publically. In order for this to work in the teacher’s favor, he or she must be rated
effective or highly effective. Harris (2007) suggested that although taxpayers’ dollars are used to
fund public schools, it is essential they stay up-to-date with school and teacher performance.
This is imperative so the community can support high-profile policies such as performance pay.
Another benefit to performance pay systems is teachers focus their attention on meeting
the needs of the students. Meeting the needs of the student is done on an individual level.
Teachers are able to exhibit their expertise so that the student can be educated in the best manner
as deemed by the teacher (Harris, 2007). Performance pay also impels teachers to inquire about
assistance when needed (Harris, 2007). Teachers usually realize the importance in meeting the
needs of all students. When attempts to meet the needs of individual students fail, typically a
teacher will turn to colleagues for assistance.
The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (2012) published an
article in Pisa in Focus. The article suggested performance-based pay is valuable to ponder;
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however, making it perform as well as continuing the initiative is an immense task. The article
stated that districts examining pay levels are only looking at part of the picture. Other countries
had not only studied pay levels but more importantly they had amplified the perspective of
teachers’ statuses within the community. Teachers, in these other countries, are viewed as
professional and change agents. Due to countries obtaining this status for teachers, educators
have become not only people who teach students but also visionaries and researchers
(Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2012).
Some countries have found success with performance pay programs. For example, in
Chile, performance pay has been in place since 1997 (Sclafani, 2010). Some schools in Chile
have used performance pay to raise assessment scores so much that the school is ranked in the
top 25% in performance (Sclafani, 2010). This ranking is in the region the school is assigned.
According to Sclafani (2010), India, Israel, and Kenya have demonstrated some success with
performance pay for teachers. In India, teacher attendance as well as student achievement on
outside assessments have increased.
Slotnik (2010) reported associating teacher compensation to advances in student learning
is a significant insinuation for assessment practice and procedure inside school districts. Odden
(2000) asserted that performance pay can have an encouraging advantage for students, teachers,
and the education system if implemented correctly as well as supported by the administration.
Administrators can support performance pay efforts by aiding teachers in goal setting. Also,
administrators can listen, support, and provide resources to reinforce teacher efforts. Just like
students look to the teachers for guidance as well as a positive attitude, the teachers look to the
school administration for the same. Steil and Bommelje (2004) stated attitudes motivate and
inspire all behaviors; hence, the necessity for positive attitudes among school administration.
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The administration is able to sit down and discuss goals to insure productivity among learners.
Conversations held around student achievement have the potential to positively impact student
achievement. Steil and Bommelje (2004) believed “outstanding leaders are outstanding
listeners” (p. 1). When value is placed on listening by the school administration, the teachers
feel respected. When respect is in place, success is inevitable.
Educators throughout the United States claim that no one can fairly assess what they do
in the classrooms. Therefore, resistance to implementing performance standards is widely seen
by administration (Hanley, 2012). The key to teacher recognition is to make sure it is reserved
for the teachers who are effective. According to Andrews (2011), there is lack of recognition for
teachers who are accomplishing excellence in teaching their students. “Teachers who elicit
academic gains from their students are not rewarded for their achievements” (Andrews, 2011, p.
63). Most teachers are hardworking and educating the students to the best of their abilities.
Could performance pay be the source of this much needed recognition for teachers?
Changing a person’s habits or beliefs is not easy task. However, change is inevitable in
education today. Students change from year to year and so should the teacher. As with other
educational changes the leader must be involved in the process too. Fullan (2001) pointed out
ways leaders can be supportive of the change. Fullan stated leaders must act with moral purpose
and understand the change. Performance pay is a change; however, if it is embraced positively
and effectively teachers will benefit monetarily.
Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivators
Motivation is very complicated. There are many general explanations for what motivates
a person and why it motivates a person. First is the behavioral approach to motivation.
Behaviorists illuminate motivation with notions such as rewards and incentives (Hoy & Hoy,
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2006). When rewards are given to indicate the job was done well, the person will be inclined to
continue in the same manner as long as success is being attained.
Second is the humanistic approach to motivation. These theorists believe that people are
motivated intrinsically. Maslow contended that all people strive for self-actualization (Hoy &
Hoy, 2006). Deci believed that humans have the innate feeling for self-determination (Hoy &
Hoy, 2006). Hoy and Hoy (2006) stated, “So from the humanistic perspective, to motivate
means to encourage peoples’ inner resources, their sense of competence, self-esteem, autonomy,
and self-actualization” (p. 130).
A third theory to motivation is the cognitive approach. Cognitive theorists believe that
our behavior is determined by how we think and not by whether or not we have been reward for
our past actions or not (Hoy & Hoy, 2006). “In cognitive theories, people are seen as active and
curious, searching for information to solve personally relevant problems (Hoy & Hoy, 2006, p.
130). Cognitive theorists believe that people are motivated more by intrinsic motivators as
opposed to extrinsic motivators (Hoy & Hoy, 2006).
A fourth theory to motivation is the social cognitive approach. Social cognitive approach
is a combination of the behavioral and cognitive approaches. Hoy and Hoy (2006) stated, “They
take into account both the behaviorists’ concerns with the consequences of behavior and the
cognitivists’ interest in the impact of individual beliefs and expectations” (p. 130). This
approach conveys the message that if the person expects to succeed and there is a reward for
succeeding.
A fifth theory is the sociocultural approach to motivation. The approach means that a
person is motivated by the community of learners which surrounds him or her. Hoy and Hoy
(2006) stated, “In other words, we learn by the company we keep” (p. 131). Based on this
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theory, people are driven by intrinsic motivation. People are motivated by those around us and
not external forces.
Describing what motivates educators could be characterized as mind-boggling as well as
complex. Is there motivation among teachers to obtain professional development opportunities
and use those opportunities to become a better teacher? The answer is most educators are
motivated to improve professionally. According to Andrews (2011), Herzberg has defined two
levels of motivators for employees. These two levels are hygiene and motivation (Andrews,
2011). “The ‘hygiene’ factors include pay, working conditions, relationships with co-workers,
competence of supervisors, and company policies” (Andrews, 2011, p. 61). The second level of
Herzberg’s theory is motivation. Andrews (2011) reported Herzberg named factors such as
achievement, responsibility, recognition, and opportunities for advancement as components of
motivation.
Maslow is known as a motivational theorist who developed a hierarchy of needs
depicting human needs in a pyramid. At the top of the pyramid is self-actualization. “He
determined that the more basic needs of humans needed to be satisfied before the higher level
needs can be realized” (Andrews, 2011, p. 61). Working toward excellence is toward the top of
Maslow’s hierarchy. Among the basic needs named in the pyramid is ample pay. The reason for
ample pay being part of the pyramid is because it is a necessity for life (Andrews, 2011). The
second and third levels of Maslow’s hierarchy involve having job security and safety. Maslow’s
hierarchy suggests that money may be a motivator for teachers as it is for all people.
Researchers have also compared the intrinsic and the extrinsic motivations of teachers.
Berry et al. (2012) discussed motivators. Among the intrinsic motivators is the joy of being
around children. Many educators also enjoy watching students learn as well as contributing to
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their learning. Teachers enjoy seeing students “see the light bulb” when they learn a new
concept or idea. Additional intrinsic rewards are the gratification of acquiring new skills and
relishing the subject matter being taught.
Many studies completed by researchers that discuss intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
have been cited throughout literature (Kaplan, 2010). Among the studies was mention of a
model developed by Harter describing how intrinsic motivation is divided into varying realms
(Kaplan, 2010). Harter discovered when students feel success as a result of their action or
actions, whether the action was motivated intrinsically or extrinsically, happiness and mastery
are attained. If a student experiences failure then the student is not motivated (Kaplan, 2010).
Even though this model was developed using students it pertains to human perceptions of
intrinsic and extrinsic motivators. Perhaps the same is true for educators. When teachers do not
perform well on their effectiveness rating they feel failure.
Berry et al. (2012) identified salary, benefits, bonuses, public recognition, and selection
for special responsibilities as extrinsic motivators. According to D’Ausilio (2008), there are
disadvantages to extrinsic motivators. One drawback is that the extrinsic motivator is not
maintainable. When you take the extrinsic motivator away, the motivation goes away. Extrinsic
motivators may effectively motivate for a short time but soon the desire to be motivated must be
enhanced with more reward. Extrinsic motivation harms intrinsic motivation and the desire to
complete tasks by oneself (D’Ausilio, 2008).
D’Ausilio (2008) discussed factors that create and sustain intrinsic motivation. These
factors are “(1) Being able to challenge yourself and accomplish new tasks, (2) Having choices
over what you do, (3) Work with and help others, and (4) Happy at work, liking your job”
(D’Ausilio, 2008, p. 2). Educators can experience each of these intrinsic motivators if faced with
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the opportunity. Intrinsic motivation is not a scarce commodity among educators. Intrinsic and
extrinsic motivators should be combined to obtain optimal motivation.
Importance of Professional Development
Teachers engage in professional development for many different rationales. One reason
is for personal motives. For instance, a teacher may be the first person in his or her family to
obtain a master’s degree. Teachers may also want to mature professionally. “Continuing
development is the mark of a true professional; it is an ongoing effort that is never completed”
(Danielson, 2007, p. 102). Many educators see the importance of professional development in
enhancing student achievement. Danielson (2007) recommended that ongoing education is
critical to stay up to date with the most recent progresses in education.
For performance pay to advance the excellence of the teaching force, at least one of two
things has to occur. Either inadequate teachers have to depart the profession and be replenished
by effective teachers, or current teachers must advance their ability, with professional
development, to effectively teach (Harris, 2007).
Staff who cannot wait to hear national speakers or one of their own staff talk about
educational reform, new curriculum possibilities, and innovative instructional techniques
send and model the value of learning new ideas, growing professionally, and seeking new
ways to serve students. (Deal & Peterson, 1999, p. 67)
Professional development is meant to be a learning experience for the individual involved
in the learning. Danielson (2011) asserted there must be a commitment to professional
development. It is not intended to be useless in the education learning field. “Professional
development can, unequivocally, enhance teaching and learning” (Hill, 2007, p. 118).
Professional development should not be used strictly to obtain a pay raise. “The school’s
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improvement planning process and professional development provide teachers with new
instructional strategies proven to produce learning gains for students” (Jerald, 2009, p. 12).
Professional development coupled with monetary rewards can be successful for students,
teachers, and the entire school community. “So even accountability programs that provide
monetary awards to teachers must be inextricably linked to good professional development and a
system-wide focus on improving the quality of teaching” (Urbanski & Erskine, 2000, p. 369).
“Additional pay for teaching in high-needs schools will always only be a partial solution. Other
incentives tied to working conditions and professional opportunities will be equally importantpossibly more so” (Berry et al., 2012, p. 12).
Professional development, in part, is the responsibility of the school administration
(Danielson, 2008). Principals can create time for professional development to occur as well as
create a culture for establishing and maintaining a culture of professional inquiry (Danielson,
2008). Consistency is a must among administrators. “Above all, administrators must be
consistent in their dealing with teachers; their reaction of a situation must be predicable and
stable over time” (Danielson, 2008, p. 19). Professional development is a strong piece of
education and can either make or break a schools ability to be effective.
Roza and Miller (2009) stated teachers who received a master’s degree in science and
math do have a direct impact on student achievement. Roza and Miller advocated master’s
degrees should be meaningful to the teacher’s teaching assignment. Walsh and Tracy (2004)
researched whether or not master’s degrees make teachers more effective. They reported that
some studies have shown master’s degrees have had a slightly negative impact on student
achievement (Walsh & Tracy, 2004, p. 2). However, they also discovered there are some
positive effects of teachers obtaining master’s degrees. For example, one study found that
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having a master’s degree modestly improved student achievement in Grades 1 through 7.
Another example revealed that high school math teachers with a master’s degree in mathematics
performed slightly better than those teachers who teach mathematics but have a master’s degree
in another subject area (Walsh & Tracy, 2004, p. 2). In education, it is essential for the teacher
to increase his or her education in an effort to obtain a higher understanding of obtaining
knowledge in order to promote student learning.
Potentially teachers who work harder in an effort to acquire higher yearly salary will
positively impact student achievement. Working harder can enhance teacher performance as
well as student performance. However, teachers must be able to execute changes to his or her
teaching methods (Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010). Just because a teacher becomes what is
considered a “harder worker” does not mean the student will become a higher learner if the
educator’s objective does not meet the student’s educational need. “To be most effective,
professional development should offer a system of supports that is job-embedded, focused on
data, driven by teachers, and sustained over time” (Hershberg & Robertson-Kraft, 2010, p. 129).
What makes professional development effective? Many aspects go into effective
professional development. “If we expect teachers and school leaders to improve professional
practices and decision making, then we must first give them different knowledge and skills than
they have received in the past” (Reeves, 2011, p. 15). It is known that education is everchanging. Educators must be provided with up-to-date resources and data to support
professional changes.
Typically, educators know what effective professional learning looks like and what
professional learning does not look like (Reeves, 2011). Educators recognize effective
professional learning involves application, practice, reflection, and reinforcement. Hill (2007)
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discussed the importance of educators, more specifically school districts, identifying worthwhile
professional development opportunities for educators.
To make continuing education effective, school districts should encourage teachers to
take graduate coursework that is more tightly aligned with their primary teaching
assignment. And districts should select professional development programs based on
evidence of their effectiveness. Finally, central planners must ensure that items on the
menu of offerings closely align with district standards, curriculum materials, and
assessments. (Hill, 2007 p. 111)
Effective professional development is a combination of varying educational practices.
Abdal-Haqq (1996) explained what effective professional development means. The professional
development must be continuous. Professional development must be focused on student
learning. Student data and learning should be the focus of all lessons implemented in the
classroom. There must be adequate time to devise a plan, implement a plan, and reflect on the
plan. Educators must be given time to adequately address these aspects of the professional
development plan. Last, the professional development must recognize teachers as professionals
as well as adult learners.
Importance of Collaboration
Most educators value collaborative time with colleagues. Effective collaboration should
be present in school cultures around the world. However, creating collaborative cultures in
schools can sometimes be a chore for administrators and teachers. For example, Fullan (2001)
suggested weak collaboration is always ineffective and most times it is the negativity of
educators that contributes to the negativity. “It is one of life’s great ironies: schools are in the
business of teaching and learning, yet they are terrible at learning from each other” (Fullan,
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2001, p. 92). In order for the collaborative culture to be effective Fullan suggested the
organization must outline the lending and acceptance of information as an obligation.
Collaboration is important in education. One reason is the importance of engaging in
meaningful conversations in which multiple perspectives and individual experience bring quality
conversations among educators (Danielson, 2008). “But the collaboration accomplishes
something else as well: everyone in the group learns from the exercise” (Danielson, 2008, p. 24).
Most educators are life-long learners. Collaboration is a vital part of life-long learning.
Collaboration can foster an environment rich in reflection. Professional growth stems
from reflecting on what has transpired. Sometimes what teachers encounter is not good and
sometimes it is good. Collaboration can also bring an atmosphere where teachers are not
frightened to look at his or her teaching practices and share what worked and what did not work
in his or her classroom. Teachers share with each other suggestions. Silva and Contreras (2011)
discussed that collaborative sessions among educators, where educators offer constructive
criticism as well as positive feedback, are valuable opportunities for professional growth.
Conclusion
Koppich (2010) suggested four key components need to be in place in order for
performance pay to be successful. The first is a partnership with the teachers’ union. For
example, “the partnership between the Minneapolis Public Schools and the Minneapolis
Federation of Teachers established a baseline trust between the teachers and the district, which
strengthened compensation reform efforts and facilitated implementation” (Center for Educator
Compensation Reform, 2011, p. 9).
Second, a clear purpose must be evident. Most performance pay systems are in place to
reward those teachers who go the extra mile. These teachers see positive results on student
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testing. These teachers are involved in professional learning. Third, credible measures must be
in place for the distribution of money. Districts must examine everything from the validity of the
distribution of the money to ensuring those teachers who work with disadvantaged students are
compensated fairly.
Last, adequate funding must be available to sustain the program. Many opponents of
performance pay pose funding as the number one reason performance pay will not work.
Districts can be diligent and stay informed about grants and other opportunities to obtain
additional money to help with performance pay. Without these elements mentioned,
performance pay will not work as it was intended.
Richwine (2012) indicated rules for reforming teacher compensation. Among these rules
is policy makers should steer clear of across-the-board raises. Pay systems have a duty to
compensate effectiveness. Teachers ought to exercise caution with retirement plans so costs and
retirement incentives are not squandered. Policy makers should be obliged to remember
educational policy is not simple rather it is complicated.
Countless explanations are communicated as to why researchers verbalize performance
pay is not advantageous to student performance. However, some researchers conclude that
performance pay does influence the student’s performance. Districts throughout the United
States have the daunting task of implementing a performance pay system. If done correctly
performance pay will yield benefits to all school employees. More importantly, the students will
reap benefits. Students will receive a quality education surrounded by competent and ecstatic
teachers. Students’ knowledge base will increase dramatically as well as give students skills to
prepare him or her for the global workforce. If implemented correctly, performance pay can be a
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win-win for all involved. School districts want to reward teachers who are dedicated and faithful
to the district and the students they serve.
Research indicates policy makers, educators, and the public are split on whether
performance pay is beneficial to public education. Examination of professional development
show that educators want meaningful professional development and collaboration. Most
teachers are motivated by student success. Performance pay, professional development, and
collaboration can work hand-in-hand. The research supported professional development and
collaboration in the educational realm. However, teacher pay is also significant to educators.
The question is–will professional development and collaboration be compromised through the
eventual implementation of suffer performance pay in all schools throughout Indiana?
Additionally, do position type, certification, and years of experience serve as predictors of
perceptions of professional development and collaboration?
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine whether professional development and
collaboration practices are affected by performance pay in schools. The study focused on the
following educational positions: administrators and teachers. Also, the study explored whether
there are differences in perceptions based on whether the participant was currently employed in a
district where performance pay had already been implemented versus those participants where
performance pay had not been implemented.
Using a Likert scale, this study investigated whether there is a significant difference in
the perception of professional development based on whether the compensation model has been
implemented within the participant’s school district. This study also examined whether there
was a significant difference in collaboration based on whether the compensation model has been
implemented within the participant’s school district.
Additionally, this study examined whether there is a significant difference in the
perception of professional development based on position type, certification, and years of
experience. A significant difference was examined in regard to the perception of collaboration
based on position type, building type, and years of experience. In both instances, schools that
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have implemented a compensation model versus schools that have not implemented a
compensation model were compared.
Research Questions
This analysis was directed by four pertinent questions which substantially impact public
education:
5. Is there significant difference in perception of professional development based on
whether the compensation model has been implemented?
6. Is there significant difference in perception of collaboration based on whether the
compensation model has been implemented?
7. When comparing, is there a significant difference in perception of professional
development based on position type, building type, and years of experience?
8. When comparing, is there a significant difference in perception of collaboration based
on position type, building type, and years of experience?
Null Hypotheses
H01. There is no significant difference in perception of professional development based
on whether the compensation model has been implemented.
H02. There is no significant difference in perception of collaboration based on whether
the compensation model has been implemented.
H03a. Position type, building type, and years of experience do not serve as predictors of
the perception of professional development for schools currently using the compensation model.
H03b. Position type, building type, and years of experience do not serve as predictors of
the perception of professional development for schools not using the compensation model.
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H04a. Position type, building type, and years of experience do not serve as predictors of
the perception of collaboration for schools currently using the compensation model.
H04b. Position type, building type, and years of experience do not serve as predictors of
the perception of collaboration for schools not using the compensation model.
Description of the Sample
For this study, data were gathered from public schools throughout Indiana. The
participants were constrained to the state of Indiana. Indiana is in the process of implementing
performance pay in all public school districts. Even though some districts in Indiana have
performance pay in place, this study was not limited to just those schools. Targeted schools
included elementary and secondary levels. The participants in this study were building
principals, veteran teachers, and beginning teachers. The purpose of including principals,
veteran teachers, and beginning teachers was to ensure feedback was representative of all
educator perspectives of collaboration and professional development. The participants were
from various age groups and ethnicities. Both men and women participated in the study.
Areas of feedback were professional development and collaboration. The intended
results of the survey determined what impact, if any, performance pay has on professional
development and collaboration.
Data Collection Procedures
A survey (Appendix A) was developed on Survey Monkey. The survey consisted of
questions to describe the participant, questions pertaining to professional development, and
questions pertaining to collaboration. The participants used a Likert scale to rate their
perceptions on professional development and collaboration. A list was attained of all principals
and teachers, both secondary and elementary, from the Indiana Department of Education
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website. Once the email addresses were received, the survey was sent principals and teachers in
the state.
As previously stated, the professional development and collaboration scores were
determined using a six-point Likert scale. In the scale strongly disagree was a 6, disagree was a
5, somewhat disagree was a 4, somewhat agree was a 3, agree was a 2, and strongly agree was a
1. Responses for the questions using a Likert scale were averaged together for the collaboration
and professional development scores.
An explanation of the intention of the study, instructions for undertaking the survey, and
an explanation that anonymity would be upheld accompanied the survey (Appendix B).
Principals and teachers were surveyed on their perceptions of the effects performance pay would
have or has had on professional development and collaboration. Follow-up was made to
encourage participation, if needed. Follow-up was in the form of an email sent seven days after
the initial email. This was done in an effort to increase sample size.
The survey was validated with educators throughout Indiana. This process was done with
superintendents, principals, and teachers. The purpose of validating was to ensure that questions
were clear and concise as well as to ensure that the survey would result in anonymity.
Method of Analysis
The first and second null hypotheses investigate whether there was a difference in
perception of professional development score and collaboration score based on compensation
model. The first and second null hypotheses each had one dependent variable with two groups.
The null hypotheses were tested using an independent samples t-test. In the first null hypothesis
the dependent variable was professional development. The dependent variable in the second null
hypothesis was collaboration. In both instances, the two groups are participants who were
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employed in a public school district where performance pay was currently being used and
participants who were employed in a public school district where performance pay was not
currently being used. In both instances, an independent t test was the suitable test due to
investigating mean differences for one dependent variable and two groups.
There were two null hypotheses for Research Question 3. Each null hypothesis had one
criterion variable and at least two predictor variables. The null hypotheses were tested using a
multiple regression. The multiple regression tests were used to determine if any of the predictor
variables explained a significant amount of variance within the criterion variable. The criterion
variable in the third null hypothesis was professional development score of the participants
employed in a district where the compensation model was being used. The criterion variable in
the fourth null hypothesis was professional development score of the participants employed in a
district where the compensation model was not being used. In both instances the predictor
variables were position type, building type, and years of experience. Using a multiple regression
test with both null hypotheses was appropriate because there was one criterion variable and at
least two predictor variables.
There were two null hypotheses for Research Question 4. Each null had one criterion
variable and at least two predictor variables. The null hypotheses were tested using a multiple
regression. The multiple regression tests were used to determine if any of the predictor variables
explained a significant amount of variance within the criterion variable. The criterion variable in
the third null hypothesis was collaboration score of the participants employed in a district where
the compensation model was being used. The criterion variable in the fourth null hypothesis was
collaboration score of the participants employed in a district where the compensation model was
not being used. In both instances the predictor variables were position type, building type, and
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years of experience. Using a multiple regression test with both null hypotheses was appropriate
because there was one criterion variable and at least two predictor variables.
Summary
Today, performance pay is prominent in public education. Many educators have strong
feelings toward performance pay. This study provides quantitative data on the perceptions
education professionals have about performance pay and the effects it has or has had on
professional development and collaboration. Included in this chapter are the design components
of the study. The purpose of the study, research questions, null hypotheses, description of the
sample, data collection procedures, and method of analysis were all design components.
The data collected from this study can be used by administrative leaders to make more
informed decisions in terms of professional development and collaboration. Leaders can use the
data to understand teacher perceptions about performance pay.
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA
The purpose of this study was to determine whether professional development and
collaboration practices are affected by performance pay in schools. The study focused the
educational positions of administrators and teachers. Also, the study explored whether there are
differences in perceptions based on whether participants were currently employed in a district
where performance pay had already been implemented versus those participants where
performance pay had not been implemented.
Descriptive Data
A total of 1,559 principals and teachers participated in the study. The number of years
the respondents had been in education ranged from 2 to 46 (M = 16.71, SD = 10.47). Of those
who participated, 163 were principals (10.5%), 1,139 were veteran teachers (73.1%), and 255
were beginning teachers (16.5%). A total of two (0.1%) participants did not report their current
position. Of those surveyed, 481 (30.9%) were men and 1,074 (68.9%) were women. A total of
four (0.3%) people did not report their gender. Participants were asked to identify their highest
level of degree obtained. Of those who participated 480 (30.8%) had bachelor’s degrees, 994
(63.8%) had master’s degrees, 49 (3.1%) had Ed.S. degrees, 35 (2.2%) had Ph.D.s, and one
(0.1%) participant did not report his or her highest level of degree obtained. Participants were
asked to describe their school buildings. A total of 663 (42.5%) responded their school buildings
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were elementary, 797 (51.1%) responded their school buildings were secondary, 97 (6.2%)
responded their buildings were both elementary and secondary and two (0.1%) participants did
not report their building types. Participants were asked to identify the number of students they
had in their current schools. A total of 33 (2.1%) reported they had 1-200 students, 309 (19.8%)
had 201-400 students, 478 (30.7%) had 401-600 students, 272 (17.4%) had 601-800 students,
150 (9.6%) had 801-1,000 students, and 316 (20.3%) had 1,001 or more students. One (0.1%)
participant did not report the number of students in his or her building. Participants were asked
what percentage of their school population was on free or reduced lunch. A total of 123 (7.9%)
reported 0%-20% free and reduced, 344 (22.1%) reported 21%-40% free and reduced, 487
(31.2%) reported 41%-60% free and reduced, 371 (23.8%) reported 61%-80% free and reduced,
and 228 (14.6%) reported 81% or higher free and reduced. A total of six (0.4%) participants did
not respond with their free and reduced population.
Participants were asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you devote to
professional development?” A total of 50 (3.2%) reported they did not devote any time to
professional development, 621 (39.8%) reported 1-3 hours, 530 (34.0%) reported 4-6 hours, 190
(12.2%) reported 7-9 hours, and 161 (10.3%) reported 10 or more hours. A total of seven (0.4%)
participants did not respond. Likewise, participants were asked, “On average, how many hours a
month do you devote to collaboration with colleagues?” A total of 35 (2.2%) responded no
hours were devoted to collaboration with colleagues, 452 (29.0%) reported 1-3 hours, 492
(31.6%) reported 4-6 hours, 203 (13.0%) reported 7-9 hours, and 376 (24.1%) reported 10 or
more hours. One (0.1%) participant did not respond to this question.
Participants were asked, “Is your school district currently using a new compensation
model (performance pay)?” A total of 1,053 (67.5%) of the respondents were currently working
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in a school district with a new compensation model and 505 (32.4%) of the respondents were
currently working in a school district without a new compensation model. One (0.1%)
participant did not respond. Also, participants were asked, “If you were to receive $2,000 in
performance pay would you act differently?” A total of 286 (18.3%) responded “yes” they
would act differently and 1,270 (81.5%) responded “no” they would not act differently. A total
of three (0.2%) participants did not respond.
Professional Development (Whole Sample)
A total of 1,559 respondents were asked to respond with level of agreement to six
statements concerning professional development. The level of agreements ranged from 1 to 6.
Strongly agree was a 6, agree was a 5, somewhat agree was a 4, somewhat disagree was a 3,
disagree was a 2, and strongly disagree was a 1. The first statement was, “Professional
development provided by my school district is meaningful.” A total of 95 (6.1%) responded
strongly agree, 382 (24.5%) responded agree, 528 (33.9%) responded somewhat agree, 221
(14.2%) responded somewhat disagree, 203 (13.0%) responded disagree, and 130 (8.3%)
responded strongly disagree. Second, participants were asked to respond with level of
agreement to “Professional development provided by my school district is practical.” A total of
82 (5.3%) responded strongly agree, 383 (24.6%) responded agree, 562 (36.0%) responded
somewhat agree, 241 (15.5%) responded somewhat disagree, 190 (12.2%) responded disagree,
and 101 (6.5%) responded strongly disagree. Third, participants were asked to identify their
level of agreement to “I seek out professional development opportunities in an effort to obtain
change on my district’s pay scale.” A total of 38 (2.4%) responded strongly agree, 114 (7.3%)
responded agree, 161 (10.3%) responded somewhat agree, 145 (9.3%) responded somewhat
disagree, 594 (38.1%) responded disagree, and 507 (32.5%) responded strongly disagree.
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Fourth, participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with this statement, “Teachers,
who are new to the profession and have a bachelor’s degree, should continue his or her education
and get a master’s degree.” A total of 223 (14.3%) responded strongly agree, 348 (22.3%)
responded agree, 378 (24.2%) responded somewhat agree, 182 (11.7%) responded somewhat
disagree, 237 (15.2%) responded disagree, and 191 (12.3%) responded strongly disagree. Fifth,
participants were asked, “The hours I currently invest in professional development will not
change if and when I get compensated due in part to performance of my students.” A total of
361 (23.2%) responded strongly agree, 697 (44.7%) responded agree, 272 (17.4%) responded
somewhat agree, 97 (6.2%) responded somewhat disagree, 99 (6.4%) responded disagree, and
33 (2.1%) responded strongly disagree. Last, participants were asked to respond with their level
of agreement to “I will continue to see out professional development opportunities with the sole
purpose of growing professionally not as a way to obtain more pay through a column change.”
A total of 604 (38.7%) responded strongly agree, 604 (38.7%) responded agree, 206 (13.2%)
responded somewhat agree, 56 (3.6%) responded somewhat disagree, 50 (3.2%) responded
disagree, and 39 (2.5%) responded strongly disagree. Each of the respondents answers were
added together to get a composite score based on professional development questions. A total of
six questions were asked with a M = 23.13 (SD = 4.16).
Collaboration (Whole Sample)
A total of 1,559 respondents were asked to respond with level of agreement to six
statements concerning collaboration. The level of agreements ranged from 1 to 6. Strongly
agree was a 6, agree was a 5, somewhat agree was a 4, somewhat disagree was a 3, disagree
was a 2, and strongly disagree was a 1. The first statement was, “Collaboration time provided by
my school district is meaningful.” A total of 190 (12.2%) responded strongly agree, 454
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(29.1%) responded agree, 466 (29.9%) responded somewhat agree, 159 (10.2%) responded
somewhat disagree, 172 (11.0%) responded disagree, and 118 (7.6%) responded strongly
disagree. Second, participants were asked to respond with level of agreement to “Collaboration
time provided by my school district is practical.” A total of 156 (10.0%) responded strongly
agree, 448 (28.7%) responded agree, 476 (30.5%) responded somewhat agree, 180 (11.5%)
responded somewhat disagree, 180 (11.5%) responded disagree, and 119 (7.6%) responded
strongly disagree. Third, participants were asked to identify their level of agreement to “I
collaborate with colleagues in an effort to grow professionally.” A total of 440 (28.2%)
responded strongly agree, 694 (44.5%) responded agree, 309 (19.8%) responded somewhat
agree, 57 (3.7%) responded somewhat disagree, 47 (3.0%) responded disagree, and 12 (0.8%)
responded strongly disagree. Fourth, participants were asked to rate their level of agreement
with this statement, “Collaboration, among teachers, is teacher driven and not forced upon
teachers by administration.” A total of 278 (17.8%) responded strongly agree, 487 (31.2%)
responded agree, 352 (22.6%) responded somewhat agree, 192 (12.3%) responded somewhat
disagree, 166 (10.6%) responded disagree, and 84 (5.4%) responded strongly disagree. Fifth,
participants were asked, “Collaboration is a vital part of my success as an educator.” A total of
592 (38.0%) responded strongly agree, 565 (36.2%) responded agree, 260 (16.7%) responded
somewhat agree, 58 (3.7%) responded somewhat disagree, 62 (4.0%) responded disagree, and
22 (1.4%) responded strongly disagree. Last, participants were asked to respond with their level
of agreement to “I plan to continue collaborating with colleagues when a new compensation
model is active in my district.” A total of 560 (35.9%) responded strongly agree, 736 (47.2%)
responded agree, 183 (11.7%) responded somewhat agree, 31 (2.0%) responded somewhat
disagree, 30 (1.9%) responded disagree, and 19 (1.2%) responded strongly disagree. Each of
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the respondents answers were added together to get a composite score based on collaboration
questions. A total of six questions were asked with a M = 27.02 (SD = 5.16).
Descriptive Statistics by Position Type (Principal)
A total of 163 principals participated in the study. The average years of experience for
principals had a M = 21.66 (SD = 9.01). Of those who were surveyed, 95 (58.3%) were men and
67 (41.1%) were women. One (0.6%) person did not report his or her gender. Principals were
asked to identify their highest level of degree obtained. Of those who participated one (0.6%)
had bachelor’s degrees, 108 (66.3%) had master’s degrees, 37 (22.7%) had Ed.S. degrees, and 17
(10.4%) had Ph.D.s. Principals were asked to report which building type best described their
building. A total of 86 (52.8%) responded their school buildings were elementary, 72 (44.2%)
responded their school buildings were secondary, and five (3.1%) responded their buildings were
both elementary and secondary. Principals were asked to identify the number of students they
had in their current schools. Seven (4.3%) reported they had 1-200 students, 41 (25.2%) had
201-400 students, 59 (36.2%) had 401-600 students, 25 (15.3%) had 601-800 students, 14 (8.6%)
had 801-1,000 students, and 17 (10.4%) had 1,001 or more students. Principals were asked what
percentage of their school population was on free or reduced lunch. A total of nine (5.5%)
reported 0%-20% free and reduced, 49 (30.1%) reported 21%-40% free and reduced, 49 (30.1%)
reported 41%-60% free and reduced, 38 (23.3%) reported 61%-80% free and reduced, and 18
(11.0%) reported 81% or higher free and reduced.
Principals were asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you devote to
professional development?” One (0.6%) reported he or she did not devote any time to
professional development, 59 (36.2%) reported 1-3 hours, 54 (33.1%) reported 4-6 hours, 29
(17.8%) reported 7-9 hours, and 20 (12.3%) reported 10 or more hours. Also, principals were
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asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you devote to collaboration with colleagues?”
A total of 1 (0.6%) responded no hours were devoted to collaboration with colleagues, 44
(27.0%) reported 1-3 hours, 49 (30.1%) reported 4-6 hours, 19 (11.7%) reported 7-9 hours, and
50 (30.7%) reported 10 or more hours.
Principals were asked, “Is your school district currently using a new compensation model
(performance pay)?” A total of 102 (62.6%) of the principals answered “yes,” and 61 (37.4%) of
the principals answered “no.” Principals were asked, “If you were to receive $2,000 in
performance pay, would you act differently?” A total of 29 (17.8%) responded “yes” they would
act differently, and 134 (82.2%) responded “no” they would not act differently.
All respondents within the sample were given a composite score for both professional
development and collaboration. These composite scores are the sum total of all the responses in
each section. In the principal group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite
score reflective of their professional development beliefs (M = 26.21, SD = 3.34). In the veteran
teacher group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite score reflective of their
professional development beliefs (M = 22.65, SD = 4.13). Also, in the principal group, a total of
six questions were asked to create a composite score reflective of their collaboration beliefs (M =
29.49, SD = 3.59). In the veteran teacher group, a total of six questions were asked to create a
composite score reflective of their collaboration beliefs (M = 26.54, SD = 5.29). The principal
group demonstrated higher levels of agreement in professional development and collaboration
beliefs than the veteran teacher group.
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Professional Development—Principal
When comparing principal responses on the meaningfulness of professional development
compared to the veteran teacher group, it is apparent that the principal group viewed this
question more favorably. In the principal group, 17.8% (n = 29) strongly agree that professional
development as meaningful versus 9.7% (n = 111) of the veteran teacher group. Among the
principals 51.5% (n = 84) agree that district professional development is meaningful as opposed
to only 20.0% (n = 228) of the veteran teachers surveyed (Table 1).
Table 1
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Meaningful—Principal
Statement

