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Abstract
In this study, the perceptions of educational lead¢ incentive pay programs, including
Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program were examined.i¥edimethods design provided a
process by which student achievement, professiubmatlopment, and the retention of
high quality and effective teachers were viewedtlgh the lens of Marzano’s (2003)
Teacher Level Factors that influence student aeiment. The population for the study
consisted of educational leaders and educatorsseddri. The sample group was
comprised of four public school superintendentar frofessional development chairs,
four leaders in professional education organizatiéour Missouri public school board
presidents, and approximately 83 Missouri publitost teachers. Interviews and survey
data were collected and analyzed. Four themes ewdémgm the study: the effectiveness
of Missouri's Career Ladder Program as relatedh¢oeiasing student achievement, the
effectiveness of incentive pay programs as relaiedcreasing student achievement, the
components of an effective professional developrpergram, and motivation for
teachers. Findings indicated positive perceptidnsaentive pay programs, including
Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program, which were thoaglenhance professional
development, the retention of high quality and @ffe teachers, and ultimately
increased student achievement. Even though defaitlsentive pay programs vary
greatly, teacher motivation and increased studemegement were consistent findings
among participants. The perceptions of educator this study may serve district and
state educational leaders in future decision-ma&imdjimplementation of incentive pay

programs.
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Chapter One: Introduction

According to Danielson (2009), “the capstone of adyool improvement effort is
the quality of teaching, which represents the gimgbst important aspect of any school’s
program for enduring student success” (p. 106)hWistructional quality as the main
determiner in student achievement, it is imperatnat teachers, as professionals,
continue to study best practices in instructionr(ieson, 2009). Weiss (2005) contended
that professional development provides the oppdstiio increase staff quality.

Similarly, DuFour and Marzano (2012) reported, éeffve teachers have a profound
influence on student achievement and ineffectiaetiers do not” (p. 75).

The U.S. Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, espd, Teachers don’t get
enough support or the mentoring they need. Theigglke with classroom management
skills. Those master and mentor teachers helpieg tthrough rough days is hugely
important. We have to build real career laddeas’cited in Barseghian, 2010, para.13).

Professionatlevelopment programs that help teachers gain kngeland
implement best practices into their instructionnodttely lead to increased student
achievement and are needed to meet the demands ©hidl Left Behind (NCLB)
(Johnson, Kahle, & Fargo, 2007). One professiopaktbpment incentive pay program
focused on increasing student achievement, prafesksdevelopment for educators, and
the retention of high quality and effective teashevas Missouri’'s Career Ladder
Program.

Background of the Study
The old maxim, “What gets measured gets done, beaapplied to the

educational setting in the sense that what getsuoned or assessed becomes the focus of



what gets accomplished (Wilson, Croxson, & Atkinsd@04). With this principle in
mind, educational leaders have closely examinetkgsmnal development and incentive
programs, and reviewed the legislative acts the¢ mandated accountability measures.

When educators fully to understand the specifiedd handed down through the
Excellence in Education Act of 1985, the Outstagddchools Act of 1993, and more
recently NCLB, analysis of individual district pessional development plans and
incentive programs, such as Missouri’'s Career Lagdegram becomes necessary
(Honowar & Olson, 2008). One time U.S. Secretdrigaucation, Richard Riley (2003),
concurred:

The development of national and state standard$hak significant and long-

term implications for the professional developmefrteachers. Providing

students with opportunities for high-quality insttion will require us to begin to
view professional development as a necessity ahthecely an add-on, and as an
integral part of the daily work of teachers ratttem an occasional break from

classroom instruction. (p. 1)

With the standards for educational accountabihtréasing each year, school
districts are continually evaluating their currieod, programs, and state and national test
scores in an effort to meet and exceed these sts({Burk, Holliday, & Dick, 2004). In
an effort to “reward excellent educators for thekvihney do over and above what is
required of good educators” (Missouri DepartmenEl@mentary and Secondary
Education [MODESE], 2008, p. 1) the MODESE impleteenMissouri’'s Career Ladder

Program which was derived from the Missouri Cai2evelopment and Teacher



Excellence which was established by the nationakBsnce in Education Act of 1985
(MODESE, 2008).

Career Ladder was a three-tier program of oppdrasior teachers to earn a
salary supplement for spending a minimum of 60 fautside of contracted time in
appropriate, approved activities (MODESE, 2008¢hsas tutoring students to increase
achievement. School districts that chose to padiei in Missouri’s Career Ladder
Program developed a plan and submitted the plémetMODESE by April 1% of the
year prior to participation (MODESE, 2008).

Participating school districts were required to payto 60% of the Career Ladder monies
earned by teachers, while the MODESE (2008) supg@dlte program with the
remaining percentage (MODESE, 2008).

For the 2008-2009 school year, there were 348 Misguiblic school districts,
representing 18,000 teachers, that participatélderCareer Ladder Program (MODESE,
2009). The total cost to the state of Missouri 28,065, 214. (MODESE, 2009).
During the 2009-2010 legislative sessions fundorglie program was eliminated due to
economic constraints.

When academic performance is one element of daterghschool funding,
districts are forced to ensure that the curriculpmagrams, and educators in the district
are constantly evaluated, analyzed, and improveshiy12007). In an effort to increase
student achievement, school districts employ varfmograms and strategies. Often
increasing student achievement begins by examihagnstructional practices presented

to students (National Center for Education Evabraind Regional Assistance, 2007).



Accountability for increasing student achievement.According to the
MODESE (2008), “The Outstanding Schools Act catisifhcreased accountability in
improving student academic performance for all addduri’s public school districts and
school buildings” (p. 5) With federal legislationch as the NCLB Act tying funding
directly to student achievement and school perfoceaand similar demands being
made on schools at state and local levels, evarngida educators make must directly or
indirectly relate to the goal of increasing studacttievement (Smith, 2005; Yoon,
Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapely, 2008).

To clearly articulate the goal of increasing studsrhievement, the reasons
behind and the avenues to achieve the goal, psitticol districts must be guided by
federal and state mandates (Yoon et al., 200@nlaver-changing society, educational
leaders must accept the challenge of increasimglatds. According to the Associated
Content’s Education column (2007):

There is a desire to fill a particular educatiogab in society. Some teachers love

learning and want to share their knowledge witrehThey want to help

someone else learn new things and improve thdlsskhese teachers are a great

benefit to our society and the children within(jgara. 5)

Improving student achievement is the goal of edusatven without the legislative
mandates (Dearman & Alber, 2005). Whether motivatedesire or mandate, it is
important to set standards, create benchmarksgstatllish a common language to be

used (Danielson, 2002).



Professional development for educator®?rofessional development has been a
topic of research and discussion since its beggmin the early 1970s (Liebierman &
Miller, 1978). Generally defined, “professional ékpment is the process of ensuring
that professionals are constantly learning techescand information about how to better
their skills in their jobs (eLead, 2010, para.This process was established to help
educators learn and improve in their field, whidimately leads to increased student
achievement (Timperely, 2008). For practicing teasho stay current and learn the
latest techniques and strategies in educationjraonis, systematic professional
development is necessary (eLead, 2010, para. 1).

In 1993, the MODESE mandated that, “a school dissfall allocate one percent
of monies received pursuant to Section 163.410, &S#kclusive of categorical add-
ons, to the Professional Development Committee (Rid@he district as established in
subdivision (1) of subsection 4 of section 168.B8Mo” (MODESE, 2010, p. 4). The
MODESE (2010) also provided detailed funding guited for district professional
development programs. As of August 2010, The Ontstey Schools Act of 1993 was
modified with the passage of House Bill 1543: “Igria period in which the school
funding formula is not fully funded, school distsavill not be held accountable for the
dedicated 1% allocation to professional developmauttall other legislated professional
development requirements are still in place” (Pssienal Development Guideline and
Changes, 2010, Missouri House Bill 1543, sectioB.480).

Retention of high quality and effective teachersCurrent Secretary of
Education, Arne Duncan, posited, “Our ability toratt and retain teachers will shape the

future of education in the next 25-30 years,” (Bgigan, 2010, para 4). In an effort to



retain high quality and effective teachers, sons¢ridis have considered incentive pay
programs. According to Honawar and Olson (2008h€‘interest in pay-for-performance
systems stems from the growing recognition thatesteachers are far more effective
than others in raising student achievement, arnidélaahers—like other workers—may
respond to monetary incentives,” (p. 26).

Monetary incentives are often used to increaseopmdnce in various professions
(Hayes, 2006). In the 1980s, merit or performaraefpr teachers made sense to
political and business leaders who supported tbentives in an effort to promote
increased performance and student achievement;eowaost merit pay endeavors
were wrought with problems (Epstein, Sanders, &&ie 2009). By the late 1990s,
most states had abandoned the idea (Southern Régiduacation Board, 2002).

Missouri was one of the states that attempted yoeffactive teachers more
money for their service above and beyond theirreated time. The Career Ladder
Program was developed in 1985, and Missouri wasobsex states to create such a
program in an effort to “provide students opportiesi for enhanced learning
experiences, remedial assistance, and variousaedetay/year activities” (Wieberg,
2007, p. 2). Missouri continued the Career Ladtegram until 2010 when legislators
discontinued state funding due to budget concerns.

With the increased pressure on educators derived the strict guidelines and
benchmarks mandated by NCLB, professional developmeseen as one way to drive
increased student achievement by improving andéhiatpeffective teachers (Laine &
Otto, 2000). This study sought to examine theo#iffeness of incentive pay programs,

including Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program, by exiplg the perceptions of Missouri



public school superintendents, board of educatresigents, teachers, and representative
from state and national professional educationgduizations as related to increasing
student achievement, professional developmentdocaors, and the retention of high
guality and effective teachers.

Statement of the Problem

According to the U.S. Secretary’s Fifth Annual Bgmn Teacher Quality (2006),
it is imperative that states continue to improvwelsnht achievement, and teacher quality is
critical in securing the educational future of tlaion. Educators are, however,
increasingly pressured to accomplish more. Ong loa to look at the national
mandates of NCLB, and the yearly increased perfoomateps laid out by this Act, to
realize the expectations for student growth in@easgnificantly each year culminating
in 2014 with all students performing at grade leagkvaluated by individual state
standards (U.S. Department of Education, 2004 es&mandates leave little time for
trial and error and self reflection as to whatelffective strategies for professional
development and retention of quality teachersuttahately lead to increased student
achievement (Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2005). é&sh is scarce regarding motivators
for teacher retention and professional growth, sagchncentive pay opportunities,
(Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2009).

The goal of education is increased student achmewe (Marzano, 2007). This
goal is obtained through student contact with Igghlity and effective teachers (Darling-
Hammon & Richardson, 2009). Teachers hone thelisgki become high quality and
effective educators through intentional professialeaelopment (Darling-Hammnon &

Richardson, 2009). Guskey and Yoon (2009) stated:



Since districts and schools have limited resourtese expenditures diminish
their ability to deploy more effective professionavelopment strategies, which
research is beginning to show require significapeaditures over a sustained

time period (p. 3)

Until 2010, school districts in Missouri were maite to allocate at least 1% of
the district’s budget toward a professional develept program. When the state
experienced budget challenges, changes were matttatireg one percent of state funds
received through the school foundation program (NESE, 2013). According to Guskey
and Yoon (2009), public schools have spent aboitttilon annually on professional
development activities.

Effective professional development costs distmatsiey (Odden, Archibald,
Fermanich, & Galligher, 2012). The MODESE (2013}lde=d, “Professional learning
for educators is the crucial element in the equdioo success. If the destination is to
reach higher levels of learning for all studerttgnt professional learning for the adults in
the school system must be part of the school @jltp. 2). According to Odden et al.
(2009), “Even when reform-minded districts and stheaders want to deploy effective
professional development strategies, they rarebpkhow much the programs cost” (p.
52).

As new teachers enter the field of education alleég® students consider career
opportunities, the issue of retirement is seldonth&ir minds. According to Costrell and
Podgursky (2009), retirement planning should #tarly in one’s career. In 2010, the
Missouri Public School Retirement System (PSRS) exgdoring ways to cover

liabilities that were wiped out due to the 200&k&tmarket meltdown (Young, 2010). In



2012, however, the PSRS declared itself as tdat§est pool of assets in the U.S. and
107" in the world (Hilgedick, 2013). Moreover, “Althobgome pension systems across
the nation are on the ropes, Missouri’'s is notdreld Hilgedick, (2013, p. 1).

The strength of the retirement system is one ingmbraspect of retirement
planning (Costrell & Podgursky, 2009). Another aggder perspective and new teachers
to consider is their retirement benefits. Accordioghe PSRS, Director of Member
Services, R. Peterson (personal communicatione8epr, 30, 2013), the cut of the
career ladder program impacted educator retiretmemefits. The final average salary of
a Missouri educator is calculated using the mensid@ghest three consecutive years of
salary (R. Peterson, personal communication, Sdmer30, 2013); therefore:

If an educator participated in the Missouri Catdesiider Program earning the

maximum of $5,000, for at least three consecutaary, the program cut could

have hurt the retirement income significantly, plolyshundreds of dollars per
month depending on the salary amounts.

The state of Missouri previously spent millionsdotlars and over 18,000
Missouri educators spent hundreds of thousandswflparticipating in Missouri’s
Career Ladder Program in the 2008-2009 school sleae (MODESE, 2008b). In an
effort to ultimately increase student achievemtd,effectiveness of the program that is
now a non-funded state program due to 2010 budgst(@ieberg, 2010) and other
alternative pay incentive programs must be analyagaistify further implementation

and future funding as well as to retain high qyadihd effective teachers.
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Purpose of the Study

In the current economic condition, all areas ofo&tHunding are being closely
examined. Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program hasved much media attention due to
the fact that the MODESE did not fully commit tanfling the program for the 2009-
2010 school year until a Fiscal Year 2011 approjpnavas made (Wieberg, 2010), and
with the passage of House Bill 1543, which remaotedrequirement of the state to
provide further funding. In a June, 2009, lettethte Missouri Commissioner of
Education; Allen Icet, Chairman of the House Budgemmittee, and Gary Nodler,
Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committe@teyr“The General Assembly
cannot assure that the participants in the Caraddér Program for the 2009-2010
school year and beyond will be supported by stapeagpriation, and these participants
should be noted of these changes” (para. 2).

With final cuts to the Missouri Career Ladder paogrdetermined, the purpose of
this study was to closely examine the effectivenassletermined by perceptions of
educational leaders, of incentive pay programsiohioly Missouri’s Career Ladder
Program, as it relates to increasing student acadachievement, professional
development for educators, and the retention df higplity and effective teachers. The
results of this study may provide state and loegidlators and administrators current
data of the perceptions of the effects of incenpiag programs on professional
development programs and the retention of highBliied and effective teachers which
ultimately lead to increased student achievemesegeRrch data analysis may enable
research-based, state budgetary decisions ane fiutoding considerations for

alternative pay programs.
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Research Questions

In an effort to increase student achievement kaimgtg quality teachers, the
Missouri Career Ladder Program was establishe®&b IMODESE, 2008). The goals
of the program were to recognize master teacherside opportunities for professional
growth, enhance education to improve student aehiewt, support district and
statewide education goals, and to provide inceatbyeway of a salary supplement and
career advancement program (MODESE, 2008). Thewolg research questions
guided this study:

1. What are the perceptions of Missouri publicosgisuperintendents, teachers,
and district professional development chairs adrakitive pay incentives to replace the
career ladder program?

2. What are the perceptions of Missouri publicostisuperintendents, teachers,
and district professional development chairs adraktive pay incentives as related to
student academic achievement, professional deveopfar educators, and the retention
of high quality and effective teachers?

3. What are the perceptions of state and natjprdéssional educational
organizations of alternative pay incentives asteel&o student academic achievement,
professional development for educators, and thentiein of high quality and effective
teachers?

4. What are the motivators for Missouri public@hboard presidents to

approve allocation of funds for district sponsoadtdrnative pay incentives?
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Conceptual Framework

Marzano (2003) proposed three general factorgiiflaence student academic
achievement: school-level factors, teacher-levetolis, and student-level factors. The
teacher-level factor of Marzano’s (2003) three galiactors that influence student
achievement was examined. Within this factor, tle@ecational constructs were
identified to form the underpinnings of this studfudent academic achievement,
professional development for educators, and reterdf high quality and effective
teachers. Other researchers echoed the importaheacher effectiveness.

