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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to investigate merit

linked evaluation plans that are in use or have been 

previously implemented with principals in one specific 

state. This study was conducted to determine what types of 

merit pay plans have been utilized throughout one state. 

Twenty districts were included in this study. Written 

merit pay plans, questionnaires completed by principals and 

superintendents, information received from telephone 

interviews, and personal interviews were all utilized to 

analyze the plans in view of their components. A review of 

the components led to a detailed study of the specific 

features found in the plans and how the features functioned 

in the plans. 

9 

The congruency between the plans and the implementation 

of the plans was also studied. The supervisors' and 

principals' perceptions of the merit pay plans were analyzed 

in view of the six rationales for having a merit system. In 

addition, the perceptions of individuals who were currently 

on a merit pay plan were compared with individuals who had 

discontinued their merit pay plans. 

It was shown that the merit pay plans had a wide 

variety of components and features. Generally, larger 

districts tended to have plans that were more quantitative 



in nature. Smaller districts tended to have qualitative 

plans that were more informal. 

10 

In analyzing the data on principals' perceptions, it 

was discovered that principals had a slightly lower 

perception of the impact of merit systems than their 

supervisors. District size did seem to affect the 

perceptions of the merit pay plan participants. Financial 

characteristics of a district also affected the perceptions 

about merit pay plans. In comparing the perceptions of 

individuals who currently had a plan and those individuals 

whose plans had been discontinued, significant differences 

were discovered. 

Additional findings also emerged. A good working 

relationship and trust were crucial to a successful merit 

pay plan. Other findings included the importance of money, 

structured goal setting, fairness, and direct input into the 

process. 

As a result of this study, recommendations were made 

for districts wanting to implement a merit-linked evaluation 

plan for their principals. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
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"As is the principal, so is the school" (Cubberley, 

1923, p. 15). More than half a century ago, Cubberley 

stated his perception of the critical role played by the 

principal in the outcomes achieved by a school. In his 1980 

study, Ron Edmonds found that the principal's leadership 

ability is one of the key factors that creates an effective 

school (Edmonds, 1980). In schools that are effective one 

can almost always point to the principal's leadership as the 

key to success (U.S. Senate, 1979). As Blumberg and 

Greenfield (1980) said, "It takes a unique person to help 

give a school, first an image of what it can be and, second, 

to provide the drive, support and skills to make the image 

approximate reality" (p. 8). 

Other studies have found very similar results (Elmore, 

1990; Fullan, 1990; Glickman, 1990; Lezotte & Levine, 1990). 

Their findings have specified how an effective leader 

behaves and how this behavior affects the school culture and 

climate. The principal is most often described as the key 

to the school and critical to the success of the 

institution. The principal can be viewed as the linchpin 

that holds both programs and people in place. The behaviors 
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that principals exhibit are crucial to the achievement of an 

effective school. 

At the 1991 N.A.E.S.P. conference in Washington DC, 

U.S. Secretary of Education Lamar Alexander, told principals 

that they are the key players in the President's "America 

2000" education strategy (Berlin, 1991). Alexander stated 

that reform must begin at the local level and principals 

have to be the central force behind the reform. 

Evaluation of principals has been one attempt to 

monitor and modify behaviors. The Merit Pay Task Force 

Report of the Committee on Education and Labor, House of 

Representatives (1983) concluded that 

School districts should regularly and carefully 

evaluate administrative personnel. Special 

attention should be paid to principals. School 

after school has discovered that a change in 

principals can result in either marked improvement 

or marked deterioration of the educational product 

and the atmosphere in which teachers must work. 

(p. 8) 

In their article on the era of transformation, Joseph 

and Hallinger (1992) commented on the changing role of the 

principalship. They noted that the degree of complexity, 

ambiguity, and uncertainty in a principal's work 

environment, as well as the sheer volume of work, has risen 



significantly over the past five years. The work lives of 

principals are further complicated by central offices 

struggling to retain their authority while simultaneously 

attempting to decentralize. 
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Current demands for accountability in education have 

resulted in increased emphasis on performance evaluation for 

both teachers and administrators. Several panels have 

investigated our school systems and have published important 

reports with specific recommendation for reform (Boyer, 

1983; Education Commission of the States, 1983; National 

Commission of Excellence in Education, 1983; National 

Science Board, 1983). Merit pay for educators was a 

frequent recommendation presented in these various reports. 

Merit pay has been extolled by some politicians as a cure 

for educational problems while other groups attack the idea 

as being professionally demoralizing (Hoko, 1988). 

In the 1990s the current push for systemic change, has 

been strongly influenced by the lessons from state-led 

education reform during the 1980s. Following the 

publication of a Nation at Risk, legislatures passed volumes 

of new education regulations and policies (O'Neil, 1993). 

Critics said that even though many of the reforms were 

considered to be comprehensive, they frequently failed to 

initiate system-wide improvement. Politicians have 

incorporated the term IIsystemic reform ll into their speeches 
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on education. Typically they meant that all schools in the 

education system must improve dramatically to meet 

challenges (Smith & O'Day, 1991). The term has also been 

used loosely to describe any effort to address several areas 

of the educational system in a comprehensive manner. While 

others, drawing upon the work of Peter Senge (1990), stress 

the dynamic interaction among all components of various 

systems. 

Merit pay may be viewed by some as a dramatic attempt 

to change the educational system. It has also continued to 

be one of the most controversial issues in education. 

Recent reports on school reform argued that financial 

incentives are essential to recruiting and retaining 

excellent educators. These recommendations have prompted 

consideration of merit pay systems at the federal, state, 

and local levels. The development and implementation of 

merit pay systems are complex and involve major changes in 

the structural and philosophical aspects of educational 

institutions. There have been relatively few reports of 

operating merit pay systems for administrators in public 

schools. This may be because merit pay systems have been 

few and haven't lasted long (Natriello & Cohn, 1983). 

In recent years, merit pay has been proposed again 

because it is an idea which appeals to those who accept the 

free enterprise system or who want to improve the quality of 
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schools. It is an idea that has intrigued the taxpaying 

pUblic. However, there are few school districts that have 

actually implemented a merit-pay plan. In order to examine 

this issue in more detail, the focus of this research was to 

study merit evaluation plans, and how they were linked to 

merit pay for a selected state's administrators. This 

information was also utilized to offer suggestions for an 

effective merit pay plan for principals. 

Problem Statement 

Although there is an interest in merit pay for school 

administrators, the information about merit pay for 

administrators is very limited. Most of the research and 

studies have been conducted about teacher merit payor 

teacher career ladders. Very little has been written about 

performance pay for principals and other administrators. 

Even less is known about the types of merit linked 

evaluation plans used with principals in the study state. 

Information such as this has not been readily available, 

shared, or disseminated. Different merit pay plans have not 

been described, compared, or analyzed. The manner in which 

these plans are actually implemented has not been studied. 

Lastly, the perceptions of those involved with merit-linked 

evaluation plans hasn't been investigated. Documentation of 

practices used by districts in the selected state to 

evaluate principals for merit pay is sketchy. 
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Definition of Terms 

Evaluation. The process of making judgments regarding 

the value or goodness of certain events, behaviors, or 

results or behaviors (Bolton, 1980). 

Evaluation System. The set of required or recommended 

policies, procedures, processes, and instrumentation that 

directs the attitudes and actions of participants in 

conducting evaluations (McGreal, 1983). 

Merit-Linked Evaluation System (or Merit System). An 

evaluative process by which salary increase depends on (or 

is linked to) the quality of performance and/or achievement 

of predetermined outcomes (Johnson, 1984). The pay awarded 

is above a set level given to others in the same 

organization in the same position (McIntyre, 1984). In many 

cases the salary increase is determined to some degree by an 

objective and predictable formula that converts assessment 

scores into salary increases. In other cases, a formula is 

not used (Kienapfel, 1984). The award may be either a one

time bonus or an increased salary (Committee on Education 

and Labor, 1983). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this research was to study and analyze 

merit-linked evaluation plans that have been in operation in 

a selected state with public school principals. The plans 

were analyzed, compared, and a typology of merit-linked 
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evaluation plans was developed. Moreover, perceptions of 

principals and their supervisors regarding the effectiveness 

and the impact of the plans was studied. The following four 

general research questions were addressed: 

1. How could the merit-linked evaluation plans be 

classified and analyzed in relation to their 

components? 

2. What comparisons could be made among the identified 

plans? 

3. Was their congruency between the written plans and how 

the plans were actually implemented? 

4. What were the perceptions of the principals and 

supervisors regarding the impact of the administrative 

merit pay plans? 

After completing the comparisons, developing a typology 

of the plans and conducting the perceptual study, 

suggestions were formulated. These suggestions can be 

utilized by districts that would want to consider 

implementing a merit-linked evaluation plan with their 

administrators. 

Significance 

Merit pay has been one of the hottest topics in 

education. Much has been written about this subject, 

especially with regard to teacher merit payor teacher 

career ladders. However, little has been documented with 
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regard to administrator merit pay. Nonetheless, the concept 

of paying more to those principals who exhibit exceptional 

performance and or achievement has been thrust into national 

view. A number of national and state reports about 

education has placed the educational professional into the 

limelight. As a result of all this national attention, 

citizens, legislators, business and industry, and educators 

have begun a variety of efforts to increase the 

effectiveness of elementary and secondary schools (Toch, 

1983) . 

National and state leaders in business, government, and 

social welfare have begun to recognize what principals have 

known for a long time. schools must address the social, 

physical and emotional needs in addition to the academic 

needs of youngsters if we hope to have them achieve their 

full potential. More and more schools are being held 

accountable for meeting these needs. In examining schools 

that have been successful in meeting this challenge, 

research has repeatedly found that the principal is the key 

to effective schools (Ryan, 1991). 

A second impetus for looking at merit pay comes from 

within the profession. According to a 1988 Executive 

Educator survey, a substantial majority of administrators in 

all job categories favored administrative incentive pay 

plans (Heller, 1988). Results showed that superintendents 
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were the biggest supporters of the idea, with 84% in favor 

of an incentive plan. The next level of support came from 

74% of high school principals. Notably, elementary school 

principals, (67%), also favored this method of augmenting 

their salaries. Merit pay would certainly be a recognition 

of the systems' emphasis on high quality and on its 

willingness to support that quality. 

In addition to improving effectiveness, merit pay 

offers a rational political justification for salaries based 

on performance and achievement. The National Commission on 

Excellence in Education (1983) recommended that salaries for 

the teaching profession should be increased and should be 

professionally competitive, market sensitive, and 

performance based. The National Science Board (1983) 

concurred. The National Association of Secondary School 

Principals, the American Association of School 

Administrators, and the National Association of Elementary 

School Principals (1983) have all recommended that merit 

systems and incentive rewards be used in public education. 

According to a recent (1990) Gallup poll, the public also 

endorsed basing educators' salaries on merit. Merit pay 

serves the public's interest by ensuring that 

administrators' salaries be directly related to their level 

of performance. 
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There is an assumption that merit pay plans would 

attract and retain the best possible administrators. Gordon 

Cawelti (1987), former director of the Association for 

Supervision and Curriculum Development, stated that we face 

a critical shortage of instructional leaders. _ He felt that 

to develop instructional leaders, we must work for programs 

that have clear goals, develop appropriate skills, and 

provide strong incentives. He suggested that merit pay 

programs which relied on evidence of goal attainment might 

be an example of a strong incentive. 

The most important goal of the performance evaluation 

system is to provide for a high level of performance by 

administrators and to financially reward those 

administrators who achieve predetermined district goals. 

The public also endorses basing educators' salaries on 

merit. The public educational system is under a great deal 

of scrutiny. The major concern is to increase the 

effectiveness of the system. Various groups believe that 

one of the best ways to improve school effectiveness is 

through a merit pay system. 

More than ever principals are involved in helping to 

strengthen and support organizational members' abilities to 

find solutions to local problems, rather than implementing 

decisions handed down from above (Murphy & Hallinger, 1992). 

Moreover the accountability of principals has assumed 
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greater prominence, since decentralized schools have greater 

responsibility for justifying their actions and decisions to 

their stakeholders. Since the principal is viewed as the 

most important element in school effectiveness, there is a 

great need to focus on utilizing merit pay for principals. 

The present study investigated merit pay plans that were 

being utilized with principals in a selected state. 

Nature of the Study 

The population for this study was selected principals 

and supervisors who have participated in an administrative 

merit plan. The primary source of data collection for this 

study was a survey. An instrument designed, field tested 

and used in a similar study by Fred Carl Schroeder (1989), 

was revised to meet the specific research questions. A 

letter was also sent to the superintendents throughout the 

study state requesting a copy of any merit pay plans that 

were utilized in their districts. The plans were analyzed 

and compared according to a specific list of components. 

The written plans were compared to the results of the survey 

to determine if the plans were congruent with the actual 

implementation. The merit pay plans were also viewed in 

terms of the participants' perceptions of their impact. 

Finally a model of a merit pay plan was developed that could 

serve as a template for all school districts that might 
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consider implementation of an administrative performance or 

merit plan. 

Background 

The changing world of the 1990s has brought about the 

collapse of centralized, planned economies that were based 

on worker security rather than performance (Farnsworth, 

Debenham, & Smith, 1991). In this decade, we have been 

looking at performance and responsiveness to client needs. 

It is crucial that the educational system reward performance 

rather than seniority, excellence rather than level of 

education, and responsiveness to student and parent needs 

rather than abstract professional standards. 

Growing concern about the cost and quality of public 

educational programs has resulted in renewed interest in the 

differential compensation of educators based on merit (Shaw, 

1985). In response to this growing dissatisfaction, state 

legislatures have begun to experiment with reform measures 

aimed at increasing the quality and efficiency of public 

schools. Merit pay programs for teachers and administrators 

seem to be one solution that has come into the forefront 

once again. 

As school effectiveness continued to dominate the 

national debate on education, much of the literature 

identified the school principal as a critical factor in the 

success of a school. The role of a principal is complex, 
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dynamic, and individualized. It is based on expectations 

derived from research, law, and practice. It requires 

balancing central office expectations, teacher demands, and 

parental concerns (Harrison, 1988). 

If the principal plays such an important role in the 

quality of each school, then the evaluation of the principal 

is of utmost importance. Moreover, the adequate 

compensation for excellent performance is also crucial. If 

performance pay is to be a part of the system, then the 

evaluation process is very important. An ideal 

administrator evaluation process would be developed by both 

the administrator being evaluated and the evaluator. It 

would also include an understanding of the key critical 

tasks and functions of the specific administrator's job. 

The evaluation would be based upon data collection to assess 

both the effectiveness and the efficiency with which the 

administrator performs tasks and functions. The process 

would be both formative and summative with frequent feedback 

and two-way communication. 

The desired results of a merit-linked evaluation system 

are not achieved very easily. According to .the Educational 

Research Service, there are 112 districts in the United 

States that have discontinued merit pay for administrators 

(ERS, 1978). The study showed that merit linked plans 

generated a variety of concerns. Some of the problems are 



jealousy within the group being evaluated, supervisors not 

strictly applying the system, and the difficulty of 

quantifying certain jobs, difficulty in conducting a 

comprehensive evaluation system fairly, and problems 

associated with adequate finances. 
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Edward Deming's philosophy of Total Quality Management 

professed that a change in the reward system is required for 

restructuring in the 1990s (Melvin, 1991). According to 

Deming the merit system and systems of incentive must be 

abolished because they choke intrinsic motivation. He 

believed that everybody loses under a system that nourishes 

the win-lose philosophy and the race to be number one. He 

proposed a transformation to a new type of economics where 

everyone comes out better in a cooperative win-win 

atmosphere. 

In the article "A Study in Change: Transforming the 

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools," the authors detailed the 

restructuring efforts of a new superintendent John Murphy 

(Doyle & Pimentel, 1993). Murphy believed that we know how 

to improve schools one at a time, but the real challenge of 

the 1990s is changing entire systems. As the 

superintendent, he has made great strides in restructuring 

the system. He has made it clear that he expects every 

adult in the organization to perform and to keep focused on 

improvement of student outcomes. To prove his point, he has 



25 

initiated a five million dollar bonus plan to reward 

personnel who meet certain standards. Goals have been set 

for each school. If the school has met the goals, all staff 

members share in the rewards. Murphy believed that by 

allowing the entire school to benefit, a spirit of teamwork 

will be promoted. However, he has future plans to 

differentiate the merit raises depending on levels of 

performance. In Charlotte, gone are the days when the best 

employees get paid the same as the worst. 

Murnane and Cohen (1986) believed that a merit pay plan 

must effectively and efficiently answer two questions: II Why 

does worker X get merit pay and I don't?1I and IIWhat can I do 

to get merit pay?1I (p. 7). They did show that under only 

very special circumstances can a merit plan be made to work. 

District size, a homogeneous student population, and the use 

of very small amounts of monetary rewards were three factors 

found in districts that had merit plans which have 

successfully survived over time. 

Merit-linked evaluation systems for principals assume 

that differences among principals' level of performances can 

be delineated, graded, and rewarded (Educational Research 

Service, 1985). The differences in performance would then 

be linked to differences in salaries. The better the 

performance or goal attainment, the greater the monetary 

allocation. There have been many rationales developed to 



justify merit-based evaluation (Bolton, 1980; Meitler, 

1974; Schneider, 1983). The most cited rationales are as 

follows: 
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1. Merit pay plans will motivate principals to do a better 

and more effective job. 

2. Accountability for achieving district goals and 

maintaining district standards is rewarded. 

3. Merit pay helps promote loyalty to the district. 

4. Professional growth is encouraged and rewarded. 

5. Cooperation among principals is promoted. 

6. The community will have more confidence in how the 

school district evaluates administrators and there will 

be more justification for salary determination. 

Limitations 

The following is a list of limitations of this study: 

1. The population sample was limited to principals and 

their supervisors in a selected state. This has 

limited the generalizability of the results of this 

study. 

2. The willingness of the participants to complete and 

return the survey has influenced the sample size. 

3. The willingness of superintendents to share their merit 

pay plans has definitely impacted the study. 
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4. The data collected from the survey have been subject to 

the integrity, knowledge, bias, and accuracy of the 

individual responses. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

A discussion of issues and concerns related to merit

linked evaluation systems may help to enhance an 

understanding of the purpose of this study. In this 

chapter, merit pay's history will be presented. Teacher and 

administrative merit pay and administrator evaluation will 

also be discussed. The changing role of administration and 

the recent reform and restructuring efforts will be 

outlined. Pros and cons of merit-linked evaluation will be 

presented along with examples of various plans that are in 

existence. Finally, guidelines for effective merit 

evaluation plans will be delineated. 

Historical Background of Merit Pay in Education 

In looking at a historical perspective of merit pay 

plans in education, little has been documented about 

administrator merit pay. However, more has been written 

about merit pay for teachers. There is some benefit from 

reviewing the historical background on teacher merit pay. 

