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ABSTRACT 

SHAWN TRAMAINE LEE 

EDUCATION OF SUPPLY AND DEMAND: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY OF THE 
IMPACT PERFORMANCE-BASED PAY HAS ON TEACHERS IN TITLE I SCHOOLS 
  
Under the direction of CAROL ISAAC, Ph.D. 

In the last two decades, district leaders have prioritized financial incentives for educators to solve 

teacher mobility and quality disparities in low-income schools. In addition, the Wing Institute 

has projected that in 2025, U.S. schools will not have enough teachers for the increasing number 

of students. State and local school districts have experienced difficulty attracting and retaining 

quality teachers and have begun implementing policies intended to reform compensation plans.  

This study’s purpose was to examine the impact performance-based pay (PBP) had on the 

motivation of teachers in a Title I school. Research reveals multiple contributing factors 

influencing the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation of teachers, yet the research on the 

effectiveness of performance-based pay remains inconclusive. This multi-method case study 

included 54% of eligible teachers from a Title I school in a large suburban school district. The 

quantitative phase included participant surveys based on an adapted version of the Wells (2011) 

instrument with open-ended response questions. The qualitative phase consisted of interviews 

with three survey participants who were veteran teachers at the school.  

The findings of this study illustrated that the impact of financial incentives such as PBP is 

inconclusive. Statistical analysis of quantitative data revealed that the participants had overall 

neutral beliefs regarding the impact of PBP, yet teacher actions exposed pay as a motivator. In 

addition, while respondents perceived PBP negatively to the school’s climate, the quantitative 
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results identified that teachers believed that there were positive behavioral changes in their peers’ 

interaction with students because of the external reward of PBP. In addition, the qualitative 

interviews among veteran teachers illustrated  a strong dislike for PBP. The study’s results 

demonstrated variable teacher feelings toward the influence of PBP on teacher motivation. As a 

result, the researcher urges future research to include a broader range of participants/sites from 

multiple districts, to further uncover the impact PBP has on teacher motivation in Title I schools.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In the last 20 years, district leaders have prioritized financial incentives for educators to 

solve teacher mobility and quality disparities in low-income schools (Cowan & Goldhaber, 

2018). Although higher salaries provide motivation and promote job satisfaction, teachers in 

low-income schools describe other factors that contribute to attrition and retention (Berry, 2005; 

Boyd et al., 2005; Cowan & Goldhaber, 2018). Furthermore, providing monetary payment to 

teachers to work in low-performing schools is ineffective in improving achievement scores 

(Clotfelter et al., 2008). Ramirez (2010) claimed, “Tests are designed to measure student 

learning—not instruction or teacher effectiveness” (p. 56), which suggests that only awarding 

teachers based on test scores creates a faulty system, and student achievement depends on 

consistent, quality instruction (Figlio & Kenny, 2007; Fryer, 2013). Unfortunately, low-income 

areas do not benefit from this form of education due to a highly mobile teacher population 

(Carroll, 2007). Most would agree that as teacher attrition rates increase, student performance 

decreases; thus, students in low-income areas are at a higher risk due to the consistent movement 

of teachers (Petty et al., 2012).  

As salary schedules continued to deter new teachers’ inflow to the field and encourage 

mobility, the federal government designed Troops-to-Teachers and Teach for America to assist 

states in curtailing the growing nationwide teacher shortage (Quinn & Klein, 2019). During the 

State of the Union Address in 1999, President Clinton expressed how school districts should 

create innovative budget measures to fund financial incentives for teachers in an effort to retain 
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teachers and attract young talent. The latest effort, performance-based pay (PBP), has reignited 

deliberation on both sides of the issue.  

Currently, 34 states require some measure of student growth as a part of the teacher 

evaluation system, according to data from the 2019 report by Walsh and Ross for the National 

Council on Teacher Quality. Presidential educational reforms such as George Bush’s No Child 

Left Behind (2002), Barack Obama’s Race to the Top (2009), and Barack Obama’s Every 

Student Succeeds Act (2015) illustrate the assumed relationship between teacher pay and 

motivation (Fryer 2013; Yuan et al., 2013). According to Johnson and Papay (2009), four main 

need categories for teacher performance pay exists:  

1. Knowledge and skills: pay for undertaking professional development or acquiring 

skill-based credentials.  

2. Roles: pay for assuming unique roles and responsibilities. 

3. Market factors: pay for teaching in hard-to-staff subjects or schools.  

4. Performance: pay for effective instructional practices and student achievement. (p. 

13)  

Johnson and Papay (2009) suggested these categories should serve as the guiding 

considerations when determining how PBP is best utilized within a school district. However, 

most teacher financial incentive programs give special attention to performance while 

disregarding the other categories. 

While financial incentives have merit, discussing a school’s effectiveness where teachers 

feel appreciated is necessary (Goldhaber et al., 2011). Schools with a healthy school climate and 

culture do not experience the consistent turnover of teachers. Teachers in this type environment 
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express their satisfaction with the leadership and their trust in their leaders’ decisions (Johnson et 

al., 2013). Weiss (1999) found that teachers in respectful environments typically work longer 

hours, demonstrate greater creativity, and consider teaching long-term more than others do in 

schools plagued with distrust and stress. Teachers in schools with high levels of morale are 

generally motivated by incentives that are not of a financial nature (Bowen & Mills, 2017). 

Statement of the Problem 

Education is a thread to the American fabric. However, not all children receive the 

quality education they deserve. According to Darling-Hammond (2001), “Few Americans realize 

that the U.S. educational system is one of the most unequal in the industrialized world, and 

students routinely receive dramatically different learning opportunities based on their social 

status” (p. 208). Research illustrates that students in low-income minority schools receive a less-

than-quality education in contrast to their counterparts in wealthier schools (Brathwaite, 2017; 

Downey & Condron, 2016; Entwisle, 2018; Peske & Haycock, 2006). 

Teachers also have a less than ideal experience in low-income schools, for they endure 

poor working conditions (Allensworth et al., 2009; Johnson, 2006; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; 

Johnson et al., 2013); non-supportive administration (Hughes et al., 2015); and failed financial 

incentives, sometimes referred to as combat pay (Fryer et al., 2012). Such climate disparities 

have contributed to the deterioration of job satisfaction that teachers serving in high-need, hard-

to-staff schools experience, thus affecting students’ achievement (Obineli, 2013). Thus, job 

satisfaction is a critical issue that educational reformers, district leaders, and policymakers 

should continually seek to address. Accordingly, this research sought to understand the effect of 

performance-based measures on low-income schools.  
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Purpose of the Study 

State and local school districts have experienced difficulty attracting and retaining quality 

teachers and have consequently begun implementing policies intended to reform compensation 

plans (Strunk & Zeehandelaar, 2011). These efforts focus attention on attracting talented teacher 

educators and potential career switchers into the field of education. To exacerbate the problem, 

low-income area schools have even higher attrition rates as quality teachers frequently leave for 

employment in non-minority schools in higher-income areas (Johnson et al., 2013).  