n

%

Strongly Agree

29

17.8

Agree

84

51.5

Somewhat Agree

34

20.9

Somewhat Disagree

7

4.3

Disagree

4

2.5

Strongly Disagree

5

3.1

When comparing principal responses on the practicality of professional development to
the veteran teacher group, it was apparent that the principal group viewed this question more
favorably. In the principal group, 18.4% (n = 30) strongly agree that professional development
is practical versus 3.2% (n = 37) of the veteran teacher group. Among the principals, 44.2% (n =
72) agree that district professional development is practical contrasted with only 21.5% (n =
245) of the veteran teacher group surveyed (Table 2).
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Table 2
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Practical—Principal
Statement

n

%

Strongly Agree

30

18.4

Agree

72

44.2

Somewhat Agree

42

25.8

Somewhat Disagree

10

6.1

Disagree

4

2.5

Strongly Disagree

5

3.1

When comparing whether principals seek out professional development opportunities to
obtain a change on their district’s pay scale to the veteran teacher group, it is apparent that the
principal group viewed this question more favorably. In the principal group, 44.8% (n = 73)
strongly agree that they sought out professional development as a way to change columns on
their district pay scale versus 2.2% (n = 25) of the veteran teacher group. Among the principals
only 4.3% (n = 7) somewhat agree that they sought out professional development as a way to
change columns on their district pay scale contrasted with 10.4% (n = 119) of the veteran group
surveyed (Table 3).
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Table 3
Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities in an Effort to Obtain a Change on my
District’s Pay Scale—Principal
Statement

n

%

Strongly Agree

6

3.7

Agree

7

4.3

Somewhat Agree

7

4.3

Somewhat Disagree

10

6.1

Disagree

60

36.8

Strongly Disagree

73

44.8

When comparing whether or not principals think new teachers should obtain a master’s
degree versus the veteran teacher group, the principal group and veteran teacher group responses
varied. The highest rated area for the principal group was agree with 30.1% (n = 49) versus the
highest rated area for the veteran teacher group was somewhat agree with 22.5% (n = 256). The
lowest rated area for the principal group was strongly disagree 3.7% (n = 6) versus the lowest
rated area for veteran teacher group was somewhat disagree 11.5% (n = 131) as shown in Table
4.
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Table 4
New Teachers Who Have a Bachelor’s Degree Should Get a Master’s Degree—Principal
Statement

n

%

Strongly Agree

45

27.6

Agree

49

30.1

Somewhat Agree

44

27.0

Somewhat Disagree

12

7.4

Disagree

7

4.3

Strongly Disagree

6

3.7

When comparing whether principals change the hours devoted to professional
development due to compensation models compared to the veteran teacher group, there were
similarities in the responses. In the principal group, 44.2% (n = 72) agree that they would not
change or had not changed the amount of time devoted to professional development because of
performance pay similarly the veteran teacher group which reported 44.7% (n = 509) agree.
Also, 6.7% (n = 11) of the principal group somewhat disagree with this statement which was
similar to the 5.2% (n = 59) of the veteran teacher group (Table 5).
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Table 5
Hours I Currently Invest in Professional Development Will Not Change if and When I Get
Compensated Due in Part to Student Performance—Principal
Statement

n

%

Strongly Agree

54

33.1

Agree

72

44.2

Somewhat Agree

17

22.7

Somewhat Disagree

11

6.7

Disagree

9

5.5

Strongly Disagree

0

0.0

When comparing whether principals sought out professional development with the sole
purpose to grow professionally not as a way to obtain more pay through a column change
compared to the veteran teacher group, there were similarities in the responses. Both groups had
strongly agree and agree as the most frequent responses chosen. In the principal group, 55.2%
(n = 90) strongly agree with this statement and 37.4% (n = 61) agree with the statement.
Likewise, the veteran teacher group reported 37.4% (n = 426) strongly agree and 38.1% (n =
434) reported they agree with the statement (Table 6).
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Table 6
I Will Continue to Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities to Grow Professionally—
Principal
Statement

n

%

Strongly Agree

90

55.2

Agree

61

37.4

Somewhat Agree

6

3.7

Somewhat Disagree

4

2.5

Disagree

2

1.2

Strongly Disagree

0

0.0

Collaboration
When comparing whether principals felt that collaboration time provided by their school
was meaningful compared to the veteran teacher group, there was some variation in the
responses. In the principal group, 44.8% (n = 73) agree of the collaboration time was
meaningful whereas 27.0% (n = 307) of the veteran teacher group agree with this statement.
When comparing the percentage of principals who somewhat agree that collaboration was
meaningful in their school to the veteran teacher group there were similar responses. In the
principal group, 25.8% (n = 42) somewhat agree with this statement and 30.2% (n = 344) of the
veteran teacher group somewhat agree (Table 7).
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Table 7
Collaboration is Meaningful—Principal
Statement

n

%

Strongly Agree

32

19.6

Agree

73

44.8

Somewhat Agree

42

25.8

Somewhat Disagree

4

2.5

Disagree

8

4.9

Strongly Disagree

4

2.5

When comparing principal responses on the practicality of collaboration compared to the
veteran teacher group, it was evident the principal group demonstrated higher levels of
agreement. In the principal group, 44.8% (n = 73) agree that collaboration time was practical
versus 26.5% (n = 302) of the veteran teacher group. Among the principals 18.4% (n = 30)
strongly agree that collaboration time was practical as opposed to 9.1% (n = 104) of the veteran
teacher group surveyed (Table 8).
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Table 8
Collaboration Time is Practical—Principal
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