Since teachers and principals are both in education, many of 

the problems and concerns are similar. 

The idea of paying teachers according to merit has been 

around for some time. Merit pay for teachers was first 
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instituted in Newton, Massachusetts, in 1908 and was widely 

used around the country until the 1920s (Mickler, 1987). 

School districts used the concept to provide higher salaries 

for white men. Women and blacks received lesser salaries. 

Even at that time in history, concerns arose about 

favoritism, sex discrimination, and a lack of objectivity in 

the evaluation process. In 1923, Ellwood Cubberley, an 

influential educator thought he had found a solution. In 

his merit pay plan Cubberley (1923) promised that 

It would provide a much better distribution of 

rewardsj would offer more encouragement for study 

and personal advancementj would provide more 

opportunities for the efficient to risej would 

tend better to retain the best teachers in the 

servicej and would give the school directors 

better returns in efficiency to the money spent 

than does the present salary schedule. (p. 78) 

During the 1920s, many school districts adopted plans 

to provide salary increments based on performance ratings. 

Two conditions contributed to this spread of performance 

ratings. First it was the era of "$cientific management." 

This was an approach that was advocated by Frederick Taylor 

as a result of his time-and-motion studies. Second, it was 

a time of highly localized control over the schools. Local 



school boards varied the compensation they paid both to 

teachers and principals. 
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Following the 1920s salary schedules were utilized more 

widely to eliminate another inequity that had been present. 

Secondary educators had been receiving higher salaries than 

elementary educators (Cowden, 1988). During the Great 

Depression, and World War II, merit pay fell into disuse 

because of economic conditions and the aftermath of the war. 

The vast majority of public school districts in the United 

States adopted uniform salary schedules. 

The use of various types of merit pay plans was revived 

in the 1950s in response to the increased educational 

concerns prompted by Sputnik. In the 1960s about 10% of 

school districts across the country had merit pay plans, 

most of which fared no better than their predecessors 

(Murnane & Cohen, 1986). An Educational Research Service 

Study reported that 5.5 percent of the school districts in 

the country had some form of merit pay plan in 1972 

(Porwoll, 1979). A 1978 survey of the 11,500 U.S. school 

districts with enrollments of 300 or more found only 115 

with merit pay plans. Moreover, the majority of districts 

that reported having tried and dropped merit pay indicated 

that their plans lasted less than five years (Porwoll, 

1979). The single salary schedule based on degree, 
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certification, and years of experience became the method of 

compensation for the majority of school districts. 

Merit pay has come and gone three times in the 20th 

century, with thousands of school districts trying it in 

some form or another. However, in the last decade merit pay 

plans have become politically important at the highest state 

and national levels with non-educators taking the lead in 

advocating educators to take another look at the concept of 

merit pay (Kapel, Whitford, Benningfield, & Liedtke, 1985). 

The support for merit pay has been given by the House 

Committee on Education and Labor (1983), the National 

Commission on Excellence in Education (1983), and the 

Secretary of Education (Bell, 1985). This kind of support 

attracted widespread attention. In 1984, 21 states had 

implemented statewide programs, funded pilot projects or 

local programs, or established the mechanism for such 

programs (Cornett, 1985). 

Changing Roles of Administrators 

During the last few decades the administration of 

school systems has changed significantly. According to 

Bolton (1980), 

The whole milieu in which schools exist has 

changed in recent years. Not only is the 

technology, the substance, the student body, and 

the methodology of education changing but also the 



environment and the clients. As a result, school 

systems and their administrators are being 

bombarded on all sides by demands to satisfy the 

expectations of parents, students, school boards, 

government agencies, to name only a few. The fact 

that many of these expectations are conflicting by 

nature adds to the complexity of the 

administrator's task. (p. 1) 
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A contributing factor to the feelings of uncertainty in 

the administrator's role is the complexity of the task and 

the environment within which administrative tasks are 

performed. 

Raia (1974) describes these conditions in the following 

terms: 

The manager's job, then, is both complex and 

changing. He is faced with the task of 

continuously redefining his role and activities in 

the light of changing circumstances. His 

responsibilities are diverse, but his authority is 

fuzzy and unclear. The claims on his time and 

energy are severe. He can no longer respond to 

all of the demands and pressures placed upon him. 

Unless he has a clear idea of where he is going 

and how he plans to get there, frustration is 

inevitable. He can ill afford to stand around 



waiting for something to happen or for someone to 

tell him what to do. (p. 7) 
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Gaynor (1977) indicated that there are mUltiple 

expectations placed on administrators which add to the 

complexity of the educational environment. A school 

principal, for example must be very sensitive to the 

expectations of citizens, teachers, and upper 

administrators. In many school systems, these expectations 

may contain substantial differences. Not only may there be 

differences between such groups, but differences within the 

groups may be sufficient to precipitate conflicts. On 

issues of any consequence, such conflict is evident of 

forces that can have considerable impact on how the 

administrator behaves. 

Levinson (1968) discussed the world of the executive in 

terms of simultaneous forces acting upon the potential 

performance of the administrator. Four of the five forces 

(public, sources of finance, management controls, 

competitors and employees) that impinge on business 

executives also affect educational administrators. He 

indicated that these forces are interrelated and always 

being dealt with simultaneously by a leader. Levinson 

stated, 

The way in which these sources of power are 

managed by the leader depends on the strength of 



anyone of the forces, the competence of the 

leader, and the cumulative effects of their acting 

in concert and acting upon each other. (p. 7) 

Calls for Reform 
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During the 1970s, grave doubts were raised about the 

effectiveness of our system of public education (Brandt, 

1987). Declining test scores became front page news. 

Teacher strikes increased at alarming rates. The volume of 

letters to the editor with complaints about the educational 

system increased. The public schools were under attack as 

never before. There was a deluge of reports and specific 

proposals that materialized as a result of these rising 

concerns. A Nation at Risk (National Commission on 

Excellence in Education, 1983) was only one of the first 

dozen national reports and almost three hundred state 

reports on the condition of education during the early 

eighties with recommendations about how to improve it 

(Haberman, 1987). 

In many places comprehensive state and local reform 

efforts were already underway. Countless numbers of new 

bills were passed in 1983 and 1984 to enhance school 

standards and programs. During the entire decade, more than 

one thousand pieces of legislation affecting teachers, 

including their pay were passed (Darling-Hammond, 1988) An 

unprecedented amount of media attention was focused on the 
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reform debate and legislative initiatives. Educational and 

political leaders seized on the heightened public awareness 

of the need for change to move swiftly to bring it about 

(Brandt, 1990). 

Specific recommendations were made in several reports 

for not only improving teacher and educator salaries but 

making them performance based. A Nation at Risk (National 

Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) stated: 

Salaries for the teaching profession should be 

increased and should be professionally 

competitive, market-sensitive, and performance 

based. Salary, promotion, tenure, and retention 

decisions should be tied to an effective 

evaluation system that includes peer review so 

that superior teachers can be rewarded, average 

ones encouraged, and poor ones either improved or 

terminated. (p. 30) 

A prestigious task force of governors, business 

leaders, and educators chaired by North Carolina Governor 

James Hunt (Task Force on Education for Economic Growth, 

1983) shared similar views as presented in the Nation at 

Risk Report. Brandt (1990) expressed the idea of merit or 

performance pay this way: "Boards of education and higher 

education should cooperate with teachers and administrators 



on systems for measuring the effectiveness of teachers and 

rewarding outstanding performance ll (po 11). 

Both reports along with many others, called for the 

establishment of career ladders that distinguish between 

beginning and experienced teachers and experienced master 

teachers. Within a year, 24 of the states were examining 

career ladder or master teacher programs and six had begun 

statewide or pilot programs (U.S. Department of Education, 

1984) . 
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The public demand for increased accountability and 

greater productivity in education has continued to be an 

issue. In a 1989 survey of several hundred corporation 

executives, 62% reported that educational problems and 

shortcomings were hurting their companies' hiring, 

productivity and competitiveness (Education Week, April 26, 

1989). The nation's business and political leaders are 

constantly talking about how critical education is for the 

future of this country. At an Emerging Issues Forum in 

North Carolina, the chairman of Xerox, the chief of Apple 

Computer and the AFT President all stressed the need for 

greater productivity, not just higher salaries (The 

Fayetteville Times, February 21, 1989). 

Business and community leaders are among the principle 

promoters of the incentive pay movement. 

need to recognize and encourage quality. 

They have seen a 

Therefore, they 



have enacted legislation and policies that they feel 

increase competition within the school culture and in turn 

stimulate greater productivity. 

Role of the Principal 

This resurgence of public concern about the 

effectiveness of the schools has brought with it a renewed 

appreciation of the importance of the principal in the 

educational process. In study after study, it has been 

shown that the one key determinant of excellence in public 

schooling is the leadership of the individual school 

principal (Educational Commission of the States, 1983). 
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Throughout the research on effective and productive 

schools, the principal consistently appears as the most 

important element in terms of school direction (Bookbinder, 

1992). Whatever the source--school critics, university 

researchers, teacher organizations, central administration, 

or the board of education--the principalship continually 

appears as the focal point for understanding and improving 

the quality of the nation's schools. Research on 

principal's behavior (Boyan, 1981), school effectiveness 

(Levine & Lezotte, 1990), and popular work outside of 

education focusing on leadership and organization excellence 

(Peters & Waterman, 1982) all support the importance of the 

principal in the educational process. 
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There is an abundance of research in today's literature 

citing the principal as perhaps the most important factor in 

an effective school. Effective schools research 

consistently cites strong instructional leadership as one of 

the correlates for success. In their study, Shoemaker and 

Fraser (1981) concluded that principals can provide schools 

with assertive, achievement oriented leadership; and 

orderly, and purposeful climate; high expectations for staff 

and pupils, and well-designed goals, objectives and 

evaluation systems. The view is furthered by the Southern 

Regional Educational Board when it noted that the success or 

failure of a public school depends more on the principal 

than any other single person (Southern Regional Education 

Board, 1986). 

School administrators are a significant force in 

leading the reform and restructuring efforts that are 

necessary for raising the quality of American education. 

Sarason (1990) stated that schools must be redesigned to 

better serve student and adult needs, and that school 

leaders are the beginning point in developing a true 

community of learners. The argument is also made that the 

quality and productivity of school rests with management, 

and leaders should be held responsible for strengthening the 

quality of educational institutions. If systematic and 

comprehensive performance evaluation makes sense for 
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teachers, it makes double sense for administrators, since no 

school can do any better than the quality of its leadership 

(St. John, 1991). 

Principal Evaluation 

Administrators are evaluated daily by teachers, 

parents, students, community members, boards of education, 

and other administrators. The question is not if 

administrators are evaluated, but how they should be 

evaluated and how they should be compensated. The challenge 

is to create an effective evaluation system based on the 

competencies that the local decision makers deem important 

for excellence in administrative performance. 

The overall purpose of the assessment process should be 

to accurately discriminate between the excellent and the 

less than excellent principals and to reward principals 

accordingly. A second purpose should be to accurately 

provide the target and the direction toward improvement for 

each principal (Kienapfel, 1984). 

In their study, Duke and Stiggins (1985) stated that merit 

pay and advancement seldom are cited as a reason to 

evaluate. According to Bolton (1980), the purpose of an 

evaluation system should be to directly accomplish the major 

goals of the organization. Therefore, the evaluation of 

administrators must be an integral part of the management 



system in order to accomplish the mission of the school 

district. 
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A review of the literature indicated that many 

districts use a comprehensive approach to measure the 

effectiveness of their administrators (Schiller & McGarry, 

1986). There are three common elements most frequently 

found in the evaluation systems. In its 1985 report, 

Evaluating Administrative Performance, the Educational 

Research Service reported that 88% of the responding 

districts in a national survey evaluate the administrators' 

performance of specific job functions, 83.8% evaluate the 

results of specific goals, and 71.6% evaluate the 

administrators' personal traits or characteristics (ERS, 

1985) . 

According to Goldring and Rallis (1993), traditional 

approaches to administrative evaluation have fallen short in 

providing useful information to principals and others for 

the type of school improvement efforts taking place in 

dynamic schools. Traditional principal evaluation is 

informal and focused almost entirely on process: Is the 

building functioning smoothly? Does the principal operate 

within the allocated budget? Is the principal liked by the 

parents? Does the community appear satisfied? Principals 

have traditionally been evaluated on their ability to keep 

the ship afloat. 
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Goldring and Rallis proposed that an accountability 

system for schools be used to ensure that administrators and 

teachers are doing their jobs to provide a quality 

education. Evaluation should go beyond accountability and 

look at programs and personnel and seek to discover why the 

programs have had the determined effect. Principals and 

district administrators need an appraisal system that 

concentrates on improved school and district performance, is 

data driven, fosters a partnership between administrators 

and stakeholders, provides continual opportunities for 

feedback from a variety of sources, and is customized to the 

particular school district or school (Martin, Damon, & 

Schory, 1994). They asserted that principal appraisal 

systems should tie evaluation more closely with the outcomes 

of the school. Other researchers have suggested that 

appraisal should be based on the achievement of district, 

community and school goals as measured by the congruence 

between established goals and student achievement data 

(Garrett, Flanigan, & Richardson, 1991). 

Rewarding superior performance financially has 

generally been resisted by the teaching profession; however, 

there probably is less resistance among administrators than 

among teachers (Bolton, 1980). Administrators who support 

the concept of performance pay believe that evaluation 

should rely on precise measurements and an open system of 



communication regarding expectations. With increasing 

pressures from people outside the schools to pay for 

services in accordance with quality and quantity of 

performance, more school systems might accept the idea of 

rewarding superior performance with increased salaries. 
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According to a questionnaire sent to principals by Duke 

and Stiggins (1985), fewer than half the respondents felt 

that their evaluation processes were appropriately linked 

with the processes bearing on their professional 

development, though nearly all felt that these processes 

ought to be linked. Few districts reported having merit pay 

arrangements. The most common reward for superior 

performance was confidential commendation. According to the 

principals, lack of rewards was the largest shortcoming in 

current evaluation systems. 

In a 1988 NAESP study (Doud, 1988), about 17% of the 

elementary and middle school principals were involved in a 

merit or incentive pay program. Merit pay programs were 

most commonly found in suburban (22.9%) and urban 

communities (20.7%). Men (17.4%) seem slightly more likely 

to be involved in such incentive pay programs than were 

women (15.7%). Of the 17% of respondents covered by merit 

or incentive pay programs, the salary of 23.7% was at least 

in part based on how well the school's students performed in 

the classroom. This kind of arrangement, with salary levels 
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being tied to student achievement levels, occurred most 

often in urban communities. In these urban communities 37% 

of the principals who received merit pay had student 

achievement as a component to their merit pay programs. 

Personnel who evaluate principals in the 1990s must be 

knowledgeable about and understand the challenges of the 

principalship (Thomas & Vornberg, 1991). They will need to 

have the technical competence in the various functions of 

the principal's job and an appreciation for the principal's 

stressful position. In addition, it is of grave importance 

that the evaluator have a rapport with the principals being 

evaluated. 

Definition of Performance Evaluation 

Administrator performance evaluation is a process 

developed by both the administrator being evaluated and the 

evaluator (Herman, 1993). It includes an understanding of 

the key critical tasks and functions of the specific 

administrator's job, and it includes the qualitative level 

at which these tasks and functions are to be performed. The 

evaluation is based upon the data collected which includes 

assessment of both the efficiency and the effectiveness with 

which the administrator performs tasks and functions. 

For a competency evaluation system to function well it 

should include 

* A clear statement of competency areas. 



* A list of example indicators. 

* A requirement that evidence be provided. 

* A weighting of the competence areas. 

* A differentiated weighting for the various 

administrators to be evaluated. 
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In addition, the system can be used to determine 

distribution of performance pay. If performance pay is part 

of the system, salary must be based on data collected during 

the supervisory process. This data would provide the basis 

for the administrator's evaluation. The evaluation would 

then provide the information upon which the performance pay 

decisions are made. 

Data for the evaluation are collected through 

observations and other data submitted by the administrator 

and the evaluator. The process builds in feedback 

opportunities, two-way communication opportunities for 

improvement, reinforcement of strengths and a clear 

understanding of the system. The challenge is to put into 

operation an evaluation system that is valid, reliable, 

meaningful, useful, and practical to implement. 

Advantages of Merit Pay 

Traditionally principals have been paid according to 

their seniority, experience, and education utilizing a 

salary schedule. However, the limitations of uniform salary 

scales have been well documented; there is no financial 
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reward for superior performance and no financial penalty, 

short of dismissal for inferior performance (Hanuushhek, 

1981) . Many critics of uniform salary schedules argue that 

improving the quality of education offered by public school 

requires a change from uniform salary schedules to a 

compensation system that is based on performance. Such 

performance-based compensation plans are typically called 

merit pay. 

Many researchers have come to similar conclusions and 

have cited the following arguments for administrative merit 

pay (Herman, 1991; St. John, 1991; Schaefer & Read, 1982; 

Toll, 1983; Walter, 1991). 

1. Administrators ought to be paid according to the 

difficulty of their duties and how well they perform 

these duties. 

2. Merit pay serves the public's interest by ensuring that 

administrators' salaries are directly related to their 

level of performance. 

3. Rewarding good administrators monetarily improves their 

morale and their level of productivity. 

4. Withholding monetary rewards for less motivated 

administrators gives them incentive to do better 

(although it may cause a short-term drop in morale) . 

5. There is a need to attract and retain the best possible 

administrators. 



6. The community will have greater confidence in how 

administrators are being evaluated in the district. 
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7. Employee groups, including teachers, are more likely to 

understand that a district is serious about recognizing 

and rewarding talent and dedication. 

8. Merit pay will help the administrator grow in knowledge 

and skills and will improve work performance. 

9. Merit pay will pinpoint specific strengths and 

weaknesses. 

10. Merit pay will identify specific professional 

development needs. 

According to the 1984 NASSP Bulletin, salary increases 

for school administrators have not kept pace with salary 

increases for school teachers (Kienapfel, 1984). This 

situation is true nationwide and is not unique to any 

particular geographic area. school administrators, 

especially where teachers bargain collectively, are 

typically at the end of the line for salary increases, and 

usually get "what's left." 

Between 1960 and 1985 the portion of school budgets 

going to administration has continued to remain at 

approximately 4.5% (Bookbinder, 1992). Since such fixed 

charges as retirement and health care costs have more than 

doubled for all school personnel during that time, it is 

obvious that salaries have suffered. There is extensive 
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research to show that good management is essential to 

effective schools, just as it is to profitable businesses 

and industries. The school principal's job is complex, 

requiring more than just general management skills. 

Therefore it is only logical that principals should be paid 

commensurate with their performance and responsibilities. 