Supporters of performance-based pay (PBP) insist it is necessary to attract and retain 

quality high-performing teachers, especially in hard-to-staff schools (Adamson & Darling-

Hammond, 2011). Lavy (2007) argued that PBP implementation will motivate teacher 

performance, as well as attract and retain good teachers. Contenders argue that, prior to 

implementation of PBP, district leaders must appropriately address the various unfiltered issues 

that accompany it. As the nation’s teacher supply has created a shortage across the United States 

(Quinn & Klein, 2019), compensation issues depreciate current educators’ job satisfaction and 

provide potential quality candidates reason to choose other professional pathways and 

(Hutchison, 2012; Ingersoll & May, 2011). Evidenced by the decline in preservice program 

enrollment, districts must evaluate the perception created by their response to financial 

incentives and salary competition found in other professions.  

While PBP is not a new concept, its effectiveness continually causes concern (Berry, 

2005; Boyd et al., 2005; Cowan & Goldhaber, 2018). This study attempted to address the effects 

that financial incentives, specifically PBP, had on a school within a large school district that had 

recently implemented performance funding. The purpose of this case study was to understand the 
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effect of PBP on a school district, specifically on teachers in Title I low-income schools. In this 

research, the effect of PBP on teacher motivation referred to the motivation teachers exhibited 

due to the distribution of PBP awards.  

Research Questions 

This study aimed to identify teachers’ perspectives on the outcomes of their school 

district’s financial incentives to improve teacher motivation. To facilitate this, the present 

research sought to answer the following central research question: What are teachers’ 

perspectives on PBP in Title I schools? 

This central question generated the following three sub-questions: 

1. What are the teacher attitudes about PBP in Title I schools? 

2. In what ways do teachers describe how the PBP policy affects their collaboration, 

motivation, and job satisfaction?  

3. What are the perceived changes after implementation of PBP? 

Theoretical Framework 

The theory of self-determination served as a framework for this study. Self-determination 

theory (SDT) is a meta-theory of human motivation that includes six mini-theories: “cognitive 

evaluation theory, organismic integration theory, causality orientations theory, basic 

psychological needs theory, goals contents theory, and relationship motivation theory” (Ryan & 

Deci, 2017, p.3). In psychological research, SDT assists researchers in their study of human 

motivation—both intrinsic and extrinsic—regarding three foundational needs: autonomy, 

competence, and connection/relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Use of the SDT as a framework 

for this study was appropriate because the purpose of the study was to answering the central 
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questions “why” and “what” motivates teachers and students to act as they do when 

performance-based pay is involved. Empirically, SDT, according to Ryan and Deci (2017), can 

give researchers a lens to identify positive and negative effects on teacher motivation. This idea 

can be beneficial when studying the choices teachers make with and without the external 

influence of an extrinsic motivator. Thus, the researcher used SDT to explore the descriptive 

meanings teachers and students attach to their experiences within the context of PBP.  

As SDT suggests, people can become self-determined after fulfilling competence, 

connection, and autonomy (Ryan & Deci, 2017). This study only referenced one of the six mini-

theories: cognitive evaluation theory (CET), since it is primarily concerned with how intrinsic 

motivation is influenced by events in social environments, such as rewards (Ryan & Deci, 2017). 

This sub-theory assisted in the exploration of the effect of PBP on teacher intrinsic motivation in 

the presence of an extrinsic motivator. When examined, CET can illustrate how intrinsic 

motivation can flourish and falter, giving different social conditions (Ryan & Deci, 2017). 

Employing this mini theory served as the backdrop for discovering themes when coding semi-

structured interviews. The researcher intentionally focused on the participants’ view of PBP as a 

motivator/demotivator for increased performance. 

Significance of the Study 

Existing examples of compensation reform concerning teachers’ financial incentives are 

not uncommon (Goldhaber et al., 2011; Liang et al., 2015). For example, “40% of states offer 

incentives for teachers to work in high poverty schools; 30% offer subject-area incentives (e.g., 

in math or special education); and about the same proportion offer some form of performance 

pay” (Cohen et al., 2008, as cited in Goldhaber et al., 2011, p. 442). Nevertheless, current 
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research presents inconclusive evidence of the effects financial incentives have on teacher 

motivation in context of working in Title I schools. The current review aimed to identify the 

impact of financial incentives on teachers’ motivation. The researcher specifically discussed PBP 

as an accepted financial incentive many states and districts utilize.  

Procedures 

This study sought to explore the effect of PBP on teachers in low-income schools. To 

accomplish this, this case study utilized several types of data collection, including a demographic 

survey with open-ended questions regarding teacher motivation and interviews with veteran 

teachers for contextual understanding. The researcher selected one Title I high school that 

recently implemented PBP to further understand the effect of PBP on teacher motivation. 

Subsequently, based on their informed consent and willingness, a purposive sample of three 

veteran teachers from the school completed a 15-minute interview to triangulate the quantitative 

results. Utilization of inductive and deductive thematic analysis facilitated in the identification of 

categorical patterns related to motivation in the open-ended survey and interview data (Boyatzis, 

1998; Braun & Clarke, 2006).  

Limitations and Delimitations 

While the focus of the study endeavored to expose the effect of PBP on teacher 

motivation in low-income schools, multiple limitations exist. At the time of the study, the 

researcher was an assistant principal at a school, and much of his work had been in low-income 

schools with similar criteria as the study’s focus. Thus, it was necessary to use verification 

procedures to bracket any subjectivity. In addition, because this was a case study, the findings 

may not be generalizable; however, results may be transferable to similar districts utilizing PBP. 
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Delimitations are the criteria for selecting the case in point. The unit of analysis for this 

case study was a high school located in a southeastern U.S. school district that recently 

implemented PBP in its Title I schools. The researcher chose to select one school within this 

district to solicit teacher participation in interviews to understand the findings of the survey data. 

This case study was limited to one high school in a large suburban school district located 

in the southeastern United States, so the results are not generalizable but may be transferable to 

similar contexts. The researcher was not able to gain the district approval to conduct the study 

with the other six Title I schools. Additionally, the research interview participants were veteran 

teachers, with 15 or more years of experience. Goldhaber et al. (2011) asserted that veteran 

teachers do not generally support financial incentives, while younger newer teachers typically 

do. As a result, participants’ prior interactions with the district’s many attempts to compensate 

teachers using financial incentives such as PBP may have created bias in their individual 

perspectives.  

Another limitation was in the form of COVID-19, which created a complicating variable 

for the current study. The district suspended PBP due to eligibility complications and issues of 

equitable distribution of awards, resulting from COVID. Consequently, the researcher asked the 

participants to recall pre-COVID experiences. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions are provided to assist the reader: 

Performance-Based pay (PBP) is additional pay (bonuses) teachers receive when 

measured by student achievement on high-stakes tests and teacher in-class evaluations. Similar 

search terms include merit pay, teacher performance pay, and pay for performance (Lavy, 2007). 
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Intrinsic motivation is the motivation that comes from within, that is naturally satisfying 

(Schunk, 2020, p. 398). 

Extrinsic motivation is “the desire to engage in an activity as a means to an end” (Schunk, 

2020, p. 398). 

Low-Income schools, according to the U.S. Department of Education (2022), refer to 

schools that are “are eligible to use Title I funds to operate school wide programs that serve all 

children in the school to raise the achievement of the lowest-achieving students “(para. 3) if 

“children from low-income families make up at least 40 percent of enrollment” (para. 3).  