30

18.4

Agree

73

44.8

Somewhat Agree

40

24.5

Somewhat Disagree

7

4.3

Disagree

9

5.5

Strongly Disagree

4

2.5

When comparing principal responses on collaboration in an effort to grow professionally
to the veteran teacher group, it was evident that the principal group demonstrated higher levels of
agreement. In the principal group, 53.4% (n = 87) agree that collaboration with colleagues was
to grow professionally and 43.5% (n = 495) of the veteran teacher group agree. Among the
principals 37.4% (n = 61) strongly agree that they collaborate with colleagues in an effort to
grow professionally as opposed to 25.8% (n = 294) of the veteran teacher group surveyed (Table
9).
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Table 9
Collaboration With Colleagues to Grow Professionally—Principal
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

61

37.4

Agree

87

53.4

Somewhat Agree

14

8.6

Somewhat Disagree

0

0.0

Disagree

1

0.6

Strongly Disagree

0

0.0

When comparing principal responses and veteran teacher group responses on whether
collaboration among teachers was teacher driven, there was some variation. In the principal
group, 8.6% (n = 14) strongly agree that collaboration time was teacher driven versus 18.0% (n
= 205) of the veteran teacher group. Among the principals 32.5% (n = 53) somewhat agree that
teacher collaboration was teacher driven as opposed to 21.6% (n = 246) of the veteran teacher
group surveyed (Table 10).
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Table 10
Teacher Collaboration is Teacher-Driven—Principal
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

14

8.6

Agree

61

37.4

Somewhat Agree

53

32.5

Somewhat Disagree

19

11.7

Disagree

11

6.7

5

3.1

Strongly Disagree

When comparing principal responses and veteran teacher group responses on
collaboration being a vital part of success of educators there was some variation within the
responses. In the principal group, 54.0% (n = 88) strongly agree that collaboration was vital to
the success of educators versus 34.0% (n = 387) of the veteran teacher group. Among the
principals 35.0% (n = 57) agree that collaboration was vital to the success of educators and
35.6% (n = 406) of the veteran teacher group also agree. Although these two percentages look
similar, it is important to note that this can be attributed to the majority of the principals casting
their response to the strongly agree column. To highlight the amount of variation in the
responses, the percentage of the principal group that agree or strongly agree was 90.2%
compared to the whole group response of 74.2% (Table 11).
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Table 11
Collaboration is a Vital Part of my Success as an Educator—Principal
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

88

54.0

Agree

57

35.0

Somewhat Agree

16

9.8

Somewhat Disagree

1

0.6

Disagree

1

0.6

Strongly Disagree

0

0.0

When comparing principal responses and veteran teacher group responses on whether
collaboration would continue with new compensations models in the respondents’ school
districts there was some variation in the response of strongly agree. The principals responded
with 52.1% (n = 85) strongly agreeing as opposed to 32.9% (n = 375) of the veteran teacher
group. In the principal group, 40.5% (n = 66) agree that collaboration time would continue
versus 48.1% (n = 548) of the veteran teacher group. Although these two percentages look
similar, it is important to note that this can be attributed to the majority of the principals who
agreed with the statement to some degree. To highlight the amount of variation in the responses,
the percentage of the principal group that agree or strongly agree was 92.7% compared to the
whole group response of 83.1% (Table 12).
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Table 12
Collaboration Will Continue With Compensation Models—Principal
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

85

52.1

Agree

66

40.5

Somewhat Agree

7

4.3

Somewhat Disagree

0

0.0

Disagree

3

1.8

Strongly Disagree

2

1.2

Descriptive Statistics by Position (Beginning Teacher)
A total of 255 beginning teachers participated in the study. The average years of
experience for beginning teachers had a M = 3.52 (SD = 1.08). For the purpose of this study,
beginning teachers were defined as teaching five or less years. Of those who were surveyed, 68
(26.7%) were men and 187 (73.3%) were women. Beginning teachers were asked to identify
their highest level of degree obtained. Of those who participated, 194 (76.1%) had bachelor’s
degrees, 59 (23.1%) had master’s degrees, and two (0.8%) had Ph.D.s. Beginning teachers were
asked to report their building type. A total of 110 (43.1%) responded their school buildings were
elementary, 127 (49.8%) responded their school buildings were secondary, and 18 (7.1%)
responded their buildings were both elementary and secondary. Beginning teachers were asked
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to identify the number of students they had in their current schools. Nine (3.5%) reported they
had 1-200 students, 57 (22.4%) had 201-400 students, 79 (31.0%) had 401-600 students, 41
(16.1%) had 601-800 students, 25 (9.8%) had 801-1,000 students, and 44 (17.3%) had 1,001 or
more students. Beginning teachers were asked what percentage of their school population was
on free or reduced lunch. A total of 24 (9.4%) reported 0%-20% free and reduced, 47 (18.4%)
reported 21%-40% free and reduced, 66 (25.9%) reported 41%-60% free and reduced, 63
(24.7%) reported 61%-80% free and reduced, and 53 (20.8%) reported 81% or higher free and
reduced. A total of two (0.8%) people did not report the percentage of students on free and
reduced lunch.
Beginning teachers were asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you devote to
professional development?” A total of eight (3.1%) reported they did not devote any time to
professional development, 95 (37.3%) reported 1-3 hours, 87 (34.1%) reported 4-6 hours, 34
(13.3%) reported 7-9 hours, and 29 (11.4%) reported 10 or more hours. A total of two (0.8%)
people did not report the number of hours a month they devote to professional development.
Also, beginning teachers were asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you devote to
collaboration with colleagues?” A total of five (2.0%) responded no hours were devoted to
collaboration with colleagues, 61 (23.9%) reported 1-3 hours, 81 (31.8%) reported 4-6 hours, 42
(16.5%) reported 7-9 hours, and 66 (25.9%) reported 10 or more hours.
Beginning teachers were asked, “Is your school district currently using a new
compensation model (performance pay)?” A total of 173 (67.8%) of the beginning teachers
answered “yes” and 82 (32.2%) of the beginning teachers answered no. Beginning teachers were
asked, “If you were to receive $2,000 in performance pay would you act differently?” A total of

68
74 (29.0%) responded yes they would act differently, and 181 (71.0%) responded no they would
not act differently.
All respondents within the sample were given a composite score for both professional
development and collaboration. These composite scores were the sum total of all the responses
in each section. In the beginning teacher group, a total of six questions were asked to create a
composite score reflective of their professional development beliefs (M = 23.27, SD = 3.86). In
the veteran teacher group, the same six questions were asked to create a composite score
reflective of their professional development beliefs (M = 22.65, SD = 4.13). Also, in the
beginning teacher group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite score
reflective of their collaboration beliefs (M = 27.57, SD = 4.86). In the veteran teacher group, the
same six questions were asked to create a composite score reflective of their collaboration beliefs
(M = 26.54, SD = 5.29). The beginning teacher group demonstrated higher levels of agreement
in professional development and collaboration beliefs than the veteran teacher group.
Professional Development—Beginning Teacher
When comparing beginning teacher responses on the meaningfulness of professional
development compared to the veteran teacher group, there was variation. In the beginning
teacher group, 13.7% (n = 35) somewhat disagree that professional development was meaningful
and 15.6% (n = 178) of the veteran teacher group somewhat disagree. Among the beginning
teachers, 38.0% (n = 97) somewhat agree that professional development was meaningful and
34.9% (n = 528) of the veteran teacher group surveyed somewhat agree (Table 13).
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Table 13
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Meaningful—Beginning Teacher
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

15

5.9

Agree

69

27.1

Somewhat Agree

97

38.0

Somewhat Disagree

35

13.7

Disagree

25

9.8

Strongly Disagree

14

5.5

When comparing beginning teacher responses on the practicality of professional
development to the veteran teacher group, there is some variation. In the beginning teacher
group, 25.9% (n = 66) agree and 21.5% (n = 245) of the veteran teacher group agree. Among
the beginning teachers 42.0% (n = 107) somewhat agree that professional development is
practical but only 36.3% (n = 413) of the veteran teacher group surveyed somewhat agree (Table
14).
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Table 14
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Practical—Beginning Teacher
Answer

f

%

Strongly Agree

14

5.5

Agree

66

25.9

107

42.0

Somewhat Disagree

33

12.9

Disagree

23

9.0

Strongly Disagree

12

4.7

Somewhat Agree

When comparing whether beginning teachers sought out professional development
opportunities to obtain a change on their district’s pay scale compared to the veteran teacher
group, it was evident that veteran teachers demonstrated higher levels of disagreement. In the
beginning teacher group, 24.7% (n = 63) strongly disagree whereas 32.5% (n = 370) of the
veteran teacher group strongly disagree. In the beginning teacher group, 34.9% (n = 89)
disagree they would seek out professional development opportunities in an effort to obtain a
change on their district’s pay scale and 39.1% (n = 445) of the veteran teacher group disagree
(Table 15).
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Table 15
Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities in an Effort to Obtain a Change on my
District’s Pay Scale—Beginning Teacher
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

7

2.7

Agree

26

10.2

Somewhat Agree

35

13.7

Somewhat Disagree

35

13.7

Disagree

89

34.9

Strongly Disagree

63

24.7

When comparing whether or not beginning teachers think new teachers should obtain a
master’s degree versus the veteran teacher group, there was a slight variation. In the beginning
teacher group, 15.3% (n = 39) somewhat disagree new teachers should obtain a master’s degrees
but 11.5% (n = 131) of the veteran teacher group responded somewhat disagree. In the
beginning teacher group, 30.6% (n = 78) somewhat agree new teachers should obtain a master’s
degrees and only 22.5% (n = 256) of the veteran teacher group somewhat agree (Table 16).
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Table 16
New Teachers Who Have a Bachelor’s Degree Should Get a Master’s Degree—Beginning
Teacher
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

22

8.6

Agree

45

17.6

Somewhat Agree

78

30.6

Somewhat Disagree

39

15.3

Disagree

35

13.7

Strongly Disagree

36

14.1

When comparing whether beginning teachers would change the hours devoted to
professional development because of compensation models to the veteran teacher group, there
was variation in the responses. In the beginning teacher group, 45.1% (n = 115) agree.
Similarly, the veteran teacher group reported 44.7% (n = 509) agree. Also, 14.5% (n = 37) of
beginning teachers strongly disagree with the statement and only 2.3% (n = 26) of the veteran
teacher group strongly disagree (Table 17).
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Table 17
Hours I Currently Invest in Professional Development Will Not Change if and When I Get
Compensated Due in Part to Student Performance—Beginning Teacher
Answer

n

%

37

14.5

115

45.1

Somewhat Agree

51

20.0

Somewhat Disagree

27

10.6

Disagree

18

7.1

7

2.7

Strongly Agree
Agree

Strongly Disagree

When comparing whether beginning teachers sought out professional development with
the sole purpose of growing professionally not as a way to obtain more pay through a column
change to the veteran teacher group, there was slight variation in the responses. In the beginning
teacher group, 42.4% (n = 108) agree whereas 38.1% (n = 434) of the veteran teacher group
agree with the statement. The beginning teacher group reported 34.1% (n = 87) strongly agree
and 37.4% (n = 426) of the whole group reported they strongly agree (Table 18).
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Table 18
I Will Continue to Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities to Grow Professionally—
Beginning Teacher
Answer

n

%

87

34.1

108

42.4

Somewhat Agree

38

14.9

Somewhat Disagree

12

4.7

Disagree

7

2.7

Strongly Disagree

3

1.2

Strongly Agree
Agree

Collaboration
When comparing whether beginning teachers felt that collaboration time provided by
their school was meaningful to the veteran teacher group, there were similarities in the responses.
In the beginning teacher group, 31.4% (n = 80) somewhat agree and 30.2% (n = 344) of the
veteran teacher group reported somewhat agree. In the beginning teacher group, 28.6% (n = 73)
agree with this statement and 27.0% (n = 307) of the veteran teacher group agree (Table 19).
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Table 19
Collaboration is Meaningful—Beginning Teacher
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

28

11.0

Agree

73

28.6

Somewhat Agree

80

31.4

Somewhat Disagree

34

13.3

Disagree

23

9.0

Strongly Disagree

17

6.7

When comparing beginning teacher responses on the practicality of collaboration
compared to the veteran teacher group responses were similar. In the beginning teacher group,
7.5% (n = 19) strongly disagree and similarly 8.3% (n = 95) of the veteran teacher group
strongly disagree. Among the beginning teachers 28.2% (n = 72) agree that collaboration time
is practical and 26.5% (n = 302) of the veteran teacher group agree (Table 20).
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Table 20
Collaboration Time is Practical—Beginning Teacher
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

22

8.6

Agree

72

28.2

Somewhat Agree

85

33.3

Somewhat Disagree

36

14.1

Disagree

21

8.2

Strongly Disagree

19

7.5

When comparing beginning teacher responses on collaboration in an effort to grow
professionally to the veteran teacher group, there was variation. In the beginning teacher group,
43.5% (n = 111) agree that collaboration with colleagues was to grow professionally and 43.5%
(n = 495) of the veteran group agree. However, in the beginning teacher group, only 16.9% (n =
43) somewhat agree and 22.1% (n = 252) of the veteran teacher group somewhat agree (Table
21).
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Table 21
Collaboration With Colleagues to Grow Professionally—Beginning Teacher
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

84

32.9

111

43.5

Somewhat Agree

43

16.9

Somewhat Disagree

11

4.3

Disagree

4

1.6

Strongly Disagree

2

0.8

Agree

When comparing beginning teacher responses and veteran teacher group responses on
whether collaboration among teachers was teacher driven, there were slight variations. In the
beginning teacher responses, only 7.8% (n = 20) disagree that collaboration time was teacher
driven and 11.9% (n = 135) of the veteran teacher group disagree. Among the beginning
teachers 28.6% (n = 73) agree that teacher collaboration was teacher driven and 30.9% (n = 352)
agree (Table 22).

78
Table 22
Teacher Collaboration is Teacher-Driven—Beginning Teacher
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

58

22.7

Agree

73

28.6

Somewhat Agree

53

20.8

Somewhat Disagree

41

16.1

Disagree

20

7.8

Strongly Disagree

10

3.9

When comparing beginning teacher responses and veteran teacher group responses on
collaboration being a vital part of success of educators, it was evident that beginning teachers
demonstrated higher levels of agreement. In the beginning teacher group, 45.5% (n = 116)
strongly agree that collaboration was vital to the success of educators but only 34.0% (n = 387)
of the veteran teacher group strongly agree. Among the beginning teacher group only 9.0% (n =
23) somewhat agree; however, 19.4% (n = 221) of the veteran teacher group somewhat agree
(Table 23).
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Table 23
Collaboration is a Vital Part of my Success as an Educator—Beginning Teacher
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

116

45.5

Agree

101

39.6

23

9.0

Somewhat Disagree

7

2.7

Disagree

6

2.4

Strongly Disagree

2

0.8

Somewhat Agree

When comparing beginning teacher responses and veteran teacher group responses on
whether collaboration would continue with new compensations models in the respondents’
school districts, there was variation in the responses. The beginning teachers responded 38.8%
(n = 99) strongly agree that collaboration would continue and the veteran teacher group
responded only 32.9% (n = 375). In the beginning teacher group, 47.8% (n = 122) agree that
collaboration time would continue and 48.1% (n = 548) of the veteran teacher group agree Table
24).
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Table 24
Collaboration Will Continue With Compensation Models—Beginning Teacher
Answer

n

%

99

38.8

122

47.8

20

7.8

Somewhat Disagree

4

1.6

Disagree

5

2.0

Strongly Disagree

5

2.0

Strongly Agree
Agree
Somewhat Agree

Building Type Descriptive Statistics (Elementary)
A total of 663 elementary buildings participated in the study. The years of the experience
among educators in buildings ranged from 2 to 46 (M = 17.01, SD = 10.35). Of those who were
surveyed, 98 (14.8%) were men and 564 (85.1%) were women. One (0.2%) person did not
report gender. Those who completed the survey from elementary buildings were asked to
identify their highest level of degree obtained. Of those who participated, 202 (30.5%) had
bachelor’s degrees, 428 (64.6%) had master’s degrees, 24 (3.6%) had Ed.S. degrees, and eight
(1.2%) had Ph.D.s. One (0.2%) person did not report highest level of degree obtained. Those
who completed the survey from an elementary building were asked to identify the number of
students they had in their current school. A total of 11 (1.7%) reported they had 1-200 students,
193 (29.1%) had 201-400 students, 297 (44.8%) had 401-600 students, 113 (17.0 %) had 601800 students, 41 (6.2%) had 801-1,000 students, and eight (1.2%) had 1,001 or more students.
Those who completed the survey from elementary buildings were asked what percentage of their
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school population was on free or reduced lunch. A total of 47 (7.1%) reported 0%-20% free and
reduced, 123 (18.6%) reported 21%-40% free and reduced, 174 (26.2%) reported 41%-60% free
and reduced, 172 (25.9%) reported 61%-80% free and reduced, 145 (21.9%) reported 81% or
higher free and reduced and two (0.3%) people did not report the percentage of students on free
and reduced lunch.
Those who completed the survey from elementary buildings were asked, “On average,
how many hours a month do you devote to professional development?” A total of 16 (2.4%)
reported they did not devote any time to professional development, 267 (40.3%) reported 1-3
hours, 242 (36.5%) reported 4-6 hours, 76 (11.5%) reported 7-9 hours, and 58 (8.7%) reported
10 or more hours. A total of four (0.6%) people did not report the number of hours a month they
devoted to professional development. Also, those who completed the survey from elementary
buildings were asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you devote to collaboration
with colleagues?” A total of five (0.8%) responded no hours were devoted to collaboration with
colleagues, 149 (22.5%) reported 1-3 hours, 241 (36.3%) reported 4-6 hours, 95 (14.3%)
reported 7-9 hours, and 173 (26.1%) reported 10 or more hours.
Those who completed the survey from elementary buildings were asked, “Is your school
district currently using a new compensation model (performance pay)?” A total of 459 (69.2%)
of the elementary principals and teachers answered yes, 203 (30.6%) of the beginning teachers
answered no, and one (0.2%) person did not answer this question. Those who completed the
survey from elementary buildings were asked, “If you were to receive $2,000 in performance
pay, would you act differently?” A total of 103 (15.5%) responded yes they would act
differently, 559 (84.3%) responded no they would not act differently, and one (0.2%) person did
not answer this question.
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All respondents within the sample were given a composite score for both professional
development and collaboration. These composite scores were the sum total of all the responses
in each section. In the whole group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite
score reflective of their professional development beliefs (M = 23.13, SD = 4.16). In the
elementary building group, the same six questions were asked to create a composite score
reflective of their professional development beliefs (M = 23.76, SD = 3.97). Also, in the whole
group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite score reflective of their
collaboration beliefs (M = 27.02, SD = 5.16). In the elementary building group, the same six
questions were asked to create a composite score reflective of their collaboration beliefs (M =
28.07, SD = 4.97).
Professional Development
When comparing elementary building group responses on the meaningfulness of
professional development to the whole group, there were variations. In the elementary building
group, 35.0% (n = 232) somewhat agree that professional development was meaningful and
33.9% (n = 528) of the whole group somewhat agree. Among the elementary building responses
29.3% (n = 194) agree that professional development was meaningful, and 24.5% (n = 382) of
the whole group agree (Table 25).
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Table 25
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Meaningful—Elementary Building
Answer
Strongly Agree

n

%

49

7.4

Agree

194

29.3

Somewhat Agree

232

35.0

Somewhat Disagree

87

13.1

Disagree

58

8.7

Strongly Disagree

43

6.5

When comparing elementary building group responses on the practicality of professional
development to the whole group, it was evident that elementary building groups demonstrated
higher levels of agreement with the statement. In the elementary building group, 28.4% (n =
188) agree that professional development was practical and only 24.6% (n = 383) of the whole
group agree. Among the elementary building group responses 8.4% (n = 56) disagree that
professional development is practical but 12.2% (n = 190) of the whole group disagree (Table
26).
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Table 26
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Practical—Elementary Building
Answer

n

%

41

6.2

Agree

188

28.4

Somewhat Agree

254

38.3

Somewhat Disagree

93

14.0

Disagree

56

8.4

Strongly Disagree

31

4.7

Strongly Agree

When comparing whether elementary building groups sought out professional
development opportunities to obtain a change on their district’s pay scale to the whole group,
there were similarities. In the elementary building group, 32.4% (n = 215) strongly disagree that
they sought out professional development opportunities in an effort to obtain a change on their
district’s pay scale and 32.5% (n = 507) of the whole group strongly disagree. In the elementary
building group, 39.4% (n = 261) disagree and 38.1% (n = 594) of the whole group disagree
(Table 27).
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Table 27
I seek out Professional Development Opportunities in an Effort to Obtain a Change on my
District’s Pay Scale—Elementary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