According to Danielson (2002), “The purpose ofch is to effectively teach
students, promoting high levels of student learyiifjg 67). Danielson (2002) also posed
the question in her booknhancing Student AchievemeéiWhat is high-level learning
and what does it include” (p. 5)? Danielson (200&nt on to propose that legislators
have provided at least a partial answer to thesstgpns with state assessments and
performance mandates. Reeves (2004), argued tat@tability for learning happens in
the classroom, and that “more real accountabilitsues when teachers actively
participate in the development, refinement, anamgpg of accountability” (p. 3).

Current U.S. Secretary of Education, Arne Duncsseded, “A rigorous and fair
accountability system measures student growth, nesaschools that accelerate student
achievement, and identifies and rewards outstaneiachers and leaders” (U.S.
Department of Education, 2010, p. 1) Similarlypn&h and Glazerman (2009) reported,
Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program was designed fwone classroom instruction
through professional and curriculum developmerigcher satisfaction and retention, and

ultimately student achievement.
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Educators must be continually aware of the effieey have on students (Hattie,
2012). Hirsch (2009) determinedniproving professional learning for educators is a
crucial step in transforming schools and improwwegdemic achievement&ccording to
Schmoker (2006), teacher collaboration is one neetfigrofessional learning that
continually focuses on awareness of student legriarling-Hammond et al. (2009),
contended that sustained and intensive professtealopment for teachers is related to
student achievement.

Providing proper support and professional develaqins a key strategy in
retaining high quality and effective teachers, éftt, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2009).
According to Heller (2004), teacher retention da#sct teaching and learning. Strauss
(2012), also acknowledged that increases in teammpensation through merit pay
opportunities may lead to increased job satisfactiod retention of teachers.

Throughout this study, parallels were drawn to yeeaMarzano’s (2003) teacher-
level factors as related to the intended outcom#éseoMissouri Career Ladder Program.
Research Design

When analyzing qualitative research, the focus kshioe to fully understand the
phenomenon being explored (Creswell, 2007). Thestcocts of this study were chosen
to both fully understand, as well as promote stiigkefor increased student achievement
as identified in Marzano’s (2003), model of effeetieachers as related to academic
accountability, professional development for edoisgtand retention of highly qualified
and effective teachers; all of which were goalMddsouri’'s Career Ladder program

(MODESE, 2008).
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Conducting interviews for qualitative research paovide “in-depth details
pertaining to participants’ experiences and viewsof a particular topic” (Turner,
2010, p.754). For this study, Missouri educatideatiers were interviewed to obtain
perceptions of incentive pay programs includingihssouri Career Ladder Program.
During an interview, whether face-to-face, via @i@cic communication, or over the
telephone, the interview questions should be opele@ and allow the interviewee to
chart the direction of the interview (Siegle, 2002)

While the interview questions were predeterminkd,ihterviewees had the
opportunity to express opinions beyond the ingiaéstions. When the constant
comparative method is used, the goal of the reseashould be to analyze conceptual
similarities, to develop topic categories, andigzaver patterns throughout the
interviews (Boeije, 2002). Once the interviews @veonducted, responses were analyzed
using open and axial coding. Open coding was tsedtermine categories and themes,
while axial coding was used to analyze categooesxpose links and relationships
(Straker, 2008).

Limitations and Assumptions

The following limitations were identified:

1. The study was limited geographically to pulkktiool superintendents,
teachers, district professional development chbwmard of education presidents, and
educational organization representatives in Migsour

2. The level of experience and interaction with Bissouri Career Ladder

Program by the public school superintendents, &acllistrict professional development
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chairs, board of education presidents, and eduttarganization representatives was
not considered.

3. The interview questions were created by theaieher with research bias
controlled through triangulation of on-going reviefiwdata and critiques by an
educational researcher.

The following assumptions were accepted:

1. It was assumed that the public school supmdents, teachers, district
professional development chairs, board of educatiesidents, and educational
organization representatives superintendents, ltasgdnterview responses on their
own personal and professional experiences.

2. It was assumed that the public school supardents, teachers, district
professional development chairs, board of educatiesidents, and educational
organization representatives interpreted the quests intended.

Summary

The NCLB Act has dramatically increased the focusnoreasing student
achievement and teacher effectiveness (Yell, Katsigs, & Shriner, 2006). Educational
leaders are charged with implementing best practitéoth programs and practices in
an effort to increase student achievement. Mar£2003), asserted, “if we follow the
guidance offered from 35 years of research, weeca@r an era of unprecedented
effectiveness for the public practice in educatim”l). This study was conducted in
order to examine the effectiveness of one Missprriessional development program
designed to ultimately increase student achievereaiprovide perceptions of educators

of alternative pay incentive programs.
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The Missouri Career Ladder Program has undergtileeresearch to measure its
effectiveness of increasing student achievemenvkBo& Glazerman, 2009); however,
since its inception in 1985, millions of state do#l and thousands of educators have
participated in the program that was designedwarée educators for work they perform
beyond their required contract (MODESE, 2008) arreffort to ultimately increase
student achievement, the effectiveness of the prodhat is now a non-funded state
program due to 2010 budget cuts (Wieberg, 2010} meignalyzed in order to justify
further implementation and future funding of aliime pay incentives.

The purpose of this study was to determine thegpgians of Missouri
educational leaders of the Missouri Career Laddegnam as it relates to student
achievement, professional development, retentidmngif quality and effective teachers,
and current and future funding for the program.

In Chapter Two, a review of relevant literature wassented to examine the
constructs of student academic achievement, professdevelopment for educators and
retention of high quality and effective teachersiasved through the lens of one factor
of Marzano’s three general factors that influertcelent achievement. Educational
accountability, professional development for edoisgtretention of teachers, alternative

pay programs, and the Missouri Career Ladder Pnogvare discussed.
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Chapter Two: Review of Related Literature

A review of literature surrounding the perceptiofglternative pay incentive
programs as related to teacher retention, qualdfepsional development, and ultimately
improved student achievement is included in thegptér. This review begins with an in
depth examination of school accountability andestatd federal mandates as the
platform for alternative pay incentive programsh®&ol reform and accountability in the
United States in the past 20 years have been tnaglforce behind such programs as
Career Ladder, and thus, a review of the educdtam@untability movement, as well as
an analysis of the NCLB of 2001 and state and fddaeasures of success is necessary.
Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program will also be pnéseé as one alternative pay program
designed to provide educators with a sound methattcoeasing student achievement.
Academic Accountability for Educators

Even though academic testing has been present ariéam schools since the
nineteenth century (Ravitch, 2002, p.1) the phiddgoof holding teachers as well as
students accountable for student performance hasgewah during the last 50 years.
During the nineteenth century, teachers were reduw pass a knowledge level test in
order to gain employment as a teacher, but ongewveee hired, there were no other
assessments of ability. The philosophy of educatarsg that time was that if students
failed, it was the fault of the students. Ravit2B@2) asserted:

The idea of accountability-holding not only studebtt teachers, schools, even

school districts accountable for student perforneais@ more contemporary

invention. A long standing and fundamental contlietween the education

profession and laypeople as to the purpose andafisesting may explain why
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accountability does not share testing’s long peigrit may also help to explain
much of the controversy that surrounds testinganoduntability in our schools
today. (p.1)

Researchers and educators alike are today cdlystamving to find ways to
increase student achievement through school acabilitt. To do this, various laws,
reforms, and programs have been established didhiet, state, and federal levels. The
following analysis of related literature providehiatorical background on school and
teacher accountability and various methods andrpnog that have been implemented in
an effort to increase student achievement.

The Ramifications of the Outstanding Schools Act 01993

With increasing student achievement and schoolwatdedility under the lens,
lawmakers, passed the Outstanding Schools Act@3 1®require an increase in the
amount of state revenues allocated specificallyethrcational use (MODESE, 2008).
According to a state funding report from the Caathtto Fund Excellent Schools, and the
Jefferson City Public Schools (2008), this act gatesl the revenues needed, but the
sustainability of generating such funds was founde impossible.

By 1998, it was determined that the rate at wiihehmonies were being
expended was not going to be able to sustain tnedfation formula. Since that time, of
Missouri has had to make cuts in its educationdieti However, the Outstanding
Schools Act of 1993 showed Missouri’'s commitmenpidblic education and increased
student achievement (MODESE, 2008).This act cdflethcreased accountability for
improving academic performance and the economidifgnto aid in the necessary

changes and improvements (MODESE, 2008).
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Through the Outstanding Schools Act of 1993, Missdeveloped the Show-Me
Standards, which were 73 identifiers of what Migspublic education students should
know and be able to do when they graduate from saoffool (MODESE, 2008). Along
with the Show-Me Standards, this act brought f@thriculum Frameworks intended to
aid in curriculum development and alignment wite 8how-Me Standards. The
Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) was also createldmplemented as a new state
wide assessment program to provide districts aadtidte with indicators as to how well
students in Missouri compared academically witreo8tudents in the United States
(MODESE, 2008).

Missouri lawmakers also believed that to improwaseht performance, the
performance of educators must also be improved Qutstanding Schools Act of 1993
also brought increased support for professionatlbgwment by mandating that at least
1% of a district’s budget and 1% of the state’scadional budget be devoted to
professional development (MODESE, 2008). Otheasud# focus brought on by the
Outstanding Schools Act of 1993 were defined pitesl standards for new educators,
and increased funding for technology in the sch@dISDESE, 2008). The Outstanding
Schools Act of 1993 brought about specific focuesaarfor Missouri Public Schools with
the intent of improved student achievement and achocountability. Since that time,
many changes have occurred in federal and statagdoal mandates. However, the
Show-Me Standards, the Curriculum Frameworks, tiesdlri Assessment Program,
Professional Development for Educators, Professisteandards for New Educators, and

public school technology funding have continuetdéca focus for the state of Missouri.
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No Child Left Behind

The U.S. federal government has had a long histbiyterest in public school
operation and student achievement (Costrell & Pe@§®4). Either from internal
pressures, or the mandates of the 1994 reauthionzaitthe Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, most states were committed to stalsdbased reform prior to NCLB.
The 1994 reauthorization of the Elementary and Se&axy Education Act required states
to develop comprehensive academic standards witlicelum-based tests that were to
be given yearly at three grade levels in both nradtes and reading (Costrell & Peyser,
2004). According to Costrell and Peyser, (2004, rdrauthorization lacked “teeth.” By
the time the NCLB Act was enacted in 2002, a mérstates were in compliance with
the accountability mandates of the 1994 reauthtioizaf the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act.

With the implementation of the No Child Left BetliAct of 2001 (NCLB), came
an era of public education reform unparalleledunmation’s history. This law, signed
by President George Bush in 2002, effected puldication from Kindergarten through
high school. According to the U.S. Department dé&ation (2004), NCLB was founded
on four pillars: accountability for results, an dmpis on scientifically researched based
programs and procedures, expanding options fonpgrand increasing local flexibility
and control.

Accountability, in an effort to increase studechiavement, is a provision of
NCLB. According to Costrell and Peyser, 2004, NCiLBills the promise of earlier
educational mandates by putting into place sperifldementation and compliance

timelines if states wish to receive federal edwesti funding. The overarching
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achievement goal set by NCLB was to have everyesiuperforming at a proficient or
advanced level, as set by each state, by 2014.

To measure the attainment of this goal, each d&ateloped benchmarks to
measure student progress. States were also rédqaitesaggregate student demographic
information into sub-groups to ensure no studenhooone group of students, failed to
attain proficiency (U.S. Department of Educatiof02). States were mandated to
determine their definition of adequate yearly pesgr(AYP). Any school or school
within a district that fails to meet AYP for two &es in a row, whether on the school
wide AYP score or a sub-group AYP score, will begled as “in need of improvement”
according to the mandates of NCLB (U.S. Departnoéiiiducation, 2004).

Another pillar of NCLB was professional developm#anr educators. Any school
or district that is identified as “in need of impeonent” was required to spend at least
10% of their Title | funds toward assisting teach@ODESE, 2008). In addition to
this, the mandated high-quality assessments ardet to provide teachers and
administrators with data to determine professialesielopment of the district. Paige
(2004) argued, “Great teachers are the key to kimigahe potential in every child and
finally closing the staggering achievement gap,™Sp

To echo Paige, the U.S. Department of EducationeS&ay, in 2004, NCLB
required districts to provide teachers with proi@sal development opportunities that
was not only useful and relevant, but also focumedtudent achievement (U.S.
Department of Education, 2004). NCLB gave distribtsflexibility to use innovative

methods for training and recruiting highly qualifiend effective teachers by invoking
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merit pay plans and incentive pay for those edusatto qualify under specific
guidelines set by each state (U.S. Department at&tbn, 2004).
Professional Development for Educators

According to the Missouri Professional Developm@ntdelines for Student
Success (MODESE, 2009), “Everyone who affects stuldarning, ranging from the
board of education members, central office adnmaiists, principals, and teachers, to
classified/support staff and parents, must contipirmprove their knowledge and skills
in order to ensure student learning,” (p. 51). €sefonal Development is defined as “the
process of ensuring that professionals are corgtig@arning techniques and information
about how to better their skills in their jobs”l(ead, 2009, para. 2). Professional
Development can take shape in numerous ways, batding to Diaz-Maggioli (2004),
professional development is a career long procesiged for teachers to fine-tune their
skills in order to effectively meet the needs oidetnts. Diaz-Maggioli (2004) went on to
declare effective professional development shoald pb-embedded commitment.

A study conducted by the American Educational BeseAssociation (2005),
reported, “Extended opportunities to better un@adtstudent learning, curriculum
materials and instruction, and subject-matter aurtan boost the performance of both
teachers and students” (p. 4). With knowledge asdarch pointing to the fact that
professional development can be effective in irgrepstudent achievement, but should
be job-embedded and systemic, school district adin@&tors should examine the
professional development practices within theirogd$ to determine the alignment of

their programs with current research. In this sfiMigsouri’'s Career Ladder Program
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was one such professional development and alteenpéily incentive program that was
evaluated for effectiveness.
Alternative Pay Incentive Programs

Some educational reform advocates argue that sntrrewards are the single
motivators for educators to work hard and imprawelent achievement, therefore laying
the groundwork for the need for incentive pay paogs (Figlio & Kenny, 2006). Neal,
(2008) contended that private businesses havepibertunity to reward employees with
bonuses, promotions, and other forms of rewardi@alyoth objective and subjective
evaluations. Those same opportunities are not fautite governmental employment
arena of education.

Muralidharan and Sundararaman, (2007) espouseaddheof policy makers that
improving student achievement through incentive pagrams is gaining momentum;
however, little evidence of the effectiveness aftsprograms exist. Falk and Dohmen’s
2008 study of educators in Germany concluded imoeipay programs may change the
composition of personality types that choose edoicats a profession by disrupting the
well-being of current teachers and sending teachtof their self selected profession.

According to Ingvarson, Kleinhenz, and Wilkins@®9Q7), incentive pay
programs are most effective in increasing studehtezement when educators and
educational organizations share the responsilafigreating program guidelines.
Similarly, Woessman, (2010) reported results frasncnoss-country study on incentive
pay programs and suggested that countries whichogrmzentive pay programs saw
significantly increased student achievement in mstlence, and reading than countries

that did not use incentive pay programs. The Ud8cational system has adopted various
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alternative pay incentive programs, and MissowEigseer Ladder Program is one such
program.
Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program

The MODESE partnered with Missouri school distrittsginning in1985, in a
variable match program that was designed to reeacédllent teachers for the work they
do above and beyond their contract requirements@ES8E, 2008). This program
operated state-wide and was funded jointly by thgesof Missouri and the participating
district. Participating districts contributed betmed0-60% of the total costs, with poorer
districts receiving a higher percentage of statelifag (National Center on Performance
Incentives, 2008).

In the 2009 Missouri Career Ladder Program AniRegort, it was noted that
348 school districts, representing approximatelyp@8 Missouri teachers, participated in
the program during the 2008-2009 school year astiMassouri approximately
$37,065,214 to fund. The Missouri Career LaddegRom expanded significantly since
its inception in 1985 when only 63 districts remmting 2,400 teachers participated in the
program during the 1986-1987 school year, (The &dradder Program Annual Report
2008-2009 School Year, 2009).

In order to participate in the Missouri Career LadBrogram, a Missouri school
district was required to submit a plan and applicator the program to the MODESE by
April 15" of the school year prior to participation (MODESB08). Once the
application was approved, the District Career Ladtlan (DCLP) served as the
organizational foundation for the district’s caréatder program (MODESE, 2008).