The 1986 NASSP Bulletin reported that for the past four 

years data had been collected and analyzed annually from 

more than 400 principals in the mid-Atlantic region 

(Caldwell, 1986). During the study period, principal per 

diem salaries tended to range between $30 per day above and 

$15 per day below what the administrator would have earned 

as a teacher in that district. An analysis of the data 

showed that 25% of the responding principals would have 

received as much or more money if they had remained as 

teachers. The study demonstrated that for those principals 

annual salary differences are not really based on more 

demanding responsibilities, but on the fact that they worked 

more days per year. 

Apparently, two negative effects are influencing 

current administrative salaries (Kienapfel, 1984). First, 

educator salaries are and have been traditionally low in 

respect to positions of equal responsibility outside the 

field of education. Second, differences in compensation for 



administrators are not actually based on added 

responsibilities, but on a longer work year. 

Disadvantages of Merit-Linked Evaluation 

48 

Personnel evaluation in education is very complex and 

difficult. The evaluation of administrative personnel is 

undoubtedly even more difficult to accomplish defensibly 

than is the evaluation of teachers (Bolton, 1980). The 

typical instruments and processes that have been used in 

personnel evaluation in schools have not been such as to 

inspire much confidence. All too often personnel evaluation 

is viewed as a process in which an evaluator checks off 

items on a rating scale. The evaluator usually has very 

little organized information that is relevant, analyzed and 

interpreted. The rating scales usually utilize terms such as 

II acceptable II and lIaverage ll which are not necessarily based 

on hard data and do not provide much helpful guidance for 

improvement efforts. The behaviors or characteristics that 

the evaluator rates are seldom well defined. 

There are many areas of concern when merit-linked 

evaluation systems are examined. There are a wide range of 

factors that cause merit programs to fail in education 

(Johnson, 1984; Van Loozen, 1983). Even merit systems that 

are implemented with good intentions often fail due to 

unanticipated negative results (Deal, Neufel, & Rallis, 

1982). As Lane (1988) stated, IIUsually where merit plans 
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survive, the districts are such highly desirable worksites 

that high quality education would continue without the merit 

plan II (p. 19). 

Monk (1983) pointed to another concern in merit pay 

evaluation. In the Executive Educator, he stated, liThe lack 

of systems of merit pay in public schools (for 

administrators) is a result of inconsistent governance and 

fractionalized interest of frequently elected bosses ll (p. 

36). The concern is that unless there is commitment and 

stability with the school board, an administrator merit pay 

plan will not work. The board can end a plan by not 

agreeing to fund it at an appropriate level to make it worth 

the time and effort. Of course, a change in the board may 

cause the board to directly end the practice altogether. 

Financial constraints may also cripple a merit-linked 

evaluation plan. If sufficient amounts of money are not 

allocated, the effect may be to decrease performance instead 

of to increase it. Bergquist (1972) believed that if the 

amount of incentive is too small, it could result in the 

principals feeling that the reward is unimportant. Thus, 

principals might ignore the system and attend to other 

priorities. 

Another reason that merit-linked evaluation systems are 

not as common as the traditional salary schedule may be 

found in their complexity (ERS, 1987). The traditional 
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single step salary schedule may be a positive factor in 

increasing competitiveness, job performance, and career 

growth, but it is much easier to administer and implement. 

Merit-linked evaluation systems tend to be very difficult to 

administer. Moreover, IIPoorly designed merit plans may 

foster too much internal competition and lead to excessive 

insecurity and lowered morale, resulting in a loss of 

productivityll (ERS, 1987 p. 94). 

Another basic concern is that merit systems may not 

stimulate professionals to higher levels of achievement. 

Frase, Hetzel, and Grant (1982) made this point in their 

discussion of implementing a program for rewarding 

instructional excellence in an Arizona School District. 

Their analysis lead them to conclude that the crucial factor 

in implementing an effective, growth-producing reward system 

was that the rewards must satisfy IIhigher order needs such 

as self-esteem and self-actualization ll (p. 70). Based on 

their belief, II internal II rewards which serve as motivators 

were selected. Examples of these rewards were attendance at 

professional conferences, cash, computers, and materials. 

The key was that an effort was made to fit the reward to the 

individual. They found that the reward least valued was 

cash. In almost all of the literature reviewed, cash was 

the most frequent reward offered as a formal part of an 

evaluation system. 
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A final point can be made by examining the use of merit 

pay plans in the field of business. Waldman and Roberts 

(1988) reported that business and industry are struggling to 

achieve the benefits of a merit system. The article cited 

some of the problems that companies and school districts 

have run into when attempting to implement performance pay. 

Worker jealousy was seen as unavoidable. Indecisive or 

poorly trained managers were mentioned, as well as unfair or 

inaccurate criteria used in the evaluation process. Worker 

morale was another concern mentioned. Surveys have 

demonstrated that about 80% of American workers feel that 

they are better than average. With that perception, merit 

awards truly administered are bound to cause dissatisfaction 

among workers. The conclusion of the article, however, was 

that merit compensation should still be attempted in order 

to avoid paying everyone the same even when performances 

vary greatly. 

In summary, a lasting and effective merit pay system 

appears to be quite difficult to achieve (Johnson, 1984; 

Murnane & Cohen, 1986). Some of the most frequent reasons 

given for the failure of merit pay systems for principals 

include 

1. General difficulty in administering the plan, 

evaluating personnel, and applying criteria 

fairly. 



2. Personnel problems such as dissension and 

jealousy. 

3. Financial difficulties such as a lack of 

funds of insufficient incentive. 

4. Difficulty in ensuring that principals set 

realistic and significant goals and not 

merely easily achieved goals. (ERS, 1987, p. 

17) . 

Models of Administrative Merit Pay Plans 
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In Madison Wisconsin, performance is used as a basis 

for administrator pay (Ritchie, 1976). Because the system 

is based on performance rather than experience or training, 

degree status is not a consideration for salary improvement. 

No monetary credit is given for advanced degrees, even 

though the administrative staff is encouraged to pursue 

training and degrees. In effect, the program acknowledges 

that degrees do not automatically cause a person to be a 

better administrator. 

Another school system, the Pennridge School District in 

Bucks County, Pennsylvania, provides an example of the use 

of management by objectives in conjunction with merit pay 

for administrators. (Bolton, 1980). The superintendent and 

assistants evaluate the administrator's goal achievement and 

can award up to 5% of the base salary as merit pay for high 



achievement. This system is founded on a strong team

management concept. 

In an article in the American School Board Journal 

(1974) entitled IIHow To Make Staff Accountable For What It 

Does Not What It Is,ll it was reported that the Kalamazoo, 

Michigan school district incorporated feedback from peers, 

assistants, teachers, students, self, and supervisor in a 

multifaceted evaluation system that tied into salaries. 
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This emphasis on performance of administrators as a basis of 

pay allowed for as much as 10% (plus or minus) modification 

of salary on some administrators. The article stated that 

the reactions of the administrators regarding this system 

were mixed. 

North Salem, New York School District developed an 

administrator merit pay plan that kept salaries competitive 

with those of neighboring districts (Toll, 1983). The plan 

also encouraged and rewarded top performance by the school 

managers. Before adopting the plan board members discussed 

many issues and concerns. They agreed that the salary 

structure for administrators would have to be fair, 

competitive, and comparable to that of similar area school 

systems. After establishing its commitment to that kind of 

salary structure, the school board appointed a subcommittee 

to devise a plan to design it. The board made a 

philosophical commitment to the importance of evaluation and 
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believed that constructive evaluation would produce better 

administrators. Merit pay in North Salem, was based on 

thorough evaluations of administrators' performance relative 

to job descriptions and to the individual goals established 

with each administrator by the superintendent. The board 

felt that the use of merit pay resulted in better 

administration and broader support for the evaluation 

process by the community. 

In order to attract and retain the best possible 

administrators, a school district in South Carolina chose to 

examine an alternative model of principal evaluation 

(Gerrett, 1991). Another reason that this model was chosen 

was in response to the mandates of South Carolina's 

Education Improvement Act (EIA). This act specified the 

establishment of a statewide program for the evaluation of 

all principals. The act provided for the establishment of a 

principal incentive program to reward practicing principals 

who demonstrated superior performance directing their 

schools. The South Carolina State Board of Education 

approved the criteria for principals' incentive pay in 1985. 

The board identified and selected program models and asked 

specified districts to pilot test the approved models during 

the 86-87 and 87-88 school years. 

Three models were described in the article. The first 

model requires a rating of superior or better on the 
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Principal Evaluation Instrument. The model also requires 

the successful completion of predetermined objectives during 

the school year. The principal with the assistance of 

his/her evaluator prepares performance objectives and 

submits those objectives to the Principal Incentive 

Committee for review and approval. After receiving 

approval, the principal initiates activities designed to 

achieve the objectives. At the end of the school year, the 

committee determines whether the objectives have been 

achieved. The principal receives an incentive award on the 

basis of achieving the objectives and a superior or better 

rating on the Princip~l Evaluation Instrument. 

A second model described incorporates an additional 

component for determining incentive award recipients. This 

model is the Extended Evaluation Model which requires the 

principal to demonstrate superior performance and 

productivity as compared to that of other principals in the 

school district. The model utilizes an extended summative 

evaluation process drawing upon data from sources beyond 

those included in the Principal Evaluation Program. The 

Principal Incentive Committee establishes weights and 

standards for the performance standards utilized in the 

evaluation process. Following data collection and analysis, 

the committee ranks all principals. A maximum of $5,000 is 

allowed. 
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A third program for the evaluation of South Carolina 

Principals, The Combination Model of the Principal Incentive 

Program, incorporates the other two models. The combination 

model requires the principal to select one of two evaluation 

procedures to determine incentive awards. A point system 

helps determine the size of the award. Unfortunately the 

article only described the various plans and did not delve 

into results or implications. 

Madison School District in Phoenix, Arizona has 

established a merit pay plan in which administrators 

participated in its design and supported it in both theory 

and practice (Schaefer & Read, 1982). The 

evaluation/compensation process allows the district to 

determine if the administrators have goals appropriate to 

their levels of responsibility and if the goals are in line 

with overall school system goals. The process also helps 

administrators concentrate on only their own performance, 

not. be concerned in a destructively competitive way with 

their colleagues' performances. Administrators are 

evaluated in five major areas and assign each area a weight 

equal to its importance to the district. Separate 

evaluation forms are completed for each assessment area. 

Various forms are completed by the appropriate people in 

order to give a more comprehensive evaluation. 
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Merit Pay Guidelines 

A review of the literature suggests that the most 

important factor in determining the success or failure of a 

merit pay plan, is the person who administers the plan 

(Kienapfel, 1984). The very best conceived plan cannot 

withstand being administered by someone who is not committed 

to the concept of merit pay. The very best conceived plan 

cannot withstand being administered by someone who is not 

committed to building trust in the system or who is not 

honest and straightforward. 

The literature also suggests that an effective 

principal merit pay evaluation system will embrace the 

following guidelines: 

1. A practical training program should develop the 

evaluator's ability to set high but realistic 

performance expectations to search for relative 

performance information. Decisions should be made on 

the information collected and the established 

expectations. The process should also include training 

for the principals being evaluated concerning the 

expectations and the role of the evaluator. 

2. The process and performance standards should be 

reviewed periodically to determine their effectiveness. 
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3. The process should assess items that directly pertain 

to the principal's job description. 

be as objective as possible. 

Evaluation should 

4. The process should include cooperative goal setting 

with the supervisor and principal. These goals should 

be integrated with the system's goals. 

5. The evaluation should be a continuous cyclical process. 

6. The evaluation process should be timely and 

comprehensive with data collected at frequent intervals 

and used to assist the evaluated principal in 

determining steps for professional development. 

7. The process should include a pre-observation 

conference, data collected, a post observation 

conference, and an evaluation or summative conference. 

Data collected could include direct observations, or 

shadowing of the principal. 

8. The data collection should be based on criteria that 

are measurable by the evaluator, but not necessarily 

quantifiable. 

9. Evaluation should involve self-evaluation and 

evaluation by subordinates, peers, and others who have 

valid input into the evaluation. 

10. The evaluation device should be as simple as possible, 

easily administered and scored. 



11. The evaluation focus must be a positive process, 

promoting the growth of the principal (Look & Manatt, 

1984; Thomas & Vornber, 1991). 
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According to an article in the NASSP Bulletin by Look 

and Man~tt (1984), if a school district has developed and is 

using a sound decision-making process, an accurate, 

discriminating assessment process for its administrators; a 

realistic administrative salary schedule, and a meaningful 

review process; then the step to a merit pay system is not 

very difficult to make. However, a district that has not 

developed, or is not using, anyone or more of these 

component parts, should forget merit pay until it develops 

the other parts. Merit pay cannot work without the 

existence of those necessary conditions. 

Conclusions 

It is obvious that a well-planned procedure for 

evaluation of principals should lead to more effective 

leadership. It should provide information that will assist 

the individual to identify areas of strength and to pinpoint 

areas that need to be refined. Evaluation will be 

functional only when it is done in a proper manner. All 

involved in the process must reflect a strong commitment to 

the improvement of professional performance. Merit- pay

linked evaluations have been implemented to motivate 

principals to do a better job, to increase job satisfaction 
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and to accomplish the school and the district's goals. From 

the review of literature, it is inconclusive to state that 

administrative merit pay plans have been successful. 

Research is needed that looks specifically at a number of 

merit-linked plans and does more than just list their 

characteristics. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

This chapter is divided into five sections. In the 

first section the four general research questions are 

presented along with specific questions. The research 

population is described in the second part and the survey 

instrument is outlined in the third section of the chapter. 

In the fourth section, the data collection procedures are 

described and explained. Finally, the last section contains 

a description of the research design. 

Research Questions 

There were four general questions that were addressed 

in this study. Under each general questions, there was a 

listing of specific questions. These general and specific 

questions served as a guide for data collection and 

analysis. The general and specific questions were 

1. How could the collected merit-linked evaluation plans 

be classified and analyzed in view of their components? 

a. What features were present in the various plans? 

b. How could the features be analyzed? 

c. What was the effect of the size of the districts 

in view of their plans? 



2. What comparisons could be made among the identified 

plans? 
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a. Could a typology be developed to group and compare 

the different types of plans? 

b. What was the effect of the size of the districts 

in view of the type of plans (as defined by the 

typology) in the district? 

3. Was there congruency between the written features of 

the plan and how they were actually implemented? 

a. What did the responses of the supervisors indicate 

about this congruency? 

b. Did the type of plan (as defined by the typology) 

have an effect on response congruency? 

c. Did the size of the districts have any influence 

on response congruency? 

d. Did the financial characteristics of the district 

have any influence on response congruency? 

4. What were the perceptions of the participants regarding 

the impact of their plan? 

a. How did the supervisors perceive the impact of 

their plan in view of the six rationales for merit 

pay? 

b. How did the principals perceive the impact of 

their plan in view of the six rationales for merit 

pay? 
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c. How did the perceptions of the supervisors and 

principals compare with regard to their plan's 

ability to promote the six rationales for having a 

merit system? 

d. Did the type of plan (as defined by the typology) 

affect perceptions of the participants relative to 

the rationales? 

e. Did the size of the district affect the 

perceptions of the participants relative to the 

rationales? 

f. Did the financial characteristics of the district 

affect the perceptions of the participants 

relative to the rationales? 

An effort was made to determine additional findings in the 

collected data. Finally after completing the analysis, the 

implications of the research were presented to assist any 

districts who might be interested in considering developing 

a merit-linked evaluation for their principals. 

Research Population 

The population for this study included all of the 

districts in a selected state that currently implemented a 

merit pay evaluation plan for principals. In addition, data 

were gathered from districts that had discontinued their 

administrative merit pay plan. Information about districts 

that utilized a merit plan was very difficult to obtain. 



64 

First the researcher checked with the director of the 

State's Administrative Organization to determine if there 

was a listing of districts that utilized a merit pay plan. 

Additionally similar information was sought from the state's 

Department of Education and the state's School Board 

Association. None of the three sources were able to provide 

any information. Finally, the researcher mailed a postcard 

to each district superintendent throughout the selected 

state. The State Education Directory provided current 

information and addresses for each district. In the end, 

there were twenty districts from throughout the state that 

were included in the research population. They were divided 

into two groups; eight districts that currently had a plan 

and twelve districts that had discontinued their plans. 

Altogether there were seventy principals and superintendents 

whose responses were analyzed and computed. 

Survey Instrument 

A survey instrument was designed using questions from 

the work by Carl Schroeder (1989) and from a review of the 

current literature on administrative merit pay. The first 

section of the questionnaire requested district information 

that would give the researcher data about the district 

enrollment, assessed valuation, percentage of free and 

reduced lunch and finally the type of district (i.e., urban, 

rural, or suburban). The next portion of the survey dealt 



with the individual school and principal. Demographic 

information was also requested about the school and 

principal. 
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The next section, which included 25 questions, was 

designed to verify a variety of components and features and 

to determine how the evaluation pay plan was actually 

implemented. Choices for answers included "yes," "no," and 

"don't know." The fourth section contained six questions 

that required short narrative responses. Respondents were 

requested to describe how their merit evaluation system was 

set up to work. They were also asked what their supervisors 

looked for when conducting evaluation visits. The next 

question asked, "What are the most important determiners of 

the merit portion of principals' raises?" Lastly, they 

responded to several questions regarding the frequency and 

validity of evaluation-linked visits. Both the supervisors 

and principals participated in this entire section of the 

survey. 

The fifth section of the questionnaire included seven 

statements regarding the impact of merit pay plans. 

Respondents used a Likert Scale in rating each of the 

statements. The final section was to be filled out by the 

respondent if their district had discontinued their plans. 

They were asked the number of years the plan was in 
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existence and the reasons the plan was discontinued. There 

was also a section provided for comments. 

A pilot survey was administered to several principals 

in two different districts to determine face validity for 

the survey. These principals were not among the actual 

principals eventually surveyed with the selected districts. 

After the first trial, the instrument was modified slightly 

and several questions were rewritten. Additional expert 

advice was also received and a final field trial was 

conducted. 

Data Collection 

To obtain the necessary information to begin this 

research study, a postcard was mailed to each superintendent 

in the state with the following three statements printed: 

1. The district does have a merit or performance pay plan 

in place for principals. 

2. The district does not have a merit or performance pay 

plan in place for principals. 

3. In the past, the district had a merit or performance 

pay plan in place for principals. The plan is no 

longer in effect. 

The superintendent was to check the appropriate category and 

mail the self addressed stamped postcard back. 

The next step was to mail letters to all of the 

superintendents and principals in districts who currently 
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implemented a merit pay plan for principals. Additionally, 

letters were mailed to districts that had identified they 

had a merit plan in the past. The letter explained the 

research project and requested that a questionnaire be 

completed and returned as soon as possible. Both the 

superintendents and the principals were asked to complete 

the questionnaire. Often follow-up letters were sent to 

encourage participation in the study. Additionally 

telephone interviews were necessary to obtain the needed 

information or to clarify data. Several times personal 

interviews were also conducted to gain additional insights. 