Teacher attrition rate is the rate at which teachers leave the profession (Billingsley & 

Bettini, 2019). 

Teacher mobility is the movement of teachers from school to school or district to district 

(Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). 

Title I “of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), provides financial 

assistance to school districts for children from low-income families” (Institute of Education 

Sciences, n.d., para. 1). Furthermore, “allocation of Title I funds is based on complex 

mathematical formulas that use multiple distribution criteria and multiple thresholds to determine 

a funding allotment for each of the districts in the United States” (Institute of Education 

Sciences, n.d., para. 2). Examples of criteria are student enrollment and each school’s free and 

reduced lunch percentage. 

Summary 

Chapter 1 established the overall significance and importance of this study, which is to 

(a) grasp the rationale of PBP, (b) understand the effect PBP has on teachers in Title I schools, 
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and (c) conceptualize how PBP acts on teacher motivation. The problem addressed in this study 

is that PBP appears to do little to improve the job satisfaction of teachers serving in high-need, 

hard-to-staff schools, which may affect their students’ achievement (Obineli, 2013). The 

researcher utilized a mixed method approach to explore the effect of PBP on teachers in three 

low-income schools in one school district.  

The following chapter, Chapter 2, presents a thorough review of the literature relevant to 

the topic under investigation. Chapter 3 outlines this study’s methodological process, including 

the rationale, sample, data collection, and analytic design. The chapter also addresses validity 

threats and researcher bias. Chapter 4 presents the findings of the study. Chapter 5 provides a 

discussion of the findings, as well as implications and recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The 1983 publication of a Nation at Risk suggested that U.S. public education had been 

under intense scrutiny to provide accountability and transparency in its practices (Downing, 

2016). As a part of this scrutiny, an ongoing debate concerning how to compensate teachers who 

help students succeed on district and state exams has grown (Cowan & Goldhaber, 2018; Pham 

et al., 2021; Podgursky & Springer, 2007a, b). Consequently, district and policy leaders across 

the United States have discussed incentivizing quality instruction. This discussion resulted in the 

demand for more studies to understand the impact of teacher financial incentives (Pham et al., 

2021). Research has sought to provide more evidence regarding the effects of performance-based 

pay (PBP) and how pay incentives influence a change in teacher practice and student 

achievement (Jones, 2013). However, there is still debate concerning its effectiveness and fair 

and equitable formulas for determining this compensation.  

The idea of financial incentives, particularly performance-based pay, has divided many 

district leaders, parents, and teachers concerning its necessity and effects. Critics argue that PBP 

comes with many unfiltered issues that district leaders should appropriately address before 

implementation. Iliya and Ifeoma (2015) argued, “A number of studies suggest that performance-

based pay plans often divide faculties, set teachers against their administrators, are plagued by 

inadequate evaluation methods, and may be inappropriate for organizations such as schools that 

require cooperative, collaborative work” (p. 11). However, supporters insist that PBP is 

necessary to attract and retain quality high-performing teachers (Adamson & Darling-Hammond, 
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2011). Others suggest that implementing teacher performance-based pay solves the problems of 

motivating teacher performance while retaining and attracting good teachers (Lavy, 2007).   

Currently, numerous examples of compensation reform regarding teachers’ financial 

incentives exist (Goldhaber et al., 2011; Liang et al., 2015). In 2008, Cohen and colleagues 

reported, “40% of states offer incentives for teachers to work in high poverty schools; 30% offer 

subject-area incentives (e.g., in math or special education); and about the same proportion offer 

some form of performance pay” (p. 11). While PBP is not a new phenomenon, studies 

concerning its impact on teachers’ motivation are scarce.  

This chapter presents a thorough review of the literature relevant to the topic under study. 

The chapter begins with a discussion of teacher pay—its definition, elaboration of the traditional 

compensation model used in most districts, and exploration of the historical account of the use 

and implementation of PBP/financial incentives to attract teachers into the field. Following this 

is a discussion of motivation as it relates to PBP, teachers, and employment. Also provided are 

discussions of the relationship between student achievement and PBP, bureaucratic influence, 

and the pros and cons of PBP. The chapter also engages in previous discussions of how PBP has 

increasingly become a debated topic, specifically regarding the teacher’s perspective. Finally, a 

discussion of PBP’s influence on teachers in low-income schools concludes the chapter. 

Teacher Pay 

Performance-based pay comes in many different forms. This study focused on the 

assumption that PBP is additional pay (bonuses) received by teachers when measured by student 

achievement on high-stakes tests and teacher in-class evaluations (Lavy, 2007). Researchers use 

similar terms, such as merit pay, teacher performance pay, and pay for performance, to describe 
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PBP. In 2020, the United States Department of Labor (USDoL) defined merit pay as: “a raise in 

pay based on a set of criteria set by the employers” (para. 1). Districts have created individual 

policies that include improvement goals, required student growth measures, and instructional 

performance to obtain incentives (Wells, 2011). According to Dolton and Marcenaro-Gutierrez 

(2011), districts allocate 64% of their operating budget toward teacher compensation, including 

salaries and incentives. Generally, teacher pay follows two forms or a blended framework: 

traditional pay and incentive pay.  

Traditional Pay  

Traditional pay, also known as single-pay, is the structure most districts use, and it has 

remained the dominant form of teacher compensation since its inception in 1908 (Grissom & 

Strunk, 2012; Pham et al., 2021). Payment and increases under this model are constant and 

awarded based upon a teacher’s degree attainment and years of service. Although slow to realize, 

teachers gain incremental increases in their pay. The single-pay system uses a step matrix with 

columns and rows to illustrate actual pay for teachers by year and degree attained (Quinn & 

Klein, 2019). New and novice teachers enter the compensation schedule at the lowest level and 

obtain salary increases as they move through the designated steps. Most teachers argue that the 

single-salary traditional model does not provide enough compensation to retain and attract 

teachers (Stronge et al., 2006). However, it pays all teachers (effective and non-effective) the 

same (Wells, 2011).  

Incentive Pay 

As an alternative to a traditional pay schedule, incentive or merit pay awards teachers 

above their base pay. Differentiation of this form of payment can be by group or individual, 
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based upon a set of criteria set by districts (Jones, 2013). This method of compensation allows 

school districts to tailor awards according to their strategic goals. Payment is usually a one-time 

payment, noting that the money may not be available the following fiscal year due to potential 

budget changes. Incentive pay is a method that district leaders and policymakers use to entice 

teachers to obtain higher degrees and improve pedagogical expertise; therefore, they focus on 

raising student achievement on high-stakes tests (Liang et al., 2015). 

According to an education opinion poll, more than 50% of the public believe in financial 

incentives for teachers (Henderson et al., 2016). However, while additional pay is generally 

perceived as a positive reinforcer, the perception of reward can change a positive reinforcer to a 

negative one (Schunk, 2020). Daniel Pink’s motivational theory supports that perceived 

reinforcers can have adverse effects. Pink’s research focused on the central idea that financial 

incentives do not work to increase motivation and can in fact decrease productivity. According to 

Pink (2009), incentive pay often does not work and frequently causes greater harm, for it 

potentially mitigates intrinsic motivation and teacher creativity. Pink (2009) theorized incentive 

pay is outdated and a demotivator for intrinsic motivation.  