According to the MODESE, “Teachers who clearly meetQualifications and
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Responsibilities established as specific critel8(500.2(3), RSMo) for the district
Career Ladder shall have a reasonable expectdtiparticipating on the Career Ladder”
(Required Elements of the District Career LaddenP2010). The DCLP was required to
contain nine elements in order for the plan to d=epted by the MODESE (MODESE,
2008).

The first required element of the DCLP mandatedher responsibilities through
the Career Ladder Plan must be directly relateddeeasing student achievement as
defined by the District School Improvement Plan (MESE, 2008). For the second
element, teachers were required to hold an ap@tepcertification for which they were
teaching unless extenuating circumstances occdrwark a regular full-time contract
through the employing district (MODESE, 2008).

The third required element of the DCLP mandatedHeis to meet specific criteria prior
to applying for participation in the Career Lad&eogram (MODESE, 2008). In order to
participate in stage |, teachers must have tawghdtfleast five years in a Missouri Public
School and have met the expected level of perfocean their latest district
Performance Based Teacher Evaluation (PBTE), (MCREB08). To qualify for stage

Il, teachers must have received a PBTE ratingrtiests the expected performance rating
on all criteria on their latest evaluation, withedst 10% of the evaluation areas being
shown to be above the expected level in the ar@sstifictional processes (MODESE,
2008).

The teacher must also have successfully comptetegears of service on stage | of
career ladder (MODESE, 2008). To qualify for stHjgeachers must have successfully

completed three years of service on stage |l cdderdadder, and have met district
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expected levels on their latest PBTE with at 14886 of the scores above the expected
performance rating, and at least one of those aness$ be instructional processes
(Required Elements of the District Career LaddanP2010). According to the
MODESE, the district school board could also hampased additional qualifications for
each stage as long as the qualifications were cearate with the provisions written in
168.500 - 168.515, RSMo.

The fourth required element of the DCLP mandatdabsl districts to provide
evidence of the creation of the DCLP from the teacadministrator, and patron input
(MODESE, 2008). The fifth required element of th€ll® mandated the creation of a
Career Ladder Review Committee in each district IMESE, 2008). This committee of
appointed teachers and administrators were chaogeesent a list of teachers
participating in the Missouri Career Ladder Progiamd recommend payment to the
local Board of Education (Required Elements ofbiirict Career Ladder Plan, 2010).

The sixth element of the DCLP required all papiting Career Ladder districts
to create provisions for assessment of the progfd@DESE, 2008). The assessment
was administered under the guidance of the lodad@doard with assistance from
administrators and teachers, and included infoonatbout teachers’ interests and
perceptions as well as the benefits to studentstendchool (MODESE, 2008). In
conjunction with this assessment, the seventh red@lement of the DCLP called for
Career Ladder procedures and forms to be includduki district PBTE (Required
Elements of the District Career Ladder Plan, 2010).

In order to satisfy the eighth requirement, theLP(ad to contain evidence of

how evaluators continually trained in the PBTE (MEXE, 2008). This training was
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mandated to be comprehensive in nature and atetlydeast address formative
observation, knowledge of effective teaching praasj summative evaluation, and
strategies to assist teachers in the improvemeeps as well as contain measures to
ensure the validity of the process among evaluatBequired Elements of the District
Career Ladder Plan, 2010).

The final mandate of the DCLP provided procedimegsppealing decisions
made regarding the denial or approval processeotdineer ladder. These procedures
included, but were not limited to substantive amatpdural appeals to the PBTE, the
opportunity to have decisions reviewed by the pantendering the decisions as well as
the opportunity to have the decisions reviewedhaylbcal superintendent and the local
school board (MODESE, 2008). The appeals were reduo be attended to in a timely
fashion and based on the teacher’s applicationdgoéacement on any stage of career
ladder within the qualifications for that particuktage as written in the DCLP, (Required
Elements of the District Career Ladder Plan, 2010).

Finally, the DCLP addressed provisions for teachebility from one Missouri
Career Ladder District to another. The MODESE pically reviewed DCLPs and
collected Career Ladder information from participgtdistricts, (Required Elements of
the District Career Ladder Plan, 2010).

Once the DCLP was written and submitted for aparby the MODESE,
districts followed the Career Ladder timetabledobmission of participants, activities,

and payments (Career Ladder Timetable for DistAcademic Year, 2010).
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Summary

School accountability for increasing student aghieent is the foundation for the
development and implementation of alternative pagmtive programs. This chapter
provided an in-depth assessment of state and ledaralates related to accountability
and increasing student achievement. Professiona|Bement is a continual focus for
educators as quality classroom instruction is d&sden the ultimate goal of increasing
student achievement. Likewise, alternative payntige programs, such as Missouri’s
Career Ladder Program, has provided educators muyn&ipends as motivators to
increase student achievement through professiaaldpment and other various
academic student centered activities.

In Chapter Three the research questions driviisgstiudy were presented. The
population and purposive sample were introducee.tdbls used in the data collection
phase, as well as the evidence supporting suatumentation were provided. Details of
the data collection process were revealed. Thetanhsomparative method of data

analysis was described.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Introduction

At its core, research of any kind has a primargctve of the advancement of
knowledge and the theoretical understanding oficglahips among variables (Basic
Research, 2008). There are numerous types of oksaamwell as procedures to collect
and interpret research findings. For the purpodaisfstudy a mixed-methods design was
utilized.

By using qualitative research, conclusions aboeifpérceptions of alternative pay
incentives as related to teacher retention, quphtyessional development, and
ultimately improved student achievement were makighvmay lead to the sustainability
or reorganization of merit pay, teacher pay incasj or career ladders throughout
Missouri and the United States. To garner furtherght into alternative pay incentive
programs, quantitative data were obtained througheys.

In order for this study to be relevant to othexei@chers or educators, it was vital
that a systematic approach to and adherence of stientific research guidelines be
followed. The following review of methodology susisthe research study and the
purpose behind the study. The population and sgnm@gumentation, data collection,
data analysis, and the mixed-method design useexatained.

Research Questions

The methods of this study are designed to anahg@érceptions of alternative

pay incentive programs as related to teacher ieterquality professional development,

and ultimately improved student achievement. Tileviong questions guided this study:
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1. What are the perceptions of Missouri publicosd superintendents, teachers,
and district professional development chairs adrakitive pay incentives to replace the
career ladder program?

2. What are the perceptions of Missouri publicostisuperintendents, teachers,
and district professional development chairs cdrakitive pay incentives as related to
student academic achievement, professional deveopfar educators, and the retention
of high quality and effective teachers?

3. What are the perceptions of state and natjordéssional educational
organizations of alternative pay incentives asteel@o student academic achievement,
professional development for educators, and tlentiein of high quality and effective
teachers?

4. What are the motivators for Missouri public@hboard presidents to
approve allocation of funds for district sponsoadtérnative pay incentives?

Population and Sample

To understand the perceptions of educational |saaiedl educators of alternative
pay incentives as related to teacher retentionjtgymofessional development, and
ultimately improved student achievement, a mixedhods study was conducted. Since
the perceptions of educational leaders and edugatowell as the motivators behind
alternative pay incentives were analyzed, the i for the study consisted of
educational leaders and educators in Missouri.SEmeple group was comprised of four
public school superintendents, four professionakttgment chairs, four leaders in
professional education organizations, four Misspublic school board presidents, and

approximately 83 Missouri public school teachetse Pprofessional representatives from
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educational organizations, including a state el@argmprincipal’s organization, a state
secondary principal’s association, a state supardent’s and central office
administrators organization, and a national edutsa&ssociation were also interviewed
as part of this study.

A purposive sample was selected in order to nath@docus of the research in
an effort to better understand the problem andarebequestions (Creswell, 2009).
According to Tangco (2007), purposive samplingagrapriate in order to study a certain
cultural domain with knowledgeable experts wittie tdentified domain. The purposive
sample for this research project was selected bas@dspecific subset of public school
districts within Missouri, thus they were not rantdy selected (Teddlie & Yu, 2009).
Purposive sampling is used in both qualitative quantitative data, and is fundamental
to the quality of the data gathered (Tangco, 2007).

The purposive sample was derived from one Misgauwinlic school district still
using the Career Ladder Program, one Missouri pudgihool district that previously
used the career ladder program and is now implangeatvariation of the program, one
Missouri public school district that once used ¢theeer ladder program and is no longer
using any elements of the program, and one Misguniic school district that once used
the career ladder program but now implements newreltive pay incentives.
Instrumentation

The tools for the data collection for this studyreveterview questions and a
survey created by the researcher. According ttoR&2002), the main purpose of an
interview is to find out what is in someone els@ind. Yin, (2009), advocated for the

use of surveys to elucidate the prevalence or &equ of processes. The interview
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guestions (see Appendices A, B, & C) and surveg fAgpendix D) were framed from
Marzano’s (2003) teacher level factors which infloe student achievement.

The interview and survey questions were desigaedlow respondents to share
their perceptions and experiences of alternatiyeipeentive programs, including
Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program. Specific arede®ais in both the interview and
survey guestions were student achievement, profesisievelopment for educators, and
the retention of high quality and effective achieamt.

The survey was created using a Likert scale ierotal allow respondents choose
one option that best aligned with their view (LogbWetmore, 2012). The Likert scale
survey options included: strongly disagree, disagneutral, agree, and strongly agree.
According to Bertram (2009), Likert scales aremated to produce measures of attitude
that can be reasonably interpreted.

Furthermore, Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program durds were considered
when creating the questions to analyze perceptibakernative pay incentive programs
that ultimately lead to increased student achievenidaxwell (2008) proposed sharing
interview questions with colleagues or peers thgainsight, perceptions, and necessary
changes prior to conducting formal interviews. élditest of the interview questions and
survey was given to an administrative peer grougsgure clarity and understanding of
the questions. Meaningful data were obtained thidbg use of good questions asked
throughout the interview and survey processes (&tarr2009).

Data Collection
Upon approval of the Lindenwood Institution ReviBaard (IRB) (see Appendix

E), data in the form of interview and survey resggsmwere collected in a variety of
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ways, depending on specific needs and circumstasfdbg participants. Data were
collected in face-to-face interviews, recorded ghomerviews, and electronic
communication. According to Merriam (2009), acdsuior complexities between the
interviewer and the respondent should be madedtar w result in an informed analysis.

The sample group was contacted via telephone (pperfdix F), and invited to
participate in the study. A formal letter of inditection (see Appendix G), the interview
guestions, and a letter of informed consent (sg@eAg@ix H) were signed by each
participant prior to participation in the study.eftdlocuments were sent via electronic
mail to each perspective participant. Once thaildetf the study were understood and
agreed to by each involved party, arrangementsébvidual interviews were
established. Interview sessions were audio-tapddader transcribed for qualitative data
analysis.

Upon receipt of consent to participate forms (sppekdix I) from the
superintendent, arrangements were made to disgtrthatteacher survey information.
Through an on-line survey link, respondents wette tdbaccess and participate in the
survey. The electronic survey system stored allesuresponses. Percentages of
responses were tabulated by the electronic suysgrs within the five response
categories. Anonymity and confidentiality of respesiwas addressed and agreed upon
with each participant through the letter of infodrensent.

Data Analysis

Once responses were collected from research geatits, the data analysis

process began. The audio-taped interviews wersedrdned to ensure the accuracy of the

data analysis. After all interviews were accusatednscribed, the process of open and
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axial coding began. Creswell (2009), referred teroand axial coding as the process of
generating categories of information and then cimgosne of the categories to position

within a theoretical model. This study examined¢hesen category through Marzano’s
(2003) theory of teacher level factors which inflae student achievement.

Using the constant comparative method, key wondispharases emerged as main
themes of study. Merriam (2009) described the @mstomparative method as the
process of comparing one segment of data to antdtdatermine similarities and
differences. Perceptions of educational leaderdtefnative pay incentive programs as
related to teacher retention, quality professialealelopment, and ultimately improved
student achievement were analyzed.

Survey responses were tabulated within the eleictsanrvey system and analyzed
by the researcher. Allen and Seaman (2007) coatendminal Likert scale data is
typically straight forward and transparent. Indival survey questions were summarized
as percentages occurring in each response catdgw\analysis acknowledged the
discreet nature of the responses (Kislenko & Grauh2008).

Summary

A mixed-methods design utilizing qualitative andagtitative methodology was
presented in Chapter Three. The rationale foizutd a mixed-methods study examining
the perceptions of alternative pay incentive proggas related to teacher retention,
guality professional development, and ultimatelpioved student achievement was
described. Research questions addressing theckgmablem preceded the population

and sample descriptions.
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The population of educational leaders and educatdvissouri, as well as the
sample of four public school superintendents, foofessional development chairs, four
leaders in professional education organizations, kdissouri public school board
presidents, and 83 Missouri public school teacher® presented. Participant interviews
were determined to be the appropriate tool to compmerging themes and report
outcomes. Survey collection and data analysis weseribed.

In Chapter Four, both qualitative and quantitatie¢éa were analyzed to determine
the effectiveness, as determined by perceptiorslotational leaders of incentive pay
programs including Missouri’s Career Ladder Progreour school districts were
represented in the qualitative data and each nwedisst were from the same school
district. Qualitative interview data from four bdawf education presidents, four
superintendents, four professional developmentghand four educational organization
representatives were analyzed and presented.

Quantitative survey data obtained through a Likedle were analyzed in an
effort to obtain teacher perceptions of Missounigea Program and incentive pay
opportunities. A total of 83 teachers representimegfour school districts participating in
the research study participated in the survey. Surgsponses were analyzed and

presented in figures as a visual representatidheofjuantitative data.
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Chapter Four: Presentation and Analysis of Data

Background

The purpose of this study was to examine the &¥fetess, as determined by
perceptions of educational leaders and teachemsgeitive pay programs including
Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program, as related toeeming student academic
achievement, professional development for educaaois the retention of high quality
and effective teachers. Qualitative data were abthto understand the perceptions of
the four superintendents, four professional devalemt chairs, four school board
presidents, and four educational organization lesagdo participated in the interviews.
Each set of numbered superintendents, professi@valopment chairs, and school board
presidents were from the same school district. Ginadhe use of a survey, quantitative
data were collected to explore the perceptionsadhers regarding incentive pay
programs.
Qualitative Data

To assure anonymity and confidentiality, a codiypstesm was created to refer to
fictitious names of research participants whenwudismg their interview responses. Code
names and district incentive pay programming disitoms are contained in Table 1.

The participants were selected based on the speditéeria set forth in the
population and sample: educational leaders andagoltscin Missouri, specifically from
one Missouri public school district still using tbareer ladder program, one Missouri
public school district that previously used theeealadder program and are now
implementing a variation of the program, one Misspublic school district that once

used the career ladder program and is no longegasiy elements of the program, and
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one Missouri public school district that once utieglcareer ladder program but now

implements new alternative pay incentives.

Table 1

Participants and Incentive Pay Programming Distions

Professional

Type of Program Board President Superintenden Development Chair
Using CL BP1 S1 D
No incentive pay BP2 S2 PD2
New incentive pay BP3 S3 PD3
Variation BP4 S4 PD4

Note. Type of Program: Using career ladder (CL, the dists still using the career
ladder program. No incentive pay, the districhierly used the career ladder program
and now offers no form of incentive pay programewNncentive pay, the district
formerly used the career ladder program and cuyreses a new form of an incentive
pay program. Variation, the district formerly usbd career ladder program and now

uses a variation of the career ladder program.
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Board of Education Presidents

Interview question 1. Please share with me your pfessional experiences as
a school board member.

The professional experiences of the respondenggedafiom six to 18 years.
Within the same time frame, the respondents hawedeas board presidents ranging
from one year to 15 years. All respondents shtreid dedication or deep involvement
within their respective school district.

Interview question 2. As the school board presideéndid you support the
career ladder program for your district? Why? Why not?

Three of the four board presidents supported theecdadder program citing the
desire to compensate teachers. BP3, howeverodisupport the career ladder program
because, “We felt like we could use the money imamoeative ways that accomplished
the same goal.” BP1 was proud that his districtdtesvn a positive difference through
tutoring hours since continuing to fund the catedder program locally. BP4 echoed
the support since his district has implementedreatran of the former career ladder
program which now has an increased emphasis orrgtgdntact time.