19

2.9

Agree

52

7.8

Somewhat Agree

73

11.0

Somewhat Disagree

43

6.5

Disagree

261

39.4

Strongly Disagree

215

32.4

When comparing whether or not elementary building group thought new teachers should
obtain master’s degrees versus the whole group surveyed, the elementary building group and the
whole group responded similar. In the elementary building group, 16.0% (n = 106) disagree that
new teachers should obtain master’s degrees, and 15.2% (n = 237) of the whole group disagree.
In the elementary building group, 24.9% (n = 165) somewhat agree similar to 24.2% (n = 378) of
the whole group who responded somewhat agree. Also, 14.3% (n = 95) of the elementary
building respondents replied that they strongly agree that new teachers should obtain master’s
degrees. Similarly, 14.3% (n = 223) of the whole group responded strongly agree (Table 28).
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Table 28
New Teachers Who Have a Bachelor’s Degree Should Get a Master’s Degree—Elementary
Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

95

14.3

Agree

140

21.1

Somewhat Agree

165

24.9

77

11.6

106

16.0

80

12.1

Somewhat Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

When comparing whether elementary building groups would change the hours devoted to
professional development because of compensation models to the whole group, there was some
variation in the responses. In the elementary building group, 46.2% (n = 306) agree that they
would not change or have not changed the amount of time devoted to professional development
because of performance pay whereas the whole group reported 44.7% (n = 697) agree. Also,
4.8% (n = 32) of elementary building groups and 6.2% (n = 97) of the whole group somewhat
disagree with this statement (Table 29).
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Table 29
Hours I Currently Invest in Professional Development Will Not Change if and When I Get
Compensated Due in Part to Student Performance—Elementary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

167

25.2

Agree

306

46.2

Somewhat Agree

110

16.6

Somewhat Disagree

32

4.8

Disagree

35

5.3

Strongly Disagree

13

2.0

When comparing whether elementary building groups sought out professional
development with the sole purpose to grow professionally not as a way to obtain more pay
through a column change to the whole group, there was variation in the responses. In the
elementary building group, 35.9% (n = 238) agree with this statement whereas 38.7% (n = 604)
of the whole group agree. The elementary building group reported 44.5% (n = 295) strongly
agree with this statement and only 38.7% (n = 604) of the whole group strongly agree (Table
30).
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Table 30
I Will Continue to Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities to Grow Professionally—
Elementary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

295

44.5

Agree

238

35.9

Somewhat Agree

79

11.9

Somewhat Disagree

19

2.9

Disagree

18

2.7

Strongly Disagree

14

2.1

Collaboration
When comparing whether elementary building groups felt that collaboration time
provided by their school was meaningful to the whole group, there were slight variations. In the
elementary building groups, 27.9% (n = 185) somewhat agree that collaboration time was
meaningful, and 29.9% (n = 466) of the whole group somewhat agree. In the elementary
building group, 16.6% (n = 110) strongly agree with this statement whereas only 12.2% (n =
190) of the whole group strongly agree (Table 31).
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Table 31
Collaboration is Meaningful—Elementary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

110

16.6

Agree

218

32.9

Somewhat Agree

185

27.9

Somewhat Disagree

58

8.7

Disagree

63

9.5

Strongly Disagree

29

4.4

When comparing elementary building group responses on the practicality of collaboration
to the whole group responses, there were variations. In the elementary building group, 13.9% (n
= 92) strongly agree that collaboration time was practical; however, only 10.0% (n = 156) of the
whole group strongly agree. Among the elementary building groups, 32.0% (n = 212) agree
with the statement whereas 28.7% (n = 448) of the whole group agree (Table 32).

90
Table 32
Collaboration Time is Practical—Elementary Building
Answer

n

%

92

13.9

Agree

212

32.0

Somewhat Agree

203

30.6

Somewhat Disagree

63

9.5

Disagree

59

8.9

Strongly Disagree

34

5.1

Strongly Agree

When comparing elementary building group responses on collaboration in an effort to
grow professionally to the whole group, it was evident that elementary building groups
demonstrated higher levels of agreement. In the elementary building group, 35.0% (n = 232)
strongly agree that collaboration with colleagues helped educators grow professionally;
however, only 28.2% (n = 440) of the whole group strongly agree. In elementary building group
14.2% (n = 94) somewhat agree with the statement and 19.8% (n = 309) of the whole group
somewhat agree (Table 33).
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Table 33
Collaboration With Colleagues to Grow Professionally—Elementary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

232

35.0

Agree

290

43.7

Somewhat Agree

94

14.2

Somewhat Disagree

22

3.3

Disagree

19

2.9

6

0.9

Strongly Disagree

When comparing elementary building group responses and whole group responses on
whether collaboration among teachers was teacher driven, the responses were similar.
Elementary building groups respondents replied 10.3% (n = 68) of the time that they disagree
that collaboration time was teacher driven and, similarly, 10.6% (n = 166) of the whole group
disagree. Among the elementary building groups, 31.7% (n = 210) agree with the statement and
31.2% (n = 487) of the whole group agree (Table 34).
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Table 34
Teacher Collaboration is Teacher-Driven—Elementary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

132

19.9

Agree

210

31.7

Somewhat Agree

141

21.3

Somewhat Disagree

85

12.8

Disagree

68

10.3

Strongly Disagree

27

4.1

When comparing elementary building responses and whole group responses on
collaboration being a vital part of success of educators, there was variation in responses. In the
elementary building group, 45.1% (n = 299) strongly agree that collaboration was vital to the
success of educators, but only 38.0% (n = 592) of the whole group strongly agree. Among the
elementary building groups, 13.6% (n = 90) somewhat agree with the statement whereas 16.7%
(n = 260) of the whole group somewhat agree (Table 35).
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Table 35
Collaboration is a Vital Part of my Success as an Educator—Elementary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

299

45.1

Agree

233

35.1

Somewhat Agree

90

13.6

Somewhat Disagree

19

2.9

Disagree

18

2.7

4

0.6

Strongly Disagree

When comparing elementary building responses and whole group responses on whether
collaboration would continue with new compensations models in the respondents’ school
districts, there was variation in the responses. The elementary building groups responded 43.1%
(n = 286) strongly agree that collaboration would continue whereas only 35.9% (n = 560) of the
whole group strongly agree. In the elementary building group, 43.7% (n = 290) agree with the
statement and 47.2% (n = 736) of the whole group responded agree Table 36).
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Table 36
Collaboration Will Continue With Compensation Models—Elementary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

286

43.1

Agree

290

43.7

60

9.0

8

1.2

11

1.7

8

1.2

Somewhat Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Building Type Descriptive Statistics (Secondary)
A total of 797 secondary buildings participated in the study. The years of the experience
among those educators in the building ranged from 2 to 45 (M = 16.45, SD = 10.47). Of those
who were surveyed, 363 (45.5%) were men and 432 (54.2%) were women. A total of two
(0.3%) people did not report gender. Those completing the survey from secondary buildings
were asked to identify their highest level of degree obtained. Of those who participated 242
(30.4%) had bachelor’s degrees, 509 (63.9%) had master’s degrees, 22 (2.8%) had Ed.S. degrees,
and 24 (3.0%) had Ph.D.s. Those completing the survey from secondary building groups were
asked to identify the number of students they had in their current school. A total of 15 (1.9%)
reported they had 1-200 students, 103 (12.9%) had 201-400 students, 154 (19.3%) had 401-600
students, 135 (16.9%) had 601-800 students, 99 (12.4%) had 801-1,000 students, and 291
(36.5%) had 1,001 or more students. Those completing the survey from secondary building
groups were asked what percentage of their school population was on free or reduced lunch. A
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total of 65 (8.2%) reported 0%-20% free and reduced, 200 (25.1%) reported 21%-40% free and
reduced, 285 (35.8%) reported 41%-60% free and reduced, 180 (22.6%) reported 61%-80% free
and reduced, 64 (8.0%) reported 81% or higher free and reduced, and three (0.4%) people did not
report the percentage of students on free and reduced lunch.
Those completing the survey from secondary building groups were asked, “On average,
how many hours a month do you devote to professional development?” A total of 30 (3.8%)
reported they did not devote any time to professional development, 321 (40.3%) reported 1-3
hours, 250 (31.4%) reported 4-6 hours, 103 (12.9%) reported 7-9 hours, 91 (11.4%) reported 10
or more hours, and two (0.3%) people did not report the number of hours a month they devoted
to professional development. Also, those completing the survey from secondary building groups
were asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you devote to collaboration with
colleagues?” A total of 29 (3.6%) responded no hours were devoted to collaboration with
colleagues, 276 (34.6%) reported 1-3 hours, 227 (28.5%) reported 4-6 hours, 94 (11.8%)
reported 7-9 hours, and 170 (21.3%) reported 10 or more hours. One (0.1%) person did not
report how many hours a month he or she devotes to collaboration.
Those completing the survey from secondary building groups were asked, “Is your school
district currently using a new compensation model (performance pay)?” A total of 536 (67.3%)
of secondary building group answered yes, and 261 (32.7%) of the secondary building group
answered no. Those completing the survey from secondary buildings were asked, “If you were
to receive $2,000 in performance pay would you act differently?” A total of 165 (20.7%)
responded yes they would act differently, and 630 (79.0%) responded no they would not act
differently. A total of two (0.3%) people did not answer this question.
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All respondents within the sample were given a composite score for both professional
development and collaboration. These composite scores were the sum total of all the responses
in each section. In the whole group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite
score reflective of their professional development beliefs (M = 23.13, SD = 4.16). In the
secondary building group, the same six questions were asked to create a composite score
reflective of their professional development beliefs (22.54, SD = 4.24). Also, in the whole
group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite score reflective of their
collaboration beliefs (M = 27.02, SD = 5.16). In the secondary building group, the same six
questions were asked to create a composite score reflective of their collaboration beliefs (M =
26.01, SD = 5.18).
Professional Development
When comparing secondary building group responses on the meaningfulness of
professional development to the whole group, there were variations. In the secondary building
group, 20.6% (n = 164) indicated they agree that professional development is meaningful as
opposed to 24.5% (n = 382) of the whole group. In the secondary building group responses,
16.8% (n = 134) disagree that professional development was meaningful whereas 13.0% (n =
203) of the whole group disagree (Table 37).
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Table 37
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Meaningful—Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

42

5.3

Agree

164

20.6

Somewhat Agree

256

32.1

Somewhat Disagree

120

15.1

Disagree

134

16.8

81

10.2

Strongly Disagree

When comparing secondary building group responses on the practicality of professional
development to the whole group, there was variation. In the secondary building group, only
21.3% (n = 170) agree that professional development was practical whereas 24.6% (n = 383) of
the whole group agree. Among the secondary building group responses, 15.4% (n = 123)
disagree that professional development was practical but only 12.2% (n = 190) of the whole
group disagree (Table 38).
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Table 38
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Practical—Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

35

4.4

Agree

170

21.3

Somewhat Agree

267

33.5

Somewhat Disagree

138

17.3

Disagree

123

15.4

64

8.0

Strongly Disagree

When comparing whether secondary building groups seek out professional development
opportunities to obtain a change on their district’s pay scale to the whole group, there were
similarities. In the secondary building group, 32.9% (n = 262) strongly disagree that they would
seek out professional development opportunities in an effort to obtain a change on their district’s
pay scale, and 32.5% (n = 507) of the whole group strongly disagree. In the secondary building
group, 37.8% (n = 301) disagree with the statement and 38.1% (n = 594) of the whole group
disagree (Table 39).
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Table 39
I Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities in an Effort to Obtain a Change on my
District’s Pay Scale—Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

17

2.1

Agree

51

6.4

Somewhat Agree

78

9.8

Somewhat Disagree

88

11.0

Disagree

301

37.8

Strongly Disagree

262

32.9

When comparing whether or not the secondary building groups thought new teachers
should obtain a master’s degree versus the whole group surveyed, the secondary building group
and the whole group responded similar. In the secondary building group, 15.1% (n = 120)
disagree that new teachers should obtain master’s degreess, and 15.2% (n = 237) of the whole
group disagree. In the secondary building group, 24.2% (n = 193) somewhat agree new teachers
should obtain master’s degrees, similar to 24.2% (n = 378) of the whole group who responded
somewhat agree. Also, 13.8% (n = 100) of the secondary building group respondents replied
that they strongly agree. Similarly, 14.3% (n = 223) of the whole group responded strongly
agree (Table 40).
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Table 40
New Teachers Who Have a Bachelor’s Degree Should Get a Master’s Degree—Secondary
Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

110

13.8

Agree

181

22.7

Somewhat Agree

193

24.2

94

11.8

120

15.1

99

12.4

Somewhat Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

When comparing whether secondary building groups would change the hours devoted to
professional development because of compensation models to the whole group, there were slight
variations in the responses. In the secondary building group, 21.2% (n = 169) strongly agree that
they would not change or had not changed the amount of time devoted to professional
development because of performance pay. The whole group reported 23.2% (n = 361) strongly
agree to the statement. Also, 7.2% (n = 57) of secondary building groups and 6.4% (n = 99) of
the whole group disagree with the statement (Table 41).
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Table 41
Hours I Currently Invest in Professional Development Will Not Change if and When I Get
Compensated Due in Part to Student Performance—Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

169

21.2

Agree

358

44.9

Somewhat Agree

141

17.7

Somewhat Disagree

56

7.0

Disagree

57

7.2

Strongly Disagree

16

2.0

When comparing whether secondary building groups sought out professional
development with the sole purpose to grow professionally not as a way to obtain more pay
through a column change to the whole group, there were variations in the responses. In the
secondary building group, 40.4% (n = 322) agree with the statement and 38.7% (n = 604) of the
whole group agree. The secondary building group reported only 34.3% (n = 273) strongly agree
with the statement, and 38.7% (n = 604) of the whole group reported strongly agree (Table 42).
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Table 42
I Will Continue to Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities to Grow Professionally—
Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

273

34.3

Agree

322

40.4

Somewhat Agree

115

14.4

Somewhat Disagree

32

4.0

Disagree

31

3.9

Strongly Disagree

24

3.0

Collaboration
When comparing whether secondary building groups felt that collaboration time provided
by their school was meaningful to the whole group, there were variations in the responses. In
secondary building groups, 10.7% (n = 85) strongly disagree with the statement, and 7.6% (n =
118) of the whole group strongly disagree. In the secondary building group, only 26.0% (n =
207) agree with the statement; however, 29.1% (n = 454) of the whole group agree. In the
secondary building group, only 8.4% (n = 67) strongly agree with the statement whereas 12.2%
(n = 190) of the whole group strongly agree (Table 43).
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Table 43
Collaboration is Meaningful—Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

67

8.4

Agree

207

26.0

Somewhat Agree

245

30.7

93

11.7

100

12.5

85

10.7

Strongly Agree

Somewhat Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

When comparing secondary building group responses on the practicality of collaboration
to the whole group, it was evident the whole group demonstrated higher levels of agreement. In
the secondary building group, only 6.5% (n = 10) strongly agree that collaboration time was
practical; however, 10.0% (n = 156) of the whole group strongly agree. Among the secondary
building groups, 14.4% (n = 115) disagree that collaboration time was practical, whereas only
11.5% (n = 180) of the whole group disagree (Table 44).

104
Table 44
Collaboration Time is Practical—Secondary Building
Answer
Strongly Agree

n

%

52

6.5

Agree

208

26.1

Somewhat Agree

241

30.2

Somewhat Disagree

102

12.8

Disagree

115

14.4

79

9.9

Strongly Disagree

When comparing secondary building group responses on collaboration in an effort to
grow professionally to the whole group, it was evident the whole group demonstrated higher
levels of agreement. In the secondary building group, only 23.0% (n = 183) strongly agree that
collaboration with colleagues helped educators grow professionally; however, 28.2% (n = 440)
of the whole group strongly agree. In secondary building group, 24.1% (n = 192) somewhat
agree with the statement; however, only 19.8% (n = 309) of the whole group somewhat agree
(Table 45).
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Table 45
Collaboration With Colleagues to Grow Professionally—Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

183

23.0

Agree

360

45.2

Somewhat Agree

192

24.1

Somewhat Disagree

29

3.6

Disagree

27

3.4

6

0.8

Strongly Disagree

When comparing secondary building group responses and whole group responses on
whether collaboration among teachers was teacher driven, there was some variation. In
secondary building groups, 6.8% (n = 54) reported they strongly disagree that collaboration time
was teacher driven and 5.4% (n = 84) of the whole group strongly disagree. Among the
secondary building group only 14.8% (n = 118) strongly agree that teacher collaboration was
teacher driven, whereas 17.8% (n = 278) of the whole group strongly agree (Table 46).
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Table 46
Teacher Collaboration is Teacher-Driven—Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

118

14.8

Agree

251

31.5

Somewhat Agree

183

23.0

Somewhat Disagree

101

12.7

Disagree

90

11.3

Strongly Disagree

54

6.8

When comparing secondary building group responses and whole group responses on
collaboration being a vital part of success of educators, it was evident the whole group
demonstrated higher levels of agreement. In the secondary building group, only 31.4% (n = 250)
strongly agree that collaboration was vital to the success of educators, but 38.0% (n = 592) of the
whole group strongly agree. Among the secondary building groups, 19.9% (n = 159) somewhat
agree with the statement, and 16.7% (n = 260) of the whole group somewhat agree (Table 47).
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Table 47
Collaboration is a Vital Part of my Success as an Educator—Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

250

31.4

Agree

293

36.8

Somewhat Agree

159

19.9

Somewhat Disagree

37

4.6

Disagree

43

5.4

Strongly Disagree

15

1.9

When comparing secondary building group responses and whole group responses on
whether collaboration would continue with new compensations models in the respondents’
school districts, there was variation. In the secondary building groups, only 29.0% (n = 231)
strongly agree that collaboration would continue; however, the whole group responded with
35.9% (n = 560) strongly agree. In the secondary building group, 50.4% (n = 402) agree that
collaboration time would continue, and 47.2% (n = 736) of the whole group responded with
agree (Table 48).