A request had also been made for each district to submit a 

written copy of their merit pay plans. If districts were 

unable or unwilling to comply with this request, information 

about the "written plan" was sought in the telephone 

interview. 

The third step was to collect the questionnaires and 

the plans. Phone logs were also utilized and reviewed 

during the entire process. The completed questionnaires, 

combined with an analysis of the districts' written plans, 

were classified in view of their components and analyzed 

qualitatively and quantitatively to delineate differences 

between the plans themselves. Differences between the 

written procedures and the actual usage was also obtained. 
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Finally perceptions of the participants regarding the impact 

of their plans was analyzed and compared. 

Research Design 

The questionnaires about administrative merit pay were 

collected from all the respondents. Data from these surveys 

were tabulated and displayed in tables that showed what 

percentage of districts had or didn't have various 

components in their merit pay plans. The collected merit 

pay plans were also analyzed according to a features chart 

(Kienapfel, 1984). There were a total of 20 features that 

were analyzed. A few examples of the features that were 

studied included ranking of positions, who evaluates, the 

use of a formula, and a partial merit increase. The number 

of features that each district used was determined from the 

analysis and patterns began to emerge. 

Each plan was also viewed and contrasted according to 

the four functions that the plan served. The four functions 

were 

1. Salary Variables - How is the salary determined? 

2. Procedural Format - How is the evaluation conducted? 

3. Data Sources - How is the information gathered? 

4. Salary Connection - How is the amount of raise 

determined? 

From a review of these features a typology began to emerge 

(Schroeder, 1989). The typology divided the plans into four 



69 

cells according to whether the plan was judged to be 

quantitative or qualitative in nature. A plan that was 

quantitative had a large amount of numerical data. The 

method employed by the plan was clear and specific with very 

little sUbjectivity. A quantitative plan was generally 

thought of as objective in nature. A plan that was 

qualitative may have had a checklist, but the rating was 

generally in terms of "satisfactory/not satisfactory" or 

"achieved/not achieved." A qualitative plan had few if any 

numerical ratings. The performance was judged in a 

sUbjective or holistic manner. A qualitative plan was 

generally thought of as sUbjective. 

The distinction between formula and non-formula was 

determined if there was a mathematical procedure in which 

factors were combined numerically to achieve an award. A 

plan that had no formula used more of a subjective judgement 

in determining the merit award. The award could also be for 

goal or performance attainment. 

The following shows a visual representation of the 

typology: 

Quantitative 1 2 

Qualitative 3 4 



The distinction between formula and non-formula is not 

always easily determined. The following presents some 

parameters that helped to develop distinctions between 

formulas and no formula plans. These distinctions are 
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Formula: A mathematical procedure in which factors are 

combined numerically to achieve an answer. In this case, 

the amount of merit pay is determined by the formula. 

No Formula: Although some numerical data may be 

employed, the use of a sUbjective judgment is the factor 

which determines the merit award. The award may have been 

for goal or performance attainment. Some plans provided a 

raise or part of a raise based on whether or not a goal or 

level of achievement was realized. 

Examples of formulas: 

Example 1: 

Weight of Category x Average Rating in the Category = 

Weighted Rating for the Category 

Categories are added Highest # = Largest Amount of merit 

Example 2: 

Total evaluation score on competency checklist + Number of 

Key Accomplishments (Goals) = Total Score 

In working with the four cell typology, inter-rater 

reliability was addressed by having three independent raters 

place the plans into the proper cells. Three principals and 

the researcher conducted the initial sort. There were a few 



discrepancies. The raters reviewed the definitions and 

features and conferred with the author to refine the 

descriptors. A second sort was conducted with 100% 

agreement. 

The analysis of the data gathered to answer Research 

Question 3, "Was their congruency between the features as 

written in the plans and how they were implemented?," was 

made according to criteria suggested for qualitative data 

analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1984; Spradley, 1979; 

Williamson, Karp, Dalphi, & Gray, 1982). 
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The analysis was conducted along several lines. The 

first line of analysis was anchored in the general research 

and subsidiary questions (Miles & Huberman, 1984). The 

first line of analysis was a simple cross-check of the 

responses and an analysis of the actually written merit pay 

plans. The responses of the supervisors were mainly used in 

this analysis. The supervisors are the individuals who use 

the plans and sometimes they are the creators of the plan. 

Their responses as to whether a feature was used or not were 

seen to be the most valid and were thus used for comparison 

purposes. The data were quantified where appropriate so 

that comparisons could be made. Charts and tables were 

constructed from the data that were compiled. 

The second line of analysis was anchored in statistical 

research. In analyzing the data regarding the perceptions 



of the participants regarding the impact of administrative 

merit pay, quantitative data were utilized. For these 

questions, a t-test was run and a one way analysis of 

variance was conducted. In this way comparisons among 

groups and between groups could occur. 
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Finally the third line of analysis was a search for 

additional findings. The methodology used was telephone 

interviews and personal interviews. In addition logs were 

kept and additional comments that individuals made on their 

questionnaires were charted. This type of information 

afforded a broader context for understanding the merit pay 

plans. Some of the plans consisted of outlines rather than 

narratives. Much room would be left for interpretation if 

further investigation had not occurred. Comments were 

transcribed and charts were constructed listing recurring 

themes, conflicts, and points of interest. This helped 

create a more systematic search for additional findings. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 
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The purpose of this study was to investigate merit-pay 

evaluation plans that are currently being utilized with 

principals. In addition, information about former merit pay 

plans was collected and analyzed to provide a clear picture 

about administrative merit or performance pay plans. 

Through this investigation a typology of merit-linked plans 

was developed and perceptions of the plans were analyzed. 

To accomplish this four general research questions and 15 

specific questions were proposed. In addition to the 

structured research questions, additional findings emerged 

as the data were collected and analyzed. 

This chapter is divided into five sections that 

correspond to each of the research questions and to 

additional findings. For confidentiality purposes, each of 

the collected plans and information is identified by a 

number. The numbers were assigned randomly. Districts that 

currently have merit plans were assigned numbers 1-8. 

Districts that have discontinued their plans were given 

numbers 9-19. 
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The general and specific questions were as follows: 

1. How could the collected merit-linked evaluation plans 

be classified and analyzed in view of their components? 

a. What features were present in the various plans? 

b. How would the features be analyzed? 

c. What is the effect of the size of the districts in 

view of their plans? 

2. What comparisons could be made among the identified 

plans? 

3. 

a. Could a typology be developed to compare and 

contrast the different types of plans? 

b. What is the effect of the size of the districts 

view of the types of plans (as defined by the 

typology) in the district? 

Was there congruency between the features as written 

the plan and the plans as actually used? 

in 

in 

a. What did the responses of the supervisors indicate 

about the congruency? 

b. Did the type of plan (as defined by the typology) 

have an effect on response congruency? 

c. Did the size of the districts have any influence 

on response congruency? 

d. Did the financial characteristics of the district 

have any influence on response congruency? 
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4. What were the perceptions of the participants regarding 

the impact of administrative merit pay? 

a. How did the supervisors describe their plan and 

its impact? 

b. How did the principals describe their plan and its 

impact? 

c. How did the perceptions of the supervisors and 

principals compare with regard to the impact of 

merit pay? 

d. How did the perceptions of individuals on current 

merit pay plans compare with the perceptions of 

individuals whose plans had been discontinued? 

e. Did the size of the district affect the 

perceptions of the participants relative to the 

rationales? 

f. Did the financial characteristics of the district 

affect the perceptions of the participants? 

General Research Question 1 

The first general research question asked, How could 

the collected merit-linked evaluation plans be analyzed and 

classified in view of their components? In the data 

collection process, there were 197 districts surveyed to 

determine if there was a current administrative merit pay 

system in place or if there had been a merit system in the 

past. Eight districts responded that they currently 
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utilized merit or performance pay for their principals. Out 

of these eight districts, 25 individuals answered and 

returned the questionnaire. Twelve districts responded 

that at one time they had a plan in place, but the plan had 

been discontinued. Out of this category, forty five 

principals and supervisors responded to the survey. Six 

out of the eight districts currently using a performance pay 

program submitted their written plans. Two districts were 

not willing to submit written plans but did provide verbal 

explanations of their IIplans. 1I 

Included in this collection were those plans that were 

called merit plans by the district's superintendent and 

actually utilized money as a reward for performance and or 

achievement. The merit award was in some fashion linked to 

the quality of performance or achievement in such a manner 

as to differentiate between principals with similar 

positions. 

Table 1 is a composite of the eight districts that have 

a plan. The chart delineates the survey questions that 

could be computed. Participants could respond with yes, no, 

or don't know. A category, IImissing,lI was added when 

respondents failed to mark any choices. 

The questions on the survey were developed to provide a 

picture of what administrative merit plans looked like. 

Some features that seemed to be present to a high degree 
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Table 1 

Composite of Merit Plans 

............... 
.....•........ ; ......................................• 

"an" ,n~ '14 . 21 84' 3 12 . ' .. 

Salary 1 4 21 84 3 12 

Pool of Monev 2 8 5 20 18 72 

Formula 1 4 9 36 15 60 

.... , .~, ~n.' Level 1 4 14 56 9 36 1 4 

Number of Years 11 44 14 56 

Length of ~ 16 64 8 32 1 4 

Cost of Living 24 96 1 4 

Market Survey 2 8 11 44 12 48 

Amount of Money 7 28 17 68 1 4 

Self Pu.l ..... ''' ... 11 44 14 56 

Peer "",.l .. -t;ion 24 96 1 4 

"" ... .. Pu .. l ...... " ... 11 44 14 56 

Parent ""'.l ..... i,," _12 48 13 52 

Student ..... , ...... -~ 21 84 4 16 
ft. "-,, 7 28 18 72 

D .... "'i ...... Clear 1 4 10 40 4 16 10 40 

M.B.O. 's 1 4 23 92 1 4 

n ............ Goals 1 4 23 92 1 4 

Buildinq Goals 3 12 21 84 1 4 
n ., Goals 8 32 15 60 2 8 

"".ro"l .... 1 4 23 92 1 4 

,,_hi '.""Not ,,_hi .n." ~ 16 17 68 4 16 

Direct ., .~ 6 24 19 76 

P ...... l; o.:inq Results 4 16 16 64 5 20 

Annual Salary 1 ~. 6 24 18 72 

Per Diem 2 ~ _23 92 

Linked to Salary 20 8 5 20 

All Merit 1 4 15 60 6 24 3 12 

Part of Salary 11 44 12 48 1 4 



included MBOs, district goals, and competency checklists. 

Ninety two percent of the respondents marked that these 

three features were present in their merit evaluation 

systems. Other features that were often present were 

building goals (84%), direct observations by supervisors 
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(76%), annual salaries with merit added (72%), and student 

achievement (72%). In this sampling, 60% of the respondents 

indicated that their plan utilized a formula and an 

assessment of personal goals in the evaluation. In 

analyzing Table 1, there are some features that are rarely 

employed in principal merit pay plans. These included cost 

of living, peer evaluation, ranking of administrative 

positions, student evaluations, per diem pay, and the 

possibility of a reduction in salary. 

Table 2 is a composite of the forty five responses that 

were received from the twelve districts that had a merit pay 

plan but have discontinued its use. The features and 

categories are exactly the same as Table 1. It is 

interesting to note that the responses in Table 2 are much 

more distributed than in Table 1. There are no features 

that have a high percentage marked "yes" which indicated 

that the feature had been present in the plan. Personal 

goals (72%), district and building goals (73.3%), MBOs 

(75.6%) and self-evaluations were rated among the highest. 
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Table 2 

Composite of Merit Plans (Discontinued) 