Interview question 3. What percentage of your budet are you currently
allocating for professional development? What peragage is currently being
allocated for incentive pay opportunities? How didyour district make that
determination?

One of the respondents was able to report a 1%gsiminal development budget,
currently allocated for professional developmenihcentive pay opportunities. Three

respondents reported their uncertainty of the pgagg, but were confident in a
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significant professional development budget witmaeents, such as, "We've put a lot of
money into that,” and “It's something we are veoyrmitted to.” BP1 and BP4 discussed
separate professional development funds withirr thistricts’ budgets; one for the career
ladder program or the variation of the career lagdegram, and one fund for other
professional development opportunities. Both BR@ BP3 have professional
development budgets within their districts, but filmeds are not specifically allocated.

Interview question 4. Do you feel incentive pay mgrams increase student
academic achievement? Why? Why not?

Respondents unanimously agreed that they belrmantive pay programs
increase student achievement. BP1 strongly asiséad.00% return in my opinion.”
BP1 and BP2 agreed that students benefit from &aabho feel valued, and monetary
compensation shows teacher their district valuesitnd the work they do. BP3 spoke
of a direct relationship between incentive pay oppuoties and teacher accountability,
while BP4 did not agree that the career ladderarmogvas a true incentive pay program
due to Missouri public employment law and his ustierding of mandates with
performance-based incentive pay programs.

Interview question 5. Do you feel incentive pay mgrams help school
districts retain high quality and effective teaches? Why? Why not?

All board presidents agreed that incentive pay g help their districts retain
high quality and effective teachers. BP1 contentliedllows us to be competitive with
some of the larger schools in our area that maghepay a little bit more in base salary,”
and went on to say, “We have a lot of teachers adw@ been in it for years and stayed

with it.” According to BP2, good teachers are ie firofessional because they want to
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teach, but they appreciate receiving quality payafb well done. Similarly, BP3
recognized the reality of meeting basic financedads with a salary.

Interview question 6. If your district is currently offering alternative pay
incentives, how did your district decide which incatives to offer?

With the interview sample including one school distthat no longer participates
in a career ladder program of any type, the regsofa this question were limited to the
three remaining board presidents. Of the three,d@ard presidents shared their
districts’ desire to continue their professionatelepment programs similarly to the
career ladder program with an increased focusumtest contact. BP3 recalled utilizing
the human resources committee to recommend defait&ir incentive program. Even
though the district is no longer using incentivg paportunities, BP2 noted a change in
the professional development allocations basedamr@on Core Standards.

Interview question 7. If your district is currently offering alternative pay
incentives, what data are you using to determine theffectiveness of the program?

Respondents’ answers were varied, and ranged fré&i &hd APR scores to
comparative data. According to BP1, “We also takeok at the number of kids being
retained in a grade.” BP4 pointed to student acment improvement as the best gauge
of the effectiveness of the incentive pay prograthe. went on to say, “We look at
student achievement pretty hard.” The remarks B2 concluded the need for change
in the way of data collection to determine the @ffeeness of the professional

development program.
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Interview question 8. If the career ladder programwere once again funded
by the state, would your district be interested irparticipating? Why? Why not?

Three out of four respondents concluded theiridistvould be interested in
participating in the career ladder program if tteteswere to once again fund the
program. Countering the opinion, BP3 stated, ‘h’tithink we would because we feel
like ultimately there’s going to be flaws, and vk we have a better plan.” Of the
board presidents who felt their districts would ®@@again participate, a shared theme of
replenishing costs the districts currently haveueaed would be a financially positive
move emerged. BP1 went on to say, “It would jliswaus to offer more dollars if the
state got back into it and it would expand our paog somewhat.”
Superintendents

Interview question 1. Please share with me your pfessional experiences as
an educator.

Respondents’ experiences in the superintendenggedafniom four to eight years.
All respondents were secondary administrators poidneir current positions. Three of
the respondents spent time coaching, while S2 adailatus from education and worked
in the retail marketing field. S2 and S4 have splesit entire careers in education with
the same school districts. S1 is the only supemihént to hold a doctorate degree.

Interview question 2. Do you feel teachers who p#cipated in the Missouri
Career Ladder Program were more effective becausd the program? Why? Why
not?

Responses to this question were varied, with Slhatigally declaring, “Yes!”,

while S2 admitted, “I have a pretty strong opinamthat, and | would say no.” S3 and
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S4 were less pronounced in their responses, biltandelt comfortable supporting a
positive response. S2, S3, and S4 were all ineageat that the career ladder program
paid teachers for extra time spent with studenis,®3 and S4 were not confident that
the extra contact time resulted in more effectasching.
S2 went on to regard teacher extracurricular mewlent with students as an
important part of an educator’s job:
I've always told teachers that if you don’t getside of that classroom
setting and get involved with kids in some way,mhar form, whether
it be tutoring, whether it be coaching, whethdyatsponsorship of a club
or science fair, whatever that might be, you yealiss out on the aspect of
dealing with kids. | feel like that it is extrerggmportant whether you
get paid or you don’t get paid, that’s part of fbie.
Similarly, S1 declared:
| believe anytime you have teachers involved sirdit activities,
student activities, when they are here on campar&ing with
students, working for the district, working in tb@pacity as an
educator, | think it is beneficial for them professlly, as well
as the students.
Interview question 3. Do you feel your professionalevelopment program
was more effective because of the career ladder g@am? Why? Why not?
Again, the responses were varied with S1 and S@eagy the career ladder
program increased the effectiveness of their psod@sil development program, while S3

and S4 felt like the career ladder program didmake a positive impact. S3 did agree
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that the funding from the career ladder progranblthschools with smaller budgets to
provide some professional development opportunitiasthey might otherwise not have
afforded. Contrarily, S3 also reported severakinses of the program being misused.
S2 concurred, “I think people found loopholes.”

Interview question 4. Do you feel student academaxchievement increased
because of the career ladder program? Why? Why not?

S1, S2, and S4 agreed the career ladder programal@hse student academic
achievement, while S3 felt if the program were defiectively there may have been
results of increased academic achievement, biieimistances where the program
mandates were not followed, there was little pesithange. S2 stated, “We definitely
offered more before and after school tutoring paogg.” S1 supported the notion with his
response, “I think anytime teachers are workindghwtudents one-on-one, | think the
students’ academic performance increases.”

Interview question 5. Do you feel that your distrct retained high quality and
effective teachers because of the career ladder g@am? Why? Why not?

S1, S2, and S4 validated the retention of highituahd effective teachers due to
the career ladder program in their districts. &8ad the opposing viewpoint, “l don’t
see most teachers going to a school district bectney have great professional
development.” S1 conveyed his opinion of the calagder program aiding when
comparing salaries to surrounding school distr&tsne of which are larger, and can
often offer high salaries. S4 asserted, “It helpadteachers on the higher-end of the
salary schedule to make more money, which allowecdhtto stay here and not seek a

bigger district with a higher pay scale.”
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Interview question 6. How did your district’s professional development
program change after the career ladder program waso longer funded by the state?

S1’s district continued to fund the career laddegpam in its entirety, which
resulted in very few changes within the programmifarly, S4’s district funded the
program with some modifications to expectationfe districts of S2 and S3 took a
different approach by absorbing the allocated nom® the salary schedule and
creating other professional development opportesiivithin the district.

Interview question 7. What types of incentive pappportunities does your
district currently participate?

Responses to this question were split, with S1$4id district continuing career
ladder type programs, while S2 and S3'’s districtséntive pay offerings were minimal.
According to S1, “We have a Career Ladder Progréihere in the district that we kept
the district portion of.” Similarly, the districf &2 chose to continue the district portion
of the funding, while renaming the program, Prof@sal Rewards Opportunity, or PRO
Plan which also changed the hour requirement aogram expectations.

According to S3, the only incentive pay opportym@ivailable in his district
required six hours each school year of technologwying in order to advance on the
district pay scale. S2 spoke of extra duty comsréar coaching, club and organization
sponsorships, and stipends for curriculum work.

Interview question 8. Do you feel teachers responabsitively to incentive
pay opportunities? Why? Why not?

Three out of four superintendents agreed that thachers responded positively

to incentive pay opportunities. S3, however, egped, “| think it depends on what the
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incentive is. Sometimes pay is not the best ingeritiS1 asserted his belief that incentive
pay helped to keep teacher morale high. He wemb share:

| would say the majority of the time most of thésachers are doing

these anyway because we have teachers who aratbellistay after

school, come in early, and help students anyway ¢ha. It makes it

feel a little more worthwhile outside of just treward of helping students.

It also motivates those teachers that may not,ibista financial benefit

for them to go ahead and work with students.
S3 concurred by stating, “I think anytime someandaing something and they are
offered to get paid for it, something they mightrdpanyway, that is just a perk.”

Interview question 9. If your district is currently offering alternative pay
incentives, what aspects of the incentive are noregotiable for educators? Why?

The common incentive pay non-negotiable discusseistudent contact hours.
S1’s district required 60% of the program hourbecspent in tutoring, and S4’s district
required 40 hours of student contact time as arprogion-negotiable. Even though the
districts of S2 and S3 changed their incentive ghragtically from the original career
ladder program, there were still identifiable nagatiables within the professional
development parameters. S2 commented, “I hateedhis word like ‘double-dipping;’ |
don’t think that we want to pay people when they actually on contracted time.” S3
referred to his district’s six-hour yearly techngyarequirement in order to advance on

the pay scale.
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Interview question 10. If your district is currently offering alternative pay
incentives, how did your district decide which incetive to offer?

Responses from Sland S4 indicated positive expmrgewith the former career
ladder program, and therefore, felt little needdisange. S4 concluded, “We looked at
what we thought were the most effective parts efdareer-ladder program for us and
that student-contact time of tutoring we felt wasntber one.” When referring to changes
in the incentive pay program, S1 commented, “THg difference is, and | think it has
actually improved our Career Ladder Program sigaiftly, is making that tutoring, that
60% tutoring.” S3’s district took a different appah by moving away from previous
practices into a purposeful district-driven initv@t Even though S2’s district no longer
offered incentive pay opportunities resemblingdhiginal career ladder program, the
district did mandate any extra contract curriculrork must correlate to the core district
curriculum.

Interview question 11. If your district is currently offering alternative pay
incentives, what data are you using to determine theffectiveness of the program?
How did you determine these data?

Due to state mandated Missouri Assessment Prodve&i®) and End of Course
(EOC) exams, all district superintendents were &blgarner date from these exams to
determine the effectiveness of their incentive papgrams. Similarly, S4 pointed to
MAP and EOC data to determine which students shpaifticipate in tutoring, which is a
significant component of the district incentive gapgram. S1 also referenced one
district test, the Northwest Educational Achievet®WEA) exams as a data source.

S3 took a different approach, “I make them show ané, | don’t necessarily look at
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individual students, but | want to know where y&igs are at and where they started and
where they are now, so | have my principals dodhise a year.” S2 admitted, “That is
not something we have been able to track.”

Interview question 12. If the career ladder progran were once again funded
by the state, would your district be interested irparticipating? Why? Why not?

None of the four superintendents agreed theiridistrould be willing to
participate in the career ladder program if thegpain details were the same as the
previous career ladder program. S1 and S4 would again participate, as long as the
district initiated, increased student contact hearsained. S2 wavered between the
positives and negatives, saying, “It would be sdltyour part not to try to get it, but then,
you get yourself into a situation like this if teate can’t fund it.” S3 felt strongly that his
district would not be willing to once again pantate in the career ladder program, citing
inequity for teachers.

Not every teacher we have is a great teacher,latds just the

facts of it. | wish they were, but they’re not.drdt want this teacher

who does average and this teacher who excels gettiag a $5000

stipend, because if I'm the great teacher, I'lldaking at them and

saying, | do ten times more than they do, my kigstan times more

successful, and they get the same stipend thagetting.
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Professional Development Chairs

Interview question 1. Please share with me your pfessional experiences as
an educator.

The participants’ experiences in the field of ediocaranged from 19 to 30 years.
PD2 and PD3 are currently administrators withinrthespective school districts, while
PD1 is an elementary teacher, and PD 4 is a highat¢eacher. As administrators, both
PD2 and PD3 currently serve as curriculum direct®®3 hold a doctoral degree in
Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis. PDg derved her current district for 18
of the last 19 years of her career, PD1 has sdreedistrict for the entirety of her 26
year career, while PD2 and PD3 have both workeduhiple school districts prior to
their current positions.

Interview question 2. Do you feel teachers who p#cipated in the Missouri
Career Ladder Program were more effective becausd the program? Why? Why
not?

None of the participants responded with a defiaitswer, but rather felt the
effectiveness was determined by various factorh asantrinsic and financial
motivation. PD 1 commented, “If someone is reallytivated to improve themselves,
then it absolutely did improve it.” Additionally, D2 said, “I think if you were a really
good teacher and you feel you need some extrartggin your area, then you’re going to
get it whether you're rewarded or not.”

Even though PD3 did not feel like she observedhers becoming more
effective because of the program, PD2 felt theexrdis@lder program covered training

expenses for teachers. PD2 related, “I think teesctvould have done many of what was
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asked of them to fulfill career ladder requirementisether they got paid or not. It just
helped to cover the expense.”

Interview question 3. Do you feel your professionalevelopment program
was more effective because of the career ladder g@am? Why? Why not?

Three of the four professional development chailtstiie career ladder
program did increase the effectiveness of theiridts professional development
program. PDL1 felt that professional developmerpiootfunities were better attended and
motivation was higher due to the financial inceatiPD 2 shared similar thoughts:

It was easier to get teachers to take risks aveltgne up for PD
with CL due to the compensation. | have found yfoat really do find
out who is attending PD for the compensation and wally wants to

learn and grow professionally now that CL is gone.

Also in agreement was PD4 whose district has caatira modified professional
development program the original career ladderqarog “It was a good program and
they wanted to continue it, not just for the teashprofessional development but also |
think mainly for the student contact with tutorihggplied PD4. Contrarily, PD3 felt that
the career ladder program provided additional carageon for tasks educators were
originally responsible for. She also questionedd@bcountability of the educators to
implement new learning or curriculum writing crehteom the career ladder program. “I
also think it was probably one of those things thas a good idea on paper. In order to

make it really effective | think it probably sholddve had more structure,” (PD3).
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Interview question 4. Do you feel student academaxchievement increased
because of the career ladder program? Why? Why not?

Responses to this question were varied, with PRIRPDY enthusiastically in
agreement, while PD2 was uncommitted either wag,RID3 felt strongly to the
negative. PD4 shared her personal experienceghétformer career ladder program
and now the districts’ modified version of the @rkadder program. PD4 stated, “I know
from my personal experience in the last two yelanaye gone to a ton of workshops just
to learn about all the new and upcoming thingsngust websites that you can use, so |
do think it's been very beneficial.” PD1 believdtht teachers implemented new learning
from the program into their classroom, which beteefistudents.

With the opposing viewpoint, PD3 shared, “I thinlotof it was hoops that they
just jumped through and just things that they stitnalve done anyway, and now that it is
gone [they] are probably doing anyway. So, asreegé rule | would say probably not.”
PD2 was unsure and felt that the effect on studelnievement depended mainly on what
teachers chose for their professional developmepbdunities.

Interview question 5. Do you feel that your distret retained high quality and
effective teachers because of the career ladder g@m? Why? Why not?

PD3 was alone among the professional developmeitscim the belief that the
career ladder program did not have an effect aimeig high quality and effective
teachers. She shared her belief that the car@@erdgprogram was not a factor in creating
high quality teachers or even improving teaching,rather just a financial incentive.

Even though PD1 could not discern there was atdoa@telation between the career
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ladder program and retaining high quality and effecteachers, she did believe it was a
primary reason.

PD2 and PDA4 felt strongly that the career laddegram helped their districts
retain high quality and effective teachers. PDated, “We could compete with larger
districts with career ladder, because we could kkegpe with the expertise. It leveled
the playing field.” Similarly PD4 commented, “I kwahat it's something that people
looked at in coming and in deciding to stay orgaMe, | do think it's a big plus in
retaining good teachers and in attracting goodhtexacto a district.”