108
Table 48
Collaboration Will Continue With Compensation Models—Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

231

29.0

Agree

402

50.4

Somewhat Agree

112

14.1

Somewhat Disagree

22

2.8

Disagree

19

2.4

Strongly Disagree

11

1.4

Building Type Descriptive Statistics (Combined Elementary and Secondary)
A total of 97 people who were currently in a combined elementary and secondary schools
participated in the study. The years of the experience among those educators in the buildings
ranged from 2 to 44 (M = 16.61, SD = 11.40) years. Of those who were surveyed, 20 (20.6%)
were men, 76 (78.4%) were women, and one (1.0%) person did not report gender. Those
completing the survey from combined elementary and secondary buildings were asked to
identify their highest level of degree obtained. Of those who participated, 36 (37.1%) had
bachelor’s degrees, 55 (56.7%) had master’s degrees, three (3.1%) had Ed.S. degrees, and three
(3.1%) had Ph.D.s. Those completing the survey from combined elementary and secondary
buildings were asked to identify the number of students they had in their current school. A total
of 7 (7.2%) reported they had 1-200 students, 13 (13.4%) had 201-400 students, 27 (27.8%) had
401-600 students, 24 (24.7%) had 601-800 students, 10 (10.3%) had 801-1,000 students, and 16
(16.5%) had 1,001 or more students. Those completing the survey from combined elementary
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and secondary buildings were asked what percentage of their school population was on free or
reduced lunch. A total of 11 (11.3%) reported 0%-20% free and reduced, 21 (21.6%) reported
21%-40% free and reduced, 27 (27.8%) reported 41%-60% free and reduced, 19 (19.6%)
reported 61%-80% free and reduced, and 19 (19.6%) reported 81% or higher free and reduced.
Those completing the survey from combined elementary and secondary buildings were
asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you devote to professional development?” A
total of four (4.1%) reported they did not devote any time to professional development, 33
(34.0%) reported 1-3 hours, 38 (39.2%) reported 4-6 hours, 10 (10.3%) reported 7-9 hours, and
12 (12.4%) reported 10 or more hours. Also, those completing the survey from combined
elementary and secondary buildings were asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you
devote to collaboration with colleagues?” One (1.0%) responded no hours were devoted to
collaboration with colleagues, 27 (27.8%) reported 1-3 hours, 23 (23.7%) reported 4-6 hours, 13
(13.4%) reported 7-9 hours, and 33 (34.0%) reported 10 or more hours.
Those completing the survey from combined elementary and secondary building groups
were asked, “Is your school district currently using a new compensation model (performance
pay)?” A total of 57 (58.8%) of the combined elementary and secondary building group
answered yes, and 40 (41.2%) of the combined elementary and secondary building group
answered no. Those completing the survey from combined elementary and secondary building
groups were asked, “If you were to receive $2,000 in performance pay would you act
differently?” A total of 18 (18.6%) responded yes they would act differently, and 79 (81.4%)
responded no they would not act differently.
All respondents within the sample were given a composite score for both professional
development and collaboration. These composite scores were the sum total of all the responses
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in each section. In the whole group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite
score reflective of their professional development beliefs (M = 23.13, SD = 4.16). In the
combined elementary and secondary building group, the same six questions were asked to create
a composite score reflective of their professional development beliefs (M = 23.57, SD = 4.18).
Also, in the whole group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite score
reflective of their collaboration beliefs (M = 27.02, SD = 5.16). In the elementary building
group, the same six questions were asked to create a composite score reflective of their
collaboration beliefs (M = 28.08, SD = 4.66).
Professional Development
When comparing combined elementary and secondary building group responses on the
meaningfulness of professional development to the whole group, there were variations. In the
elementary and secondary building group, 10.3% (n = 10) disagree that professional
development as meaningful as opposed to 13.0% (n = 203) of the whole group. In the combined
elementary and secondary building group, 40.2% (n = 39) somewhat agree that professional
development was meaningful, whereas 33.9% (n = 528) of the whole group surveyed somewhat
agree (Table 49).

111
Table 49
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Meaningful—Combined
Elementary and Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

4

4.1

Agree

24

24.7

Somewhat Agree

39

40.2

Somewhat Disagree

14

14.4

Disagree

10

10.3

6

6.2

Strongly Disagree

When comparing combined elementary and secondary building group responses on the
practicality of professional development to the whole group, there was variation. In the
combined elementary and secondary building group, 42.3% (n = 41) somewhat agree that
professional development was practical, whereas 36.0% (n = 562) of the whole group somewhat
agree. Among the combined elementary and secondary building group, 10.3% (n = 155)
somewhat disagree with the statement, and 15.5% (n = 241) of the whole group somewhat
disagree (Table 50).
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Table 50
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Practical—Combined Elementary
and Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

6

6.2

Agree

24

24.7

Somewhat Agree

41

42.3

Somewhat Disagree

10

10.3

Disagree

10

10.3

6

6.2

Strongly Disagree

When comparing whether combined elementary and secondary building groups sought
out professional development opportunities to obtain a change on their district’s pay scale to the
whole group, there was variation. In the combined elementary and secondary building group,
32.0% (n = 31) disagree that they sought out professional development opportunities in an effort
to obtain a change on their district’s pay scale, but 38.1% (n = 594) of the whole group disagree.
In the combined elementary and secondary building group, 14.4% (n = 14) somewhat disagree
with the statement, whereas 9.3% (n = 145) of the whole group somewhat disagree (Table 51).
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Table 51
I Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities in an Effort to Obtain a Change on my
District’s Pay Scale—Combined Elementary and Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

2

2.1

Agree

10

10.3

Somewhat Agree

10

10.3

Somewhat Disagree

14

14.4

Disagree

31

32.0

Strongly Disagree

30

30.9

When comparing whether or not the combined elementary and secondary building group
believed new teachers should obtain master’s degrees versus the whole group surveyed, there
was variation. In the combined elementary and secondary building group, only 11.3% (n = 11)
disagree that new teachers should obtain master’s degrees, but 15.2% (n = 237) of the whole
group disagree. In the combined elementary and secondary building group, 19.6% (n = 19)
somewhat agree new teachers should obtain master’s degrees, and 24.2% (n = 378) of the whole
group somewhat agree. Also, 27.8% (n = 27) of the combined elementary and secondary
building respondents replied that they agree with the statement. However, only 22.3% (n = 348)
of the whole group responded agree (Table 52).
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Table 52
New Teachers Who Have a Bachelor’s Degree, Should Get a Master’s Degree—Combined
Elementary and Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

17

17.5

Agree

27

27.8

Somewhat Agree

19

19.6

Somewhat Disagree

11

11.3

Disagree

11

11.3

Strongly Disagree

12

12.4

When comparing whether combined elementary and secondary building groups would
change the hours devoted to professional development because of compensation models to the
whole group, there was variation in the responses. In the combined elementary and secondary
building group, 21.6% (n = 21) somewhat agree with the statement, whereas 17.4% (n = 272) of
the whole group somewhat agree. Also, only 33.0% (n = 32) of combined elementary and
secondary building groups agree with this statement, and 44.7% (n = 697) of the whole group
agree (Table 53).
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Table 53
Hours I Currently Invest in Professional Development Will Not Change if and When I Get
Compensated Due in Part to Student Performance—Combined Elementary and Secondary
Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

24

24.7

Agree

32

33.0

Somewhat Agree

21

21.6

Somewhat Disagree

9

9.3

Disagree

7

7.2

Strongly Disagree

4

4.1

When comparing whether combined elementary and secondary building groups sought
out professional development with the sole purpose to grow professionally not as a way to obtain
more pay through a column change compared to the whole group, there were mostly similarities.
The only variation noted was in the combined elementary and secondary building group 44.3%
(n = 43) agreed with this statement, but only 38.7% (n = 604) of the whole group agreed (Table
54).
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Table 54
I Will Continue to Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities to Grow Professionally—
Combined Elementary and Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

36

37.1

Agree

43

44.3

Somewhat Agree

11

11.3

Somewhat Disagree

5

5.2

Disagree

1

1.0

Strongly Disagree

1

1.0

Collaboration
When comparing whether combined elementary and secondary building groups felt that
collaboration time provided by their school was meaningful to the whole group, there was
variation in the responses. In the combined elementary and secondary building groups, 4.1% (n
= 4) strongly disagree that collaboration time was meaningful, and 7.6% (n = 118) of the whole
group strongly disagree. In the combined elementary and secondary building group, 35.1% (n =
34) somewhat agree with the statement; however, 29.9% (n = 466) of the whole group somewhat
agree (Table 55).

117
Table 55
Collaboration is Meaningful—Combined Elementary and Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

13

13.4

Agree

29

29.9

Somewhat Agree

34

35.1

Somewhat Disagree

8

8.2

Disagree

9

9.3

Strongly Disagree

4

4.1

When comparing combined elementary and secondary building group responses on the
practicality of collaboration compared to the whole group responses, there were variations. In
the combined elementary and secondary building group, 15.5% (n = 15) somewhat disagree that
collaboration time was practical; however, 11.5% (n = 180) of the whole group somewhat
disagree. Among the combined elementary and secondary building groups only 6.2% (n = 6)
disagree that with the statement; whereas, 11.5% (n = 180) of the whole group disagree (Table
56).
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Table 56
Collaboration Time is Practical—Combined Elementary and Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

12

12.4

Agree

26

26.8

Somewhat Agree

32

33.0

Somewhat Disagree

15

15.5

Disagree

6

6.2

Strongly Disagree

6

6.2

When comparing combined elementary and secondary building group responses on
collaboration in an effort to grow professionally to the whole group, most responses were varied.
In the combined elementary and secondary building group, 6.2% (n = 6) somewhat disagree that
collaboration with colleagues helped educators grow professionally; however, only 3.7% (n =
57) of the whole group somewhat disagree. In combined elementary and secondary building
group, 23.7% (n = 23) somewhat agree with the statement, but only 19.8% (n = 309) of the
whole group somewhat agree (Table 57).
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Table 57
Collaboration With Colleagues to Grow Professionally—Combined Elementary and Secondary
Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

25

25.8

Agree

42

43.3

Somewhat Agree

23

23.7

Somewhat Disagree

6

6.2

Disagree

1

1.0

Strongly Disagree

0

0.0

When comparing combined elementary and secondary building group responses and
whole group responses on whether collaboration among teachers was teacher driven, there was
variation. Among the combined elementary and secondary building group, 6.2% (n = 6)
somewhat disagree that teacher collaboration was teacher driven, whereas 12.3% (n = 192) of the
whole group somewhat disagree. In the combined elementary and secondary building groups,
28.9% (n = 28) somewhat agree with the statement, whereas 22.6% (n = 352) of the whole group
somewhat agree. Additionally, in the combined elementary and secondary building group 28.9%
(n = 28) strongly agree with the statement, whereas 17.8% (n = 278) of the whole group strongly
agree (Table 58).
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Table 58
Teacher Collaboration is Teacher-Driven—Combined Elementary and Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

28

28.9

Agree

25

25.8

Somewhat Agree

28

28.9

Somewhat Disagree

6

6.2

Disagree

8

8.2

Strongly Disagree

2

2.1

When comparing combined elementary and secondary building group responses and
whole group responses on collaboration being a vital part of success of educators, it was evident
the combined elementary and secondary building groups demonstrated higher levels of
agreement. In the combined elementary and secondary building group, 44.3% (n = 43) strongly
agree that collaboration was vital to the success of educators, and 38.0% (n = 592) of the whole
group strongly agree (Table 59).
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Table 59
Collaboration is a Vital Part of my Success as an Educator—Combined Elementary and
Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

43

44.3

Agree

37

38.1

Somewhat Agree

11

11.3

Somewhat Disagree

2

2.1

Disagree

1

1.0

Strongly Disagree

3

3.1

When comparing combined elementary and secondary building group responses and
whole group responses on whether collaboration would continue with new compensations
models in the respondents’ school districts, there was variation. The combined elementary and
secondary building groups responded 44.3% (n = 43) strongly agree that collaboration would
continue; however, only 35.9% (n = 560) of the whole group strongly agree. In the combined
elementary and secondary building group, only 43.3% (n = 42) agree that collaboration time
would continue and 47.2% (n = 736) of the whole group agree (Table 60).
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Table 60
Collaboration Will Continue With Compensation Models—Combined Elementary and
Secondary Building
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

43

44.3

Agree

42

43.3

Somewhat Agree

11

11.3

Somewhat Disagree

1

1.0

Disagree

0

0.0

Strongly Disagree

0

0.0

School Districts Using Performance Pay
A total of 1,053 people who worked in a school district that was currently using
performance pay responded to this survey. The years of the experience among those educators
ranged from 2 to 45 (M = 16.32, SD = 10.09). Of those who were surveyed, 313 (29.7%) were
men, 736 (69.9%) were women and four (0.4%) people did not report gender. Those completing
the survey who had performance pay in their districts were asked to identify their highest level of
degree obtained. Of those who participated, 348 (33.0%) had bachelor’s degrees, 654 (62.1%)
had master’s degrees, 30 (2.8%) had Ed.S. degrees, and 21 (2.0%) had a Ph.D.s. Those
completing the survey who had performance pay in their district were asked to describe their
school buildings. Of those who participated 459 (43.6%) responded their schools were
elementary, 536 (50.9%) responded their schools were secondary, 57 (5.4%) responded their
schools were both an elementary and secondary school, and one (0.1%) person did not specify
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his or her school type. Those completing the survey who had performance pay in their district
were asked to identify the number of students they had in their current school. A total of 16
(1.5%) reported they had 1-200 students, 224 (21.3%) had 201-400 students, 311 (29.5%) had
401-600 students, 206 (19.6%) had 601-800 students, 101 (9.6%) had 801-1,000 students, and
195 (18.5%) had 1,001 or more students. Those completing the survey who had performance
pay in their district were asked what percentage of their school population was on free or reduced
lunch. A total of 74 (7.0%) reported 0%-20% free and reduced, 217 (20.6%) reported 21%-40%
free and reduced, 345 (32.8%) reported 41%-60% free and reduced, 269 (25.5%) reported 61%80% free and reduced, 145 (13.8%) reported 81% or higher free and reduced, and three (0.3%)
people did not report their school population on free and reduced lunch.
Those completing the survey who had performance pay in their district were asked, “On
average, how many hours a month do you devote to professional development?” A total of 31
(2.9%) reported they did not devote any time to professional development, 413 (39.2%) reported
1-3 hours, 357 (33.9%) reported 4-6 hours, 129 (12.3%) reported 7-9 hours, 116 (11.0%)
reported 10 or more hours and seven (0.7%) people did not answer this question. Also, those
completing the survey who had performance pay in their district were asked, “On average, how
many hours a month do you devote to collaboration with colleagues?” A total of 27 (2.6%)
responded no hours were devoted to collaboration with colleagues, 306 (29.1%) reported 1-3
hours, 320 (30.4%) reported 4-6 hours, 141 (13.4%) reported 7-9 hours, 258 (24.5%) reported 10
or more hours and one (0.1%) person did not respond to this question.
Those completing the survey who had performance pay in their district were asked, “If
you were to receive $2,000 in performance pay would you act differently?” A total of 185
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(17.6%) responded yes they would act differently, 865 (82.1%) responded no they would not act
differently and three (0.3%) people did not respond to this question.
All respondents within the sample were given a composite score for both professional
development and collaboration. These composite scores were the sum total of all the responses
in each section. In the whole group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite
score reflective of their professional development beliefs (M = 23.13, SD = 4.16). In the
performance pay group, the same six questions were asked to create a composite score reflective
of their professional development beliefs (M = 23.08, SD = 4.17). Also in the whole group, a
total of six questions were asked to create a composite score reflective of their collaboration
beliefs (M = 27.02, SD = 5.16). In the performance pay group, the same six questions were
asked to create a composite score reflective of their collaboration beliefs (M = 27.02, SD = 5.23).
Professional Development
When comparing performance pay group responses on the meaningfulness of
professional development to the whole group, many of the responses were similar. In the
performance pay group, 14.2% (n = 149) of the participants somewhat disagree that professional
development was meaningful, and 14.2% (n = 221) of the whole group participants somewhat
disagree. In the performance pay group, 33.2% somewhat agree that professional development
was meaningful. Likewise, 33.9% (n = 528) of the whole group participants somewhat agree
Table 61).
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Table 61
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Meaningful—Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

68

6.5

Agree

249

23.6

Somewhat Agree

350

33.2

Somewhat Disagree

149

14.2

Disagree

140

13.3

97

9.2

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree

When comparing performance pay group responses on the practicality of professional
development to the whole group, they were similar. In the performance pay group, 35.4% (n =
373) somewhat agree that professional development was practical, and 36.0% (n = 562) of the
whole group somewhat agree. Among the performance pay group responses 24.0% (n = 253)
agree with the statement, and 24.6% (n = 382) of the whole group agree (Table 62).
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Table 62
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Practical—Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

59

5.6

Agree

253

24.0

Somewhat Agree

373

35.4

Somewhat Disagree

166

15.8

Disagree

124

11.8

78

7.4

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree

When comparing whether performance pay groups sought out professional development
opportunities to obtain a change on their district’s pay scale compared to the whole group, it was
evident the whole group demonstrated higher levels of agreement with this statement. In the
performance pay group, only 29.4% (n = 310) strongly disagree that they sought out professional
development opportunities in an effort to obtain a change on their district’s pay scale. However,
in the whole group, 32.5% (n = 507) strongly disagree (Table 63).
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Table 63
I Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities in an Effort to Obtain a Change on my
District’s Pay Scale—Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

30

2.8

Agree

83

7.9

Somewhat Agree

125

11.9

Somewhat Disagree

105

10.0

Disagree

400

38.0

Strongly Disagree

310

29.4

When comparing whether or not performance pay group believed new teachers should
obtain master’s degrees versus the whole group surveyed, there were slight variations. In the
performance pay group, 17.5% (n = 184) disagree that new teachers should obtain master’s
degrees, but 15.2% (n = 237) of the whole group disagree. In the performance pay group, 20.3%
(n = 214) agree new teachers should obtain master’s degrees, and 22.3% (n = 348) of the whole
group who agree (Table 64).
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Table 64
New Teachers Who Have a Bachelor’s Degree, Should Get a Master’s Degree—Performance
Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

130

12.3

Agree

214

20.3

Somewhat Agree

239

22.7

Somewhat Disagree

139

13.2

Disagree

184

17.5

Strongly Disagree

147

14.0

When comparing whether performance pay groups would change the hours devoted to
professional development because of compensation models to the whole group, there was
variation. In the performance pay group, 15.4% (n = 162) somewhat agree that they would not
change or had not changed the amount of time devoted to professional development because of
performance pay. The whole group reported 17.4% (n = 272) somewhat agree with the
statement. Also, 47.2% (n = 697) of performance pay groups agree with this statement, and only
44.7% (n = 697) of the whole group agree with this same statement (Table 65).
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Table 65
The Hours I Currently Invested in Professional Development Will Not Change if and When I get
Compensated Due in Part to Student Performance—Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

260

24.7

Agree

497

47.2

Somewhat Agree

162

15.4

Somewhat Disagree

61

5.8

Disagree

57

5.4

Strongly Disagree

16

1.5

When comparing whether performance pay groups sought out professional development
with the sole purpose to grow professionally not as a way to obtain more pay through a column
change to the whole group, there were similarities. One example was in the performance pay
group; 37.0% (n = 390) agreed with this statement, and 38.7% (n = 604) of the whole group
agreed (Table 66).
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Table 66
I Will Continue to Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities to Grow Professionally—
Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

415

39.4

Agree

390

37.0

Somewhat Agree

141

13.4

Somewhat Disagree

41

3.9

Disagree

38

3.6

Strongly Disagree

28

2.7

Collaboration
When comparing whether performance pay districts felt that collaboration time provided
by their school was meaningful to the whole group, there were similarities in the responses. In
the performance pay group, 11.4% (n = 120) disagree that collaboration time was meaningful.
Likewise, 11.0% (n = 172) of the whole group responded disagree. In performance pay group,
30.1% (n = 317) agree with the statement. Similarly, 29.1% (n = 454) of the whole group agree
Table 67).
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Table 67
Collaboration is Meaningful—Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

121

11.5

Agree

317

30.1

Somewhat Agree

301

28.6

Somewhat Disagree

105

10.0

Disagree

120

11.4

89

8.5

Strongly Disagree

When comparing performance pay group responses on the practicality of collaboration to
the whole group responses, there were slight variations. In the performance pay group, 29.4% (n
= 310) somewhat agree that collaboration time was practical, and 30.5% (n = 476) of the whole
group somewhat agree. Among the performance pay group, 28.5% (n = 300) agree with the
statement, and 28.7% (n = 448) of the whole group agree (Table 68).
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Table 68
Collaboration Time is Practical—Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

99

9.4

Agree

300

28.5

Somewhat Agree

310

29.4

Somewhat Disagree

130

12.3

Disagree

128

12.2

86

8.2

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree

When comparing performance pay group responses on collaboration in an effort to grow
professionally to the whole group, all of the responses were very similar. In the performance pay
group, 19.6% (n = 206) somewhat agree that collaboration helped colleagues grow
professionally, and 19.8% (n = 309) of the whole group somewhat agree. In the performance
pay group, 44.4% (n = 468) agree with the statement, and 44.5% (n = 694) of the whole group
agree (Table 69).
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Table 69
Collaboration With Colleagues to Grow Professionally—Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

304

28.9

Agree

468

44.4

Somewhat Agree

206

19.6

Somewhat Disagree

40

3.8

Disagree

27

2.6

8

0.8

Strongly Disagree

When comparing performance pay group responses and whole group responses on
whether collaboration among teachers was teacher driven, the responses were very similar. In
the performance pay group, 10.6% (n = 112) disagree that collaboration was teacher driven, and
10.6% (n = 166) of the whole group disagree. In the performance pay group, 31.3% (n = 330)
agree that collaboration was teacher driven, and 31.2% (n = 487) of the whole group agree
(Table 70).
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Table 70
Teacher Collaboration is Teacher-Driven—Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

199

18.9

Agree

330

31.3

Somewhat Agree

231

21.9

Somewhat Disagree

126

12.0

Disagree

112

10.6

55

5.2

Strongly Disagree

When comparing performance pay responses and whole group responses on collaboration
being a vital part of success of educators, there were similarities in responses. In the
performance pay group, 4.0% (n = 42) disagree that collaboration was vital to the success of
educators, and 4.0% (n = 62) of the whole group disagree. Among the performance pay group,
35.9% (n = 378) agree that collaboration was vital to the success of educators, and 36.2% (n =
565) of the whole group agree (Table 71).