Motivation and Performance-Based Pay 

Schunk’s (2020) book entitled Learning Theories: An Educational Perspective provides a 

possible explanation of district leaders’ desire to implement financial incentives for their 

teachers. The chapter on behaviorism explains theories for a causal relationship of stimulus and 

behavior in education. Applied to PBP, a teacher’s motivation extrinsically creates responses 

conditioned by pursuing a stimulus (i.e., bonus check). Schunk (2020) described this behavior 

under the theory of conditioning, which “explains motivation in terms of responses elicited by 
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stimuli (classical conditioning) or emitted in the presence of stimuli (operant conditioning)” (p. 

363). Lepper et al. (2005) defined “extrinsic motivation as the desire to engage in an activity as a 

means to an end” (p. 185). Accordingly, teachers should be extrinsically motivated to employ 

instructional practices that are more rigorous in order to receive higher wages and bonuses. B.F. 

Skinner’s theory of operant conditioning offers a similar explanation that bonuses should entice 

teachers, supporting PBP development (Schunk, 2020). According to Skinner’s theory, 

conditioning teachers with bonus checks should encourage change in instructional practices and 

increase students’ achievement (Schunk, 2020).  

Similarly, Vroom (1964) and Lawler (1981) explained that expectancy theory occurs 

when a person is motivated to behave in a specific manner because they expect the desired result. 

Expectancy theory is one of many behaviorist theories that attempt to conceptualize the meaning 

of teachers’ intrinsic motivation. Lepper er al. (2005) defined intrinsic motivation as “a desire to 

engage in an activity for no apparent reward except task engagement itself” (p. 185). Vroom 

(1964) and Lawler (1981) explained that expectancy theory exists when people are motivated to 

exhibit certain behaviors because they expect the desired result. When applied to a teacher’s 

motivation, expectancy theory contends that bonuses and other financial incentives help raise 

teachers’ intrinsic behavior. When applied to teachers’ motivation, district leaders and 

policymakers operate under the assertion that bonuses and other financial incentives help raise 

teacher motivation, believing that a change in practice leads to higher student achievement (Iliya 

& Ifeoma, 2015). 

Generally, the extrinsic award of a financial incentive helps entice teachers to change 

their instructional practice (Hennessey & Amabile, 2010). However, studies are inconclusive as 
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to the general nature that change in practice has on student achievement (Bradford & Braaten, 

2018; Fryer, 2013; Gius, 2014; Tajalli & Opheim, 2005). Theoretically, one would believe a 

change in incentive strategies would equate to higher student achievement; however, the research 

is not conclusive (Gius, 2014). Furthermore, research indicates that teachers want smaller class 

sizes, autonomy, more support with discipline, new technology, and visible administrators—not 

just financial awards (Boyd et al., 2005; Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003; Smith & Ingersoll, 

2004). Thus, financial incentives may not provide primary motivators encouraging teachers to 

operate at high levels (Ahn, 2013).  

As many district leaders and policymakers focus on increasing the intrinsic motivation 

(the motivation that comes from within) of teachers, they, in turn, also pose a threat to “extrinsic 

motivation (the desire to engage in an activity as a means to an end)” (Schunk, 2020, p. 398). 

Schunk (2020) contended that extrinsic motivators are not inherently motivating; therefore, they 

may influence adverse behavior because of a perceived perception of control. District leaders and 

policymakers assumed PBP would create extrinsic motivation, encouraging teachers to change 

their instructional practices, and consequently improving student achievement. However, 

according to Pink (2009), PBP often has produced an undesirable effect. He argued that humans 

(i.e., teachers) have an “inner drive to be autonomous, self-determined, and connected to each 

other” (Pink, 2009, p. 17). When aligned, these variables increase satisfaction and production 

(Pink, 2009). For example, when working with a demographic of students most in need, a 

teacher’s intrinsic motivation is rooted in feelings of pride (Schunk, 2020).  

In contrast, Hennessey and Amabile (2010) argued that extrinsic motivation via awards 

increases creativity. When intrinsic motivation is already high, they suggested that the positive 
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effect of awards is even more profound (Hennessey & Amabile, 2010). This disagreement in the 

research creates a gray area, open to the interpretation of the implementing district.  

In 2012, the U.S. Department of Education conducted research that suggested that 

awards, generally 2% of a teacher’s base salary, are insufficient to motivate teachers. This study 

also revealed that awards exceeding 4% could encourage behavior shifts. Hennessey and 

Amabile (2010) argued that extrinsic rewards have more positive effects when intrinsic 

motivation is high. They further suggested that PBP’s practical use as an extrinsic motivator 

could strengthen a teacher’s intrinsic motivation. Conversely, Lepper et al. (2005) explained that 

engaging in intrinsic activity to obtain an extrinsic reward is counterintuitive, for it can eliminate 

inherent motivation. Change in pedagogy is inconsistently preceded by potential financial 

awards, and therefore is not the primary motivator for teachers to operate at high levels (Ahn, 

2013).  

Compensation is the expected extrinsic reward for employees across professions. 

However, Adkins (2004) contended that neither pay nor financial awards could extrinsically 

motivate teachers. Adkins’ (2004) found that 64% of participating teachers believed their 

performance had little to no connection to receiving a bonus. Adkins posited that teachers are 

attracted to the education profession due to an intrinsic motivational factor—not the opportunity 

for extrinsic rewards. Research does not confirm that the reward of an extrinsic motivator, such 

as financial incentives, sufficiently motivates teachers (Kobakhidze, 2010). Figlio and Kenny 

(2007) found that teachers who participated in their four-year study, which included 130 schools 

piloting PBP, experienced a 39% effectiveness improvement. Effectiveness, defined as an 

increase in higher student test scores (Figlio & Kenny, 2007), was statistically insignificant in 
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schools with higher parental involvement and family income. Although some of the participating 

schools experienced improvement, evidence of a long-term change in motivation remained 

inconclusive. Kobakhidze (2010) stated that most teachers argue that financial gain is not the 

impetus for joining the teaching profession, nor is it the reason for staying. However, they are 

motivated by the positive reward of student success (Kobakhidze, 2010).  

Student Achievement and Teacher Pay 

The relationship between student achievement and teacher pay has caused much debate in 

academic and teacher circles. Studies on student achievement and PBP offer a difficult 

comparison due to the many forces affecting student achievement (Tajalli & Opheim, 2005). 

Eberts and colleagues (2002) found in a comparative case study of two schools in the same 

county that performance funding enhanced teacher retention, but “student grade-point averages, 

daily attendance rates, and course passing rates declined” and “may produce results that are 

unintended and, at times, misdirected” (p. 926). There was also some evidence of course content 

dilution. This suggests that non-financial factors may be more important to help motivate teacher 

performance, and that quantifying such motivation into a formula is difficult (Eberts et al., 2002). 

Therefore, these Eberts et al. (2002) concluded that student achievement should not be a 

determinant for eligibility for financial incentives.  