Interview question 6. How did your district’s professional development
program change after the career ladder program waso longer funded by the state?
Responses were split betwasasry little anddrastic changesall with varied

positive and negative feelings toward the chand®31’s district has continued the
career ladder program with lower financial inceesivand a greater focus on student
contact time, which PD1 felt has been very welereed. In a similar move, PD4’s
district modified the career ladder program soméwRB4 shared, “We don't get the
same amount of money but it didn’t really chandeta | know that because the big
focus is on student contact.” She went on to sayever, “There are a lot of teachers
who can’t participate in it because, especiallydgbaches, because they coach after
school, so they don’t have a lot of time for tutgyi’

With the programming changes in PD2’s district,fpssional development now
is more costly. PD2 related, “It does cost thergtisimore to provide PD to the teachers
because we used to just offer the training evemt®bw we have to compensate them for

their time instead of them using CL for it.”
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One positive result of the change has been in ase@ professional development
involvement from young career teachers and notilgiteachers who were eligible for
the career ladder program. PD3 identified greateountability as a positive change in
her district’s professional development programgtithave to get the best bang for your
buck then you tend to really focus more intentlywdrat are those really important things
that we need to get for our teachers.”

Interview question 7. What types of incentive pappportunities does your
district currently participate?

The districts represented by PD1 and PD4 maintamashtive pay programs,
while the districts of PD2 and PD3 have some psiteml development opportunities
that may result in financial gains, but are noemitve-based. PD1’s district continued
the career ladder program with a lower amount gfired hours and less financial
payout, while PD4's district created the Professald®ewards Opportunity (PRO) Plan
which was a modified version of the career laddegmm. “We call it Pro Plan instead
of career ladder,” stated PDA4.

According to PD2, the only professional opportwestthat result in financial
gains are after contract time training sessiond;smtondary level department head
positions. PD3 commented on her district’s requaeta to advance on the salary scale,
“We have a requirement of so many technology iraegn professional developments

that our teachers have to meet in order to movenug salary scale.”
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Interview question 8. Do you feel teachers responabsitively to incentive
pay opportunities? Why? Why not?

Respondents unanimously affirmed that teacher®nespositively to incentive
pay opportunities. PD1 referred to a change indsghamong newer teachers as
compared to veteran teachers:

A lot of that has to do with the mindset of neweachers coming

in. They want to be compensated for putting inrtti@e. Back when

| first started, it was just part of your job, ydid it. You didn't like it,

but you did it. Now, you are really hard pressedét people to

volunteer for anything unless you are willing toaaldhem the money.

PD2 felt that incentive pay opportunities exprggsraciation for extra time spent
and no longer has a problem getting teacherse¢aatneetings beyond the contract
times. PD3 and PD4 agreed that incentive pay dppibies do not please everyone, but
generally prove positive among the majority. PD3iesl, “It probably depends on the
teacher.” Similarly, PD4 responded with, “Theralways going to be grumbling.
Probably the only people who aren’t are the coadbesause they just can’t get the
student contact time.”

Interview question 9. If your district is currently offering alternative pay
incentives, what aspects of the incentive are noregotiable for educators? Why?

PD2’s district does not offer incentive pay opparties other than after contract
hour training sessions and secondary departmedtgwstions, all of which have

mandates set forth by the district board of edooatind are not negotiable. PD3'’s
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district has recently loosened the requirementa@®technology training in order to
advance on the pay scale, but still maintains itdagur minimum.

The districts of PD1 and PD4, however, maintainedyam choices, as well as
nonnegotiable, most notably student tutoring. PRdesth, “If the school district is going
to put money forth to pay teachers to do extrasy thant the kids to benefit as much as
possible and the only way they could control thatild be the tutoring.” PD4 concurred,
“The student contact is nonnegotiable, and you haveve at least three kids to count
it.” Within the non-negotiables from the distrid6PD1 and PD4 were also choices, such
as the length of time, funding requirements, amésof focus for professional
development.

Interview question 10. If your district is currently offering alternative pay
incentives, how did your district decide which incetive to offer?

None of the respondents had a clear understandiimgvothe incentive pay
opportunities, or lack thereof, occurred, but npEshted to administrative or board of
education decisions. PD1 speculated:

| think the feeling was knowing how much time weeady put in. The district

felt like as much as they were able, they wantezbtdinue to compensate us for

the extra time. Plus, they wanted to make surettieakids had access to the

teachers, because they knew immediately, thaeretivas no funding, the vast
majority wouldn't tutor.
PD3 felt that the decision to hinge a salary stepaase came from the board of
education and their goals for the district. PD4statThe plan was set up with the

superintendent, the administrators, and then treedbAccording to PD2, her district
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administration looked at the best way to infiltratefessional development into the
district without the career ladder program andttedit beyond contract time,
compensation was the best approach.

Interview question 11. If your district is currently offering alternative pay
incentives, what data are you using to determine theffectiveness of the program?
How did you determine these data?

Respondents were again unsure of data involvedatyaing the effectiveness of
the program. PD4 referred to the number of stiglpassing classes as a possible
indicator of effectiveness, while PD1 speculatetbate use of state mandated tests.
The district of PD2 no longer offers a true inceatpay program, so there are no data to
analyze. Similarly, PD3’s district incentive paylased solely on technology integration
professional development, which does not provida déher than yearly participation
numbers.

Interview question 12. If the career ladder progran were once again funded
by the state, would your district be interested irparticipating? Why? Why not?

Responses were varied, but all were unsure withapervisor affirmation. PD4
was hopeful that her district would participatecgithey are funding their own modified
program. PD1 concurred, and felt her district wdopérticipate because of the positive
experience with the original career ladder prograxacording to PD2, the district
portion of the funding might be a hurdle. PD2 skhaféwould think the matching funds
would be hard to come by with economy the way.itMost districts (including ours)

have funneled these funds into other accounts.” RBdd be interested in looking into
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the option, but felt that restrictions would appiafe. She went on to say, “It's going to
be monitored by your administrator and tied to yewaluation.”
State and National Educational Organization Repreg#atives

Interview question 1. Please share with me your pfessional experiences as
an educator and/or member of your current educatioal organization.

The professional representatives interviewed tmakcareers in public education
ranging from 13 to 31 years and have been reprapers in their respective professional
organizations from one to 20 years. PRL1 is a skecareer teacher who spent many
years in the public library system prior to teaghmiddle school mathematics. PR1
shared, “l wish | had gotten into teaching sooremrdnise once | started doing it, | really
enjoyed it.”

PR2’s experiences in education include 15 yeassa@snmunity relations
director for a public school, six years as a pubtibool board of education member, and
12 years as a director in his current professiorngdnization. PR3 proudly served his
professional organization as a local member, aoradiboard member, assistant principal
representative, a middle school level principatespntative, and now the president of
the district organization. PR3 stated, “Being ipogition to be a part of the only group
that provides professional development for secaondeinool principals and being a part
of the planning team to plan conferences, to pégular meetings for the local
association, to support my peers, has been agyigdége.”

PR4 has had the longest career in education aegpondents, with 31 years as a
teacher and principal, and 20 years as the direttoer professional organization. The

31 years in public education only brought PR4 to thstricts, four years in the first
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district, and 27 in the second. Both districtsevéescribed by PR4 as rural school
districts.

Interview question 2. For a professional developnm program to be
effective, what components must be included in therogram? Why?

Many program components were shared through gaaitiresponses, including,
teacher involvement and buy-in, relevance, sustdihaand funding, alignment to
curriculum and goals, fidelity, and effectivene$1 and PD4 agreed that teacher
involvement is crucial for a professional developtarogram to be effective. PD4
asserted, “I think there has to be buy-in fromeh&re community of participants on that.
It can’t always be top down. All respondents agréned relevance to teachers and
alignment of curriculum and goals were mandatorgrireffective program. PD3
affirmed, “It should be a component that is cgtadge best practice, something relevant
that is going to help a principal be effectiveheit current role. The first thing we do is
we look for that alignment, we look for that releca.”

Another agreed upon component of an effective iarogs funding, in order for a
program to be sustained. PR4 shared her conckeous professional development
funding and the current instability of the statétgnability to continue financial support.
According to PR1, without state funding, distribts/e the opportunity to personalize
professional development programs to meet spatisicict needs. He continued:

Now that the state is not funding professional tgwaent, it is up to the

districts. | think they should take advantagehef situation and become

more innovative in how they provide it for theintders and allow the teachers

to be heavily involved in creating it.”
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Lastly, respondents ascertained fidelity and mogeffectiveness as critical
components of an effective professional developrpergram. PR2 felt that fidelity to
the program mandates and goals were one of higrtopties in any program. PR2
exclaimed, “You can’t do a piece of this and npiece of that, because by the time you
get done it doesn’t look like what they were orain trying to do or what the original
actual program should be.” Similarly, PR4 spokéhefneed to look at data to determine
program effectiveness.

Interview question 3. What position did your organzation take when the
Missouri state government was deciding whether tout the Missouri Career Ladder
Program? Why?

All professional representatives voiced their orgations support for the career
ladder program and were discouraged when the gt@rnment cut program funding.
According to PR1, his organization fought harddeacate for the organization’s stance
on funding cute. PR1 states, “We fought againsictuse to cut the career ladder and
did some lobbying of legislators and worked theitchpretty hard.” Similarly, PR3
shared, “Our association really stands in agreeméhtteachers in supporting their
professional growth. So our position was to supfeathers being able to have that
professional development.”

PR2 and PR4 also supported maintaining fundinghiercareer ladder program
and included reasons; such as incentive pay amdased compensation for teachers;
student tutoring, which resulted in interventionsl astudent achievement; and

professional developmenpportunities. PR4 espoused:
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| had a personal bias because | was principakiral community and we sat near
larger schools that offered more salary but weatogk the career ladder as
incentive pay and it was extra duty pay for tutgrar professional development
or working with a second tier student whether ialbademics or other areas that
would give them the ability to develop strength aetf-confidence.
PR2 defined his organization’s reasons behind stipgahe career ladder program by
stating:

We did not support that cut in the career laddegmam for a couple

of reasons. First of all, we felt that there watet of good things going

on around the state that the career ladder progeahfunded, such as after-

school tutoring, special assistance, targetedvateions for students, and

also the career ladder program had become an iengqguéart of the district

compensation program. Also, many school disthetge a serious economic

impact on those teachers, especially if a husbaddhéfe were both working

in the same district, and all of a sudden theg tbeir career ladder funding.

Interview question 4. Do you feel the career laddgrogram was an effective
professional development program? Why? Why not?

Even though all professional representatives supfddhe continuation of state
funding for the career ladder program, none ofrépgesentatives whole-heartily felt the
program was an effective professional developmesthod. PR4 described a focus on
student achievement needs and teacher profesgaveih as the only indicators of
effectiveness of the program. She went on to explee need to look at the effectiveness

of the program on a district by district case.
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PR1 and PR3 agreed that the program lacked implatn@m fidelity and
accountability. PR3 stated, “It largely becameratividual teacher driven decision
whether it was effective or not.” PR1 pointed tbimary administration as a program
weakness. PR3 espoused, “There was no uniformityatod it would even change from
individual to individual in some cases.” PR2 f&ltongly that the career ladder program
was not effective as a professional developmerdgrara and conveyed similar reasons as
the other representatives:

| don’t think it was an effective professional deyment program. | don’t think

there was a cohesive structure to the career-lggtidgram, and no targeted

emphasis in the career-ladder program, and it a@étoad. It left too many
different ways that it could be used or not used, lgust don’t think that it had
the focus that a professional development progtzoald have.

Interview question 5. Do you feel student academaxchievement increased
because of the career ladder program? Why? Why not?

The representatives’ answers were varied, but eaesponded with
overwhelming support of increased academic achiemémStudent tutoring hours,
which led to improved student achievement, wasnangon theme among the
respondents. PR2 declares, “The career ladderarogias probably doing some good
work with kids across the state as far as afteoskctutoring.” Similarly, PR4 stated, “I
think that if it was focused on academic achieverremd | know a lot of it was the
tutoring, this could increase student achievement.”

PR3 associated the lack of data of increased stadievement as a weakness in

the effectiveness of the program. PR3 explained:
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You didn’t have to show data plans and resultsnow there were times where
there wasn't an increase. You had to have so maaying hours but yet there
was no proof of a cohort growth in those tutorimogits and there was no
adjustment..

According to PR4, the program did not negativehgetfstudents, and most likely
resulted in some effective moments; however, theease in student achievement was
“probably marginal, if any.”

Interview question 6. Do you feel school districteetained high quality and
effective teachers because of the career ladder g@am? Why? Why not?

All respondents agreed that the career ladder anoglid have an impact on
districts’ ability to retain high quality and effiace teachers. PR1 frankly stated, “I think
anytime you provide extra compensation for teachars are more likely to retain high
guality and good teachers.” PR2 agreed, “I thirgae them some supplemental salary
money so that they could compete better with theradistricts.”

According to PRA4, districts retain high quality agftective teachers for a variety
of reasons, such as proximity to their home, scohbwlate, and salary and benefits. PR3
perceived the career ladder program as a way t@eongate teachers for their extra time
and positive influence on students which resultethe teacher feeling valued by the
district. He felt that teachers who feel valuedlsir district are less likely to look for
jobs elsewhere. PR3 shared, “I think it is to congage and reward teachers for that

competency and that character to put in the extra.t
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Interview question 7. What is your organization’scurrent stance on
incentive pay for educators? Why?

PR1 and PR2 shared strong and opposing stance=half bf their organizations,
while PR3 and PR4 were unaware of their organin&iourrent platform on the topic of
incentive pay for educators. PR1 announced tlsabtganization is currently working to
promote incentive pay opportunities for educatdie. was quick to point out the need to
avoid the link to student performance on standadliest scores. PR1 stated:

Student performance is an important element inteaghers’ professional

life, and every teacher | have ever met carestabdaeply, but if you start

linking standardized test scores to whether orypnatget a raise, that changes

the whole playing field. | think it brings in afeenent that would be competitive
and counterproductive.
PR1 went on to espouse the support to provide theepay opportunities to teachers
who are willing to work in high poverty schools:

We have had some serious tadk®ut providing incentive pay for

teachers who work in very challenging neighborhsdabols, particularly

high poverty neighborhood schools. | think we \@davor providing

additional pay to people as an incentive to contkdnthe good work that

needs to be done in these really challenging imgl

Contrarily, PR2 opposed incentive pay opportunifii@seducators and felt it
would discourage educators from working in highgry schools. PR2 declared:

We don’t see any research whatsoever that showstientive pay has any

impact on student achievement. Also, we think thabuld discourage
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individuals from going into high-needs areas orosts that have high incidence

of poverty or are struggling.

According to PR3, his organization has yet to talstance on incentive pay
opportunities for educators, but would like to #erecognition of schools instead of
individual teachers to lessen competition. PR3dtdfit is more the question of how to
increase teacher pay or how do we reward wholedadshather than individual teachers.
Then you are not having individual teachers conmgegigainst one another for a select
pool of money.” PR4 felt that her organization webabon review the issue. She also
shared the organization’s former concern of inasenpiay programs and the fairness of
educator evaluations.

Interview question 8. Do you feel incentive pay mgrams increase student
academic achievement? Why? Why not?

PR1, PR3, and PR4 conditionally agreed incentiyegpagrams can increase
student achievement, while PR2 did not feel ineengpiay programs led to an increase in
student achievement. Conditions shared among thasgreement included high quality
teaching, accountability, data analysis, consistedtfair teacher effectiveness
evaluations, and stakeholder buy-in. PR1 linkéentgon of high quality teachers to
increased student achievement. According to PR1.:

If you pay teachers more you are going to get adriguality of teachers and

people wanting to go into the profession. The highelity of teachers you get, |

would expect student academic achievement woutdlmdsaffected in a positive

way.
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PR3 identified teacher accountability and useatédo determine effectiveness
of the program as a determining factor. PR3 sumhidéthere is a level of
accountability and using data to show how we arkimgagains in improvement and
adjust what we are doing over long-term, thennkhjou could point to it and say yes.”

According to PR4, increased student achievememtatats should be based on
teacher evaluations. PR4 states, “Yes, if the itieepay focuses on student
achievement and if there are consistent and faluations. | think evaluation is a big
issue. We have basically been opposed to evalubgng determined by test scores.”
She went on to theorize the importance of stakddrdduy-in, “Student achievement
could be increased if the teachers buy into itdklyou have to have involvement of
parents, teachers, and students as well as buidshdglistrict leaders of course.