135
Table 71
Collaboration is a Vital Part of my Success as an Educator—Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

412

39.1

Agree

378

35.9

Somewhat Agree

163

15.5

Somewhat Disagree

45

4.3

Disagree

42

4.0

Strongly Disagree

13

1.2

When comparing performance pay group responses and whole group responses on
whether collaboration would continue with new compensations models in the respondents’
school districts, the responses were similar. In the performance pay group, 36.8% (n = 388)
strongly agree that collaboration would continue, and 35.9% (n = 560) of the whole group
strongly agree. In the performance pay group, 47.4% (n = 499) agree that collaboration time
would continue, and 47.2% (n = 736) of the whole group agree (Table 72).
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Table 72
Collaboration will Continue with Compensation Models—Performance Pay
Answer

f

%

Strongly Agree

388

36.8

Agree

499

47.4

Somewhat Agree

110

10.4

Somewhat Disagree

23

2.2

Disagree

21

2.0

Strongly Disagree

12

1.1

School Districts Not Using Performance Pay
A total of 505 people who did not work in a school district which was currently using
performance pay responded to this survey. The years of the experience among those educators
ranged from 2 to 46 (M = 17.53, SD = 11.20). Of those who were surveyed, 168 (33.3%) were
men, and 337 (66.7%) were women. Those completing the survey who did not have
performance pay in their district were asked to identify their highest level of degree obtained. Of
those who participated, 131 (25.9%) had bachelor’s degrees, 340 (67.3%) had master’s degrees,
19 (3.8%) had Ed.S. degrees, 14 (2.8%) had a Ph.D.s, and one (0.2%) did not answer this
question. Those completing the survey who did not have performance pay in their district were
asked to describe their school building. Of those who participated, 203 (40.2%) responded their
schools were an elementary, 261 (51.7%) responded their schools were secondary, 40 (7.9%)
responded their schools were both an elementary and secondary school and one (0.2%) person
did not specify his or her school type. Those completing the survey who did not have
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performance pay in their district were asked to identify the number of students they had in their
current school. A total of 17 (3.4%) reported they had 1-200 students, 85 (16.8%) had 201-400
students, 166 (32.9%) had 401-600 students, 66 (13.1%) had 601-800 students, 49 (9.7%) had
801-1,000 students, 121 (24.0%) had 1,001 or more students, and one (0.2%) did not answer this
question. Those completing the survey who did not have performance pay in their district were
asked what percentage of their school population was on free or reduced lunch. A total of 49
(9.7%) reported 0%-20% free and reduced, 127 (25.1%) reported 21%-40% free and reduced,
142 (28.1%) reported 41%-60% free and reduced, 102 (20.2%) reported 61%-80% free and
reduced, 82 (16.2%) reported 81% or higher free and reduced and three (0.6%) people did not
report their school population on free and reduced lunch.
Those completing the survey who did not have performance pay in their district were
asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you devote to professional development?” A
total of 19 (3.8%) reported they did not devote any time to professional development, 208
(41.2%) reported 1-3 hours, 172 (34.1%) reported 4-6 hours, 61 (12.1%) reported 7-9 hours, and
45 (8.9%) reported 10 or more hours. Also, those completing the survey who did not have
performance pay in their district were asked, “On average, how many hours a month do you
devote to collaboration with colleagues?” A total of 8 (1.6%) responded no hours were devoted
to collaboration with colleagues, 145 (28.7%) reported 1-3 hours, 172 (34.1%) reported 4-6
hours, 62 (12.3%) reported 7-9 hours, and 118 (23.4%) reported 10 or more hours. Those
completing the survey who did not have performance pay in their district were asked, “If you
were to receive $2,000 in performance pay would you act differently?” A total of 101 (20.0%)
responded yes they would act differently, and 404 (80.0%) responded no they would not act
differently.
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All respondents within the sample were given a composite score for both professional
development and collaboration. These composite scores were the sum total of all the responses
in each section. In the whole group, a total of six questions were asked to create a composite
score reflective of their professional development beliefs (M = 23.13, SD = 4.16). In the no
performance pay group, the same six questions were asked to create a composite score reflective
of their professional development beliefs (M = 23.22, SD = 4.14). Also, in the whole group, a
total of six questions were asked to create a composite score reflective of their collaboration
beliefs (M = 27.02, SD = 5.16). In the no performance pay group, the same six questions were
asked to create a composite score reflective of their collaboration beliefs (M = 27.01, SD = 5.02).
Professional Development
When comparing the no performance pay group responses on the meaningfulness of
professional development to the whole group, many of the responses were similar. In the no
performance pay group, 14.3% (n = 72) of the participants somewhat disagree that professional
development was meaningful, and 14.2% (n = 221) of the whole group participants somewhat
disagree. In the no performance pay group, 35.2% somewhat agree that professional
development was meaningful, and 33.9% (n = 528) of the whole group participants somewhat
agree (Table 73).
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Table 73
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Meaningful—No Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

27

5.3

Agree

132

26.1

Somewhat Agree

178

35.2

Somewhat Disagree

72

14.3

Disagree

63

12.5

Strongly Disagree

33

6.5

When comparing no performance pay group responses on the practicality of professional
development to the whole group, they were similar. In the no performance pay group, 37.4% (n
= 189) somewhat agree that professional development was practical, and 36.0% (n = 562) of the
whole group somewhat agree. Among the no performance pay group responses, 25.5% (n =
129) agree with the statement, and 24.6% (n = 382) of the whole group agree (Table 74).
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Table 74
Professional Development Provided by my School District is Practical—No Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

23

4.6

Agree

129

25.5

Somewhat Agree

189

37.4

Somewhat Disagree

75

14.9

Disagree

66

13.1

Strongly Disagree

23

4.6

Strongly Agree

When comparing whether no performance pay groups sought out professional
development opportunities to obtain a change on their district’s pay scale compared to the whole
group, it was evident the whole group demonstrated higher levels of agreement. In the no
performance pay group, 39.0% (n = 197) strongly disagree that they sought out professional
development opportunities in an effort to obtain a change on their district’s pay scale. In the
whole group, only 32.5% (n = 507) strongly disagree. In the no performance pay group, 7.1% (n
= 36) somewhat agree with the statement, and in the whole group, 10.3% (n = 161) somewhat
agree (Table 75).
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Table 75
I Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities in an Effort to Obtain a Change on my
District’s Pay Scale—No Performance Pay
Answer
Strongly Agree

n

%

8

1.6

Agree

31

6.1

Somewhat Agree

36

7.1

Somewhat Disagree

40

7.9

Disagree

193

38.2

Strongly Disagree

197

39.0

When comparing whether or not the no performance pay group believed new teachers
should obtain master’s degrees versus the whole group surveyed, it was evident the no
performance pay group demonstrated higher levels of agreement. In the no performance pay
group, only 10.5% (n = 53) disagree that new teachers should obtain master’s degreess, but
15.2% (n = 237) of the whole group disagree. In the no performance pay group, 26.5% (n =
134) agree new teachers should obtain master’s degreess, and only 22.3% (n = 348) of the whole
group who responded agree (Table 76).
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Table 76
New Teachers, who have a Bachelor’s Degree, should get a Master’s Degree—No Performance
Pay
Answer

n

%

93

18.4

Agree

134

26.5

Somewhat Agree

139

27.5

Somewhat Disagree

42

8.3

Disagree

53

10.5

Strongly Disagree

44

8.7

Strongly Agree

When comparing whether the no performance pay groups would change the hours
devoted to professional development because of compensation models to the whole group, there
was variation in the responses. In the no performance pay group, 21.8% (n = 110) somewhat
agree that they would not change or had not changed the amount of time devoted to professional
development because of performance pay. The whole group reported only 17.4% (n = 272)
somewhat agree they would not change or had not changed the amount of time devoted to
professional development because of performance pay. Also, only 39.4% (n = 199) of the no
performance pay groups agree with this statement, and 44.7% (n = 697) of the whole group
agree (Table 77).

143
Table 77
Hours I Currently Invested in Professional Development Will Not Change if and When I Get
Compensated Due in Part to Student Performance—No Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

101

20.0

Agree

199

39.4

Somewhat Agree

110

21.8

Somewhat Disagree

36

7.1

Disagree

42

8.3

Strongly Disagree

17

3.4

When comparing whether the no performance pay groups sought out professional
development with the sole purpose to grow professionally not as a way to obtain more pay
through a column change to the whole group, there were many similarities. In the no
performance pay group, 37.4% (n = 189) strongly agree that they would continue to seek out
professional development opportunities to grow professionally and not just to change pay
columns, and 38.7% (n = 604) of the whole group strongly agree (Table 78).
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Table 78
I Will Continue to Seek Out Professional Development Opportunities to Grow Professionally—
No Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

189

37.4

Agree

213

42.2

Somewhat Agree

65

12.9

Somewhat Disagree

15

3.0

Disagree

12

2.4

Strongly Disagree

11

2.2

Collaboration
When comparing whether the no performance pay group districts felt that collaboration
time provided by their schools was meaningful to the whole group, there was variation in the
responses. In the performance pay group, 5.7% (n = 29) strongly disagree that collaboration
time was meaningful. In the whole group, 7.6% (n = 118) strongly disagree that collaboration
time was meaningful. In the no performance pay group, 32.5% (n = 164) somewhat agree with
the statement, and 29.9% (n = 466) of the whole group somewhat agree (Table 79).
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Table 79
Collaboration is Meaningful—No Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

69

13.7

Agree

137

27.1

Somewhat Agree

164

32.5

Somewhat Disagree

54

10.7

Disagree

52

10.3

Strongly Disagree

29

5.7

Strongly Agree

When comparing the no performance pay group responses on the practicality of
collaboration compared to the whole group responses, there was slight variation. In the no
performance pay group, 32.7% (n = 165) somewhat agree that collaboration time was practical,
and 30.5% (n = 476) of the whole group somewhat agree. Among the no performance pay group
29.3% (n = 148) agree with the statement, and 28.7% (n = 448) of the whole group agree (Table
80).
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Table 80
Collaboration Time is Practical—No Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

57

11.3

Agree

148

29.3

Somewhat Agree

165

32.7

Somewhat Disagree

50

9.9

Disagree

52

10.3

Strongly Disagree

33

6.5

Strongly Agree

When comparing the no performance pay group responses on collaboration in an effort to
grow professionally to the whole group, all of the responses were similar. In the no performance
pay group, 20.2% (n = 102) somewhat agree that collaboration helped colleagues grow
professionally, and 19.8% (n = 309) of the whole group somewhat agree. In the no performance
pay group, 44.8% (n = 226) agree with the statement, and 44.5% (n = 694) of the whole group
agree (Table 81).
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Table 81
Collaboration With Colleagues to Grow Professionally—No Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

136

26.9

Agree

226

44.8

Somewhat Agree

102

20.2

Somewhat Disagree

17

3.4

Disagree

20

4.0

4

0.8

Strongly Disagree

When comparing the no performance pay group responses and whole group responses on
whether collaboration among teachers is teacher driven, the responses were similar. In the no
performance pay group, 10.7% (n = 54) disagree that collaboration was teacher driven, and
10.6% (n = 166) of the whole group disagree. In the no performance pay group, 30.9% (n =
156) agree that collaboration was teacher driven, and 31.2% (n = 487) of the whole group agree
(Table 82).
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Table 82
Teacher Collaboration is Teacher-Driven—No Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

79

15.6

Agree

156

30.9

Somewhat Agree

121

24.0

Somewhat Disagree

66

13.1

Disagree

54

10.7

Strongly Disagree

29

5.7

Strongly Agree

When comparing the no performance pay responses and whole group responses on
collaboration being a vital part of success of educators, there was variation in responses. In the
no performance pay group, 19.0% (n = 96) somewhat agree that collaboration was vital to the
success of educators, and 16.7% (n = 260) somewhat agree. Among the no performance pay
group, only 35.6% (n = 180) strongly agree with the statement, whereas 38.0% (n = 592) of the
whole group strongly agree (Table 83).
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Table 83
Collaboration is a Vital Part of my Success as an Educator—No Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

180

35.6

Agree

187

37.0

Somewhat Agree

96

19.0

Somewhat Disagree

13

2.6

Disagree

20

4.0

9

1.8

Strongly Disagree

When comparing the no performance pay group responses and whole group responses on
whether collaboration would continue with new compensations models in the respondents’
school districts, the responses were similar except for one. In the no performance pay group,
14.5% (n = 73) somewhat agree that collaboration would continue, and in the whole group only
11.7% (n = 183) somewhat agree (Table 84).
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Table 84
Collaboration Will Continue With Compensation Models—No Performance Pay
Answer

n

%

Strongly Agree

172

34.1

Agree

236

46.7

73

14.5

Somewhat Disagree

8

1.6

Disagree

9

1.8

Strongly Disagree

7

1.4

Somewhat Agree

Findings and Analysis of Hypotheses
In order to determine whether professional development and collaboration perceptions
will change since the U.S. educational systems have shifted or in some cases moved to
performance pay, this research study answered the following questions:
1. Is there significant difference in perception of professional development based on
whether the compensation model has been implemented?
2. Is there significant difference in perception of collaboration based on whether the
compensation model has not been implemented?
3. When comparing, is there a significant difference in perception of professional
development based on position type, building type, and years of experience?
4. When comparing, is there a significant difference in perception of collaboration based
on position type, building type, and years of experience?
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Hypotheses Testing
The mean, standard deviation, and mean scores were included in the statistical analysis of
the data. Research Questions 1 and 2 were answered using an independent samples t test to test
the null hypotheses. There were two null hypotheses for Research Questions 3 and 4. The
reason for having two null hypotheses per question was because data were split between districts
that had a new compensation model (performance pay) in place and those that did not have a
new compensation model (performance pay) in place. These null hypotheses were tested with
multiple regressions.
H01. Independent Samples t Test
Research Question 1, null hypothesis was stated, “There is no significant difference in
perception of professional development based on whether the compensation model had been
implemented.” The assumptions of an independent samples t test were run to determine whether
any factors could potentially affect the statistical testing. The assumptions for the independent
samples t-test were reviewed and the assumptions were met. The box plots were examined to
determine if there were outliers. There were no outliers noted since there were no data points
more than 1.5 standard deviations away from the edge of the box. The Shapiro-Wilk test was
used to check normality. The dependent variable score was normally distributed for professional
development. The assumption was met because the significance level was greater than .05.
Next, the Levene’s test of equality of variances was used to confirm the variances inside both
groups on the dependent variable are equal. Levene’s test revealed F = .431, p = .539.
Therefore, the assumption for homogeneity of variance was met because the significance level of
the Levene’s test was greater than .05.
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In the first null hypothesis, there were no significant difference in perception of
professional development composite score between respondents currently utilizing the
compensation model (M = 23.08, SD = 4.17) and the respondents currently not utilizing the
compensation model (M = 23.22, SD = 4.14) with t(1556) = -.614, p = .539, two-tailed. As
evidenced, based on results of the statistical test, the focus on professional development does not
seem to be affected based on current status within the compensation model.
H02. Independent Samples t Test
Research Question 2 null hypothesis stated, “There is no significant difference in
perception of collaboration based on whether the compensation model has been implemented.”
The assumptions of an independent samples t test were run to determine whether any factors
could potentially affect the statistical testing. The assumptions for the independent samples t test
were reviewed and the assumptions were met. The box plots were examined to determine if
there were outliers. There were no outliers noted since there were no data points more than 1.5
standard deviations away from the edge of the box. The Shapiro-Wilk test was used to check
normality. The dependent variable score was normally distributed for collaboration. The
assumption was met because the significance level was greater than .05. Next, the Levene’s test
of equality of variances was used to confirm the variances inside both groups on the dependent
variable were equal. Levene’s test revealed F = 1.384, p = .977. Therefore, the assumption for
homogeneity of variance was met because the significance level of the Levene’s test was greater
than .05.
In the second null, there was no significant difference in perception of collaboration
composite score between respondents currently utilizing the compensation model (M = 27.02, SD
= 5.23) and the respondents currently not utilizing the compensation model (M = 27.01, SD =
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5.02) with t(1556) = .029, p = .977, two-tailed. As evidenced, based on results of the statistical
test, the focus on collaboration did not seem to be affected based on current status within the
compensation model.
H03a. Multiple Regression
Research Question 3a null hypothesis was, “Position type, building type, and years of
experience do not serve as predictors of the perception of professional development for schools
currently using the compensation model.” A multiple regression was performed to determine if
compensation model associated to position type, building type, and years of experience could
serve as predictors of the perception of professional development.
Multiple regression assumptions were examined to confirm the data gave accurate
predictors. The assumption of linearity was examined to ensure that the predictor variables and
criterion variable had a linear relationship. For this relationship to occur, the standardized
residuals were compared to the predicted Y values. Also, to determine if the assumption was
met, an examination of the scatterplot of residuals was done to guarantee that nearly all residuals
fell inside the 95% confidence bands around zero (between +2 or -2). There was no
multicollinearity found because the predictor variables position type, building type, and years of
experience were not profoundly correlated. The levels of tolerance for the predictor variables
were above 0.2; therefore, the assumption was met.
Additionally, the independence of residuals assumption was examined. The Durbin
Watson test was used to ensure there was no correlation between the residuals within the model.
The Durbin Watson gives a value ranging from 0-4. The closer the number is to 2 the less of a
correlation there is between the residuals. This assumption was met as the Durbin Watson score
was approximately 2.0, thus indicating the residuals were free to vary. To test the assumption
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for normality, the p-p plot was examined. The assumption was met because there was evidence
that the residuals were aligned with the diagonal line on the plot ensuring that they were
normally distributed. Homoscedasticity was also tested prior to interpreting the multiple
regression test results. The assumption was met because the plot did not show evidence of the
residual spread. Last, the data points were examined to ensure there were no outliers that would
influence test results. No evidence of an outlier was found because no standardized residual fell
outside the 1.5 standard deviation. This meant that no data point was beyond the standard
pattern.
Table 85 shows the multiple regression coefficient model’s relationship to the criterion
variable, mean score, and the predictor variables (position type, building type, and years of
experience).
Table 85
Model Summary Statistics for Criterion Variable and Predictor Variable (3a)
Criterion Variable