Nevertheless, policymakers and district leaders’ efforts align with the notion that student 

achievement is the most appropriate litmus test to illustrate a teacher’s effectiveness (Wells, 

2011). In 2011, Wells obtained teacher survey data from four high-poverty, urban school districts 

that had implemented a pay-for-performance initiative. Findings indicated that teachers 

expressed high levels of support for pay-for-performance but less support for specifically using 
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student performance to determine teacher pay. Findings regarding collaboration were mixed. 

Despite teachers’ favorable perceptions of pay-for-performance, their exhibited limited 

knowledge of program details, which created doubts about the program’s ability of bringing 

change in teacher behavior. The central question that emerged was as follows: how does 

teachers’ pedagogical expertise influences student achievement, and if so, how can such a 

connection be incentivized? Research is sparse regarding opportunities to evaluate the impact of 

student achievement concerning its relationship with teacher effectiveness when performance 

pay is an incentive.  

Similarly, teachers argue that incentivizing teacher pay should not be linked with student 

performance on district and state assessments. High-stakes testing elicits additional issues, such 

as teaching to the test, teacher dishonesty, and cheating, currently under review by many districts 

(Patrick et al., 2018). As a result, teachers challenge the connection between student 

achievements on tests and teacher pay when many variables affect student performance. Studies 

illustrate that many mitigating factors affect student achievement (Gius, 2014). Research similar 

to the 1986 study by Murnane and Cohen affirmed that too many factors affect student 

achievement, and it would be unfair to place total accountability on teachers (Bradford & 

Braaten, 2018; Fryer, 2013). Student achievement is not the totality of what children learn in the 

classroom, yet it includes what happens before they arrive and after they depart (Gius, 2014).  

Understanding the factors affecting performance pay can provide researchers with 

conceptual knowledge of its impact. Research conducted by Fryer (2013) in 200 New York City 

public schools sought to explore the impact of teacher incentives. Fryer (2013) found that pay 
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incentives did not increase student achievement nor teacher behavior when grades, test scores, 

and graduation rates were considered.  

Bureaucratic Influences 

Performance-pay incentives have several influences that shape enactment, including the 

political climate, teacher unions, and fiscal health (Ballou, 2001; Goldhaber et al., 2011; Leigh, 

2013; West & Mykerezi, 2011). Governmental support of financial incentives has increasingly 

gained traction in recent years. Some argue that pressure to improve the U.S. public education 

system in its standing among other countries is the impetus for governmental involvement in 

teachers’ pay schedules (Akiba et al., 2012). In 2006, the federal government enacted the 

Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF), which has subsequently allocated 100 million dollars each year to 

reform teacher compensation. Since 2008, multiple U.S. presidents have approved an additional 

appropriation to TIF, coupled with some form of pay incentives for teachers in their educational 

policies (Springer & Gardner, 2010).  

Other policies such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and RTT have placed increased 

reliance on student achievement data from high-stakes tests (Goodman & Turner, 2013). In turn, 

district leaders and policymakers allocate federal funds to improve students’ overall test scores 

by investing in teacher salaries, technology, and resources for economically disadvantaged 

schools (Podgursky & Springer, 2007a, b). As a result, teacher quality has become increasingly 

important, a by-product of efforts to increase student achievement (Podgursky et al., 2004). 

Thus, alternative pay schedules emerged to support the societal demand for improvement.  

Research illustrates that pay incentive reform can effectively achieve a district’s strategic 

goals and statewide policy initiatives (Goldhaber, 2010). In a survey of 3,121 teachers in the 
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state of Washington, Goldhaber (2010) found that newer teachers are in support of PBP, whereas 

veteran teachers are not. Thus, Goldhaber (2010) concluded that PBP initiatives work better 

when there is a required participation of newer teachers and an optional participation for veteran 

teachers, instead of the pay-for-performance option utilized in Denver Public Schools.   

The collective bargaining efforts of teacher unions have provided much commentary in 

educational policies passed by the federal government. Historically teacher unions vehemently 

opposed pay incentives due to their linkage to student achievement (Murnane & Cohen, 1986). 

However, recent studies reveal that teacher unions support teachers’ incentives for added 

qualifications and duties (Liang & Akiba, 2011; Liang et al., 2015; West & Mykerezi, 2011). 

Liang & Akiba (2011) found that in districts where union presence was active, the probability for 

pay incentives was 35.4% more than that of those without a union.  

Combined with the collective bargaining of teacher unions, parent perspectives have 

weighed heavily in implementing financial incentives for teachers. In a Gallup poll surveying the 

public’s attitude toward performance pay, 75% of parents agreed that student achievement 

should be a reliable determinant of performance pay (Jones, 2013). This evidence agrees with 

prior research that teachers are the essential factor in student achievement while neglecting 

outside forces affecting student performance (Goldhaber et al., 2011; Tajalli & Opheim, 2005).  

Pros and Cons of Performance-Based Pay 

Present in most schools are teachers who currently provide high-level instruction, as 

evidenced by their test data. PBP supporters contend that there should be awards for those 

teachers doing the work (Gius, 2012). Teachers growing students’ capacity, creating engaging 

lessons, and challenging students’ cognitive ability deserve incentives for good work (Goldhaber 



 

22 

et al., 2011). In effect, PBP helps to enhance the overall academic experiences of students, while 

simultaneously raising concerns of fairness and diminishing collaboration efforts (Wells, 2011). 

While many would argue that PBP is detrimental to the educational structure, evidence 

exists to the contrary (Figilio & Kenny, 2005, 2007). Using data from the National Education 

Longitudinal Survey of 4515 students from 502 schools, Figlio and Kenny (2005) found that 

student achievement on tests was higher in schools where teachers receive rewards through 

financial incentives for individual performance. Two years later, Figlio and Kenny (2007) 

studied 392 participating schools and discovered an association between teacher pay incentives 

and a 1.6 to a 3.2-point increase in student scores.  

A decade later, a government-sponsored, four-year study of 130 schools across 10 

districts suggested PBP helped raise test scores, despite the perception of its ineffectiveness 

(Chiang et al., 2017). After year four, Chiang et al. (2017) noted that nine of the ten districts 

experienced a 39% increase in student achievement in comparison to the implementation year. 

Such growth illustrated short-term effectiveness, fueling the ongoing debate as to why districts 

should vacate their current standard of pay based on the number of degrees and years of service. 

Figlio (2002) argued that archaic practices, such as experience/degree attainment salary 

increases, suppress the number of potential teachers inclined to enter the teaching profession, 

leading to the current teacher shortage. However, holistically raising teacher salaries will have 

the inverse effect (Figlio, 2002). Similarly, See et al. (2020) posited that the perception of a more 

favorable financially rewarding career influences the current shortage of teachers, whose salaries 

have relatively remained consistent over time. 
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PBP supporters argue that a system that provides teachers with potential bonuses and 

higher salaries will attract young talent (Cowan & Goldhaber, 2018; Dolton & Makepeace, 

1993). This attraction may create an influx of new teachers providing the profession with a 

sustainable future. However, as with other disciplines, sustainability rests with the incoming 

class of quality candidates. Warring against many viable, newly created fields, the teaching 

profession experiences longstanding interruptions that threaten the quality of education students 

receive. As a result, according to supporters, financial incentives such as PBP will supply an 

already suffering profession with qualified candidates (Cowan & Goldhaber, 2018). Some 

suggest that attracting young, skilled talent would be futile absent of such fiscal policies.  