Opposing the notion of incentive pay programseasing student achievement,
PR2 stated, “I've seen some studies that saidrthanhtive-pay programs have no impact
on academic achievement. It's more about the rabtim of the teacher and social
economic issues and other things that affect acadachievement.” He went on to
assert, “I don’t think that paying teachers morgasg to make Johnny learn more.”

Interview question 9. Do you feel incentive pay mgrams serve to help
school districts retain high quality and effectiveteachers? Why? Why not?

Responses were split with PR3 and PR4 assertimgiive pay programs do
serve to retain high quality and effective teachetsle PR1 felt the retention would be
limited at best, and PR2 believed incentive pagmms could discourage teacher
retention. PR3 expressed his viewpoint by stating,

Who wouldn’t want to work in an environment wheryare being patted on the
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back for a job well done and are shown gratitudgthanksgiving for working
hard and devising innovative approaches with kigig;?you provide an
environment that honors teachers which includgs th&n, yes retention is
obviously a bonus and a big plus.
PR4 agreed, “If the teacher wants to stay in tB#idt, it increases the likelihood they
will. A top notch, quality teacher would appreeiacentive pay.”
PR1 referred to other factors as indicators oftivreor not incentive pay
programs retain high quality and effective teachers
Any incentive pay program is going to be limitedtsisuccess if the base pay that
it's working from is already low. | don’t think ancentive pay program in a
district that pays very low wages to their teasheill have the desired effect,
argued PR1.
He went on to caution the connection between studshscores and teacher evaluations
to incentive pay programs.
According to PR1:
You cannot get into the area of teacher evalualioked to student test scores
and incentive pay linked to teacher evaluationikink that is going to be a big
problem if they try and do that. It won’t have thesired effect. It will make
teaching into even more of a competitive colleagg@nst colleague, and the
tests have to be looked at for being valid if ikagoing to be a measure.
PR2 ascertained incentive pay programs could hanegative affect on the retention of
high quality and effective teachers:

It probably would discourage retention of high dysnd effective teachers. If
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you have an effective teacher and they’re workirity & group of kids and

putting their heart into that job but they’re hayia high turn over or high

mobility or some other issue and they’re not ggttime results that a teacher has
in a high social economic area, | think it wouk\ery discouraging.

He also questioned how the state or district walgihe high quality and
effective teachers. PR2 asserted, “If you're bagiog one test on one day then | don’t
believe that is relevant. | just don't think tha fair reflection of the school, the
teacher, the principal, the superintendent, thedattistrict.” He ended his thoughts
with, “I see a lot of court challenges to the methy which teachers are paid on an
incentive-pay plan.”

Quantitative Data

Teacher perceptions of the Missouri Career Laddegi@am and incentive pay
opportunities were gathered and analyzed througheat scale survey. The survey was
created using an online survey program, SurveyMgpnk&nce permission to participate
in the study was received via the district supendent, the survey link was emailed to
the superintendent. The district superintendentdoded the research study information,
including the survey link, to the staff of certdi¢eachers.

The superintendents of each of the four partigigagchool districts were asked
to send the survey link to their teachers at legise in an attempt to increase survey
participation. The total number of certified stathio had the opportunity to respond to
the survey was 787 teachers from four school distriOf the 787 teachers, 83 teachers
participated in the survey for a total of 9.5%.eTurvey responses were not

disaggregated by the current incentive pay padtapn of the district.
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An analysis of the survey responses yielded 57.BBéspondents believed their
district did not currently offer incentive pay pragns, and 73.4% were not participating
in any form of incentive pay program within theisticts. When asked their opinions of
teacher effectiveness of those who participatetiercareer ladder program, 29.6%
agreed teachers were more effective because prtigeam, while 25.9% disagreed, and
44.4% responded neutrally. Forty-two percent atlers surveyed felt the career ladder
program aided their district in retaining high qtyahnd effective teachers, while 44.4%
were neutral, and 13.6% disagreed. Similarly, %ld teachers agreed the career ladder
program increased student academic achievemerlg ®bfo disagreed.

In the area of professional development, 35% afttees believed their school’s
professional development program was more effett@eause of the career ladder
program, while 43.8% responded neutrally. Thidwfpercent of teachers agreed their
district’s professional development programs chdrgjgnificantly following the state’s
funding cuts for the career ladder program, and gi®dgreed. Seventy-seven percent of
teachers responded with an interest in particigatirincentive pay programs within their

district (see Figure 1).
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4.90%

1.20%
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@ Agree

@ Strongy Agree

43.3%

Figure 1.Teacher interest in incentive pay opportunities.

Similarly, 82.7% of teachers surveyed felt theileagues respond positively to
incentive pay opportunities (see Figure 2), an@%ocof teachers would be interested in
participating in the career ladder program if furgdivere renewed and their district

participated in the program (see Figure 3).
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Figure 2 Positive response to incentive pay opportunities
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Figure 3. Participation if career ladder were renewed.
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Summary

Qualitative and quantitative data were analyzeektamine the effectiveness, as
determined by perceptions of educational leadedg@achers, of incentive pay programs
including Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program, astegldo increasing student academic
achievement, professional development for educaaois the retention of high quality
and effective teachers. In an attempt to undedsttaa perceptions of four
superintendents, four professional developmentghfaiur school board presidents, and
four educational organization leaders, qualitatia&a in the form of interviews were
obtained.

A coding system was created to refer to reseaadicgpants in order to assure
confidentiality and anonymity. Four school disisigvere represented in the qualitative
data and each set of numbered superintendentgsgrohal development chairs, and
school board presidents were from the same disthiterview questions and responses
for each of the superintendent, professional dgrent chairs, school board presidents,
and professional organization leader groups wezsgnted.

Quantitative data were gathered through a Likeatessurvey of teacher
perceptions of the Missouri Career Ladder Progradhiacentive pay opportunities.
Teachers from the four school districts participgtin the research study had the
opportunity to participate in the survey. A tod@l83 out of 787 certified teachers chose
to participate in the online survey. Survey regasnwere not disaggregated by the
current incentive pay participation of the distriétn analysis of survey responses was

presented and figures were provided as a visuatseptation.
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In Chapter Five, the findings from the data waseassed. Conclusions were
revealed for the research questions. Additionaihglications for practice and

recommendations for future research were presented.
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Chapter Five: Conclusions and Recommendations

The purpose of this study was to examine the e¥ecess, as determined by
perceptions of educational leaders and teachemsceitive pay programs including
Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program, as related toeeming student academic
achievement, professional development for educaaois the retention of high quality
and effective teachers.
Findings from Qualitative Data

Interview responses were obtained to understarcepgons of educational
leaders surrounding incentive pay programs inclyidiisssouri’s Career Ladder
Program. Four school board presidents, four sopardents, four professional
development chairs, and four educational orgamnatpresentatives participated in this
phase of the research. The participants represémie school districts and were coded
within the same numbered set. Code names andctlisicentive pay programming

distinctions are contained in Table 2.
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Table 2.

Incentive Pay Distinctions

Participating Professional
Districts Type of Program Board Presiderbuperintendent Development Chair

D1 Using CL BP1 S1 PD1

D2 No incentive pay BP2 S2 PD2
D3 New incentive pay BP3 S3 PD3
D4 Variation BP4 S4 PD4

Note. Type of Program: Using Career Ladder (CL). Theritisis still using the career
ladder program. No incentive pay, the districtierly used the career ladder program
and now offers no form of incentive pay programewNncentive pay, the district
formerly used the career ladder program and cuyresing a new form of an incentive
pay program. Variation, the district formerly usbd career ladder program, and now

uses a variation of the career ladder program.

The school districts were selected based on pineurious participation in the
Missouri Career Ladder Program and their curreataisncentive pay opportunities.
Through analysis of interview transcripts, categerand themes emerged. Then,
emerging themes were viewed through the lens obdiMarzano’s (2009) three general

factors that influence student academic achievenmemther level factors, as related to
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student academic achievement, professional deveopfar educators, and the retention
of highly qualified and effective teachers. Fdwerhes were evident from the data:
1. The effectiveness of Missouri’'s Career Ladder paagas related to increasing
student achievement and the retention of high tyuatd effective teachers.
2. The effectiveness of alternative pay incentive pangrams as related to student
academic achievement and the retention if highityuahd effective teachers.
3. Necessary components of an effective professiomatldpment program.
4. Motivation for teachers.

The process to address each theme was two-fatohgat information contained
in the review of literature followed by the findmérom the qualitative and quantitative
data.

Theme one. The effectiveness of Missouri’s Careeradder program as
related to student academic achievement and the ettion of high quality and
effective teachersAll of the four school districts that were parttbé study previously
participated in the Missouri Career Ladder Proguentil state funding for the program
was eliminated in 2010. According to Silman andZerman (2009), the purpose of
Missouri’'s Career Ladder Program was to improveesd achievement and retrain high
guality and effective teachers. Responses frommadipard presidents, superintendents,
and professional development chairs as to theagmtion of whether or not the career
ladder program increased student academic achieweand retained high quality and
effective teachers, were divided.

D1 maintained the Missouri Career Ladder prograth \ical funding, D4

maintained a variation of the Missouri Career Ladategram, while D2 and D3 no
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longer participate in any version of the prografe interview responses mirrored the
current level of participation in the career laddeygram. Parallel findings were
reported in the study by Silman and Glazerman (2068%vhich;
Career Ladder had considerable benefits for stgdefite main perceived benefit
was improved student achievement. Their commerggested that the program
can raise student achievement through a combinafiahleast two possible
routes. The most direct route is through Careedeaactivities themselves,
principally tutoring, helping students learn. Retl@ss of whether the content of
the tutoring promotes learning during the sessitgaghers reported that the time
they spent with students outside of regular classrbours was a useful way to
become better acquainted with student needs aeesgts, making participant-
teachers more effective with those students duhegegular school day.(p. 9)
S3 felt the career ladder program was not a powerstructional tool, while BP4
expressed his support of the program due to inecesisident contact time beyond the
regular school day. PD2 touted her thoughts Witthink teachers would have done
many of what was asked of them to fulfill careeldar requirements, whether they got
paid or not.” S1 suggested that anytime teachers werking with students one-on-one
or in small groups, such as the model of the cdesleler program, student academic
performance increases.
The majority of respondents maintained the positiat the career ladder
program did aid in retaining high quality and effee teachers. PD2 shared, “We could
compete with larger districts because teachersdvoot have to leave to find better pay.”

According to S1, the career ladder monies wergh®obnly factor in retaining high
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guality and effective teachers, but did play a.rd#3 asserted, “We all have to have a
certain amount of money to survive, and thosedhatvery driven will be speaking out
for the best thing for their personal family.” Téieidy conducted by Silman and
Glazerman (2009) also reported teacher retenti@m asfect of the career ladder
program due to increased teacher satisfaction.itidddlly, in 2012, Fulbeck contended,
“Increases in compensation may increase job satisfaand improve teacher retention.”
(pg. 5).

Theme two. The effectiveness of alternative pay ieative programs as
related to student academic achievement and the ettion of high quality and
effective teachersln a 2007 study conducted by Figlio and Kenny,vidlial teacher
incentive pay opportunities were associated witldett achievement. The researchers,
however, could not fully determine if the assocatwas the result of the effectiveness of
teacher incentives eliciting more effort from teas) or if there were other difficult-to-
measure factors included. The unclear resultsgifdcand Kenny’s (2007) study parallel
the conclusions from respondent interviews in stigly.

When asked whether or not incentive pay programease student achievement,
all four school board presidents responded po$ytigimilarly, all four of the
professional development chairs and all superirgets] with the exception of S3, agreed
teachers respond positively to incentive pay opputies. According to S3, “Sometimes
pay is not the best incentive. | think it dependsanat the incentive is.”

The majority of participants interviewed supportecentive pay opportunities as
a means to increased student academic achieveniat.viewpoints are supported with

current district participation. D2 is the only peipating district not offering incentive
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pay opportunities of any kind. BP2 shared his @esire-implement an incentive pay
program if state funding were once again available.

The professional education organization represeetabverwhelmingly
cautioned against the use of incentive pay progr&R4 expounded on his organizations
stance:

What we are careful to avoid in talking about iattiwe don’'t want incentive pay

for teachers linked to how students do on standaddiests. Student performance

is an important element in any teacher’s profesdibfe, and every teacher | have
ever met cares about it deeply, but if you stakitig standardized test scores to
whether or not you get a raise, that changes tledenglaying field, and I think it
brings in an element that would be competitive emahterproductive.
PR2 shared the same organizational viewpoint diectoof supporting evidence. PR3
and PR4 both indicated their organizations haveyabtaken a stance on incentive pay
programs.

When asked their perceptions of incentive pay dppdies aiding in teacher
retention, the responses from the professionalathral organization representatives
were divided. PR1 felt incentive pay programs wdwgdimited in their ability to retain
high quality and effective teachers, while PR2 fle#t program could be discouraging to
educators and difficult to define the charactessstf a high quality and effective
teacher. PR4 shared, “If the teacher is wantirggdg in the district, incentive pay
increases the likelihood they will.” Similarly, BRelt an environment that honors

teachers with incentive pay would increase retentio
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The four school board presidents agreed there wasralation between incentive
pay opportunities and teacher retention. Not oolgstincentive pay programs allow
smaller schools to compete financially with lardestricts (S1), but according to S4,
incentive pay opportunities allow teachers to biegie extra money for pursuing their
passion in a career that is not known for its laglaries.

Contrary to the findings in this study, a 201legesh project conducted by Jones,
found stress levels increase and enthusiasm desreath merit pay. The study did find
that teachers involved in an incentive pay progveere less likely to respond “until a
more desirable job opportunity comes along" or fild&dly plan to leave as soon as | can”
when asked, “How long do you plan to remain in béag?" (p. 3). Results also indicated
the retention of teachers due to incentive paynamg was stronger in males than
females and with experienced teachers.

Theme three. Necessary components of an effectiveofessional development

program. Throughout the participant interviews, several @ucomponents of an
effective professional development program wetrarilhated. Relevancy, sustainability,
and teacher buy-in were descriptions that were contyrused by respondents when
discussing effective professional development @ogy. Likewise, Archibold,
Coggshall, Croft, and Goe (2011) reported, “Alignprofessional learning activities
with data analysis, student goal setting, implemgon strategies, and monitoring and
evaluating improvement also can be highly bendftoi@administrators, teachers, and
students.” (p. 2).

When asked about effective components of profeasugvelopment program for

educators, all four of the professional educatigganizations representatives spoke of
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relevancy as a crucial factor. PR1 stated, :Prafeatdevelopment needs to be relevant
to what the teachers want and what they need.”|&ilyi PR2 asserted, “Relevancy
needs to be of the factors for a professional agmeent program to be effective. It has
to be determined if the program is relevant totdaher and the situation they are in.”
PR3 spoke of the alignment of best practices withiculum, while PR4 touted
improving instruction and meeting educator needsoasponents of relevancy within an
effective professional development program.

Sustainability in all areas was also determineldet@n imperative component of a
professional development program. According to Aol et al. (2011), “Follow-up and
feedback support sustained change in teacher pedcfp. 4). D1 chose to sustain and
locally fund the career ladder program after tla¢eseliminated funding. S1 shared many
successes of the program within his district, “Whenstate dropped funding, we had a
long discussion about career ladder and decidedsta worthwhile program and we
would continue to fund our portion of it”

Similarly, D4 chose to sustain the career laddeggam, with some slight
modifications, following the state discharge ob#kd funding. BP4 shared, “We just
picked up where the Career Ladder Program fell 8R4 validated the need for
financial sustainability, and stated, “Professiat@lelopment has to be funded properly,
not on the backs of the teachers, or out of theikpts. That is an area we have had some
concern in. Professional development money is hedys there.”

Teacher buy-in also emerged as a necessary contpafream effective
professional development program. According to d@aslTout, Halle, Whittaker, and

Lavelle, (2010),
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A common thread among studies is the explicit interhave the teachers as
collaborators in the professional development ugetion and to have the
teachers and the educational institutions take osiie of their reform efforts. (p.

6).

D3 began new incentive pay opportunities when cdagkeler funding was terminated.
According to S3, his district felt there would bema teacher buy-in if teachers were
allowed to have input on their professional develept opportunities.