R

R2

Adjusted R2 Shrinkage SE of the Estimate

Mean scores
.197 .039
.036
.003
4.09
Note: School districts currently using a new compensation model (performance pay)

The model summary presented numeric depiction displaying the strength of the
relationship and the amount of variance within the criterion variable provided by the predictor
variables. The multiple regression coefficient (.197) revealed the strength of relationship
between the criterion variable and the predictor variables. The predictor variables of position
type, building type, and years of experience had an R2 value of .039 meaning 3.9% of the
variance in the criterion variable was being explained by the predictor variables.
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The professional development composite score for respondents using a compensation
model had significant predictors with F(3, 1047) = 14.069, p < .001. As evidenced, the predictor
variables within the null explained a significant amount of variance in the criterion variable.
The predictor variables, position type and building type, were found to be predictors of
professional development score within groups utilizing a compensation model. Years of
experience were not a significant predictor. Position type was significant with t = -5.073, p <
.001 and building type was significant with t = -3.727, p < .001. Through examination of the
unstandardized coefficients, for every one unit increase in position type and holding other
variables constant, the predictor variable for professional development composite score was
expected to decrease by 1.443 points. This meant the predicted value of the criterion variable
(professional development composite score) was expected to decrease by 1.433 points when one
looks at the principal responses compared to the beginning teacher responses. The drop in the
criterion variable score from principal to veteran teacher was double. For every one unit increase
in school building type and holding other variables constant, the predictor variable for
professional development composite score was expected to decrease by .802 point. The
predicted score of the elementary respondent was .802 higher than the secondary respondent.
Table 86 reflected these data.
Table 86
Coefficients Statistics (3a)
Variable

B

t

p

Position

-1.443

-5.073

.000

Years of Experience

-.028

-1.939

.053

School Building

-.802

-3.727

.000
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Note: School districts currently using a new compensation model (performance pay)

H03b. Multiple Regression
Research Question 3b null hypothesis was, “Position type, building type, and years of
experience do not serve as predictors of the perception of professional development for schools
not using the compensation model.” A multiple regression was performed to determine if
compensation model associated to position type, building type, and years of experience could
serve as predictors of the perception of professional development.
Multiple regression assumptions were examined to confirm the data gave accurate
predictors. The assumption of linearity was examined to ensure that the predictor variables and
criterion variable had a linear relationship. For this relationship to occur, the standardized
residuals were compared to the predicted Y values. Also, to determine if the assumption is met,
an examination of the scatterplot of residuals was done to guarantee that nearly all residuals fell
inside the 95% confidence bands around zero (between +2 or -2). There was no multicollinearity
found because the predictor variables—position type, building type, and years of experience—
were not profoundly correlated. The levels of tolerance variables were above 0.2; therefore, the
assumption was met.
Additionally, the independence of residuals assumption was examined. The Durbin
Watson test was used to ensure there was no correlation between the residuals within the model.
The Durbin Watson gives a value ranging from 0-4. The closer the number is to two the less of a
correlation there is between the residuals. This assumption was met as the Durbin Watson score
was approximately 2.0 thus indicating the residuals were free to vary. This assumption was met.
To test the assumption for normality, the p-p plot was examined. The assumption was met
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because there was evidence that the residuals were aligned with the diagonal line on the plot
ensuring that they were normally distributed. Homoscedasticity was also tested prior to
interpreting the multiple regression test results. The assumption was met because the plot did not
show evidence of the residual spread. Last, the data points were examined to ensure there were
no outliers that could influence test results. No evidence of an outlier was found because no
standardized residual fell outside the 1.5 standard deviation. This meant that no data point was
beyond the standard pattern.
The model summary presented numeric depiction displaying the strength of the
relationship and the amount of variance within the criterion variable provided by the predictor
variables. The multiple regression coefficient (.133) revealed the strength of relationship
between the criterion variable and the predictor variables. The multiple coefficient of
determination (R2) provided the amount of variance within the criterion variable that was
explained by the predictor variables. In this instance, the predictor variables of position type,
building type, and years of experience had an R2 value of .018 meaning 1.8% of the variance in
the criterion variable was being explained by the predictor variables. The adjusted R2 provided
the amount of variance within the criterion variable that was explained by the predictor variables
when adjusted for sample size and number of predictors. In this null, the adjusted R2 was .012;
thus, 1.2% of the variance in the criterion variable could be explained by the predictor variables.
To obtain the shrinkage for the model, the difference between R2 and adjusted R2 was
determined. The shrinkage within the model was .006. The standard error of the estimate was
4.12. The standard error of the estimate was the average of the residual difference each data
point was from the regression line.

158
The professional development composite score for respondents not using a compensation
model (performance pay) had a significant predictor with F(3, 499) = 2.989, p = .031. As
evidenced, the predictor variable within the null explained a significant amount of variance in the
criterion variable.
Position type was found to be a predictor of professional development score within
groups not utilizing a compensation model (performance pay). Years of experience and building
type were not significant predictors. Position type was significant with t = -2.455, p = .014.
Through examination of the unstandardized coefficients, for every one unit increase in position
type, and holding other variables constant, the predictor variable for professional development
composite score is expected to decrease by .969 points. This means the predicted value of the
criterion variable (professional development composite score) is expected to decrease by .969
points when you look at the principal responses compared to the beginning teacher and veteran
teacher responses. Table 87 shows these data.
Table 87
Coefficients Statistics (3b)
Variable

B

t

p

Position

-.969

-2.455

.014

Years of Experience

-.004

-.211

.833

School Building
-.357
-1.190
.234
Note: School districts currently using a new compensation model
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H04a. Multiple Regression
Research Question 4a null hypothesis was, “Position type, building type, and years of
experience do not serve as predictors of the perception of collaboration for schools currently
using the compensation model.” A multiple regression was performed to determine if
compensation model associated to position type, building type, and years of experience
perception serve as predictors of collaboration.
Multiple regression assumptions were examined to confirm the data gave accurate
predictors. The assumption of linearity was examined to ensure that the predictor variables and
criterion variable had a linear relationship. For this relationship to occur, the standardized
residuals were compared to the predicted Y values. Also, to determine if the assumption was
met, an examination of the scatterplot of residuals was done to guarantee that nearly all residuals
fell inside the 95% confidence bands around zero (between +2 or -2). There was no
multicollinearity found because the predictor variables—position type, building type, and years
of experience—were not profoundly correlated. The levels of tolerance for the variables were
above 0.2, therefore the assumption was met.
Additionally, the independence of residuals assumption was examined. The Durbin
Watson test was used to ensure there was no correlation between the residuals within the model.
The Durbin Watson gives a value ranging from 0-4. The closer the number is to two the less of a
correlation there is between the residuals. This assumption was met as the Durbin Watson score
was approximately 2.0; thus, indicating the residuals were free to vary. To test the assumption
for normality, the p-p plot was examined. The assumption was met because there was evidence
that the residuals were aligned with the diagonal line on the plot ensuring that they were
normally distributed. Homoscedasticity was also tested prior to interpreting the multiple
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regression test results. The assumption was met because the plot did not show evidence of the
residual spread. Last, the data points were examined to ensure there were no outliers that could
influence test results. No evidence of an outlier was found because no standardized residual fell
outside the 1.5 standard deviation. This meant that no data point was beyond the standard
pattern.
The model summary presented numeric depiction displaying the strength of the
relationship and the amount of variance within the criterion variable provided by the predictor
variables. The multiple regression coefficient (.182) revealed the strength of relationship
between the criterion variable and the predictor variables. The multiple coefficient of
determination (R2) provided the amount of variance within the criterion variable that was
explained by the predictor variables. In this instance, the predictor variables of position type,
building type, and years of experience had an R2 value of .033 meaning 3.3% of the variance in
the criterion variable was being explained by the predictor variables. The adjusted R2 provided
the amount of variance within the criterion variable that was explained by the predictor variables
when adjusted for sample size and number of predictors. In this null, the adjusted R2 was .030;
thus, 3.0% of the variance in the criterion variable could be explained by the predictor variables.
To obtain the shrinkage for the model, the difference between R2 and adjusted R2 was
determined. The shrinkage within the model was .003. The standard error of the estimate was
5.15. The standard error of the estimate was the average of the residual difference each data
point was from the regression line.
The collaboration composite score for respondents using a compensation model
(performance pay) had a significant predictor with F(3, 1047) = 11.916, p < .001. As evidenced,
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the predictor variable within the null explained a significant amount of variance in the criterion
variable.
The predictor variables, position type, years of experience, and building type, were all
found to be predictors of collaboration score within groups utilizing a compensation model
(performance pay). Position type was significant with t = -2.513, p = .012. Through
examination of the unstandardized coefficients, for every one unit increase in position type, and
holding other variables constant, the predictor variable for collaboration composite score was
expected to decrease by .900 points. When examining the views of principals and teachers the
expected score decreases. Years of experience was significant with t = -2.281, p = .023. For
every one unit increase in position type, and holding other variables constant, the predictor
variable for collaboration composite score was expected to decrease by .041 points. When
examining the years of experience the expected score decreases. School building was significant
with t = -5.136, p < .001. For every one unit increase in building type, and holding other
variables constant, the predictor variable for collaboration composite score was expected to
decrease by 1.392 points. When examining the school building, the expected score decreases.
Table 88 reflects these data.
Table 88
Coefficients Statistics (4a)
Variable

B

t

p

Position

-.900

-2.513

.012

Years of Experience

-.041

-2.281

.023

School Building
-1.392
-5.316
.000
Note: School districts currently using a new compensation model (performance pay)
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H04b. Multiple Regression
Research Question 4b null hypothesis was, “Position type, building type, and years of
experience do not serve as predictors of the perception of collaboration for schools not using the
compensation model.” A multiple regression was performed to determine if a compensation
model associated to position type, building type, and years of experience served as a predictor of
perception of collaboration.
Multiple regression assumptions were examined to confirm the data gave accurate
predictors. The assumption of linearity was examined to ensure that the predictor variables and
criterion variable had a linear relationship. For this relationship to occur, the standardized
residuals were compared to the predicted Y values. Also, to determine if the assumption was
met, an examination of the scatterplot of residuals was done to guarantee that nearly all residuals
fell inside the 95% confidence bands around zero (between +2 or -2). There was no
multicollinearity found because the predictor variables position type, building type, and years of
experience were not profoundly correlated. The levels of tolerance for predictor variables were
above 0.2, therefore the assumption was met.
Additionally, the independence of residuals assumption was examined. The Durbin
Watson test was used to ensure there was no correlation between the residuals within the model.
The Durbin Watson gives a value ranging from 0-4. The closer the number is to two the less of a
correlation there is between the residuals. This assumption was met as the Durbin Watson score
was approximately 2.0; thus, indicating the residuals were free to vary. To test the assumption
for normality, the p-p plot was examined. The assumption was met because there was evidence
that the residuals were aligned with the diagonal line on the plot ensuring that they were
normally distributed. Homoscedasticity was also tested prior to interpreting the multiple
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regression test results. The assumption was met because the plot did not show evidence of the
residual spread. Last, the data points were examined to ensure there were no outliers that could
influence test results. No evidence of an outlier was found because no standardized residual fell
outside the 1.5 standard deviation. This meant that no data point was beyond the standard
pattern.
The model summary presented numeric depiction displaying the strength of the
relationship and the amount of variance within the criterion variable provided by the predictor
variables. The multiple regression coefficient (.123) revealed the strength of relationship
between the criterion variable and the predictor variables. The multiple coefficient of
determination (R2) provided the amount of variance within the criterion variable that was
explained by the predictor variables. In this instance the predictor variables of position type,
building type, and years of experience had an R2 value of .015 meaning 1.5% of the variance in
the criterion variable was explained by the predictor variables. The adjusted R2 provided the
amount of variance within the criterion variable that was explained by the predictor variables
when adjusted for sample size and number of predictors. In this null, the adjusted R2 was .009;
thus, 0.9% of the variance in the criterion variable was explained by the predictor variables. To
obtain the shrinkage for the model, the difference between R2 and adjusted R2 was determined.
The shrinkage within the model was .006. The standard error of the estimate was 5.00. The
standard error of the estimate was the average of the residual difference each data point was from
the regression line.
The collaboration composite score for respondents not using a compensation model
(performance pay) did not have any significant predictors with F(3, 499) = 2.566, p = .054.
Position type, years of experience, and building type were not predictors of composite
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collaboration score among educators in buildings where a compensation model was not being
utilized.
Findings Based on Inferential Statistics
Based on the aforementioned data, the following determinations were made.


There was no significant difference in perception of professional development
between educators currently utilizing a compensation model (performance pay) and
those not utilizing a compensation model (performance pay).



There was no significant difference in perception of collaboration between educators
currently utilizing a compensation model (performance pay) and those not utilizing a
compensation model (performance pay).



Where a compensation model (performance pay) has been implemented, principals
were predicted to have higher levels of agreement regarding their views on
professional development. Additionally, elementary teachers were predicted to have
higher levels of agreement regarding their views on professional development than
secondary teachers.



Where a compensation model (performance pay) has not been implemented,
principals were predicted to have higher levels of agreement than veteran and
beginning teachers in regard to their views on professional development.



Where a compensation model (performance pay) has been implemented, principals
were predicted to have higher levels of agreement regarding their views on
collaboration veteran and beginning teachers. Additionally, beginning teachers were
predicted to have higher levels of agreement regarding collaboration than veteran
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teachers. Also, elementary buildings were predicted to have higher levels of
agreement regarding collaboration than secondary buildings.


Where a compensation model (performance pay) has not been implemented, building
type, position, or years of experience do not serve as predictors of collaboration.
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CHAPTER 5

RESULTS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The final chapter of this study is arranged in four sections: summary, results, implications
and suggestions, and recommendations for further study. The summary section provides the
overall purpose of the study. The results section provides a summary of the data presented in
Chapter 4. The implications and suggestions section provides insight into the results and
possible reasons for the results. Finally, the recommendation for further study section provides
suggestions for further research which could enhance this study.
Summary of Study
The purpose of this study was to determine whether professional development and
collaboration practices are affected by performance pay in schools. The study focused on the
educational positions of administrators and teachers. Also, the study explored whether there
were differences in perceptions of professional development and collaboration based on whether
the participant was currently employed in a district where performance pay had already been
implemented versus those participants where performance pay had not been implemented. The
researcher explored whether there were differences in perceptions of professional development
among principals, veteran teachers, and beginning teachers. This research study answered the
following questions:
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1. Is there significant difference in perception of professional development based on
whether the compensation model has been implemented?
2. Is there significant difference in perception of collaboration based on whether the
compensation model has been implemented?
3. When comparing, is there a significant difference in perception of professional
development based on position type, building type, and years of experience?
4. When comparing, is there a significant difference in perception of collaboration based
on position type, building type, and years of experience?
Results of the Study
There was no significant difference in perception of professional development between
educators currently utilizing a compensation model (performance pay) and those not utilizing a
compensation model (performance pay). There was no significant difference in perception of
collaboration between educators currently utilizing a compensation model (performance pay) and
those not utilizing a compensation model (performance pay). Where a compensation model
(performance pay) has been implemented, principals were predicted to have higher levels of
agreement regarding their views on professional development. Additionally, elementary teachers
were predicted to have higher levels of agreement regarding their views on professional
development than secondary teachers. Where a compensation model (performance pay) has not
been implemented, principals were predicted to have higher levels of agreement than veteran and
beginning teachers in regard to their views on professional development. Where a compensation
model (performance pay) has been implemented, principals were predicted to have higher levels
of agreement regarding their views on collaboration veteran and beginning teachers.
Additionally, beginning teachers were predicted to have higher levels of agreement regarding