Ranking 2 4.4 24 16 3 6.7 
53.3 35.6 

Reduced Salary 6 13.3 25 9 20 5 11.1 
55.6 

Pool of Money 3 6.7 29 10 3 6.7 
64.4 22.2 

Formula 2 4.4 33 5 5 11.1 
73.3 11.1 

Educational Level 1 2.2 29 12 3 6.7 
~._4 26.7 

NUlllber of Years 1 2.2 13 2B 3 6.7 
2B.9 _62.~ 

Length of Contract 2 4.4 1B 22 3 6.7 
40 4B.~ 

Cost of Living 2 4.4 34 5 4 B.9 
~~ _11.~ 

Market Survey 3 6.7 23 14 5 11.1 
51.1 31.1 

Amount of Honey 6 13.3 1B 7 14 31.1 
40 15.6 

Self Evaluation 1 2.2 11 30 3 6.7 
24.4 66 7 

Peer Evaluation 1 2.2 34 6 4 B.9 
75.6 13 3 

Subordinate Evaluation 1 2.2 20 20 4 B.9 
44.4 44.4 

Parent Evaluation 1 2.2 33 B 3 6.7 
73.3 17.8 

Student Evaluation 2 4.4 33 6 4 B.9 
73.3 13.3 

Student Achievement 29 13 3 6.7 
~~~ 2B.9 

Clear Ranking 2 4.4 14 12 17 37.8 
31.1 26 7 

M.B.O.'S 8 34 3 6.7 
17.B 75.6 

District Goals 5 31 9 20 
_11.1 6B.9 

Building Goals 3 33 9 20 
~_ 7 73.3 

Personal Goalll 2 35 8 17.B 
4.4 77 B 

Competency Checklist 22 20 3 6.7 
4B .9 44.4 

Achieved/Not Achieved 2 4.4 6 10 27 60 
13.3 22.2 

Direct Observation8 3 6.7 16 21 5 11.1 
35.6 46.'-

Equalizing R.sults 7 15.6 30 1 7 15.6 
66.7 2.2 

Annual Salary 30 12 3 6.7 
66.7 26.7 
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There are more responses in the "don't know" or 

"missing" columns than in Table 1. This is quite 

understandable since the plans are no longer in place. 

Respondents often could not remember the specific details of 

the plans. 

Table 3 outlines the various features of the eight 

plans that are currently being implemented. Table 4 

outlines the various features of the twelve plans that have 

been discontinued. This information was more difficult to 

ascertain and analyze because of individuals' memories and 

perceptions of the plan. Only one district was able to 

provide a written copy of the former plan. Many of the 

districts stated that the plans were "informal II and had 

never been "written." However, the districts did provide 

written responses to questionnaires. Several interviews 

were also conducted to clarify responses and to gain more 

information. Tables 3 and 4 identify each district by a 

number to maintain confidentiality. Unlike Tables 1 and 2 

which are composites, Tables 3 and 4 looked at each 

district's responses and then determined if the feature was 

a significant part of the merit evaluation plan. 

The table and the explanation of terms are closely 

modeled after a similar chart developed by Kienapfel (1984) 

for an Educational Research monograph. With his format, he 

displayed 19 features that are typically found in merit pay 
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Table 3 

Analysis of Features (Districts That Have a Plan) 

Number of Features 8 11 7 7 8 5 6 8 

Rural • R Suburban • S Urban • U Small • S Medu1111 • M Large • L 
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Table 4 

Analysis of Features (Districts That Have Discontinued Their Plan) 

Dollar Amount 

Self Evaluation 

M.B.O.'S 

Supervisor 

Superintendent 

Size S M M M S L L L S L L 

Number of Features Present 5 6 12 7 6 11 9 7 8 4 6 

Rural · R 
Suburban · S 
Urban · U 
Small · S 
Medium · M 
Large · L 



plans. For this study several additional columns were 

included in the table. The added columns were "Parent 

Evaluation" and "Student Evaluation." 

The following is an explanation of terms that were 

included in the table and also utilized on the 

questionnaires that were sent to all of the districts 

included in the study. 

83 

District Size. District size is used to enhance the 

comparisons or the other features (Kienapfel, 1984). Does 

the presence of absence of a given feature have any 

relationship to district size? Size is a variable that 

could impact the type of plan that a district might develop, 

how a plan is implemented, as well as the perceptions of the 

participants involved. 

Ranking of Positions. This features refers to the 

practice of differentiating among principals' positions. 

This method may be stated in a written plan or justified 

through the use of established criteria. 

Method of Ranking. This feature refers to outlining a 

basis for the rankings of positions within its 

administrative structure. Examples of criteria used to 

determine various ranking might include grade span under a 

principal's control, number of students, number of staff 

members, socioeconomic status of the student body, types of 

special education programs, etc. 
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Annual Salary. This describes a method of salary 

compensation which is based on one year's service. The 

salary is reviewed each year with the current year's salary 

becoming the base upon which the next year's salary is 

calculated. 

Per Diem Salary. The basis of this salary compensation 

is defined in terms of the actual number of days worked by 

the principal. 

Teacher Schedule Base. This feature indicated whether 

or not the principal's salary is formally linked to the 

salaries of the teachers in the district. In other words, 

does the principal receive the same percentage of salary 

increase as the teachers receive. 

All Merit. A plan would be typified as all merit if 

the entire raise that a principal might receive is solely 

related to the quality of performance. The amount of this 

increase mayor may not be allocated through the use of a 

formula. 

Partial Merit. A plan would be typified as partial 

merit if the principal would receive some set amount of 

increase, with an additional amount added for a merit 

evaluation. The amount of increase mayor may not be 

allocated through the use of a formula. 
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Negative Merit. This category relates to a decrease in 

conlpensation if the principal's performance is not 

satisfactory. 

Formula. In a formula system, a formula is used to 

convert evaluation results into dollar amounts. The formula 

may be very specific and detailed or relatively simple and 

easy to administer. 

Dollar. This column means that there is a specific 

dollar amount distributed to the principal based on the 

results of the evaluation. 

Percentage. This column refers to those plans that 

have determined a percentage of some amount to be 

disseminated to the principal based on the results of the 

evaluation. Performance is converted directly into a salary 

increase percentage that would be applied to some amount 

previously determined by either the superintendent or the 

school board. 

Self-Evaluation. This feature indicates that the 

principal conducts a self-evaluation in which he or she 

reflects on his or her performance. The self-evaluation may 

be in the form of a narrative, checklist or a combination. 

This information is used as part of the evaluation process. 

Peer Evaluation. This relates to the utilization of 

input of other principals within the district in a given 



principal's evaluation. This input may be in the form of 

verbal comments, a narrative, and or a checklist. 
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Subordinate Evaluation. This feature relates to the 

gathering of evaluative data from the teachers. The data 

would probably be anonymously derived from a survey of some 

type that might include both a checklist and a narrative. 

Parent Evaluation. This refers to receiving parental 

input about the principal's performance and effectiveness in 

"running the school." This is usually conducted through a 

survey that parents are requested to complete. It may 

include a checklist and a section for comments. 

Student Evaluation. This feature relates to the 

gathering of evaluative data from the student body. This 

would be derived from a survey that includes both a 

checklist and a narrative section. 

Superintendent Evaluation. This feature denotes the 

superintendent as the individual responsible for the overall 

assessment of the principals. The superintendent may gather 

data from a variety of sources or may generate an evaluation 

based solely on his or her own observations and perceptions. 

Supervisor Evaluation. This feature denotes that a 

supervisor, other than superintendent, is responsible for 

the assessment of the principals. Usually the Associate 

Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent, or Director of 

Elementary Education conducts the evaluation. 
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MBO. The term "Management by Objectives ll refers to the 

use of a formal system of developing, monitoring, and 

assessing annual objectives and goals. There may be a wide 

variety of practices in the way in which the objectives may 

be developed, monitored, and assessed. 

Equalization. This feature refers to a process in 

which various means are utilized to adjust the components in 

the evaluation system. The adjustments may be based on the 

evaluation (e.g., weighting various aspects that may be more 

difficult to achieve or attain) or in the position (e.g., 

adjusting the evaluation according to the specific position 

of the principal) . 

The features chart assists in answering the first 

specific research question (l.a.): What features were 

present in the various plans? It graphically presents the 

various features of the districts' merit or performance pay 

plans. It also provides a foundation for understanding and 

analyzing the various plans. The features chart is based on 

an analyses of the individual district's written plan, the 

completed questionnaire, and in some cases telephone 

interviews. The features chart also addresses Research 

Question l.b.: How could the features be analyzed? 

However, the chart does not address the questions concerning 

the actual use of various features. The chart facilitates 

the assigning of objective standards and definitions to the 



plans as they are written or described. Numbers have been 

used to keep the identity of the districts confidential. 
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The following is a discussion of the features that were 

analyzed in the eight districts currently having a merit pay 

plan for administrators. Table 3 was utilized for this 

analysis. 

Rows 1 and 2: Does the district's plan rank 

administrative positions and describe the method used for 

this ranking? In looking at the table, there were no 

districts that ranked their principals. 

Rows 3, 4, and 5: Does the district express 

administrative salaries in annual terms or in per diem 

terms? Are administrative salaries linked to the teacher 

salary schedule? All of the districts reported that 

administrative salaries were expressed in annual terms with 

no district salaries in per diem terms. Three districts 

indicated that administrative salaries were tied to the 

teacher salary schedule. 

Rows 6-11: These rows deal with how the salary 

increases of the principals can be categorized. Are the 

increases all merit or are they partial merit? Does the 

district have a possibility of providing a negative merit 

increase? Is the salary amount derived from a formula that 

converts the evaluation results into an increase of some 

type? Is the increase depicted in terms of a dollar amount 
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or a percentage? In reviewing the data from Table 3, there 

were no districts that employed a negative merit increase. 

Three districts indicated that the amount of salary increase 

was all based on the results of the evaluation. Five 

districts responded that the amount of salary increase was 

only partially based on the evaluation. Generally the 

increase was a percentage of an amount rather than a set 

dollar figure. Only one district had a set dollar amount 

that was awarded as merit. The pattern that emerged is that 

the most widely used merit system in the sample is one that 

provided for some type of base increase plus a merit factor. 

This is usually calculated on a percentage basis. 

Rows 12-16, 18, and 19: These rows ask the question, 

IIWho provides the information for the evaluation--the 

principal, peers, subordinates, parents, or students?1I None 

of the districts utilized peer evaluations. Three of the 

districts required some form of self-evaluation by the 

principal being assessed and also required a parent 

evaluation component. Four districts allowed for some form 

of subordinate assessment of the building principal. Only 

one district asked for student input into the principal 

evaluation process. There were three districts that did not 

use data from any of the above sources. All of these three 

fell into the range of small urban districts. The 

superintendent was the prime source of collecting data for 
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evaluation purposes. Two other medium-sized districts 

indicated that both the superintendent and associate 

superintendent were jointly responsible for data collection. 

Five districts have supervisors handle the evaluation 

process. All of these districts were medium and large 

districts. As indicated before, since these districts have 

more personnel and students. the responsibility of 

supervising principals is often delegated to an assistant 

superintendent. In reviewing this part of the data, there 

does not appear to be a clear pattern about who provides the 

information for the evaluation of principals. The districts 

relied on a variety of sources. In all cases, the 

superintendent or supervisor was directly involved in the 

evaluation process. 

Row 17: Are annual objectives a component of the 

administrative merit pay plan? Seven of the eight districts 

reported that MBOs were a part of their overall assessment 

process. It is evident that structured goals are an aspect 

of most of the sample districts. There does not appear to 

be any pattern other than the finding that goals and 

objectives are widely used and an important component in the 

evaluation process for principals. 

Row 20: Does the district have some method of 

equalizing the results of the assessments of the principals? 

Only one district stated that there was some method of 



equalizing assessments. The concept of equalization 

recognizes that different administrative positions may be 

impacted to a greater or lesser degree by the requirements 

of that position. The impact is translated into a factor 

that is utilized directly in the establishment of salary. 

According to this sample, this feature is rarely used in 

establishing the assignment of administrative salaries. 
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Each plan was studied in terms of the features listed 

in the table. Specific Research Question 1.c. regarding 

size was also addressed. By examining Table 3, in view of 

the size of the districts, it is possible to determine 

several connections between size and the features present 

within a given merit plan. The size categories employed in 

this part of the study were as follows: 

Small Districts 

Medium Districts 

Fewer than 3,000 students 

3,000 - 7,000 students 

Large Districts More than 7,000 students 

According to the Educational Directory (1994), there are 125 

districts that fall into the category of small districts. 

Forty-one districts in this specific state can be classified 

in the medium range, and 30 districts fit into the large 

district classification. Table 3 indicates that there were 

three small districts, three medium districts, and two large 

districts in this sample of districts that currently have 

administrative merit plans. Therefore, there are .024% of 
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small districts that have a plan. There are .073% of medium 

districts and .067% of large districts that have a plan. In 

this sample, merit plans for principals occur more 

frequently in medium and large districts than in small 

districts. It is interesting to note that five out of the 

eight districts in this sample, identified their districts 

as being in a rural setting. Two districts were classified 

as urban and one district as suburban. 

Several additional statements regarding the connection 

of district size to merit plan features can be made. Annual 

salaries, structured goals, partial merit increases, and the 

use of percentages are widely used without regard to 

district size. None of the eight districts utilized a 

ranking of administrative positions, pay on a per diem 

basis, a negative merit system, or utilized peer 

evaluations. 

However, there are several patterns of features that 

exist in conjunction with district size. First, subordinate 

evaluations were present more frequently in medium and large 

districts. Second, parent evaluations were also used more 

in medium and large districts. Third, self-evaluations were 

utilized more frequently in medium-sized districts. Lastly, 

small district had the superintendents conduct most of the 

evaluations. 
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Thus, an analysis of the features of the written plans 

relative to size seems to indicate that the size of a given 

district does have an impact both on the number of features 

found in the plan as well as on the kinds of features that 

are present. Medium and large districts had teachers and 

parents involved in the evaluation process. Medium-sized 

districts had principals conduct self-evaluations as part of 

the process. In smaller districts, the superintendent plays 

a key role in the evaluation of principals. Medium and 

large districts have more students, teachers, and 

administrators. Therefore, it becomes more difficult for 

the superintendent to evaluate them. A supervisor such as 

an assistant superintendent is often hired to perform this 

function. 

General Research Question 2 

The second general research question asked, What 

comparisons can be made among the identified plans? Table 5 

provides another method to study the features of the merit

linked evaluation plans. A key to Table 5 is also available 

to delineate the features. The salary variables, procedural 

format, data sources, and salary connections presents the 

features of each plan according to their function in the 

overall system. The comparisons developed from this 

analysis provide the basis for the development of a four

cell typology that categorize the written plans. 



Table 5 

Merit-Linked Evaluation Plan Analysis 

Salary 
District Variables Format Data Connections 

#1 A la,b,c,2,3,4 3,6b Cl,2,3,4,s,6 D2,4,sb 
5,7,8a,9,lO 

(11) (2) (6) (3) 

#2 A la,b,c,2,3, 3,6b Cl,2,3, Dl,4,sa 
s,8b,lO 4,5,6, 

(8) (2) (6) (3) 

#3 A la,b 2,3,7, 4,6a Cl,s,6, D2,3 
8a,lO 

(7) (2) (3) (2) 

#4 A lb,c,2,s 3,6b Cl,2,3,s Dl,4,sa 
8b 
(5) (2) (4) (3) 

#5 A la,b,c,2, 3,6b Cl,s,6 Dl,sa 
3,8a 

(6) (2) (3) (2) 

#6 Ala,b,c,3, Bl C2,6 D2,3 
4,s,8a 

(7) (1) (2) (2) 

#7 Al,a,b,c,3, 4,6b C,l,2,s Dl,4,sa 
8a,lO 6 

(7) (2) (4) (3) 

#8 Al,a,b,c,2 3,6b Cl,4,s,6 Dl,4,sa 
3,8a,lO 

(7) (2) (4) (3) 

Number in () parentheses indicates the number of 
variables preeent in each category_ 
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Table 5--continued 

Table 5 Key 

Salary Variables (A) 

1 Goals 
a District 
b Building 
c Personal 

2 Competency expectations 
3 Student achievement 
4 Education 
5 Experience 
6 position 
7 Length of contract 
8 Base salary 

a Principals 
b Teacher linked 
c Superintendent linked 

9 Cost of living 
10 Market survey to 

determine ranges 

Data Sources (C) 

1 Supt./Super. evaluation 
2 Self-evaluation 
3 Teacher survey 
4 Parent/student surveys 
5 Observations 
6 Student test scores 
7 Peer evaluation 

Procedural Format (B) 

1 Unable to determine 
from plan 

2 End of year conferenc 
3 Two conferences a year 
4 More than two 

conferences a year 
5 Every other year review 
6 Performance standard 

a Achieved/not achieved 
b Delineated ranking 

Salary Connections (D) 

1 Formula 
2 No formula Supt./Super. 

recommendation 
3 One-time bonus 
4 Base + merit 
5 Merit pool 

a Based on % of admin. 
salaries 

b Based on dollar 
allocations 
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The first component listed is salary variables. These are 

factors used by the districts' merit-linked systems to 

determine salary. They do not indicate the amount of salary 

or if a raise will be awarded. These variables could also 

be found in almost any evaluation plan and are not strictly 

limited to merit-linked systems. However, those listed are 

the only such variables found in the collected plans used 

for this study. 

Each of the items in the salary variables will be 

explained. 

Goals. Goals refer to a formalized process between the 

principal and supervisor. In this process, district, 

building, and or personal goals are defined, implemented, 

and assessed. The degree of successful completion of these 

goals may determine, to some extent, the outcome of the 

evaluation process. 

Competency Expectations. A district that uses 

competency expectation may have some type of checklist of 

performance expectations or behaviors. The principal's 

effectiveness or competence is assessed through the use of 

this checklist. In addition to the checklist, a narrative 

portion may be included. Some checklists range from rather 

general to very detailed checklists that have a defined 

scale to determine the degree of competency. 
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Student Achievement. Student achievement is defined in 

terms of standardized test scores. The plans submitted 

provide little guidance to how this variable is assessed. 

Education, Experience, Position, and Length of 

Contract. Education, experience, and length of contract -are 

the standard variables upon which administrative salaries 

are traditionally based. Education refers to the highest 

degree earned by the principal. Experience is the number of 

years in an administrative position. Length of contract 

recognizes that some principals serve on contracts of 

varying length. Within an individual district, certain 

principals may be on a IO-month contract, while others are 

on a 12-month contract. This may be due to differences in 

the size of the building and or differences in district 

responsibilities. 

Base Salary. Within the category of "base salary," 

there are three factors. The first factor is a principal's 

salary. Is there a set base (which may include a range) for 

the salaries upon which the next year's salary is computed? 

The second factor is teacher related. Is there a direct and 

formal link between the principals' salaries and the 

teachers' salaries? The third factor is superintendent 

related. Are the salaries of the principals computed in 

relationship to the salary of the superintendent? 
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Cost of Living and Market Survey. Cost of living and 

market survey variables may be used to modify or adjust the 

principals' salaries. Cost of living refers to the 

inclusion of a factor related to a measure of change of the 

cost of living index. A market survey usually involves 

surveying districts within the area to give an overall 

salary and raise range. This allows districts to stay 

competitive with the surrounding area. 

The second component in the table, procedural format, 

indicates the method that is utilized to determine the 

degree of completion or achievement of the variables. As 

with the salary variables, the procedures listed may be 

found in any evaluation plan and are not limited to merit

linked evaluation systems. However, those listed are the 

only such procedures found in the collected plans. 

Column B1: This column (Unable to determine from plan) 

was established because in several of the districts it was 

not possible to determine the procedural format based on 

their written policies, information from the questionnaires, 

or information received through the telephone interviews. 

Components B2, 3, 4, and 5 refer to the frequency of the 

formal evaluation sessions held between the principal and 

supervisor. The amounts of contact ranged from once a year 

to more than 2 conferences per year. 



99 

Component B6 Performance Standard, indicates the manner 

in which the performance of the principal is judged. The 

standard "achieved and not/achieved" (B6a) refers to a 

system which merely states that the standards were either 

met or not met. Component B6b indicates a system in which 

there is a delineated ranking of some type for judging 

performance. The ranking may be in the form of a Likert

type scale and may include a narrative section. 

The third component in the table, data sources, refers 

to the source of information which is communicated by the 

procedural format to determine the attainment of a variable. 

As with the salary variables and the procedural format, the 

data sources may be found also in tradition evaluation 

systems. The listed data sources are the only input methods 

listed in the collected plans. Component Cl, 

Superintendent/Supervisor Evaluation indicates that there is 

someone directly evaluating the performance of the 

principal. Although this may seem quite obvious, it could 

be that the plan does not specify the individual responsible 

for principal evaluation or that the focus of the plan could 

be one of self-evaluation. 

Data sources C2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 are fairly clear. 

These sources include information from the principal himself 

or herself, teachers and staff, parents, students, 

observations by the supervisor, results of test scores, and 