Likewise, PR1 stated, “I think a lot of professibdavelopment programs fall flat
when they are dictated in a top-down kind of préstgon.” Additionally, PR3’s
organization strives to find professional developtapportunities that will make an
impression on educators, which will, in turn, cesgacher buy-in. When career ladder
funding was eliminated, D2 created a committeecttide the path for their professional
development program. He states, “We took all ouriculum directors, administrators,
and professional development committee teachersame up with a plan, and that's
what we’re doing right now. The committee approaatording to BP2, allowed input
and buy-in from stakeholders.

Theme four. Motivation for teachers.Throughout the interviews of all
respondents, teacher motivation was at the heantehtive pay programs, both new and
old. Motivations were categorized within appreaatigeography, and school type, but
overwhelmingly, financial motivators. Even thougsponses never specifically
indicated incentive pay programs should be baskdlysas a financial means of
motivating teachers, it was clear that many respotedfelt monetary incentives were an

effective method for producing desired results.
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According to Hattie (2012), reasons teachers stdlge profession of teaching
and their school include teach autonomy, leadersitgif relations, the nature of the
students, facilities, and safety. Not included etti¢’s (2012) list was financial
motivators. However; according to several of trepamdents participating in this study,
appreciation of teachers can be shown monetariheMasked if teachers respond
positively to incentive pay opportunities, PD2 d#thr‘Yes, they know we are showing
appreciation to them for their time.”

Similarly, S1 offered a two-fold benefit of incergipay opportunities with a
tutoring component, “It shows teachers we do supgaad appreciate them, and it gives
that direct relation with the students that needtthoring and extra assistance.” Also in
agreement was PR3, “I think more than anythinggmtive pay opportunities say, ‘thank
you, job well done,” and ‘thank you for your harank, you are doing great things.’ |
think it is important to compensate and rewardhesas for that competency, and
character to put in extra time.”

Geography and type of school also emerged as atots/for teachers in various
interview responses. In a 2006 study, Blazer detexd) “Among teachers changing
schools, the highest percentage rated an oppoyrtiamits better teaching assignment
(39.8 percent) as very important or extremely ingnatrin their decision to move to
another school.(p. 15Even though it is difficult to define “a better tdeng
assignment,” some respondents considered geogeaqohtype of school as contributors
to the definition. PR4 asserted, “Sometimes pestalg because of geographics or
sometimes they move because of geographics,” adsdéR4. She went on to share an

experience of a colleague whose wife was recentigvated to move her employment to
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a parochial school where she felt she would enevdess parent issues, but would also
be driving an hour and a half less each day.

According to PR2, his organization fears incenpeg opportunities diminish the
motivation for teachers to work in a high povertystruggling school. In addition, type
of school can also be defined as the size of theadcAccording to PD2, smaller
districts, such as hers, found it difficult to “Evthe playing field” with larger districts in
regard to benefits.

Financial motivation was consistently mentionedmyithe interview process as a
motivator for teachers. According to PR1, teaclaeesunderpaid with current salary
scales. With that same mentality, BP4 reporteds“iinportant to have a mechanism to
compensate teachers for the work above and beyendarmal classroom time.”
Students can also benefit from content teacheredI&2:

| think, in order to get good teachers, you're gadio have to give them good pay.

There are a lot of things out there that they aafod incentive pay. If your

teachers are getting paid well, if they have ineentio do a good job, the kids are

going to benefit from that.

PD1 and PD2 agreed incentive pay opportunitieeased the participation in
professional development opportunities due to corsgion for teachers’ time outside
the classroom. BP3 predicted, “I also think thagravme, incentive pay opportunities
will attract better performing teachers.”

Even with the majority of respondents commentiogifvely as to the
relationship of financial incentives and teachetiwation, there was some dissention

among the responses. According to S2:
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Most people did get into education because thewg liae passion for teaching and

working with students. I've always told teacheratti you don’t get outside of

that classroom setting and get involved with kidsome way, shape or form,

whether it be tutoring, whether it be coaching, thikeit be sponsorship of a club

or science fair, whatever that might be, you reallgs out on the aspect of

dealing with kids. | feel like that it is extrengemportant whether you get paid

or you don't get paid. That’s part of the job.
S3 also shared his experience of incentive pay royppties not always centering around
instruction. He went on to argue the effects oémtove pay opportunities depend on the
amount of financial gain as well as the types ¢ivaes allowable. He states,
“Sometimes pay is not the best incentive.” A 20Q&ig of merit pay opportunities by
Faulk agree with SR3, “The individual changes thaiel of effort according to the value
they place on the outcome and the perception dirikdetween the effort and the
outcome. (p. 4).
Findings from Quantitative Data

Quantitative data were gathered through an onlimeey presented to teachers
within the four participating school districts. étal of 83 teachers out of a possible 787
teachers participated in the survey. The themeshwéninerged from the qualitative data
were considered when analyzing the findings ofgh@ntitative data.

Survey questions focused on the perceptions odffieetiveness of the Missouri
Career Ladder Program in regard to effective tearhind learning, and retention of
teachers, and teacher perceptions of current iiveepay opportunities. While 29.6% of

teachers surveyed felt teachers who participatédarMissouri Career Ladder program
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were more effective, 41.9% of teachers surveydadtetient academic achievement
increased because of the program. Additionally, 8%urvey respondents felt their
district’s professional development programs weoeareffective because of the
Missouri Career Ladder Program, and 42% felt tloggam attributed to district retention
of high quality and effective teachers. Each sumyegstion pertaining to the Missouri
Career Ladder program resulted in a range of 42%¢14% of respondents indicating a
neutral response.

Survey results indicated teachers who did not regpeutrally, felt positively
about the effects of the Missouri Career LaddegRum in regard to both increased
student achievement and the retention of high tyuaitid effective teachers. Due to
termination of the Missouri Career Ladder fundioger three years ago, it is possible
that some respondents were not in the teaching) dieting the implementation of the
program and thus have no knowledge of the effecéss.

When asked if teachers respond positively to ingergay opportunities, an
overwhelming 82.7% of respondents felt the respavesepositive. Only 42.7% of
respondents reported incentive pay opportunitiesagailable in their district, and of
those, only 26.6% indicated their participatioravailable incentive pay opportunities.
However, 77.8% of respondents are interested iticgeating in incentive pay
opportunities if they were made available, andaggering 86.6% of respondents would
be interested in participating in the Missouri Gareadder program if it were once again

funded by the state and their district chose ttigpate.
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Conclusions

Through analysis of both qualitative and quantratiata, themes emerged and
research questions were considered. The proceskltess each of the research questions
was two-fold: pertinent information contained ir tteview of literature along with a
summary of data from Chapter Four.

RQ1. What are the perceptions of Missouri public shool superintendents,
teachers, and district professional development clrg of alternative pay incentives
to replace the career ladder program?

Even though Muralidharan and Sundararaman (20Qinddittle evidence of
benefits of alternative pay incentive programshsag the Missouri Career Ladder
program, two of the four school districts repreednt this study continue to offer and
locally fund incentive pay opportunities which @tsresemble the career ladder
program. The same two school districts are alsrasted in once again participating in
the career ladder program if it were once againléanby the state. According to S1, his
district would participate in the career laddergreom but would want to keep district
specific regulations.

According to PD1 and PD4, teachers are motivateadsntive pay opportunities
just as they were the career ladder program. P&gédt“Once we started paying teachers
for professional development opportunities, moeeiers were willing to participate.”
PD3, however, maintained the professional developmmeher district is more focused
following the dissolution of the career ladder parg. S2 felt his district’'s professional
development offerings were vaster with the caragdér program, but also felt the

program left room for loopholes. Contrary to thewiof other participating
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superintendents, S3 did not feel his teachers mere effective because of the career
ladder program. He argued, “I don’t think it waalhg powerful instructionally.”

Survey data from teachers revealed 29.6% felt e&vgalho participated in the
career ladder program were more effective becaltdee @rogram; however, 77.8% were
interested in participating in incentive pay pragsa Eighty-six percent of surveyed
teachers were interested in participating in thhe@aladder program if it was once again
funded by the state and their district chose ttigppate. Responses from teachers
indicated a high interest in incentive pay programen the Missouri Career Ladder
program, even though less than 30% of surveyedhéeadelt the career ladder program
created more effective teachers.

Responses from superintendents, teachers, andsgiaial development chairs
revealed a significant interest in incentive paygpams, but illuminated program issues
with the Missouri Career Ladder program. Percegtiodicated incentive pay
opportunities are highly valued among superintetgjéaachers, and professional
development chairs, but consideration to the pnakscans of the effectiveness of the
career ladder program should be largely examinéaldeeinstatement of the program
were to occur. Incentive pay opportunities, boomfrthe needs of individual districts,
whether modeled after the career ladder progranomwere perceived as the best

method for offering alternative pay opportunities.
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RQ2. What are the perceptions of Missouri public shool superintendents,
teachers, and district professional development clrg of alternative pay incentives
as related to student academic achievement, proféssal development for
educators, and the retention of high quality and déctive teachers?

Little research has been conducted to determinesatdink between incentive
pay opportunities for educators and increased stuatshievement. In his 2010 study, n;
however, did find a correlation that could suggeséntive pay opportunities for
educators does have a positive effect on matmaeejend reading scores. Likewise,
research participants in this study concurred witth suggestions.

S1 espoused, “Anytime teachers are working witdestts one on one, | think the
students’ academic performance increases.” Simjl&2 shared, “We definitely offered
more before and after school tutoring programsigs, and it gave teachers a tool to be
able to stay longer with them.” Forty-one percdreachers surveyed also felt student
academic achievement increased due to alternady@pentives.

According to Temperly (2008), professional develepiris the process from
which teachers improve and learn which ultimatelds to improved student
achievement. PD3 shared, “Professional developmkith improves teachers’
professionalism in any way has a positive effecstudents.” S2 also believed alternative
pay incentives provided incentives and opportusitoe teachers to expand their learning
more than they would have done in the past witfioancial incentives.

Likewise, 35% of teachers surveyed agreed theiriclis professional
development program was more effective becausecehtive pay opportunities. S3 did

share a contrary perspective as he observed tesacbetaking incentive pay
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opportunities as seriously as he would have likadirgot always centering the
opportunities around improved instruction.

Honawar and Olson (2008) reported teachers mapnesip incentive pay
opportunities, and since teachers are the bestsoaimprove student academic
achievement, retaining high quality and effecteadhers might best be accomplished
through incentive pay programs. Teachers seemagree, as 42% of survey responses
indicated districts retained high quality and effifex teachers because of incentive pay
opportunities.

According to S4, incentive pay opportunities alloves district to provide a
competitive financial package for teachers:

Obviously pay is one of the reasons teachers dafeeinprofession. It is not the

only reason, but anytime there is incentive paytdachers to increase their

salaries it allows us to retain and recruit teagher
PD4 thought incentive pay opportunities allowed dhistrict to attract and retain good
teachers, while PD1 agreed, but also felt thereweany other factors involved in
teachers’ decisions to remain within a district.

Interview responses and survey results of superdents, teachers, and
professional development chairs illuminated digtpasitive perceptions of alternative
pay opportunities as related to student acadenhieaement, professional development
for educators, and the retention of high qualitgt effective teachers. Like most
programs and initiatives, alternative pay oppottasiare perceived as effective on
varying scales. Motivation for teachers in the farfiinancial support and appreciation

was one constant perception of incentive pay oppdrés.
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Superintendents, teachers, and professional dawelafpchairs all maintained
exceptions to the norm, but overall, perceivedraltBve pay opportunities as a means to
allow teachers to be compensated for some of thik alwove and beyond the scope of
their contract. This, therefore, results in inceshstudent achievement by way of
increased student contact time, a greater investmgmofessional development
opportunities, and job contentment which leadstention of high quality and effective
teachers.

RQ 3. What are the perceptions of state and nati@ professional
educational organizations of alternative pay incenves as related to student
academic achievement, professional development feducators, and the retention of
high quality and effective teachers?

Even though state and national professional edutatorganizations defend
their stance of appropriate pay for the job dofidpar of the professional organizations
interviewed for this study maintained their suppdrthe Missouri Career Ladder
Program and were disappointed when state fundirsgowato support the program. Two
of the professional organization representativeksgpecifically about the Missouri
Career Ladder’s impact on student achievement. &Rdowledged, “The Career Ladder
Program gave teachers the opportunity to beconeeand tier of intervention in the way
of after school tutoring.”

PR2 also shared his organization’s focus on stualgmnevement through the
Missouri Career Ladder Program. He states, “The€&dradder Program funded a lot of
good things going on around the state, such assdt®ol tutoring, special assistance,

and targeted intervention for students.” Accordimdollock (2007), most students can
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improve their academic performance if they recg@rempt feedback and individual
instruction.

According to PD3, his organization supported thedduri Career Ladder
Program as a means of professional developmeetiacators. Daily imbedded
professional development is key to strong applicain the classroom (Fogarty & Pete,
2007). In contrast, PD2 did not advocate for thedduri Career Ladder Program as an
effective means for professional development. Heied, “I don't think there was a
cohesive structure to the program, no targeted asiphlt was too broad.”

PD4 split her opinion of the Missouri Career LadBesgram as an effective
means of professional development. She statetirtktyou have to look at it by
individual districts.” PD4 pointed out, “In someses, teachers were writing curriculum
or meeting student needs through summer schooér@thtricts used the Career Ladder
Program to provide equity monetarily.” PD1 alsorglahe notion of PD2 that the
Career Ladder Program was arbitrarily administelredwent on to advocate for the
program as a means for teachers to add to th@mac

Professional organization representatives wer¢ispiheir opinions of whether
or not the Missouri Career Ladder Program andradtére incentive pay programs serve
to retain high quality and effective teachers. R@ited, “Anytime you provide extra
compensation for teachers you are more likely taimenigh quality and effective
teachers.” “Who wouldn’t want to work in an envirnant that honors teachers which
includes addition pay,” exclaimed PD3. Contrariyp2 responded:

| think incentive pay programs work to discouragention of high quality and

effective teachers. If you have an effective teacme they are working with a
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group of kids and put their heart into that jobt &xe still experiencing issues,
such as high mobility rate among students, or laaeademic results, or other
issues that teachers in higher socioeconomic a@asexperience, | think that
would be discouraging.
PD4 did not feel alternative pay opportunities aaffect either way. PD4 related, “If
the teacher wants to stay, it increases the likeththey will. If they want to move out of
the area and the opportunity occurs, it won’t hanesh of an effect.”

The overall message from the professional orgéinizaepresentatives in this
study provided an insight into the need for inceganancial support for teachers.
Opinions of the Missouri Career Ladder program altelnative pay programs were
varied from the positive impact on student achiesethand professional development to
the negative or undecided relationship to the teterof high quality and effective
teachers. It is clear, state and national professiorganizations value student
achievement as the overall purpose for teachees nTfdans to increasing student
achievement, however, continues to be debated.

The professional organization representativesvigered for this research study
were passionate about the teaching professiontamapact on society. Collectively, the
representatives supported the betterment of thigyjo&the teaching profession in order
to not only support the craft of teaching but tonaately increase student achievement.

RQ4. What are the motivators for Missouri publicschool board presidents
to approve allocation of funds for district sponsoed alternative pay incentives?

Attracting and retaining quality teachers, increbsident achievement,

improved assessment scores, and overall positiest impact were identified
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motivators of Missouri school board presidentsupport incentive pay programs.
According to Hattie (2012), school systems, inahgdboards of education, need to be
consistently aware of the effects they are havimgheir students. Marzano (2003)
retorted the catastrophic impact individual teasli&ve on student achievement, as well
as the influences the school district has on teaache

The research findings from this study suggestbédadoard presidents
specifically, all members of the board of educatane acutely aware of the impact
teachers have on student achievement, and likethis@npact the board of education
and administrators have on teachers. BP1 statedthers have incentives to do well,
our kids are going to benefit from that.” SimilarBP2 associated incentive pay
opportunities with increased teacher accountabaitych in turn resulted in increased
teacher production.

In order to retain high quality and effective tead) the educational field must
constantly evaluate the conditions under whichheegctrain, work, and remain in the
field, and see themselves as true professionaléefiH2004). BP2 referred to teaching as
an art that most teachers were born to do. He aretd say, “The bottom line is, you
want to get paid for your art. BP3 declared, “Wehalve to have a certain amount of
money to survive.” BP4 shared, “Effective and giyaeaching in itself can also be
motivation for teacher retention.”