While the need for new talent prevails in the educational field, policymakers, parents, and 

district leaders boast that PBP by design helps to provide additional accountability for teachers, 

which ultimately translates into higher student achievement (Goodman & Turner, 2013). Neal 

and Schanzenbach’s (2010) study of fifth grade students in the Chicago Public School district 

revealed a convincing correlation to improved student achievement between test scores and 

teachers’ strategic decisions when subject to performance pay policies. As student achievement 

is the primary goal of public education, PBP policies continually encourage teachers to refine 

their pedagogical skills (Lavy, 2009). Such refinement supports the rapidly changing needs of 

21st-century students. As a result, teachers inherently acquire new technological skills most 

adolescents have already mastered. Some scholars believe that PBP, in turn, urges teachers to 

learn and utilize methods that encourage rigorous instruction, thus improving instruction and 

student achievement (Goodman & Turner, 2013). 
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However, performance-based pay programs created to provide teachers with financial 

incentives to promote student achievement have received mixed responses from the intended 

teachers (Gius, 2012). Some studies suggest that high-performing teachers are more likely to 

agree with PBP than are those with low to mediocre performance (Cadsby et al., 2007; Dohmen 

& Falk, 2011). More specifically, Springer et al. (2010) found that 64% of participating teachers 

in the POINT (Project on Incentives in Teaching) study agreed that teachers with significant 

student achievement should receive higher wages. In addition, the POINT study participants 

believed that teachers considered less effective should receive less pay (Spring et al. 2010). 

Conversely, Goldhaber and colleagues’ (2011) survey of 1345 public school teachers showed 

that 72% of teachers supported pay incentives for teachers working in low-income or low-

performing schools, but only 17% were in favor of incentives based on student test scores. 

Teachers agree that financial incentives for a few can propagate disrespect and perpetuate 

the idea that their districts fail to appreciate all their teachers (Patrick et al., 2018). For example, 

a teacher in Gwinnett County public schools in Georgia, a county that had recently initiated a 

PBP system, anonymously chose to share his award with his colleagues and shared a statement 

of discontent with the Gwinnett Daily Post (Denman, 2019). Although only a one-person protest, 

this teacher suggested that districts should consider rewarding all teachers, as every classroom 

presents an array of incomparable variables. Thus, overall, teachers explain that the most 

appropriate method to encourage effective instructional practices and award teachers financially 

is to increase salaries holistically for all teachers. 

The topic of performance-based pay has generated publicity, debate, and policy changes 

in many states and school districts. However, because of this top-down approach, the perspective 
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of teachers—intended beneficiaries of PBP—are absent in many of these discussions. 

Consequently, numerous educators fail to support PBP programs (Fullan, 2014). In fact, critics 

of PBP claim that many financial incentive programs have adverse effects on the support of 

teachers. Teachers are less willing to work beyond contract hours, serve as coaches or club 

sponsors, and participate in district-provided professional development (Cui et al., 2017; Doorey, 

2013). However, in past decades, most teachers agreed that their drive to perform at high levels 

did not stem from increased pay or eligibility for bonuses (Boyd et al., 2005; Darling-Hammond 

& Sykes, 2003; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004).   

Typically, the impetus for financial incentives is to reward the highest performing 

teachers; thus, it is celebratory rather than compensatory (Hess, 2004). Hess (2004) argued that 

those who do well, teach in challenging areas, and possess critical skills should have higher 

salaries. Most supporters of increasing teacher salaries for these reasons argue that PBP is 

necessary to encourage both teacher motivation and student achievement (Figlio & Kenny, 

2007). At the same time, a vast majority contends that PBP creates a division in the field of 

education (Eberts et al., 2002; Pham et al., 2021). 

Few studies have found that performance pay affects teacher behavior or student 

achievement (Fryer, 2013; Kozlowski & Lauen, 2019; Yuan et al., 2013). For example, studies 

such as the POINT study in the Metropolitan Nashville School System (2006-07) showed no 

significant gain when PBP was implemented (Springer et al., 2010). In this study, 85% of 159 

teams of teachers (665 teachers on each team) reported that the PBP incentive did not affect their 

teaching over a period of two years. Additionally, Kozlowski and Lauen (2019) conducted a 

study of 150 teachers and 20 administrators; they argued that performance is an ineffective 
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measure due to three flawed assumptions: “(1) teachers are motivated by financial rewards, (2) 

teachers are not working as hard as they can, and (3) teachers know how to be more effective” 

(p. 2). In this case, the presence of PBP did not affect teacher actions as desired.  

On the other hand, Chiang et al.’s (2017) study of 132 schools in 10 school districts did 

show a change in teacher behavior. This included observation ratings, strategic behavior (courses 

taught and materials used), and improved collaborative nature. Such variability illustrates the 

need to perform additional studies to ensure PBP is the appropriate method for motivating a 

teacher’s instructional practice change. 

Effect on Collaboration  

Effective collaboration is essential to the success of schools and professional learning 

communities across the educational field. In fact, DuFour et al. (2006) contended that a student’s 

success is a by-product of an educator’s commitment to working with his/her colleagues. 

However, Eberts et al. (2002) argued that PBP promotes a competitive atmosphere among 

teachers, where teachers are less likely to collaborate or share best practices neglecting 

professional standards and ethical obligations. Their study revealed that 63% of participating 

teachers believe PBP would bring about unhealthy competition, 50% were concerned about the 

decrease in collaboration, and 34% ultimately said that individual teachers would work harder to 

receive the incentives (Eberts et al., 2002). PBP’s widespread implementation and competitive 

influence may challenge many teachers’ collaborative nature and the education profession that 

requires collaboration and community, changing its context to one of competition and self-

serving interests (Goldhaber et al., 2011), resulting in a threat to PBP’s original purpose and 
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longevity. Thus, competition and similar threats to the necessary expectation of collaboration 

could alter the teaching profession’s landscape 

Conversely, Springer et al. (2010) stated that 80% of the POINT study participants 

disagreed that teacher performance pay discouraged staff schools from working together, 

especially in districts where PBP incentives were group/school based. Group/school-based 

incentives are dependent upon all teachers’ collective efforts, not primarily based upon student 

achievement scores in an individual teacher’s class. In several studies, researchers found that 

participants were more willing to work toward a group-based award over individual incentives 

(Imberman & Lovenheim, 2015; Springer et al., 2010). In a multistate study, Kelley et al. (2002) 

reported that 56% of metropolitan Charlotte, North Carolina teachers and 39% of teachers in 

Kentucky agreed that they would give a high level of effort to meet a collective goal set for the 

school participating in a school-based incentive program. Later research conducted by 

Kobakhidze (2010) revealed teachers believed group and school-based incentives would increase 

collaboration. 