peer evaluations. Student test scores are seen as both a 

data source and a salary variable because the plans have 

described their use in several ways. 
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The fourth component of the plans is the salary 

connection. It is the salary connection that distinguishes 

the collected plans from other evaluation systems as merit

linked systems. As previously stated, a merit-linked 

evaluation plan is an evaluation process in which pay 

depends or is linked to the quality of performance and/or 

achievement of predetermined outcomes (Johnson, 1984). 

Salary connections D1 and D2 refer to the presence or 

absence or a formula within a given plan. 

Salary connections D3 and D4 indicate the manner in which 

the raise is awarded. Component D3, one-time bonus is 

associated with a traditional salary schedule with 

noncumulative monetary performance awards (ERS, 1987). That 

is, extra money is being awarded for doing something that is 

above the regular responsibility for others with similar 

positions. This extra bonus does not go into the next 

year's base. Component D4, Base plus merit, is also 

associated with a traditional salary schedule. However, the 

money that is awarded for the merit increase is added to the 

base salary for the coming year. Therefore, the merit award 

almost becomes an additional step in the salary schedule. 
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Salary connectors DSa and DSb refer to the method in which 

dollars are allocated for the principal's merit increase. 

DSa, "based on percentage of administrative salaries," 

designates a percentage of money for merit raises from the 

total amount of money that has been set aside for 

administrative raises. DSb refers to a merit raise based on 

a dollar allocation. The district established a dollar 

amount which is awarded in addition to a base increase to 

the principal based on merit. 

The development of the Components Table provides a 

helpful way for viewing the relationship of the various 

features of the districts' merit pay plans. The table 

provides for the inclusion of several components not found 

in Tables 1-4. One pattern that can be seen is that if 

there is a larger number of data sources, there will be a 

larger number of salary connections. Those districts that 

had four or more sources of data had three salary 

connections, whereas districts that had three or fewer 

sources of data had fewer than three salary connections. 

A second finding from Table S is that most districts 

employing a merit pay plan have built in a formal 

communication system. Five of the districts have two formal 

evaluation conferences throughout the year and two of the 

districts had more than two conferences a year. In one 

district it was not possible to determine the conferencing 
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schedule. The size of a district does not appear to have an 

affect on the conferencing schedule. 

There are several differences among the plans in the 

area of salary connections. Five of the plans had formulas 

as an integral part of their merit system. Three of the 

plans did not utilize a formula. There is a general 

assumption that a merit pay plan would allocate awards based 

on some type of formula to ensure fairness and consistency 

among the participants. However, as demonstrated by the 

plans, a formula is not a necessity. 

Another distinction among the written plans is the use of 

one-time bonuses. Three districts stated that they used 

this method for their merit pay system. It could be argued 

that a one-time bonus does not typify and evaluation system 

as merit-linked because the extra money awarded is 

essentially for extra work. However, within the context of 

these districts' plans, the awarding of the bonus is the 

result of a measure of the quality of performance of the 

principal in achieving some predetermined objective or goal. 

Although this type of bonus is money for extra work, it is a 

merit award due to the fact that the achievement of the 

bonus is determined by the quality of the efforts and 

achievement of the principal. 

The written plans were analyzed in view of their features, 

components, patterns, and functions. This analysis provided 



both a picture of the individual plans as well as a 

comparison to other merit-linked evaluation plans. 
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Moreover, this information was then solidified through the 

gathering of additional data. The literature on merit or 

performance pay was studied. Phone notes from cont~cts with 

superintendents and supervisors was also reviewed and 

utilized in the analysis. 

In analyzing the plans, it was apparent that there was 

a continuum of specificity, regardless of whether the plan 

had a formula or not. Plans ranged from being objective and 

relying on numerical data to being more subjective and 

judgmental with little data required. This continuum can be 

defined as the range from quantitative to qualitative. The 

interaction of the two types of plans led to the development 

of the four-cell typology. This typology was modeled after 

work done by Fred Schroeder (1989). Table 6 presents the 

categorization of the plans into the appropriate areas. The 

districts within each cell are listed by their code and 

student enrollment. 

The sorting of the districts into the four-cell 

typology was conducted initially by the researcher. In 

addition three independent raters from three different 

school districts classified the districts. Specific 

information was given to each of the raters regarding the 

criteria to be utilized in the sorting process. The 



Table 6 

Merit Classification and District Size 

Type 1 Type 2 

Quantitative with Quantitative with 

Formula No Formula 

District 2 (6,000) 
District 1 (4,100) 

District 4 (5,000) 

District 8 (7,500) 

District 5 (1,900) 

Type 3 Type 4 

Qualitative with Qualitative with 

Formula No Formula 

District 7 (1,600) District 6 (2,700) 

District 3 (12,000) 

researcher also shared and clarified the plans with the 

independent raters. The group of raters accomplished the 

task with 100% agreement. 
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Specific Research Question 2.a. asks, "Could a typology 

be developed to group and compare the different types of 

plans?" The data within Table 6 indicate that a typology 

could be developed. There were four areas: quantitative 

plans that used a formula, quantitative plans that did not 



use a formula, qualitative plans that used a formula, and 

qualitative plans that did not use a formula. 
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The typology was developed by looking at the features 

table, components table, questionnaires, interviews, and 

other information gathered during the review of literature. 

When all of these data were considered and examined, there 

were four districts that fell into the category of 

quantitative plans with a formula. Only one plan was 

categorized as quantitative with no formula. There was also 

one qualitative plan with a formula and two districts that 

could be categorized as qualitative with no formula. 

The final question under the second general question is 

concerned with the size of the district as it related to the 

type of plan found in a district. Table 7 presents district 

size in relation to the typology. From Table 7, several 

statements can be made about the plans in this sample. Type 

2 and 3 plans did not have any large districts represented. 

Medium districts either had Type 1 or Type 2 plans. Small 

districts were not represented in Type 2 plans. 

In conclusion, size does appear to relate to the type 

of plan. The larger and medium districts are more likely to 

be quantitative in nature. Smaller districts have the 

greatest possibility of having qualitative plans. It may be 
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Table 7 

Typology Classification and District Size 

Number 

of TWe 1 TWe2 TWe 3 T~e4 

District Q/F Q/NF QL/F QL/NF 

Large 2 1 a a 1 

Medium 3 2 1 a a 

Small 3 1 a 1 1 

that the greater size allows not only for more 

specialization and therefore more time to focus on specific 

tasks, but also for greater interpersonal distance between 

the supervisor and principal. This greater distance may 

necessitate for more objectivity and reliance on 

quantitative data and objective procedures. 

General Research Question 3 

The third general research question asked, "Was there 

congruency between the procedures as written in the plans 

and the plans as actually used?" Specific Research Question 

3.a. deals with the match of the supervisor's responses, as 

gathered through the questionnaire, regarding the actual use 

of the features in their plan as opposed to what was found 

in the written plan. Consideration was also given to the 

responses of the principals in a given district to determine 
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how the plan was actually used. Table 8 tabulates, in a 

conflict matrix, the responses received from the district 

that were different from what was stated in the written 

plan. A conflict is represented by the letter lie" which 

means that the feature or component was not being utilized 

as indicated in the merit evaluation plan. 

With an average conflict of 23%, it is apparent that 

the manner and criteria supervisors used to conduct their 

merit evaluations is different from the plans. It also 

demonstrates that principals "perceive ll the merit evaluation 

process differently than the supervisors and the "plan." It 

would appear as though this supports the conclusion that to 

merely read an evaluation plan is not enough to completely 

understand how it is used. 

A conflict may arise in several situations. The first 

is when the supervisor describes the use of a feature or 

component that is not found in the written plan. The second 

conflict is the situation in which the supervisor does not 

use a feature or component as it is found in the written 

plan. The findings show that there are six 

features/components that exhibited conflict at least 50 % 

of the time. They are competency checklists, pool of money, 

ranking, raises linked to teacher salaries, cost of living, 

and self-evaluations. 



Table 8 

Conflict Matrix 

108 
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In some instances the discrepancy concerning the 

features and components may be due to a problem of 

definition, or lack of detail in the written plan. For 

example the question, "Does your evaluation system for 

principals include direct observations by t.he supervisor?," 

had a discrepancy rate of 50%. Supervisors and principals 

often interpreted the term Iisupervisory visit" differently 

and in the plans this area was not as specific. The 

terminology often utilized in the written plans was 

"conferencing." 

Another apparent conflict was in the category or 

component termed "pool of money." In three or the four 

conflicts, the supervisors indicated that they use a pool of 

money, but the written plan does not specify this. This 

appears to be related to a lack of detail in the plan. In 

all cases of conflict with regard to the use of self

evaluation, the supervisors said that self-evaluation was 

used but the plans did not include it. Principals also 

stated that self-evaluation was an essential part of the 

evaluation process. In these instances, it just seems 

logical for a certain component to be included and it is 

mutually agreed upon between the supervisor and principal. 

This definitely appears to be the case with "self

evaluation." It is also noted that the individual 

conducting the evaluation will sometimes implement the plan 
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in a manner that often varies widely from the written 

document itself. Specific Research Question 3.b. deals with 

the relationship of the type of plan (as defined by the 

typology) and the response congruency of the supervisors. 

As seen in Table 9, the percentage of disagreement has a 

range from 13% to 33%. The widest variation is found 

between District 2 (Type I, a quantitative plan with a 

formula) and District 6 (Type 4, a qualitative plan with no 

formula). There appears to be very little conflict with 

Districts 2, 4, and 8, all of which have Type 1 plans. 

Districts 3, I, and 6 have the greatest percentage of 

conflict. These are the only districts that do not use a 

formula for their merit pay plans. 

In averaging the conflict within each type of plan, the 

following information was revealed 

Type 1 Quantitative/Formula 

Type 2 Quantitative/No Formula 

Type 3 Qualitative/Formula 

17% average conflict 

29% average conflict 

21% average conflict 

Type 4 Qualitative/No Formula 31% average conflict 

From looking at the data, one could infer that plans 

that tend to be more quantitative in nature have less 

conflict and plans that also have a formula tend to have 

less conflict. Quantitative plans have more objectivity 

built in. It appears that the quantitative plan with a 

formula is clear cut and more definitive. There is less 



Table 9 

Conflict Percentage 

District Student Conflict 

Code Enrollment Type Percentage 

3 12,000 (QL/NF) 29 

8 7,500 (Q/F) 17 

2 6,000 (Q/F) 13 

4 5,000 (Q/F) 17 

1 4,100 (Q/NF) 29 

6 2,700 (QL/NF) 33 

5 1,900 (Q/F) 25 

7 1,600 (QL/F) 21 

Type 1 = Quantitative with formula 

Type 2 = Quantitative with no formula 

Type 3 = Qualitative with formula 

Type 4 = Qualitative with no formula 

room for interpretation and sUbjectivity. Both the 

supervisor and principal know what is expected so there 

should be less "conflict." 
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Specific Research Questions 3.c. and 3.d. deal with the 

impact of size and financial characteristics of the 

districts regarding the congruency of the supervisors 

relative to what is found in the written plan. Table 10 

shows the districts ranked by size and assessed valuation. 

Table 10 can be viewed in terms of district size by the 



Table 10 

Conflict Results as Ranked by District 

Size and Assessed Valuation 

District Student Conflict 

Code Enrollment Percentage Size 

3 12,000 29 Large 

8 7,500 17 Large 

2 6,000 13 Medium 

4 5,000 17 Medium 

1 4,100 29 Medium 

6 2,700 33 Small 

5 1,900 25 Small 

7 1,600 21 Small 

Type 1 = Quantitative with formula 

Type 2 = Quantitative with no formula 

Type 3 = Qualitative with formula 

Type 4 = Qualitative with no formula 

Assessed 

Valuation 

$28,288 

$36,800 

$18,593 

$30,275 

$25,193 

$7,154,00 

$20.988 

$42,443 
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categories previously utilized. The large districts have a 

mean conflict of 23%, the medium districts have a mean 

conflict of 20%, and the small districts have a mean 

conflict of 26%. Although the sample size is too small to 

state conclusions with a great deal of certainty, a fair 

statement would be that size combined with other factors 

appears to relate to how the plan is actualized. 
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Specific Research Question 3.d. asked if the financial 

characteristics of the district have an influence on 

response congruency. According to the data displayed in 

Table 10, Conflict Results, the assessed valuation of a 

district doesn't make any difference in the response 

congruency. The least amount of conflict occurred in a 

district with the second lowest assessed valuation and the 

largest degree of conflict occurred in the district with the 

lowest assessed valuation. 

General Research Question 4 

The fourth general research question asked, What were 

the perceptions of the participants regarding the impact of 

administrative merit pay? Data on the impact of the plans 

were gathered by the use of a Likert Scale on the 

questionnaire. Educators were asked to rate seven 

statements. The choices ranged from strongly agree (5), 

agree (4), undecided (3), disagree (2), and strongly 

disagree (1). Assigned point values were given to each 

category as indicated in parentheses. Question 1 asked 

whether the evaluation system for principals graded 

performance and apportioned monetary awards accordingly. 

Question 2 asked whether the evaluation system promoted 

motivation for greater effective performance. The third and 

fourth questions asked whether the evaluation system 

promoted loyalty to the district and encouraged professional 
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growth. Question 5 asked if a political justification for 

the principal's salary is served by the merit plan. 

Question 6 asked if the evaluation system fostered 

cooperation and collaboration among principals. Question 7 

asked if the merit pay system created competition among the 

principals. Questions 1 through 6 all related to the six 

rationales that are commonly given for implementation of 

merit pay plans as discussed in Chapter 1. 

Table 11 provides a direct source of data to specific 

Research Questions 4.a. and 4.b. Question 4.a. asked, "How 

did the supervisors describe their plan and its impact?" 

Fourteen superintendents or associate superintendents 

responded to the Likert scale. In general they tended to be 

in agreement with the first six statements. The highest 

area of agreement was in grading principals' performances 

and distributing the money in an equitable fashion. This 

does not comes as a surprise because that statement is a 

direct reflection upon the superintendent's role in the 

merit pay process. Supervisors believed that merit pay had 

a positive impact on motivation, loyalty and professional 

growth. All three of these areas had positive responses. 

Superintendents also tended to agree with the statement that 

administrative merit pay serves as a political justification 

for the principal's salary. The majority of superintendents 
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Table 11 

Superintendents' Perceptions of Merit Pay Plan Impact 

I I F I S.D. I D I u 

1 14 21.4 7.1 7.1 

2 1 7.1 21.4 14.3 

4 

3 1 7.1 21.4 35.7 

4 

4 14 7.1 14.3 14.3 

5 14 14.3 21.4 7.1 

6 14 14.3 21.4 42.9 

7 14 21.4 35.7 7.1 

F = Frequency 

S.D. = Strongly Disagree 

D = Disagree 

U = Undecided 

A = Agree 

S.A. = Strongly Agree 

? = Missing 

M = Mean 

I A 

57.1 

50.0 

28.6 

50.0 

35.7 

14.3 

35.7 

Std. Dev. = Standard Deviation 

I S.A I ? I M I Std. Dev. I 
7.1 3.214 1. 369 

7.1 3.286 1.139 

28.6 3.071 1.072 

14.3 3.50 1.160 

21.4 3.286 3.286 

7.1 2.786 2.786 

- 2.571 2.571 



felt that the evaluation system didn't create competition 

among principals with similar positions. 
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Specific Research Question 4.b. asked, IIHow did the 

principals describe their plan and its impact?1I In looking 

at Table 12 of Principals' Perceptions, the researcher can 

make some general observations. The 56 principals who 

responded to the items on the Likert scale, tended to be 

less positive than the superintendents. There were more 

responses that were in the undecided column or individuals 

did not respond to a statement. Principals felt that the 

merit pay plans did encourage professional growth. This was 

an area of high agreement. They also felt that the plan 

encouraged cooperation and collaboration. 

Question 4.c. asked, IIHow did the perceptions of the 

supervisors and principals compare with regard to the impact 

of merit pay?1I In order to conduct a statistical comparison 

between the two groups, principals and superintendents 

(supervisors), the researcher ran a t-test. The results of 

the t-test are tabulated in Table 13. 

There are several areas where there is a difference in 

the mean score. The areas are grading performance fairly, 

appropriating money equitably, and fostering cooperation and 

collaboration. However, the differences are not 

statistically significant. It is apparent from this table 

that there is generally agreement among supervisors and 



Table 12 

Principals' Perceptions of Merit Pay Plan Impact 

F 

'1 Apportioned Monetary 
A_rds 

56 

.2 Motivation 56 

13 Loyalty 56 

114 Professional Orowth 56 

'5 Political 56 
Justification 

#6 Cooperation and 56 
Collaboration 

,7 Competition 56 

• Frequency F 
S.D. • Srongly Disagree 
D • Disagree 
U • Undecided 

• Agree 
• Strongly Agree 

1 
S II . 

30.4 

12.5 

8.9 

8.9 

14.3 

10.7 

19.6 

A 
S.A. 
St.DY. 
? 

• Standard Deviation 
• Mi •• ing 

M • Mean 

:2 
II 

16.1 

16.1 

21.4 

12.5 

7.1 

19.6 

26.8 

3 
11 . 

12.5 

19.6 

26.8 

17.9 

28.6 

17.9 

12.5 

.. 
A 

21.4 

33.9 

21.4 

42.9 

32.1 

30.4 

23.2 

5 
SA . 
8.9 

7.1 

10.7 

7.1 

1.8 

10.7 

7.1 

? M 

10.7 2.58 

10.7 3.08 

10.7 3.04 

10.7 3.30 

16.1 3.00 

10.7 3.120 

10.7 2.680 
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Bt IIv . 
1.430 

1.209 

1.177 

1.129 

1.123 

1.239 

1.301 



Table 13 

T~Tests Comparison of Perceptions of Principals and 
Superintendents (Merit Pay's Impact) 

POS F HUN D t-va1ue df p 

III Apportion P 50 2.5800 1.430 -1.48 62 .144 
Monetary 5 14 3.214 1.369 
Awards 

1/2 Motivation P SO 3.0800 1.209 -.57 62 .571 
5 14 3.2857 1.139 

1/3 Loyalty P SO 3.0400 1.177 -.09 62 .929 
S 14 3.01714 1.072 

1/4 Professional P 50 3.3000 1.129 -.59 62 .562 
Growth 5 14 3.5000 1.160 

1/5 Political P 47 3.0000 1.123 -.79 59 .437 
Justification 5 14 3.2857 1.437 

1/6 Cooperation P 50 3.1200 1.239 .91 62 .367 
and 5 14 2.7857 1.122 
Collaboration 

1/7 Competition P SO 2.6800 1.301 .28 62 .781 
5 14 2.5714 1.222 

Pcs • Position 
F • Prequency 
50 • 5tandard Deviation 
p • Level of Significance 
P • Principal 
5 • Superintendent 
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principals regarding the impact of the districts merit pay 

plans. 

To answer Question 4.d., "How did the perceptions of 

individuals on current merit pay plans compare with the 

perceptions of individuals whose plans had been 

discontinued?," a statistical analysis was conducted. 

Tables 14 and 15 clearly show the perceptions of the impact 

of merit pay plans with districts that currently have a plan 

and with those districts that have discontinued their plan. 

To show a comparison between the two groups, a t-test was 

run. Table 16 illustrates the results rather dramatically. 

There were definite differences between the two groups. 

For all items, the sampling indicated that individuals 

currently on a plan had more positive perceptions than did 

individuals in districts that had discontinued their plans. 

There were significant statistical differences in Items 1, 

2, 3, and 6. Principals and supervisors in districts that 

have current plans felt that the evaluation system graded 

performance and apportioned money accordingly, motivated 

principals to greater performance, promoted loyalty and 

fostered cooperation and collaboration. One may conclude 

that plans that were discontinued had flaws or had created 

dissension among principals in the district. This is 

further verified by some of the comments received on 

questionnaires and through interviews with principals and 
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Table 14 

Perceptions of Impact of Merit Pay Plans 

(Districts That Currently Have a Plan) 

12 16 48 24 3.720 

4 16 64 16 3.920 
2. Motivation 

3. L 8 40 32 20 3.640 

4. Professional 
Growth 4 8 24 52 12 3.600 

5. Political 
Justification 16 12 56 8 8 3.609 

6. Promote 
Cooperation 4 32 48 16 3.760 
and 
Collaboration 

7. Promote 
Competition 24 40 4 28 4 2.480 
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Table· 15 

Perceptions of Impact of Merit Pay Plans (Districts 
That Have Discontinued Their Plans) 

2. 

3. Loyalty 

4. Professional Growth 

5. Political 
Justification 

6. Promote Cooperation & 
laboration 

7. Promote Competition 

SD • Strongly Disagree 
D • Disagree 
U • Undecided 
A • Agree 

SA • Srongly Agree 
? • Missing 

17.8 22.2 

2.077 

2.615 

22.2 17.8 13.3 2.667 

40 
13.3 13.3 3.179 

20 
31.1 4. 

15.6 6.7 .3 2.590 

15.6 24.4 6.7 13.3 2.769 
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Table 16 

Comparing Perceptions of Current 

Plans and Discontinued Plans 

I II F I Mean I SD t-value I df P I 
1. Plan 25 3.7200 1. 208 5.39 

I 
62 .001* 

I No Plan 39 2.0769 1.178 

2. Plan 25 3.9200 .702 5.05 

I 
62 .001* 

I No Plan 39 2.6154 1.161 

3. Plan 25 3.6400 .907 3.62 

I 
62 

I 
.001* 

I No Plan 39 2.6667 1.132 

4. Plan 25 3.6000 .957 1.47 

I 
62 

I 
.148 

I No Plan 39 3.1795 1.211 

5. Plan 23 3.6087 .891 2.93 59 

I 
.005 

I No plan 38 2.7368 1.245 

6. Plan 25 3.7600 .779 4.24 62 

I 
.001* 

I No Plan 39 2.5897 1.229 

7. Plan 25 2.4800 1. 262 - .88 62 

I 
.380 

I No Plan 39 2.7692 1.287 

F = Frequency 

SD = Standard Deviation 

df = Degrees of Freedom 

p = Level of Significance 



superintendents who no longer have a merit pay plan. 

Examples of the types of comments made are included here: 

* "Merit pay caused dissension among the principals in 

our district." 

* "We've had nothing but problems with merit pay. 
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There have been four superintendents within three years 

any questions?" 

* "It lead to very hard feelings because it was perceived 

to be very subjective and unfair." 

* "Only truly progressive districts should attempt merit 

pay." 

Specific Research Questions 4.e. and 4.f. asked whether 

perceptions are affected by district size and financial 