Student achievement and whatever is needed toasertudent achievement is
the strongest motivator for school board presidearid all research participants, to
support incentive pay opportunities. According tarkano (2003), effective teachers

have more effective instructional strategies ait tthisposal. Knowledge of effective
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instructional strategies often comes from profaessiadevelopment (Marzano, 2007).
Professional development is commonly pursued bghiea through incentive pay
opportunities (Silman & Glazerman, 2009). BP4 stat®ur district’s incentive pay
program compensates teachers for the work theypdweesand beyond the normal
classroom time, both in the professional develograad student contact arenas.”
Similarly, BP1 shared, “We support incentive paggrams as a benefit for the teachers
that will have a direct benefit for all of our sards.”

Implications for Practice

The goal of education is to continue to improvealstu academic achievement.
Educators and researchers alike strive to discstvategies that will not only increase
teacher effectiveness, but also ensure the reteatibigh quality and effective teachers.
It was clear from interview and survey responsas ¢ducators favor incentive pay
opportunities that not only increase student adm@nt but also motivate teachers,
which, in turn, lead to retention of high qualitydeeffective teachers. Details of
incentive pay opportunities seem to vary greatlpagndistricts, and little data to
determine effectiveness are currently available.

Educational leaders should consider incentivequpportunities as a possible
conduit to teacher motivation within a well-defingebfessional development program.
Through program data analysis, districts would htaeeopportunity to amend program
details in order to improve student academic aemeant and the retention of high
guality and effective teachers.

The Missouri Career Ladder Program has left atppediegacy with veteran

teachers, many of who would be interested in ogegngparticipating in the program if
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the opportunity arose. Through program refinementstate financial funding,
educational leaders may consider the reinstateofeéhe Missouri Career Ladder
program as a means of effective professional dewedmt, which could lead to the
ultimate goal of increased student academic achmene

The implications for this study suggest that winlleentive pay opportunities
offer additional financial compensation, motivation educators, as well as increased
student contact time, there are still specific detaf any incentive pay program that must
be considered before implementation.

Recommendations for Future Research

Limited research is available surrounding theaieness of the Missouri Career
Ladder Program, as well as perceptions of educatieaders of incentive pay
opportunities. Additional areas of focus and reslealeriving from this project include,
but are not limited to the following recommendasion

1. Review and analyze perceptions of educational ksaafancentive pay
programs within other demographic areas of the sthMissouri.

2. Review and analyze data to determine whether otheoé was a correlation
between the Missouri Career Ladder program aneasad student achievement in the
form of MAP scores.

3. Examine whether or not other states offer simifagpams to Missouri’s
Career Ladder Program, and if so, explore the pées of the effects of such a

program.
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4. Research and analyze the mobility of teachers wghhools when the
Missouri Career Ladder Program was implementedagpared to mobility now that the
program is no longer available.

5. Review and analyze student achievement data afatisstvith similar
demographics of schools currently offering incemtpay opportunities as compared to
districts not offering incentive pay opportunities.

6. Research additional motivators for teachersideitsf financial factors.

7. Conduct a case study of districts that mainthangersion of the Missouri
Career Ladder Program and analyze the effectivarfabe programs based on state test
data.

8. Review and analyze effective professional dgwalent programs across the
state or country to determine necessary programoongponents.

Summary

Whether districts choose to implement incentive pagrams or not, the
Missouri Career Ladder Program has had a lastifegtedn Missouri educators’
perceptions of incentive pay programs and theegat$f The conclusions from this study
revealed a positive association with incentive papgrams, including Missouri’'s Career
Ladder Program, student achievement, professianadldpment, and the retention of
high quality and effective teachers. Even thougiaglieements in programming details
emerged through qualitative data, the overall @uirof the interviewees, as well as the
teacher survey responses, indicated a positiveepgon of incentive pay opportunities

and their outcomes.
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As both qualitative and quantitative data were yred, four themes emerged.
Emerging themes included, the effectiveness of Miss Career Ladder program as
related to increasing student achievement andetieation of high quality and effective
teachers, the effectiveness of alternative paynitioe pay programs as related to student
academic achievement and the retention of highitgjuaald effective teachers, necessary
components of an effective professional developmesgram, and motivation for
teachers. Overall responses indicated Missouriadus felt positively toward the
effectiveness of both the Missouri Career Laddeg@m, as well as alternative
incentive pay opportunities. Positive aspects o lppograms were increased student
achievement through the retention of high qualitgt effective teachers and effective
professional development programs. Teacher motinatias also identified as an
underlying factor in all areas connected with inocenpay programs.

Within a two-fold process of analyzing data froma@ter Four along with
examining pertinent findings from Chapter Two, thsearch questions were considered.
Perceptions of the research participants of alter@mancentive pay opportunities to
replace the Missouri Career Ladder Program, asagdlhe effects of such programs on
student achievement, professional developmentttandetention of high quality and
effective teachers were favorable. It was clear thsearch participants set increased
student achievement as the ultimate outcome ofraxgntive program. They also saw
incentive pay programs as a possible means toecneaite effective professional
development, as well as retain and motivate highlityuand effective teachers, which
will ultimately lead to increased student achievamBata revealed some dissention

among research participants in incentive pay pragrang details and mandates. The
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outcome of increased student achievement, howesara binding factor and purpose of
agreement with any alternative pay program.

Even though very little data currently exists tklincentive pay programs and
increased student achievement, the perceptionduaigors participating in this study
validate the need for district consideration oftspcogramming options. Teacher
motivation, as well as a defined professional dgwelent program could lead to
retention of highly qualified and effective teacheand ultimately, increased student
achievement. It is uncertain whether or not theslglisi Career Ladder Program, or
another incentive pay program, will be ever be &ty the state. What is clear,
however, is that Missouri’s students deserve thng best possible education, and if
incentive pay programs aid that outcome, carefosteration of such programs should

be given.
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Appendix A
Interview Questions
Superintendents, teachers, and Professional DaweloipChairs

1. Please share with me your professional experieasas educator.

2. Do you feel teachers who participated in the MissGareer Ladder Program were
more effective because of the program? Why? Why not

3. Do you feel your professional development prograsas wore effective because of
the career ladder program? Why? Why not?

4. Do you feel student academic achievement increlbseause of the career ladder
program? Why? Why not?

5. Do you feel that your district retained high quaklind effective teachers because of
the career ladder program? Why? Why not?

6. How did your district’s professional developmendgmam change after the career
ladder program was no longer funded by the state?

7. What types of incentive pay opportunities does yasirict currently participate?

8. Do you feel teachers respond positively to incenpay opportunities? Why? Why
not?

9. If your district is currently offering alternatiaay incentives, what aspects of the
incentives are non-negotiable for educators? Why?

10.If your district is currently offering alternatiyeay incentives, how did your district
decide which incentives to offer?

11.1f your district is currently offering alternatiyeay incentives, what data are you using

to determine the effectiveness of the program? HigWwou determine these data?
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12.1f the career ladder program were once again futgdtie state, would your district

be interested in participating? Why? Why not?
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Appendix B

Interview Questions
State and National Educational Organization Reptasges
. Please share with me your professional experieas@s educator and/or member of
your current educational organization.
. For a professional development program to be e¥iecivhat components must be
included in the program? Why?
. What position did your organization take when thisdduri state government was
deciding whether to cut the Missouri Career Ladelegram? Why?
. Do you feel the career ladder program was an éfiegrofessional development
program? Why? Why not?
. Do you feel student academic achievement increlaseause of the career ladder
program? Why? Why not?
. Do you feel school districts retained high quadihd effective teachers because of the
career ladder program? Why? Why not?
. What is your organization’s current stance on itiwerpay for educators? Why?
. Do you feel incentive pay programs increase studeatiemic achievement? Why?
Why not?
. Do you feel incentive pay programs serve to helpstdistricts retain high quality

and effective teachers? Why? Why not?
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Appendix C

Interview Questions
Missouri Public School Board Presidents
. Please share with me your professional experiemsasshool board member.
. As the school board president, did you support#reer ladder program for your
district? Why? Why not?
. What percentage of your budget are you currenkbcating for professional
development? What percentage is currently beilogatied for incentive pay
opportunities? How did your district make that det@ation?
. Do you feel incentive pay programs increase studeatiemic achievement? Why?
Why not?
. Do you feel incentive pay programs help schoolridist retain high quality and
effective teachers? Why? Why not?
. If your district is currently offering alternatiyeay incentives, how did your district
decide which incentives to offer?
. If your district is currently offering alternatiyeay incentives, what data are you using
to determine the effectiveness of the program?
. If the career ladder program were once again fulgetie state, would your district

be interested in participating? Why? Why not?
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Appendix D

Teacher Survey

The following statements are presented to garner §mughts and opinions about
teacher incentive pay programs. Thank you for yooe.

1.Teachers who participated in the Missouri Cakeelder Program are more effective
teachers because of the program.

a). Strongly disagree b.) Disagree c.)tNdu d.) Agree f.) Strongly agree

2. My school’s professional development programs ware effective because of the
career ladder program.

a). Strongly disagree b.) Disagree c.)tNdu d.) Agree f.) Strongly agree

3. Student academic achievement increased beoétlse career ladder program.

a). Strongly disagree b.) Disagree c.)tNdu d.) Agree f.) Strongly agree

4. My district retained high quality and effectiteachers because of the career ladder
program.

a). Strongly disagree b.) Disagree c.)tNdu d.) Agree f.) Strongly agree

5. My district’s professional development progrsignificantly changed after the state
no longer funded the career ladder program.

a). Strongly disagree b.) Disagree c.)tNdu d.) Agree f.) Strongly agree
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6. My district currently offers alternative incerg pay programs.

a). Strongly disagree b.) Disagree c.)tNdu d.) Agree f.) Strongly agree

7. | currently am participating in incentive paypgrams within my district.

a). Strongly disagree b.) Disagree c.)tNdu d.) Agree f.) Strongly agree

8. | am interested in participating in incentiveygrograms within my district.

a). Strongly disagree b.) Disagree c.)tNdu d.) Agree f.) Strongly agree

9. Teachers respond positively to incentive pgyoofunities.

a). Strongly disagree b.) Disagree c.)tNdu d.) Agree f.) Strongly agree

10. If the career ladder program was once agaiddd by the state and my district chose
to participate, | would choose to participate ia grogram.

a). Strongly disagree b.) Disagree c.)tNdu d.) Agree f.) Strongly agree
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Appendix E
Internal Review Board Disposition Report

Lindenwood University
Institutional Review Board Disposition Report

To: Kena Lashel (Shelly) Worley

CC: Dr. Sherry DeVore

IRB Project Number 12-42

Title: Perceptions of Educational Leaders of Incentive PalPrograms

The IRB has reviewed your application for research, and it has been approved, pending
clarification. Please address the following points:

e Pl must submit the letters of approval from the four school districts involved in
the study when they are obtained.

Please submit changes directly to the IRB Chair. Thank you.

ﬁana {,far
Dana Klar 1/30/12
Instructional Review Board Chair Date
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Appendix F

Phone Script for Contacting Interview Participants
Hello, this is Shelly Worley. | am contacting ymgarding the research | am conducting
as part of the doctoral requirement for Lindenwbimiversity. My study will examine
the perceptions of educational leaders of incergaaeprograms to determine how these
programs relate to student academic achievemesfegsional development for
educators, and the retention of high quality arielctive teachers. As the primary
investigator, | am requesting your participationthe form of a personal interview, to

garner perceptions about incentive pay progranienK you for your time and support.
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Appendix G
Letter of Introduction
Interview

<Date>

<Title><First Name><Last Name>

<Position>

<School District/Organization>

<Address>

Dear <Title><First Name><Last Name>,

Thank you for participating in my research studlyook forward to talking with you on
<date><time> to gather your perceptions and insigitb alternative incentive pay

programs.

| have allotted one hour to conduct the intervialdith your permission, the interview
will be audiotape to ensure your responses arsdrdoed accurately. Attached are the
interview questions to allow time for reflectionfbee our interview. | have also
enclosed the Letter of Informed Consent Form farryeview. Your participation in this
research study is voluntary and you may withdraamgttime. Confidentiality and
anonymity are assured. If you have questionsspleall (417-294-1808) or send an e-

mail (worleys@branson.k12.mo.us).

Sincerely,

Shelly Worley
Doctoral Candidate

Lindenwood University
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Appendix H

Lindenwood University

School of Education
209 S. Kingshighway
St. Charles, Missouri 63301

Informed Consent for Participation in Research Atiés

“Perceptions of Educational Leaders of Incentive PaPrograms”

Principal Investigator: Shelly Worley Telephon&l7-294-1808
E-mail: worleys@branson.k12.mo.us

Participant Contact info

1. You are invited to participate in a researchlgttonducted by Shelly Worley under
the guidance of Dr. Sherry DeVore. The purposthisfresearch is gather
information about incentive pay programs in Missq@uiblic school districts to
determine how the programs relate to teacher tietergrofessional development,
and student achievement.

2a) Your participation will involve:

e Sharing your perceptions and insights of incenpiag programs through a
personal interview with the Primary Investigator.

e The interview will be audio-taped, with your persi@, to assure your
responses are transcribed accurately.

| give my permission for the interview to be audio-taped ( )
Participant’s Initials

e The interview will take place via face-to-face gfghone, or electronic mail at
your convenience.

b) The amount of time involved in your participatiwill be:

Approximately one (1) hour. In this study, 16 ealimnal leaders in Missouri will be
interviewed: Four public school superintendentsr faublic school professional
development chairs, four representatives from giémal organizations, and four
public school board presidents.

3. There are no anticipated risks associated withrésearch.
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There are no direct benefits for you participgin this study. However, your
participation will contribute to the knowledge abaiternative incentive pay
programs in Missouri public schools.

. Your patrticipation is voluntary and you may choaséto participate in this research
study or to withdraw your consent at any time. Yway choose not to answer any
guestions that you do not want to answer. YouM@IT be penalized in any way
should you choose not to participate or to withdraw

We will do everything we can to protect younvpidy. As part of this effort, your
identity will not be revealed in any publicationmresentation that may result from
this study, and the information collected will raman the possession of the
investigator in a safe location.

If you have any questions or concerns regarthirsgstudy, would like a copy of the
results, or if any problems arise, you may callltheestigator, Shelly Worley at 417-
294-1808 or the Supervising Faculty, Dr. Sherrydre at 417-881-0009.

You may also ask questions of or state concegerdeng your participation to the
Lindenwood Institutional Review Board (IRB) througbntacting Dr. Jann Weitzel,
Vice President for Academic Affairs, at 636-949-884

| have read this consent form and have been givehd opportunity to ask
guestions | will also be given a copy of this conseform for my records. |
consent to my participation in the research descried above.

Participant's Signature Date Participant’s Printed Name

Signature of Primary Investigator Date Investigator Printed Name
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Appendix |
Permission Letter for Superintendent
<Date>

Dear Superintendent ,

| am conducting a research project entitlrdrceptions of Educational Leaders of
Incentive Pay Programa partial fulfillment of the requirement for a docal degree in
educational administration at Lindenwood Universifyhe research gathered should
assist in providing insights and perspectives theoperceptions of educational leaders of
incentive pay programs. By utilizing a mixed metlaggroach, both qualitative and
guantitative data will be explored.

| am seeking your permission as the superintenafethie <\Name Here>School District
to conduct interviews and surveys as part of tha dallection and analysis process.

Consent is voluntary, and you may withdraw fromshely at any time without penalty.
The identity of the participants, as well as theniity of the school district will remain
confidential and anonymous in the dissertationnyrfature publications of this study.

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any mumssbr concerns about participation
(phone: 417-294-1808 or electronic mail: worleys@ison.k12.mo.us). You may also
contact the dissertation advisor for this reseatady, Dr. Sherry DeVore, (phone: 417-
881-0009 or electronic mail: sdevore@lindenwood.edA copy of this letter and your
written consent should be retained by you for feitwaference.

Yours truly,

Shelly Worley
Doctoral Candidate
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Permission Letter

I, <Name of Superintendentgrant permission for to S _a
part of a research project entitlé&krceptions of Educational Leaders of Incentive Pay
Opportunities By signing this permission form, | understand tihat following
safeguards are in place to protect the participants

1. I may withdraw my consent at any time without pégnal

2. The identity of the participants, as well as theniity of the school district will
remain confidential and anonymous in the dissenabr any future publications
of this study.

| have read the information above, and any questiloat | have posed have been
answered to my satisfaction. Permission, as axgthiis granted.

Superintendent’s Signatu Date
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