Performance-Based Pay for Teachers in Low-Performing Schools  

According to the findings of many studies, teacher attrition in low-income areas is much 

higher than in schools in wealthier areas (Boyd et al., 2005; Hanushek et al., 2004; Simon & 

Johnson, 2015). One reason for this is that a large percentage of teachers leave in search of 

schools that serve a predominantly affluent demographic (Boyd et al., 2005; Hanushek et al., 

2004; Simon & Johnson, 2015). Ingersoll (2001) reported that the turnover rate in high-poverty 

schools was roughly 50% higher than that in high-income schools. Two decades later, Nguyen 

(2021) found that teacher turnover in high-income schools is .05 standard deviation points versus 
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the 1.7 standard deviation in low-income schools—a statistic that illustrates the significant issue 

facing low-income schools regarding retention and staffing. Most would agree, as teacher 

attrition rates increase, student performance decreases; thus, students in low-income areas are at 

higher risk due to the consistent movement of teachers (Petty et al., 2012), for student 

achievement is dependent upon consistent, quality instruction (Berry, 2005; Carroll, 2007). 

Furthermore, students in low-income schools often must accept the typically substandard 

services provided to them by inexperienced teachers. As a result, schools within miles of each 

other have students with vastly different experiences, demographics, and, more importantly, 

performance trends.  

Because of this phenomenon, numerous researchers have studied inequities between 

schools and districts stemming from students’ socioeconomic status (Boyd et al., 2005; 

Hanushek et al., 2004; Simon & Johnson, 2015). From this body of research, dissatisfied and 

ineffective teachers plague schools in low-income high minority areas. Perrachione et al. (2008) 

argued that job satisfaction is rooted in a teacher’s overall satisfaction with the profession. The 

survey responses from 300 randomly selected Missouri public elementary teachers indicated that 

teachers who experience satisfaction at their schools were more likely to remain. Therefore, they 

believed that job satisfaction is a predictor of a teacher’s intent to stay (Perrachione et al., 2008).  

To solve teacher mobility and quality disparities found in low-income schools, district 

leaders consistently prioritize financial incentives. Although higher salaries provide motivation 

and contribute to job satisfaction, teachers in low-income schools describe other factors 

contributing to their attrition and dissatisfaction. Teachers decide to move from one school, 

district, or region based on various factors that include salary, class size, economic context, and 
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demographics (Boyd et al., 2010; Hanushek et al., 2004; Loeb et al., 2005). Furthermore, by 

focusing on only satisfaction within the teaching profession , Perrachione et al. (2008) 

overlooked other contributory factors affecting teacher job satisfaction in low-income schools, 

such as poor administration, work environments, and failed financial incentives (Obineli, 

2013).These specific factors must be addressed in addition to the potential benefits of PBP.  

Administration  

Administrative staff must create a culture for the school that will foster optimal learning 

while providing an environment where faculty and students feel safe. This responsibility hinges 

on the active participation of the school’s leadership. When teachers feel safe and supported by 

their administrators, the work environment is conducive for productivity (Hughes et al., 2015). 

Teacher productivity often equates to higher academic achievement of students. Several studies 

agree that teachers who demonstrate higher achievement, measured by test scores gains, tend to 

remain at their assigned school longer than those who do not (Boyd et al., 2008; Boyd et al., 

2010; Goldhaber et al., 2011; Hanushek et al., 2005).   

In buildings absent of such support, the morale of teachers is generally low, and teachers 

are unwilling to go beyond the contractual requirements to further the vision set forth by the 

school and district. However, in a study conducted by Boyd et al. (2008), the findings suggest 

that improving school administration may be an effective measure for reducing teacher turnover. 

While visions of what supportive administrative staff looks like may vary, most would agree that 

a supportive administration is responsive to teachers, allows leveled classroom autonomy, and 

solicits the input of teachers in curriculum decisions (Cui et al., 2017). Such an administration 

would improve teacher morale, as well as the work environment. 
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Work Environment  

As the mobility of teachers continues to plague schools in low-income areas, the 

motivation of remaining teachers continues to decline. While a school’s inherent goal is to 

provide each student with quality education, it fails to suppress the demotivating experiences of 

teachers (Bradford & Braaten, 2018). Ultimately, teachers who work in environments where 

motivation is low are more likely to be transient, and such movement prevents the creation of 

culture and community. The instability of the culture, often present in low-income schools, 

forces the continual nature of movement and rebuilding. At the same time, both teachers and 

students suffer from the loss caused by the consistent unstable movement of teachers. Simon and 

Johnson (2015) argued that teachers who leave low-income schools are not leaving their 

students; instead, they are choosing to leave the poor working conditions they endured. A shared 

connection among the teachers, students, and the community is requisite for increased 

motivation. Teachers who enjoy a bond with their students and colleagues will endure most 

shortcomings of their employment (Judge et al., 2001; Lee et al., 2010; Rigopoulou et al., 2011). 

Financial Incentives  

Efforts to improve teacher motivation in urban schools primarily focus on providing 

teachers with financial incentives or combat pay, a term used to describe the supplemental pay 

teachers in districts with low academic achievement and mounting behavior issues (Goldhaber et 

al., 2011). Although the potential to earn bonuses and higher salaries is available, financial 

incentives are not the intrinsic motivators most teachers need to choose urban schools. Research 

has failed to provide substantial evidence that these incentives affect teacher effectiveness (Fryer 

et al., 2012). In addition, they have not slowed the movement of teachers.  
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As previously discussed, most agree that the constant mobility of teachers damages the 

quality of education students receive (Berry, 2005; Carroll, 2007). Understanding the impact 

caused by teacher mobility due to lack of motivation and failed financial incentives is beneficial 

because it sheds light on the complex problem of creating a community within urban schools. 

Repeated turnover prevents the continuity needed to establish sustainable, trusting relationships 

among teachers, students, and families (Simon & Johnson, 2015). Teacher turnover has caused 

districts to implement mandatory service plans that include yearly service requirements to 

become eligible for transfer within a school district, continuing to widen the demotivation of 

already overworked teachers (Simon & Johnson, 2015). Such requirements fail to solve the issue 

of teachers leaving low-performing schools or improve their motivation.   

Summary 

This review of literature revealed that performance-based incentives for teachers are a 

multilayered issue. While supporters argue that this system celebrates society’s unsung heroes, 

contenders believe it breaks apart the cultural fabric of education systems. In addition, 

proponents contend that PBP relies on the assumption that extrinsic motivation will ultimately 

result in higher teacher motivation and student achievement (Gerhart & Fang, 2015). However, 

neither address the inherent inequity created for students and teachers in Title I schools. This 

unintended dilemma creates issues for districts utilizing PBP based on the limited studies that 

affirm the program’s effectiveness. As a result, there is a need for future studies exploring the 

consequences that PBP has on teachers’ motivation in the Title I school setting. The following 

chapter presents the research design of this study targeting teachers’ perspectives of PBP. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

In recent years, rewarding the best teachers with financial incentives has become the 

topic of much debate among district leaders and policymakers. School districts have interviewed 

school personnel and conducted focus groups to discover possible effects of performance-based 

pay (PBP) on teacher motivation (Albers & Pattuwage, 2017). After implementation, some 

districts have found that the system designed to celebrate teachers’ efforts created polarizing 

views among educators (Quinn & Klein, 2019). Across the nation, PBP continues to fuel the 

debate seeking to uncover the effect on motivation. Consequentially, it is necessary to 

understand PBP’s positive and negative influences, as its effects are far-reaching and directly 

impact classroom instruction and student performance. 