168
collaboration than veteran teachers. Also, elementary buildings were predicted to have higher
levels of agreement regarding collaboration than secondary buildings. Where a compensation
model (performance pay) has not been implemented, building type, position, or years of
experience do not serve as predictors of collaboration.
Implications and Suggestions
In education, performance pay is using some sort of measure to determine if a person
deserves extra compensations even if the person teaching the classroom next to the recipient does
not receive extra monies. There have been arguments and fear that this type of incentive will
lead to “teaching to the test” to raise test scores and dysfunction among teachers if one teacher
gets the incentive and another one does not. Some argue against monetary incentives. For
example, Blumenfeld (2014) reported that many times accountability comes from collaboration
not from competition. Performance pay may cause competition.
This study explored the idea of performance pay. Because performance pay has become
part of Indiana code (IC 20-28-9-1.5), educators have no alternative but to educate and prepare
themselves for performance pay. As evidenced in this study, there are school districts with
performance pay in place and some districts deliberating the idea because they are currently on
closed teacher contracts. However, all districts will have performance pay in the near future.
The argument for performance pay is still an ongoing debate. Magan (2013) claimed there many
problems with performance pay. She stated there are few effective ways to measure teacher
effectiveness beyond the scores students receive on standardized testing.
The participants in this study were asked if they would act differently in their position if
they were given a $2,000 incentive. The majority of the respondents replied they would not act
differently. However, some respondents answered they would change some behaviors for a
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$2,000 increase. Respondents who answered this way stated they would attend professional
development meetings, stay after contract time, try harder, agree to serve in more leadership
roles, and many others. It is my belief that the monetary increase would not truly change the
behaviors for a lifetime, but instead would simply provide a short-term burst. Research
substantiates this belief. Shindler (2008) stated,
On the surface, incentives work. They motivate the person to do what it takes to attain
the preferred activity. However, when we look at incentives closer we discover that
when put into practice, incentives have two undesirable by-products. The first is while it
may work in the short-term, it will lose its effect over time. (para. 4)
Educators want to know that what they are doing is making a difference to the children
they are teaching. They want to know they are not just standing in the room and talking to
themselves. They want to know the child is a better person because they had him or her as a
teacher. The Oregon School Boards Association (2014) stated, “Research and experience show
that teachers are most likely to value intrinsic rewards such as self-respect, responsibility, and a
sense of accomplishment” (para. 1). If someone does something good or worthwhile, they
should not have to be paid for it in order to do it. People need to discover the drive to be
efficacious from within and not from an external factor such as money. Pink (2009) stated,
“Rewards, by their very nature, narrow our focus” (p. 42).
Although Indiana educators can now be rewarded for their performance with additional
pay, is this really the way public education should go? Tom Dooher, president of the Minnesota
teachers association, was quoted as saying, “I donʼt think (bonus) pay is what motivates teachers.
Itʼs sort of insulting to think teachers are holding back their best lesson plans for $1,500”
(Magan, 2013, para. 3). Does performance pay stifle the focus of education? Pink (2009)
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deliberated that in the environments where extrinsic rewards are noticeable; many people only
work to the release of the reward and then stop. Once the person felt the incentive was earned,
he or she either felt the job was completed to the fullest or had no reason to continue to expand
his or her expertise or responsibilities.
This study did not reveal that performance pay is good for education by increasing
professional development and collaboration. Education requires collaborative behaviors.
Peterson (1994) stated,
In collaborative school cultures, the underlying norms, values, beliefs, and assumptions
reinforce and support high levels of collegiality, team work, and dialogue about problems
of practice. In short, collaboration can affect the quality of teaching by enriching the
work of teachers. (para. 8)
More specifically, no evidence was found in this study to support performance pay as a
motivator to encourage educators to collaborate or attend professional development
opportunities. Teachers should have the innate desire to collaborate with their colleagues.
Educators need to open themselves up and interact positively with colleagues to become better
educators. Blumenfeld (2014) described the definition of a collaborative environment as
a collaborative environment involves teachers working in teams and teachers are
accountable to one another. In these collaborative environments they share their
students’ work and their students’ progress in achieving specific standards.
Additionally, they make decisions on how to teach struggling learners and assist
their fellow educators in mastering new teaching techniques. (para. 12)
This study revealed principals view professional development as more meaningful and
practical than teachers. Perhaps the principal sees professional development as an opportunity to
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present an idea or concept to the teachers. This may be because the principal usually is the one
who is leading or planning the professional development. As evidenced in this study,
perceptions of professional development and collaboration differ between principals and
teachers. Based on this evidence, principals need to be reflective in their instructional leadership
role. This means principals should evaluate their use of professional development to ensure that
teachers are engaged in meaningful and practical learning. The Professional Development
Partnership (2013) stated,
Profound changes in a school’s culture will be needed to create learning communities.
This will take strong leadership, perseverance, time and an acceptance that change is a
process, not an event. Successful school and teacher leaders understand that change can’t
be imposed. To unleash the forces of innovation and the passion of individuals for
meaningful staff learning, the staff must be fully involved in the change. (p. 5)
Teachers need to be lifelong learners. Professional development should expand the teachers
understanding and education to improve student achievement. It should be focused on the
teachers’ necessities to transform his or her classroom performance to facilitate student success.
When planning professional development for teachers, a guiding question for principals should
be–how will this positively impact students? Marzano (2003) stated, “Although many schools
have regularly scheduled staff development sessions, much of what is done in these sessions is
not necessarily meaningful or useful in terms of impacting student achievement” (p. 65).
Educational Week (2011) wrote, “Effective professional development is often seen as
vital to school success and teacher satisfaction” (para. 1). Based on the findings of this study, it
is suggested that principals explore ideas for intense professional development. Marzano (2003)
suggested professional development should focus on content, provide opportunities for active
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learning, and overall be coherent. Principals have the professional obligation to make sure that
professional development is geared toward the needs of their staff. Principals should seek the
input of their teachers when planning and evaluating professional development. The National
Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities (2000) stated, “High quality, professional development
plans and programs are developed collaboratively by those who will implement and
institutionalize them” (para. 5). It is also important to utilize the educators in the building who
have expertise in the varying aspects of education. The Consortium for Policy Research in
Education (1995) stated,
The all-too-common failure to involve teachers in the planning and delivery of
professional development undermines its legitimacy and efficacy. The failure to
use exemplary teachers to lead professional development wastes talent, increases
costs, and contributes to the division between research and practice. (para. 7)
Professional development is meant to be a learning opportunity. Educators know that
part of the learning process is taking a task and putting it into action. Teachers need to be
afforded the opportunity to “try out” strategies presented in professional development meeting.
Principals should understand this means that there may be failures in the beginning.
Collaboration with mentor teachers will be necessary to ensure success and a building wide
understanding. The failures should yield successes. When one is reflective and learns from
failures, those failures become a learning experience which benefits everyone involved. “Length
and number of staff development activities are positively correlated with change in teacher
behaviors” (Marzano, 2003, p. 66). To plan professional development without careful
consideration is careless. Professional development should have intent and that intent should be
determined by the needs of the school building or a specific group of teachers. Careful
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consideration and an understanding of the school-wide needs are necessary before a curriculum
for a professional development should be developed and organized. The principal is the leader
of the school; therefore, it is his or her responsibly to analyze the educational needs of the
students and ensure they are being meet. Professional development is an approach for presenting
an idea, technique, method, information, or allowing time for collaboration among educators.
The research also revealed that principals view collaboration as more practical and
meaningful than teachers. Blumenfield (2014) discussed when teachers are working in a
collaborative environment the teams hold each other accountable. Opportunities for
collaboration should be focused on results. Too often no emphasis is placed on collaboration.
As principals, we have to model our expectations for collaboration. For example, a team of
seventh-grade teachers have a common prep period. One time a week, during this time, the
expectation is that they collaborate with each other. The teachers get together for collaboration
and the conversations are about everything that had gone wrong in the last week. No one starts
the conversations or reflects as to why it happened. There are no reflections in regard to
practices that have been ineffective. As a result no action steps are planned to address what will
be done differently. It turns into a vicious cycle. Teachers come in week after week and have
meaningless conversations without ever finding out why a lesson was ineffective. There is no
meaningful collaboration among the team members. Who is at fault? If the teachers have not
been introduced to or have not seen positive collaboration, then perhaps it is the principal that
has failed to provide the professional development in this area. Stronge (2002) stated,
“Collaborative environments create positive working relationships and help retain teachers” (pp.
19-20). Collaboration can lead to a number of positive affirmations for teachers including
becoming a more effective teacher. Being an effective teacher is not something that is easy to
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attain. Certainly collaboration plays a role in being an effective teacher. Working with other
teachers and learning from their expertise in different areas has many advantages. School
buildings are full of skilled educators who are able to teach and coach others in their expertise.
Collaboration is a way for teachers to get together and share their vast knowledge with each
other. The old adage, two heads are better than one, is still true today.
Based on this study, I found that years of experience do serve as a significant predictor of
the respondents views regarding collaboration. The level of agreement for questions focused on
collaboration is expected to decrease as the respondents’ years in education increases. The
importance of collaboration may not have been introduced into public education when some of
the teachers were in college. There were no hands-on activities and, perhaps, project-based
learning was not even thought of at that time. Beginning teachers may have experienced
collaboration within their university classes; therefore, they have had experience in meaningful
collaboration. Since this may be the case, it is the responsibility of the principal and school
district leaders to model and introduce teachers to this idea, if needed.
I discovered that some teachers do not see the importance of professional development
and collaboration. Another reason that professional development and collaboration might be not
as practical and meaningful for teachers who have been teaching longer is because they have
personally experienced seeing new ideas in education come and go. Too often educators are
exposed to different practices that do not stay. When a new school initiative is presented, some
teachers may comment, “How long will we have this initiative before it is replaced with
another?” Veteran teachers have spent hours in professional development classes only to see the
newly implemented school initiative replaced. Collaboration is best incorporated into the school
environment by introducing an idea or initiative to teachers and then allowing them the time to
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practice the newly acquired idea or initiative. Meaningful and practical collaboration and
professional development is good for teaching and students; therefore, indicating they are here to
stay. Schools are trying to address the ways to offer collaboration to their teachers.
Possibly a way to address collaboration so that it is meaningful and practical is to
implement professional learning communities (PLCs) or similar program within the school
building. DuFour (2004) discussed that a PLC is “the professional learning community model
flows from the assumption that the core mission of formal education is not simply to ensure that
students are taught but to ensure that they learn” (p. 6). According to DuFour (2004), PLCs have
“Big Ideas” associated with them. The “Big Ideas” are ensuring that students learn, creating a
culture of collaboration, and a focusing on results. There are many positive impacts of PLCs and
one of those is collaboration. Educators use PLCs to begin to share their thoughts, questions,
and goals.
In the past, teachers have shared ideas in the hallways during passing period (if they had
a room nearby) and at lunch (if they had the same lunch). PLCs are a solution to ensure that
teachers are collaborating. Educators are able to meet and having meaningful conversations
pertaining to their jobs. They are able to work together with a common goal of learning for each
student. LaPrade (n.d.) discussed when using a PLC model, educators are able to tackle
struggling student issues and ensure that the student or students are receiving additional support
and time no matter who the student’s teacher is. Students can no longer be thought of as a
teacher’s student, he or she is now everyone’s student, and it is everyone’s responsibility to make
sure the student receives the best education he or she can. All students deserve the opportunity
to learn, and it is the schools responsibility not an individual teacher’s responsibility to teach that
child. The PLC model reduces the negative conversations during collaboration time. Instead of
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using valuable collaborative time to vent frustrations, PLC educators discuss strategies to
improve the problems causing the frustration. Overall, PLCs or meaningful and practical
collaboration can lead to teachers from different backgrounds of expertise and different years of
experience getting together for the primary goal of educating children.
The research revealed that elementary teachers were predicted to have higher levels of
agreement for both professional development and collaboration when compared to the secondary
teachers. Students in the elementary schools stay in the same classroom versus the students at
the secondary level who leave their room after each class. Also, secondary are only in a class for
a semester or year depending on the subject. The environment in the elementary setting is
different than the secondary setting. Students are dependent on their teachers at the younger
grades. Most secondary students are more interested in their peers and taking the classes for
credit and looking forward to graduating. Even so, professional development is important at
both levels. Looking at elementary schedules versus secondary schedules can help one better
understand the discrepancy as to why elementary teachers view collaboration as more essential
to the school environment. Elementary buildings may have more resources provided to them due
to legislative changes that have impacted them like the 90-minute reading block and IREAD 3.
Also, elementary buildings are more likely to have literacy coaches, built-in collaboration time,
Title 1 funds, parent volunteers, and other resources that may not be available to secondary
levels. Elementary schools are usually more compact and the teachers visually see each other
more. For example, the third-grade teacher can converse with a second-grade teacher to gain an
insight into what worked with a child who is struggling. Elementary buildings, most times, are
smaller in regard to student population which gives the staff more opportunities to converse and
become comfortable communicating with each other.
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Secondary schools are broken up into sections according to subjects and many times the
only time someone may see another person is at a staff meeting. Some high schools are so large;
in terms of the number of staff members that one teacher may not even know another teacher
except by sight. In some instances if a secondary teacher wants to talk to a student’s previous
teacher, he or she may need to check the last year’s schedule of the student. Many secondary
teachers leave immediately after school due to coaching responsibilities. The views of the
secondary teachers, in this study, could have been due in part to the focus secondary teachers
have on content as opposed to enhancing their instructional practices. When looking at
scheduling secondary principals must be creative. The teachers must be on board and realize the
importance of collaborating with each other to support a student in reaching his potential. Any
spare minute in the master schedule can be a spare minute to collaboratively plan an intervention
for a student or class.
These are all barriers the leadership within the building has to maneuver through to
advocate for a positive and meaningful school environment for every educator. Additionally,
principals have to determine what resources are needed to accomplish the tasks needed to
become a collaborative learning environment. Principals must identify resources needed and
advocate for those resources. Leaders must think outside the box with determination and a
fortitude and belief that it can and will be done. The students in school today are one’s future for
tomorrow. Not only is there a responsibility to the students for their education, but there is a
responsibility as educators to meet the demands to prepare the children of the future.
Recommendations for Future Research
To further the findings of this study, this study could be expanded to all the states in the
United States and not just limited to Indiana. This would provide a more comprehensive idea of
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performance pay, collaboration, and professional development in the entire country. A
qualitative study could be conducted. I received emails from participants describing their
feelings on why they answered questions a specific way. A qualitative study would give a more
in-depth look into professional development and collaboration perceptions. Finally this study
could be expanded if there is additional research on the effectiveness of collaboration and
professional development in regards to performance pay. More specifically, a study could look
more in-depth at districts where performance pay is implemented and explore professional
development and collaboration in a more intense manner.
I gained valuable insight into collaboration and professional development practices
through this study. Performance pay does not impact the collaboration and professional
development practices of educators. Principals view professional development and collaboration
as more meaningful and practical than teachers. When comparing beginning and veteran
teachers, beginning teachers view professional development as more meaningful and practical.
The more years the teacher has been teaching the less likely the teacher is to view professional
development as meaningful and practical.
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY
THE IMPACT COMPENSATION MODELS HAVE ON PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
AND COLLABORATION
For the purpose of this study, use the following definitions in your determination of answers:




Collaboration can be described as various participants enabling the communication of
multiple viewpoints (Danielson, 2008). Danielson (2008) describes collaboration as a
learning experience for all the participants.
Performance pay is defined as compensating teachers using students’ standardized test
scores coupled with other aspects of teacher effectiveness.
Professional development involves activities or conversations geared toward educator
professional growth where all the participants participate and listen to the activities or
conversations.

1. Your current position is:
(1) Principal
(2) Veteran teacher
(3) Beginning teacher (teaching 5 or less years)
2. How many years have you been in the field of education? _________
3. Your gender is:
(1) Female
(2) Male
4. Highest level of degree obtained:
(1) Bachelor’s
(2) Master’s
(3) Ed.S.
(4) Ph.D.
5. Which best describes your school building?
(1) Elementary
(2) Secondary
(3) Both Elementary and Secondary
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6. How many students are in your school building?
(1) 1 to 200
(2) 201-400
(3) 401-600
(4) 601-800
(5) 801-1,000
(6) 1,001+
7. What percentage of your school population is on free or reduced lunch?
(1) 0%-20%
(2) 21%-40%
(3) 41%-60%
(4) 61%-80%
(5) 81%+
8. On average, how many hours a month do you devote to professional development?
(1) None
(2) 1-3
(3) 4-6
(4) 7-9
(5) 10+
9. On average, how many hours a month do you devote to collaboration with colleagues?
(1) None
(2) 1-3
(3) 4-6
(4) 7-9
(5) 10+
10. Is your school district currently using a new compensation model (performance pay)?
(1) Yes
(2) No
If yes, how long? ________
11. If you were to receive $2,000.00 in performance pay would you act differently?
(1) Yes
(2) No (go to question 13)
12. How would you act differently (choose all that apply)?
(1) Try harder
(2) Stay at school longer than contract time (teachers) or expected time (administrators)
(3) Collaborate more with colleagues
(4) Advance my education by obtaining an additional degree(s)
(5) Read professional magazines and books
(6) Observe other colleagues
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(7) Attend professional development conferences or in-services
(8) Join professional organizations
(9) Take on more leadership roles within my school building or school district
(10) None of the above
Using the rankings of: strongly agree, agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, disagree, and
strongly disagree to respond to each statement.
13. Professional development provided by my school district is meaningful.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
14. Professional development provided by my school district is practical.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
15. I seek out professional development opportunities in an effort to obtain a change on my
district’s pay scale.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
16. Teachers, who are new to the profession and have a bachelor’s degree, should continue
his or her education and get a master’s degree.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
17. The hours I currently invest in professional development will not change if and when I
get compensation due in part to performance of my students.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
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(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Somewhat Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

18. I will continue to seek out professional development opportunities with the sole purpose
of growing professionally not as a way to obtain more pay through a column change.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
19. Collaboration time provided by my school district is meaningful.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
20. Collaboration time provided by my school district is practical.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
21. I collaborate with colleagues in an effort to grow professionally.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
22. Collaboration, among teachers, is teacher driven not forced upon teachers by
administration.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
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23. Collaboration is a vital part of my success as an educator.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
24. I plan to continue collaborating with colleagues when a new compensation model is
active in my district.
(1) Strongly Agree
(2) Agree
(3) Somewhat Agree
(4) Somewhat Disagree
(5) Disagree
(6) Strongly Disagree
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY COVER LETTER
DATE
THE IMPACT COMPENSATION MODELS HAVE ON PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
AND COLLABORATION
You are being invited to participate in a research study about teacher and administrator
perceptions in regard to professional development and collaboration in relation to performance
pay. This study is being conducted by Kathryn Reckard under the direction and leadership of Dr.
Terry McDaniel, from the Educational Leadership Department at Indiana State University. You
were selected as a possible participant in this study because you are either an administrator or
teacher in the state of Indiana.
There are no known risks if you decide to participate in this research study. There are no costs to
you for participating in the study. The information you provide will be used for research
purposes only. The questionnaire will take about five minutes to complete. The information
collected may not benefit you directly, but the information learned in this study may provide you
with a better understanding of the perceived effects performance pay has on professional
development and collaboration.
This survey is anonymous. In an effort to provide anonymity IP addresses will not be collected;
however, complete anonymity cannot be guaranteed. No one will be able to identify you or your
answers, and no one will know whether or not you participated in the study. Individuals from the
Institutional Review Board may inspect these records. Should the data be published, no
individual information will be disclosed.
Your participation in this study is voluntary. By completing this survey, you are voluntarily
agreeing to participate. You are free to decline to answer any particular question you do not wish
to answer for any reason. You are welcome to stop the survey at any time. Partially completed
surveys will not be part of the study.
If you have any questions about the study, please contact Kathryn Reckard, 2727 South
Washington Street, Kokomo, IN 46902, by phone at 765-455-8085, or by email at
kreckard@kokomoschools.com. Or you can contact Dr. Terry McDaniel, Indiana State
University, Terre Haute, IN 47809, by phone at 812-821-7252, or by email at
terry.mcdaniel@indstate.edu.
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If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject or if you feel you have been
placed at risk, you may contact the Indiana State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) by
mail at Indiana State University, Office of Sponsored Programs, Terre Haute, IN 47809, by
phone at 812.237.8217, or by email at irb@indstate.edu.

This survey can be accessed by clicking on the following link:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Reckard
_______ I understand the purpose of this study and that participation is voluntary. If you have
any questions about the study, please contact Kathryn Reckard by phone at 765-455-8085 or by
email at kreckard@kokomoschools.com. My questions have been answered to my satisfaction
and I agree to participate in this study.
If you do not wish to participate, you may exit the survey at this time.
IRB Number: 551478
Date of IRB Approval: 1/31/2014
Project Expiration Date: 1/31/2015
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APPENDIX C: FREQUENCY TABLES FOR QUESTIONS POSED TO VETERAN
TEACHERS

Professional Development Provided by my School District is Meaningful
f

%

51

4.5

Agree

228

20.0

Somewhat Agree

397

34.9

Somewhat Disagree

178

15.6

Disagree

174

15.3

Strongly Disagree

111

9.7

Strongly Agree

Professional Development Provided by my School District is Practical
f

%

37

3.2

Agree

245

21.5

Somewhat Agree

413

36.3

Somewhat Disagree

197

17.3

Disagree

163

14.3

84

7.4

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree
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I seek out Professional Development Opportunities in an Effort to Obtain a Change on my
District’s Pay Scale
f

%

Strongly Agree

25

2.2

Agree

80

7.0

Somewhat Agree

119

10.4

Somewhat Disagree

100

8.8

Disagree

445

39.1

Strongly Disagree

370

32.5

Teachers, who are new to the Profession and have a Bachelor’s Degree, should Continue His or
Her Education and get a Master’s Degree
f

%

Strongly Agree

156

13.7

Agree

253

22.2

Somewhat Agree

256

22.5

Somewhat Disagree

131

11.5

Disagree
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17.1

Strongly Disagree

148

13.0
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The Hours I Currently Invest in Professional Development will not Change if and when I get
Compensated due in part to Performance of my Students
f

%

Strongly Agree

269

23.6

Agree

509

44.7

Somewhat Agree

204

17.9

Somewhat Disagree

59

5.2

Disagree

72

6.3

Strongly Disagree

26

2.3

I will Continue to seek out Professional Development Opportunities with the Sole Purpose of
Growing Professionally not as a way to Obtain More Pay Through a Column Change
f

%

Strongly Agree

426

37.4

Agree

434

38.1

Somewhat Agree

162

14.2

Somewhat Disagree

40

3.5

Disagree

41

3.6

Strongly Disagree

36

3.2
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Collaboration Time Provided by my School District is Meaningful
f

%

Strongly Agree

130

11.4

Agree

307

27.0

Somewhat Agree

344

30.2

Somewhat Disagree

121

10.6

Disagree

141

12.4

96

8.4

Strongly Disagree

Collaboration Time Provided by my School District is Practical
f

%

Strongly Agree

104

9.1

Agree

302

26.5

Somewhat Agree

351

30.8

Somewhat Disagree

137

12.0

Disagree

150

13.2

95

8.3

Strongly Disagree
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I Collaborate with Colleagues in an Effort to Grow Professionally
f

%

Strongly Agree

294

25.8

Agree

495

43.5

Somewhat Agree

252

22.1

Somewhat Disagree

46

4.0

Disagree

42

3.7

Strongly Disagree

10

0.9

Collaboration, Among Teachers, is Teacher Driven not Forced Upon Teachers by
Administration
f

%

Strongly Agree

205

18.0

Agree

352

30.9

Somewhat Agree

246

21.6

Somewhat Disagree

132

11.6

Disagree

135

11.9

69

6.1

Strongly Disagree

201
Collaboration is a Vital Part of my Success as an Educator
f

%

Strongly Agree

387

34.0

Agree

406

35.6

Somewhat Agree

221

19.4

Somewhat Disagree

50

4.4

Disagree

55

4.8

Strongly Disagree

20

1.8

I Plan to Continue Collaborating with Colleagues when a New Compensation Model is Active in
my District
f

%

Strongly Agree

375

32.9

Agree

548

48.1

Somewhat Agree

156

13.7

Somewhat Disagree

27

2.4

Disagree

22

1.9

Strongly Disagree

11

1.0