considerations. To analyze perceptions and size, the 

researcher conducted a one-way analysis of variance. A 

comparison was made between groups and within groups. 

All of the responding districts (with current plans and 

discontinued plans) were divided into three categories. For 

this part of the study districts with 0-4,500 student 

enrollment were considered "small," districts with 

populations of 4,500-13,000 were labeled "medium," and 

anything over 13,000 was considered "large." In reviewing 

Table 17, Items 1, 3, and 6 on the Likert Scale showed 

statistical significance. 
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Table 17 

District Size and Perceptions of Impact of Merit Plans 

Mean 
~======================~ 

1 Grade fairly and 
apportion 2.5238 3.5000 2.2174 .0082 

3 Loyalt 2.9524 3.6000 2.6522 .0207 

6 Cooperation and 
Collaboration 3.0476 3.6000 2.5652 .0180 

P = level of significance 

Districts that were medium size had positive 

perceptions about the impact of their merit pay plansj 

whereas larger districts had negative perceptions. Small 

districts tended to take a middle view in the specific areas 

of grading performance and apportioning monetary awards 

accordingly, loyalty, cooperation and collaboration. These 

were the areas that showed a significant statistical 

difference among and between the three groups dealing with 

the size of the districts. 

Specific Research Question 4.f. asks whether 

perceptions are affected by financial characteristics of a 

district. In order to answer this question, a t-test was 

performed. Districts were divided into two categories. 

Group A included districts that had an assessed valuation of 

less than $36,800. Group B were districts with an assessed 
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valuation greater than $36,800. An analysis of Table 18 

showed some interesting results with Items 1, 2, and 4 being 

highly statistically significant. Respondents in districts 

with lower assessed valuations felt that their merit pay 

plans graded performance fairly and apportioned monetary 

awards accordingly. Respondents from higher assessed 

valuation districts disagreed with that statement. 

Administrators in districts with less money felt that the 

plans helped motivate and encourage professional growth. 

Item 3 is also very significant. Once again respondents in 

poorer districts felt that their plan promoted loyalty and 

respondents from wealthier districts disagreed with that 

premise. 

In conclusion, the financial characteristics of a 

district did affect the perception about the merit plan. 

Administrators in poorer districts had more positive 

perceptions about their merit pay plans than did 

administrators in wealthier districts. 

Additional Findings 

This section of Chapter 4 presents findings that are 

significant to the purpose of the study but not sought 

directly in the investigation of the four general questions. 

In looking at the questionnaires and in reviewing notes from 

interviews and phone calls, it became apparent that data 

were being collected to support findings in addition to 
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Table 18 

District Assessed Valuation and Perceptions 

Assessed 
Likert Value F Mean S.D. t-value df p 

1 A 39 3.2308 1. 245 3.97 62 .001* 

B 25 1.9200 1. 352 

2 A 39 3.5641 .940 4.14 62 .001* 

B 25 2.4400 1. 227 

3 A 39 3.3590 1.013 2.87 62 .006* 

B 25 2.5600 1.193 

4 A 39 3.6667 .869 3.04 62 .004* 

B 25 2.8400 1. 313 

5 A 37 3.2162 .947 1. 23 59 .225 

B 24 2.8333 1.494 

6 A 39 3.2821 1.146 1. 98 62 .052 

B 25 2.6800 1.249 

7 A 39 2.6923 1. 280 .28 62 .780 

B 25 2.6000 1. 291 

those addressed in the specific research questions. These 

findings emerged from a content analysis of the information 

gathered. 

The first of these findings supports the idea that it 

is the relationship between the supervisor and the principal 

that is of utmost importance. This is especially true with 

regard to promoting loyalty and cooperation. Many 

principals indicated that what makes his/her merit plan work 

(or not) is the relationship that is developed with the 

supervisor. The principals frequently indicated that it is 
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the manner in which the supervisor conducts himself or 

herself that really determines the impact of the merit 

system. If the relationship tended to be a positive one, 

the reaction toward the whole process of merit evaluation 

also tended to be more posicive. If the relationship was 

negative, then the perception of the evaluation system was 

also usually negative. 

A review of the logs and notes indicated that there are 

several traits that supervisors must possess in order for 

the principals to have a positive relation. Trust was 

extremely important. Principals expected their supervisors 

to behave and act in a consistent and fair manner. Several 

principals indicated that although they did not always agree 

with the merit system, it was accepted because of the trust 

they had in their supervisors. Finally, trust was built if 

the principals felt that the evaluation instrument and 

process was actually being applied fairly to all of the 

principals. 

Another important trait was the ability to communicate 

clearly with the supervisor. Frequent communication helps 

the principals know that the supervisor knows what is going 

on in the school. Communication also lets the principal 

know what the supervisor values and believes is important to 

achieving the goals of the district. Feedback is extremely 

valuable to the entire process. Principals want to know how 



they are doing, rather than being "zapped" with an 

evaluation only once a year. 
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Another finding relates to what motivated principals to 

greater levels of achievement. In looking at the comments 

made by many principals, there were contradictions. Many 

principals indicated that money was not their motivation to 

do well. A few of their comments were 

* "Money doesn't motivate me to do my job better." 

* "I work for the satisfaction I receive." 

* "Principals work for other reasons than just more 

money. " 

* "I just love what I am doing and the money is only 

secondary. " 

However, many of these same principals who made these 

comments, answered Questions 16 and 17 quite differently on 

the survey. 

Question 16: In your opinion, is the amount of money 

in the merit plan for principals large enough to make a real 

difference? 

Question 17: (If the answer to Question 16 is no) How 

much money, etc. would it take to be meaningful? 

These same principals who commented that money wasn't a 

motivator answered that the pool of money wasn't sufficient 

enough to make a difference. In other words, a small amount 

of money for increased accountability is not worth the 
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effort. However, they indicated that amounts over $2,000 

might make it more meaningful. It seems as if money does 

motivate if it is a large enough amount and if the 

supervisor makes the principal feel that it is well 

deserved. Principals implied that the favor and attention 

of the supervisor may be more important than a small token 

of money. 

A fourth additional finding is that most principals 

felt that goal setting at the district, building, and 

personal level were extremely important and valuable. The 

following comments are just a few examples of the positive 

statements that principals made about goals: 

* IIGoals tend to get me focused. II 

* IIHaving goals keeps the school and district on target. II 

* IIGoals let me know where I am going and if I'm getting 

close. They are essential to achieving your 

vision. II 

A fifth additional finding is the overall impression 

that most of the current merit plans seem to work to a 

reasonable degree. Although the principals' perceptions are 

not as positive as the superintendents, there is a fair 

amount of agreement. One school district had several 

principals comment that IIMerit pay only works when we have 

the funding. The last few years, we have been frozen. II 
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A sixth finding relates to the development of each 

district's merit plan. From the comments it is obvious that 

those principals who are the most positive have direct input 

into their evaluation system. The supervisor meets and 

consults with them frequently and asks for their opinions. 

Principals who were the most negative felt that they had no 

input. Comments such as these illustrate this concept very 

well: 

* "I have no idea how the amount of merit is determined." 

* "The superintendent decides the amount of money you get 

on a whim." 

* "The superintendent uses this as a political tool." 

Several other interesting observations occurred during 

this study. From the beginning of the study, it was very 

difficult to obtain specific information about merit-linked 

evaluation plans. Superintendents were very hesitant to 

share this information. One of the conclusions that can be 

reached from these reactions is that the topic of salary and 

merit pay is very protected by district administration. 

This may be for a variety of reasons including union issues 

and negotiation problems. If an administrator receives 

"extra" pay, teachers may become very upset and it could 

cause morale problems. For this study, the researcher had 

to assure the districts that their identity would remain 

anonymous. 
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Another interesting observation was that principals in 

districts whose plans were discontinued often did not even 

know that they had a merit plan in place. All of these 

principals were working in the districts when the plans were 

ongoing. This phenomena occurred in three different 

districts. In talking with the superintendents, they 

finally admitted that the plan was rather informal and it 

was left to their discretion who actually received merit 

raises. 

In conclusion, Chapter 4 has presented the findings of 

the research study that have been derived from an analysis 

of the features and components of plans, information 

received from questionnaires and from telephone interviews. 

Further discussion and an interpretation of the results will 

be undertaken in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to investigate merit

linked evaluation plans that are in use or have been 

previously implemented with principals in one specific 

state. This design of the study and the major findings that 

were reported in Chapter 4. Conclusions will also be given 

based on those findings. The final portion of this chapter 

will present recommendations for school districts and school 

boards that might desire to utilize a merit-linked 

evaluation plan for their administrators. Moreover, there 

will be some suggestions for further study. 

Summary of the Study 

The importance of the principal to the effectiveness of 

a school has been well documented in the literature. 

Therefore if the principal plays such a crucial role in the 

quality of a school, then the evaluation of a principal is 

extremely important. The adequate compensation for 

outstanding performance is also crucial. Merit-linked 

evaluation is a method of evaluating principals based on 

their performance. This study was conducted to determine 

what types of merit pay plans have been utilized throughout 

one state. The problem addressed in the study is that 
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although there is considerable interest in the concept of 

merit pay for principals, information about this topic and 

the entire process was limited. 

The study was conducted between December 1994 and 

October of 1995. The four general research questions were 

1. How could the merit linked evaluation plans be 

classified and analyzed in view of their components and 

features? 

2. What comparisons could be made among the identified 

plans? 

3. Was there congruency between the features as written in 

the plans and how the plans were implemented? 

4. What were the perceptions of the participants regarding 

the impact of the plan? 

To answer the four general research questions, a series of 

steps was followed. The first step was to identify which 

districts had merit pay plans for their administrators. To 

accomplish this task, a postcard inquiring about merit 

plans, was sent to every district within the selected state. 

Out of 159 districts responding, 8 district superintendents 

indicated that they currently had a merit plan in place, and 

12 districts indicated they have had a plan in place, but it 

is no longer being utilized. A questionnaire was sent to 

all of the superintendents and principals of the 20 
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districts. A request for the written plans was also made at 

this time. 

Using the written plans, questionnaires, information 

received from telephone interviews, and personal interviews 

the plans were analyzed in view of their components. This 

review of components led to a detailed study of the specific 

features found in the plans and how the features functioned 

in the plans. The review of the plans from all of the 

information collected lead to the development of a four-cell 

typology which helped to compare the various plans. Each 

plan was placed into one of the four cells by independent 

raters. 

The four types of plans were as follows: 

Type 1: Quantitative/Formula. This type of plan had 

many clear and objective features that generated ratings in 

the form of statistical data. Type -I plans contained a 

formula for converting the evaluation assessment into a 

monetary value. 

Type 2: Quantitative/No Formula. This type of plan 

also had many clear and objective features that generated 

ratings in the form of statistical data. The amount of 

money to be deemed as merit was determined without the use 

of a formula. 

Type 3: Qualitative/Formula. This type of plan was 

relatively subjective, holistic and not very detailed and 



specific. The amount of raise considered to be a merit 

increase was determined through the use of a formula. 
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Type 4: Qualitative/No Formula. This type of plan was 

also relatively subjective, holistic and not very detailed 

and specific. The amount of raise deemed to be a merit 

increase was determined without a conversion formula. 

The remainder of the study consisted of a detailed 

analysis of the information received from the questionnaires 

and from telephone interviews. These responses were 

analyzed to answer the third research question. Congruency 

of the plan and how it was actually implemented was examined 

in view of each plan's placement in the typology and size of 

the district. 

The next step was to determine the supervisors' and 

principals' perceptions of their plan in relation to six 

rationales for having a merit system. The six rationales 

are 

1. Motivation is positively influenced 

2. Accountability is obtained. 

3. Loyalty is promoted 

4. Professional growth is encouraged 

5. Political justification for raises are addressed 

6. Cooperation is enhanced 

The perceptions were analyzed in several ways. First the 

supervisors' and the principals' perceptions were studied 



and analyzed individually. Then their perceptions were 

compared to each other. Lastly the perceptions of 

individuals who were currently on a merit-pay plan were 

compared with individuals who had discontinued merit pay 

plans. Additionally the size of the district and the 

financial characteristics of the district were also 

considered. 
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The final step of the study was to search the collected 

data for additional findings. This search provided 

information that helped to establish a context for the other 

findings. It also highlighted what the principals and 

supervisors perceived to be important in a merit-linked 

evaluation system beyond the focus of the general research 

questions. 

Major Findings and Conclusions 

The following is a discussion of the major findings and 

the conclusions that can be developed from the findings. 

Each of the four general research questions presented in 

Chapter 1 are addressed. There is also a discussion of 

additional findings. 

Merit-Linked Evaluation Plans and Their Components 

It was shown that the collected plans had a wide 

variety of components. The components of each plan were 

displayed in a features chart. The features that were 
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present to a high degree in the plans were MBOs, district 

goals, and competency checklists. Other features often 

found in the merit plans included building goals, direct 

observations by supervisors, annual salaries with merit 

added, and student achievement. Features that were rarely 

found in merit plans were the following: cost of living, 

peer evaluations, ranking of administrative positions, 

student evaluations, per diem pay, and the possibility of a 

reduction in salary (negative merit) . 

It was discovered that merit plans for principals occur 

more frequently in medium and large districts than in small 

districts. Annual salaries, structured goals, partial merit 

increases , and the use of percentages are widely used 

without regard to district size. Subordinate evaluations 

and parent evaluations were present more frequently in 

medium and large districts. Self-evaluations were used 

more in medium-sized districts. Small districts had the 

superintendents conduct most of the evaluations, whereas in 

medium and larger districts an assistant superintendent 

often performs this task. 

The size of the district does have an impact both on 

the number of features found in the plans as well as the 

type of features that are present. It is possible to 

speculate as to why size appears to be important. First, 

greater size allows for more specialization. This is true 
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even to the point that many medium and large districts have 

a person to relieve the superintendent of the duties of 

supervising the principals. Size may also cause greater 

interpersonal distance between the supervisor and principal. 

Such interpersonal distance may foster and necessitate more 

reliance on complex and objective features within a merit 

system. 

From these findings, several conclusions can be drawn 

regarding the components of the merit pay plans. There are 

quite a variety of plans in existence in the selected state. 

However, based on the number of districts within the 

selected state, merit-linked evaluation plans are not 

common. Additionally, the impact of size on the components 

of the plans is evident. There are also districts that had 

a plan but have discontinued its use for a variety of 

reasons. The most significant reasons are 

1. a change in district philosophy, 

2. change in school board, 

3. lack of additional funding, and 

4. the plan was not implemented fairly which caused 

dissension among principals. 

Comparisons of the Identified Plans 

In looking at the plans it was possible to classify the 

merit plans into a four-cell typology. This typology served 

as a reference point when discussing the various plans. It 
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can also be utilized as an indicator of some potential 

characteristics that could be built into a merit plan in 

view of what other districts have established. Larger 

districts wanting to establish a merit-evaluation system 

plan might wa~t to look at more objective features and 

employ a conversion formula. This would be typical of what 

was found in Type 1 plans which were quantitative and 

contained a formula. Smaller districts may well be directed 

toward simpler more subjective plans as indicated by Type 3. 

A Type 3 plan is qualitative with a formula. 

The developed typology had good inter-rater reliability 

with regard to the placement of a merit plan in one of the 

four cells or types of plan. Type 1 (Quantitative/Formula) 

plans had the largest number of quantitative features. Type 

4 (Qualitative/No Formula) plans had the least number of 

quantitative features. Therefore, the typology does 

differentiate merit pay plans on a continuum of objective to 

subjective and a continuum of formula to no formula. 

The typology can serve several functions. It may be a 

useful way in which other researchers can place merit plans 

into groups for comparison purposes. Each cell of the 

typology also provides a clear definition for merit. 

Districts contemplating merit pay for their administrators 

may compare their district's characteristics for each type. 

This information may be helpful to determine whether they 
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should develop a merit plan and if so what features might be 

included in their plan. 

Merit Plan and Congruency in the Implementation 

In order to understand a merit-evaluation plan, it is 

not sufficient just to read or study the plan as it is 

written in policy. This was clearly demonstrated in this 

study. What was written and reported in the merit plans was 

not always implemented in the same manner or at all. In 

analyzing how the plans were actually used, it was clear 

that there were many differences. 

This lack of congruency has several probable causes. 

First, some of the plans lacked sufficient detail for a 

clear understanding. Other plans seemed to be quite 

lIinformal. 1I This left it up to the supervisor to interpret 

how to implement the plan. Second, the supervisor 

frequently added and or deleted certain aspects of the plans 

without revisions to the written plan. These findings 

support Kienapfel (1984) and Murnane and Cohen (1986). They 

felt that the individual implementing the merit-evaluation 

system would shape the plan to some extent from its adopted 

process. Kienapfel (1984) wrote, IIRegardless of the details 

of any merit pay plan that a school district develops, the 

most important factor upon which the plan depends is the 

people who administer it ll (p. 59). 
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This is not to say that such "fine tuning" of the 

adopted plan is negative. It may very well be that to make 

the plan work, the supervisor must exercise discretion in 

its application. In analyzing the data, plans that tend to 

be more quantitative in nature have less conflict. That may 

very well be because quantitative plans have more objective 

standards. By having objective standards, the supervisor 

and the principals clearly understand the process and 

expectations. Little is left to conjecture and speculation. 

Perceptions of the Participants 

There was a great deal of agreement among the 

supervisors' perceptions that the merit pay achieved four 

out of the six rationales for having merit pay. The 

supervisors clearly perceived their plans as able to 

motivate, develop loyalty, provide professional growth, and 

serve as a political justification. The majority of 

supervisors felt that the evaluation system did not create 

competition among principals with similar positions. 

It is felt that the supervisors were positive towards 

the effects of the system for several reasons. First, many 

of the supervisors had a great deal of ownership in their 

district's merit system. Typically, the supervisor was 

instrumental in developing and selling the system. Since 

the supervisors were instrumental in the system, they were 

able to bend the written plans to some degree in order to 
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make the plan work. Many of the supervisors indicated that 

it is the person conducting the evaluation and not the 

system itself that makes it successful. George (1987) 

described performance management as based on communication 

and personal relationships. Supervisors who want to 

facilitate growth and development among their staffs must 

work to improve the rapport with those whom they supervise. 

The conclusions of this study directly support George. 

In analyzing the data of principals' perceptions, it 

was discovered that principals had a slightly lower 

perception of the impact of merit systems than their 

supervisors. However, there was not a significant 

statistical difference. The slight difference in 

perceptions may be due to the fact that not all principals 

had input into the development of the merit-pay evaluation 

system and others do not fully understand the system as well 

as their supervisors do. It is refreshing to note that in 

the districts where merit evaluation plans work, there is a 

general feeling of agreement and understanding among 

principals and supervisors. 

District size did seem to affect the perceptions of the 

merit pay plan participants. Districts that were medium 

size had more positive perceptions than did larger 

districts. Smaller districts also tended to have more 

positive perceptions than did the larger districts. Smaller 
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and medium-sized districts may have an advantage in 

communicating and giving feedback merely because of their 

size. As organizations tend to get larger, they increase in 

the amount of bureaucracy and regulations. 

The financial characteristics of a district did affect the 

perceptions about the plan. Principals and supervisors in 

poorer districts had more positive perceptions about their 

merit pay plans than did administrators in wealthier 

districts. This result is very interesting and does not fit 

with the findings of Murnane and Cohen (1986) regarding 

merit plans for teachers. They found that successful long

standing plans were typically found in affluent districts. 

A conclusion that might be drawn is that it is not necessary 

to be a "wealthy" district to implement a successful merit

pay system for administrators. 

In comparing the perceptions of individuals who 

currently have a plan and those individuals whose plans had 

been discontinued, there were significant differences 

discovered. Principals and supervisors in districts that 

have current plans had much more positive perceptions than 

did their counterparts in districts with discontinued plans. 

It is obvious that the discontinued plans were not 

successful for a variety of reasons. Most of these plans 

were rather informal in nature and were more sUbjective. 

The principals did not understand the plans and often did 
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not even realize the criteria that were being utilized to 

make decisions about the merit pay. The plans caused 

problems among administrators and with school boards. It is 

apparent that communication is vital for a successful merit 

pay plan. 

Additional Findings 

A review of the comments on the questionnaires and the 

notes made from telephone interviews provided some 

additional findings. The first finding appears to support 

the leadership work of Greene (1985) and Sergiovanni (1992). 

They believe that leadership does not come out of external, 

mechanistic, and managerial realms but out of intrinsic, 

personal, and shared cultural transactions. The perceptions 

of the principals indicated that they saw trust, which was 

built on these intrinsic, personal and shared cultural 

transactions, as important factors in promoting motivation, 

loyalty, growth, and cooperation. This definitely supports 

the conclusion that it is the person who is implementing the 

merit pay system that makes the difference rather than the 

system itself. 

One of the keys that was crucial to developing a good 

working relationship was trust. Trust was built when the 

supervisor spent time and communicated with the principals. 

The principals knew exactly what was expected of them and 

received frequent feedback. There were no surprises or 



"zaps." A merit system can be a process that is used to 

foster and promote trust. 
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Another finding was the importance of money as a 

motivator. There were some contradictions. Some principals 

indica~ed that money was not an important factor in their 

performance; however they indicated that the current pool of 

money wasn't enough to motivate them. The conclusion that 

can be drawn is that if the merit amount of money is 

insignificant, it will not motivate. If the amount of money 

is large enough, it is an excellent source of motivation. 

It is also important to note that the principals value and 

seek the approval of their supervisors and "pats on the 

back." 

A third finding was that principals felt that a 

structured goal-setting process was very helpful. 

Structured goals, were seen as providing a focus for what 

was to be done. This would support the conclusion found in 

effective school literature, that is, a clearly defined 

mission is essential if a school is to be effective (Purkey 

& Smith, 1982). 

A fourth finding was that principals who were the most 

positive about their plan had more direct input. The 

principals who were more negative felt that they had no 

input and that the plan was a top-down decision. These 

negative principals did not understand the plan or how it 



was implemented. They believed there wasn't a fair 

mechanism in place to evaluate and distribute the funds. 

Recommendations 
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The purpose of this study was to investigate merit-pay 

plans that are currently being utilized with principals. As 

a result of this investigation, the researcher discovered 

factors which seemed to make plans more successful. These 

factors coupled with guidelines and suggestions discovered 

in the literature review will be utilized to make 

recommendations for devising a merit-evaluation system for 

principals. 

There are several conditions that should be present 

before a district embarks on developing a merit-evaluation 

system. First a district must be stable and have a feeling 

of good will. The superintendent and the school board must 

maintain an atmosphere that allows the merit plan to grow 

and survive. Second the superintendent and board must 

believe in the philosophy that accountability is imperative 

and should be justly rewarded. Third the district needs to 

be committed to the merit-evaluation plan. This means the 

ability to provide adequate resources which involve time and 

money. Sufficient money must be allocated to this project 

or else the whole system becomes a farce. Time is also 

extremely important. A district's plan must be developed 

in view of the time that it will take for both the principal 
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and supervisor involved. If the system takes too much time 

to implement, it will probably fail. In a small district 

where the superintendent serves as the evaluator and has 

many other jobs, the evaluation system should probably be 

less complex than in a larger system where an assistant 

superintendent will probably conduct the evaluation. There 

should also be adequate time given for a district to develop 

a merit-evaluation system. 

There should be specific goals for any merit-evaluation 

system. The goals are the ones most often cited as reasons 

for a merit system. The system should motivate 

administrators to do a better job, hold administrators 

accountable, promote professional growth, promote 

cooperation and collaboration, and finally serve as a 

political justification for raises. The most important 

factor in any system is the supervisor who implements it. 

The supervisor must not only have technical skills, but more 

importantly, must have the interpersonal skills needed to 

build and maintain a trusting working relationship that 

ensures that the system achieves the goals as intended. 

Once all of these conditions are recognized and 

assessed, several other factors need to be addressed. The 

first factor is deciding on the type of plan that will be 

utilized and the specific components that the plan will 

have. It is at this point that the four-cell typology can 
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serve as a guidepost. According to the results of this 

specific study there are two types of plans that seem to be 

more effective. Those are quantitative plans with a formula 

and qualitative plans with a formula. Smaller districts may 

find it more useful to implement a more informal plan which 

would be a qualitative plan with a formula. Medium and 

larger districts would be better served with a quantitative 

plan with a formula. 

The second factor that is extremely important is that 

the entire administrative team should be involved in 

development of the merit-pay plan. By being involved and 

having input from the beginning, there will be ownership for 

the system. The goal is to foster cooperation and trust in 

that the principals and supervisors are working together in 

designing the plan. As new administrators join the team it 

is also vital that they are fully educated and understand 

the plan. Frequent communication among principals and 

supervisors is also a key factor. 

There are some specific components that should be 

included in every plan. The first of these is a requirement 

for. frequent (at least twice a year) formal conferences with 

the principals before the final summative conference. This 

is necessary in order to develop trust and allow an 

opportunity to grow and improve. The second component is 

some type of self-evaluation that is directly linked to the 
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goals of the plan. This enables the principal to state his 

or her case. A third component that is absolutely necessary 

is a structured goal setting process. Principals and 

supervisors both need to know the direction that the school 

and district is heading. Another component that should be 

included is feedback from the stakeholders in the 

organization. Staff members, parents, and students might be 

included in providing this feedback. Their opinions and 

viewpoints about the school and the principal should 

certainly be sought and valued. All of the data from the 

sources and components need to be gathered in an objective 

manner and a formula applied to determine the amount of 

merit. 

Suggestions for Further Study 

There are also some suggestions for further study that 

the researcher can make. They are as follows: 

1. Follow up on the current plans that are in effect and 

track how successful they are. If they discontinue, it 

would be interesting to note the reasons. 

2. Focus on Type 1 and Type 4 plans. It seems that rather 

subjective simple plans are found in certain sized 

districts. In larger districts, more objective complex 

plans seem to dominate. Do these findings hold true 

when applied on a larger scale? If so, can more 
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precise explanations be generated to explain why this 

occurs and what effect it has? 

3. Investigate other types of merit plans that do not 

necessarily use money as a reward. Are there plans 

that use incentives such as professional growth, 

memberships in organizations, attendance at 

conferences, etc. as a reward? How effective are these 

incentives? 

4. Study other states' administrative merit pay plans. 

5. Compare and contrast administrative merit plans in 

several different states. 

6. Conduct case studies of principals who are utilizing a 

performance pay evaluation system. Determine if merit 

pay makes the principals more accountable and if it 

makes a difference in performance. 

7. Investigate and study traditional administrative 

evaluation systems. 

8. Investigate and study administrative evaluation systems 

such as the use of portfolios. 

9. Compare and contrast traditional and alternative 

administrative evaluations systems. 



151 

APPENDIX A 

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 



152 

April 22, 1995 

Dear Colleague, 

My name is Renate Krompasky and I am currently a doctoral 
candidate in Educational Administration at the University of 
Arizona. In addition, I am a full time principal at 
Centennial Elementary School in the Flowing Wells District. 

I am interested in gathering information for my 
dissertation, which is a study of administrative merit pay 
plans that are being implemented in the state of Arizona. 
My first task is to determine which districts have a plan 
for principals. After I have a current list of districts 
utilizing some type of merit or performance pay for 
principals, I will be contacting those districts for 
additional information. 

I would appreciate if you would take a few minutes and fill 
out the enclosed card and return it to me by May 3. Thank 
you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Renate Krompasky, Principal 
Centennial Elementary School 
Flowing Wells School District 
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District Name 

Address 

Phone Number 

Superintendent 

Please check which one of the following applies. 

The district does have a merit or performance pay 
plan in place for principals. 

The district does not have a merit or performance 
pay plan in place for principals. 

In the past, the district has had a merit or 
performance pay plan in place for 
principals. The plan is no longer in effect. 
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May 8, 1995 

Name of Superintendent 
School District 
City & State 

Dear Dr. ____________________ _ 
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My name is Renate Krompasky and I am currently a doctoral 
candidate in Educational Administration at the University of 
Arizona. In addition, I am a full-time principal at 
Centennial Elementary School in the Flowing Wells District. 

I am interested in gathering information for my 
dissertation, which is a study of administrative merit or 
performance pay plans that are being implemented or have 
been implemented in the state of Arizona. In surveying 
districts, I have discovered that there are very few 
districts that can supply data for my study. I understand 
that the School District does have a merit pay 
or performance pay plan for administrators. 

My dissertation requires that I survey both district office 
administrators as well as principals. Would you please take 
a few minutes and fill out the enclosed questionnaire and 
return it to me by May 25. In addition, I would appreciate 
your sending me a copy of your district's administrative 
performance plan, (if at all possible). Information that is 
gathered will remain confidential and specific districts 
will not be identified in the study. 

Do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or 
suggestions. My work number is (520) 690-2290 and my home 
number is (520) 795-2621. 

Sincerely, 

Renate Krompasky 
Principal 
Centennial Elementary 
Flowing Wells School District 
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Name of Superintendent 
School District 
Address 
City & State 

Dear Dr. 
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Thank you for completing and returning the postcard 
indicating that your district has had a merit pay plan for 
administrators. I understand that the plan is no longer in 
effect. As you may recall, I am gathering information for 
my dissertation, which is a study of administrative merit or 
performance pay plans that are being implemented or have 
been implemented in the state of Arizona. In surveying 
districts, I have discovered that there are very few 
districts that can supply data for my study. 

I am hoping that you or someone at the district office who 
supervises principals will be able to assist me in providing 
information that will allow me to complete my dissertation. 
Would you please take a few minutes and fill out the 
enclosed questionnaire and return it to me by May 17. 
Please fill it out with information about your former plan. 
In addition, I would appreciate your sending me a copy of 
the former plan if it is available. Information that is 
gathered will remain confidential and specific districts 
will not be identified in the study. 

If you have any questions or suggestions, please do not 
hesitate to contact me at work (520)690-2290, or at home 
(520) 795-2621. 

Thank you very much for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Renate Krompasky 
Principal 
Centennial Elementary 
Flowing Wells School District 
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May 8, 1995 

Dear Colleague, 

My name is Renate Krompasky and I am currently a doctoral 
candidate in Educational Administration at the University of 
Arizona. In addition, I am a full-time principal at 
Centennial Elementary School in the Flowing Wells District. 

I am interested in gathering information for my 
dissertation, which is a study of administrative merit or 
performance pay plans that are being implemented or have 
been implemented in the state of Arizona. In surveying 
districts, I have discovered that there are very few 
districts that can supply data for my study. Your district 
indicated that you currently have a merit payor performance 
pay plan for administrators. 

My dissertation requires that I survey both district office 
administrators as well as principals. Would you please take 
a few minutes and fill out the enclosed questionnaire and 
return it to me by May 19. Information that is gathered 
will remain confidential and specific districts will not be 
identified in the study. 

I know it is a very busy time of year for all of us. If I 
can ever return this favor, please let me know. 

Do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or 
suggestions. My work number is (520) 690-2290 and my home 
number is (520) 795-2621. 

Sincerely, 

Renate Krompasky 
Principal 
Centennial Elementary 
Flowing Wells School District 
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May 8, 1995 

Dear Colleague, 

My name is Renate Krompasky and I am currently a doctoral 
candidate in Educational Administration at the University of 
Arizona. In addition, I am a full-time principal at 
Centennial Elementary School in the Flowing Wells District. 

I am interested in gathering information for my 
dissertation, which is a study of administrative merit or 
performance pay plans that are being implemented or have 
been implemented in the state of Arizona. In surveying 
districts, I have discovered that there are very few 
districts that can supply data for my study. Your district 
indicated that you did have a merit payor performance pay 
plan for administrators in the past. 

My dissertation requires that I survey both district office 
administrators as well as principals. Would you please take 
a few minutes and fill out the enclosed questionnaire and 
return it to me by May 19. Information that is gathered 
will remain confidential and specific districts will not be 
identified in the study. 

I know it is a very busy time of year for all of us. If I 
can ever return this favor, please let me know. 

Do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or 
suggestions. My work number is (520) 690-2290 and my horne 
number is (520) 795-2621. 

Sincerely, 

Renate Krompasky 
Principal 
Centennial Elementary 
Flowing Wells School District 



163 

APPENDIX G 

QUESTIONNAIRE ON MERIT PAY PLAN FOR ADMINISTRATORS 



164 

QUESTIONNAIRE ON MERIT PAY PLAN FOR ADMINISTRATORS 

A. District Information 

1. Name of the District 

2. Address 

3. Phone FAX # 

4 . District Enrollment 

5. District Per Pupil Assessed Valuation 

6. Estimated Percentage of district students who qualify 
for free and reduced lunch 

7. Type of District (Circle the most appropriate category) 

a. Urban 
b. Suburban 
c. Rural 

B. Principal's Section (Please fill out portion B if you 
are a building principal) 

1. School 

2. School Enrollment (Size) 

3. Grade Levels at the school 

4. Estimated percentage of students who qualify for free 
and reduced lunch -------------------------------

c. Position 

1. Please list your current position 

2. Number of years in current position ------------------
3. Number of years in district 

4. If you are the principal, who directly supervises you? 
(please state his/her position ------------------------

5. If you supervise principals, how many do you supervise? 



SECTION I 

The section is designed to verify a variety of 
components regarding how your evaluation plan is 
actually used. If, in your experience, a component 
is present and actually is used in your evaluation 
system, please indicate by circling the 
appropriate response. 

A. Component Verification 

1. Does your evaluation system include a ranking of 
administrative positions? 

Yes No Don't Know 

2. If there is a ranking system, are the methods of 
ranking clearly stated? 

Yes No Don't Know 
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3. Does your system have an annual salary to which merit 
is added? 

Yes No Don't Know 

4. Does your evaluation system have salary set up on a per 
diem basis? 

Yes No Don't Know 

5. Does your evaluation system have principals' salaries 
linked to the teacher schedule? 

Yes No Don't Know 

6. In your evaluation system, is the salary increase for 
principals all merit, (i.e. base increase that all get 
plus an amount determined by performance?) 

Yes No Don't Know 

7. (If the answer to number 6 is yes) What are the 
possible percentage ranges of increase for this current 
year, if known, or for last year's raises? 

8. (If the answer to number 6 is no.) What percentage of 
your increase as a principal is merit? 
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9. In your evaluation system, does the merit increase 
become part of the salary base for the following year 
or is it a one-time bonus? 

Yes No Don't Know 

10. Does your evaluation system include the possibility of 
receiving a reduced salary due to poor performance, 
i.e., negative merit? 

Yes No Don't Know 

11. Does your evaluation system have a pool of money 
established for merit increases? 

Yes No Don't Know 

12. (If the answer to #11 is yes.) How is the pool of 
money for merit increases determined? (Is it a 
percentage of some figure or a set amount?) 

13. Does your evaluation system utilize a formula to 
determine the merit portion of the principals' salary 
increases? 

Yes No Don't Know 

14. (If the answer to #13 is yes.) Describe the formula 
for the merit portion of the salary increases for 
principals. 

15. Does your evaluation system utilize any of the 
following in determining the salary of the principals 
after entry level (i.e., year to year?) 

a. Educational Level 

Yes No Don't Know 



b. Number of years Experience 

Yes No Don't Know 

c. Length of contract 

Yes No Don't Know 

d. Cost of living 

Yes No Don't Know 

e. Market survey of area salaries 

Yes No Don't Know 

16. In your opinion, is the amount of money in the merit 
plan for principals large enough to make a real 
difference? 

Yes No Don't Know 

17. (If the answer to #16 is no.) How much money, etc. 
would it take to be meaningful? 

18. Does your evaluation system for principals include: 

a. Self Evaluation 

Yes No Don't Know 

b. Peer Evaluation 

Yes No Don't Know 

c. Subordinate Evaluation 

Yes No Don't Know 

d. Parent Evaluation 

Yes No Don't Know 

e. Student Evaluation 

Yes No Don't Know 

167 



19. Does your evaluation system for principals include 
student achievement and or test scores? 

Yes No Don't Know 
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20. Does your evaluation system for principals include MBOs 
or other structured goals? 

Yes No Don't Know 

21. (If the answer to #20 is yes.) Are the goals? 

a. District goals? 

Yes No Don't Know 

b. Building goals? 

Yes No Don't Know 

c. Personal goals? 

Yes No Don't Know 

22. Does your evaluation system for principals include a 
checklist of competency expectations? 

Yes No Don't Know 

23. (If the answer to #26 is yes.) Are these expectations 
marked as achieved or not achieved or are they 
subjected to a rating scale? 

Yes No Don't Know 

24. Does your evaluation system for principals include 
direct observations by the supervisor? 

Yes No Don't Know 

25. Does your evaluation system for principals include a 
provision for equalizing the evaluation results? 

Yes No Don't Know 
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Please feel free to comment on or explain any of the above 
responses. 

SECTION II 

1. Please describe briefly how the merit evaluation system 
for principals is set up to work. Please include all 
procedures. 

2. Principals: In your own mind, what are the most 
important "results" that your supervisor looks for? 
Supervisors: What are the most important "results" 
that you look for? 

3. Principals: In your own mind, what are the most 
important determiners of the merit portion of your 
raise? 
Supervisors: In your own mind, what are the most 
important determiners of the merit portion of 
principals' raises? 

4. Principals: How many evaluation-linked visits are made 
by your supervisor to your school each year on the 
average? 
Supervisors: How many evaluation-linked visits do you 
make to the school site each year? (on the average) 

5. Principals and supervisors: How is the timing of the 
visits determined? 

6. Principals: Are the visits a good sample of what you 
regularly do as a building principal? 
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Supervisors: Do you feel that the visits you make to a 
school accurately reflect what the building principal 
does on a regular basis? 

Please feel free to comment on or discuss any of the above 
areas. 

SECTION III 

Perceptions of impact of merit-pay plans 
Please rate each statement on the Likert Scale 

D= Disagree SA=Strongly Agree 
A= Agree SD= Strongly Disagree 
u= Undecided/Neutral 

SA A U 

1. Does your evaluation system for 
principals grade performance and 
apportion monetary awards accordingly? 

2 . Does your evaluation system for 
principals motivate administrators for 
greater effective performance? 

3. Does it promote loyalty to the 
district? 

4 . Does it encourage professional 
growth? 

5. Does the system serve as a 
political justification for the 
principal's salary? 

6. Does your evaluation system foster 
c.ooperation and collaboration among 
principals with similar positions? 

7. Does your evaluation system create 
competition among principals with 
similar positions? 

D SD 
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SECTION IV 

Please fill out this section if your district no longer has 
an administrative merit pay plan. 

1. Number of years the plan was in existence 

2. Check the reasons the plan was discontinued: 

Lack of funding 

Change in school board 

--- .Change in district administration 

Change in philosophy 

The plan caused problems among administrators 

Other 

3. Comments: 
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