The topic of PBP has generated publicity, debate, and policy changes in many states and 

school districts. However, teachers’ voices—intended beneficiaries of PBP—are absent in many 

of these discussions. As a result, many teachers have not supported PBP programs and often 

view it as a demotivator (Fullan, 2014). Hess (2004) argued that those who do well, teach in 

challenging areas, and possess critical skills should have higher salaries. Most supporters of 

increasing teacher salaries for these reasons argue that PBP is necessary to encourage both 

teacher motivation and student achievement (Figlio & Kenny, 2007). At the same time, research 

suggests that teachers contend that PBP creates divisions in the field of education (Eberts et al., 

2002).  

Few studies have found that performance pay affects teacher behavior or student 

achievement (Fryer, 2013; Kozlowski & Lauen, 2019; Yuan et al., 2013). Such variability 
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illustrates the need to perform additional studies to ensure PBP is the appropriate method for 

motivating change in a teacher’s instructional practice. This study sought to add to the literature 

on PBP by offering the perspectives of teachers in low-performing schools. 

This chapter presents the research design of the study of teachers’ perspectives of PBP. 

The chapter begins with the reiteration of the research questions, followed by the description and 

rational of the research design. Next is a discussion of the selected population, sample, and 

participants and criteria for participation. The instrumentation of the study is the next topic of 

discussion, which leads to the delineation of the steps utilized in data collection and data 

analysis. The chapter then addresses measures taken to address ethical issues and researcher bias. 

The chapter concludes with a description of the procedures implemented by the researcher to 

improve trustworthiness of the results. 

Research Questions Reiterated 

This study aimed to identify teachers’ perspectives on the outcomes of school districts’ 

financial incentives to improve teacher motivation. As a result, the present research sought to 

answer the following central research question: What are teachers’ perspectives on PBP in Title I 

schools? 

This central question generated the following three sub-questions:  

1. What are the teacher attitudes about PBP in Title I schools? 

2. In what ways do teachers describe how the PBP policy affects their collaboration, 

motivation, and job satisfaction?  

3. What are the perceived outcomes after implementation of PBP? 
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Research Design 

The four elements of the research process—epistemology, theoretical perspective, 

methodology, and methods—build on research decision-making and provide justification for 

those decisions (Crotty, 1998). Epistemology, as described by Crotty (1998), is “the theory of 

knowledge embedded in the theoretical perspective and thereby in the methodology” (p. 3). This 

study employed pragmatism as its epistemology, since its focus was that reality only “reveals” 

(Biesta & Burbules, 2003, p. 10) itself as a result of the activities—the “doings” (p. 10). Biesta 

and Burbules (2003) summarized John Dewey’s organization of pragmatism as a “Transactional 

Constructivism; because he argued that our knowledge is at the very same time a construction 

and based on reality” (p. 11). Research in this way is a systematic method to discover, extend, 

and understand the context of social environments.  

The approach to exploring this study’s research question was best studied using the case 

study method. This approach was well situated as a part of the framework to study the 

phenomenon since it was difficult to separate the variables from their context (Yin, 2014). 

According to Yin (2014), a case study design is most useful when answering research questions 

posed with why and how. Merriam (1998) and Yin (2014) agreed that a case study design creates 

a holistic data view and includes participants’ experiences. In this study, the case study design 

facilitated the creation of an explanatory illustration of the experiences of PBP-eligible teachers 

working in Title I schools. Social scientists commonly use case studies to study teachers because 

it examines their lived experiences within the natural setting (Stake, 2010).  

This approach also allowed the researcher to focus on a holistic description and 

explanation; offering “a means of investigating complex social units consisting of multiple 
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variables of potential importance in understanding the phenomenon” (Merriam, 1998, p. 29). 

While Merriam’s case study design was the method employed for the study, Stake’s (1995) 

rationale for conducting a case study aligned with the goals and aims of this research:  

A case study is expected to catch the complexity of a single case. . . . We study a case 

when it itself is of very special interest. We look for the detail of interaction and its 82 

contexts . . . the study of the particularity and complexity of a single case, coming to 

understand its activity within important circumstances. (p. xi) 

The impetus of this case study is to comprehend the underpinnings of the participants’ 

perceptions relating to teacher compensation, specifically PBP. Through a descriptive discussion 

of their beliefs, this study explored intrinsic motivation and whether extrinsic motivation can 

encourage teacher performance. Merriam (1998) described four essential tenets of a case study 

with a qualitative descriptive: focus, particularistic, descriptive, heuristic, and inductive, which 

he described as follows:  

• “Particularistic means that case studies focus on a particular situation, event, program, 

or phenomenon” (p. 29). 

• “Descriptive means that the end product is a rich, ‘thick’ description of the 

phenomenon under study” (p. 29) that “illustrate the complexities of a situation” (p. 

30). 

• “Heuristic means the case study illuminates the reader’s understanding of the 

phenomenon under study” (p. 30) that “can bring about the discovery of new 

meanings, extend the reader’s understanding, or confirm what is known” (p. 30).  
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• “Inductive involves the discovery of new relationships, concepts, and understanding, 

rather than verification of predetermined hypotheses or deduction” (p. 13). 

These four tenets provided the current research with permission to explore the data 

collected to examine the effects of PBP. While giving a “thick” description of the phenomena, 

this researcher hoped to discover new meaning that illustrated the complexity of the relational 

concepts of motivation and performance of teachers embedded in PBP. Merriam (1998) further 

described descriptive research as explaining how phenomena under investigation should define 

and explain, rather than illustrating cause and effect. The current study followed Merriam’s 

caution by allowing new understanding to lead the narrative when explaining themes found 

within the data.  

According to Merriam (1998), a case study should incorporate multiple data collection 

methods to explore a phenomenon adequately; however, Merriam did not ascribe to a specific 

process. Accordingly, this study used various collection methods to confirm reliability through 

triangulation to mitigate researcher bias. Utilizing a multi-methods design in an attempt to 

evaluate teacher perspectives of PBP implementation in Title I schools, data collection included 

a survey and semi-structured interviews. This research comprised of both qualitative and 

quantitative techniques for data collection and analysis to address the same or related research 

questions (Gall et al. 2015; Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017; van Griensven et al., 2014). The 

researcher utilized quantitative methods to analyze data collected via surveys sent through the 

email server of Patriot Post High School (Pseudonym). Following this, to better understand the 

survey results, the researcher engaged in the qualitative method of interviews with veteran 

teachers who volunteered at the conclusion of the survey. 
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Population, Sample, and Participants 

Necessary for data collection, case studies require a unit of measurement for analysis. 

The case itself was a school situated in a school district that recently implemented PBP. 

Purposive sampling best served the current study, as it helped to select sites and participants due 

to their possession of a similar trait or characteristic (Creswell, 2013; Patton, 2001). Patton 

(2001) argued that it is necessary to “decide what it is you want to be able to say something 

about at the end of the study” (p. 229) when exploring units of analysis. As a result, the unit of 

analysis for this study was Patriot Post High School (PPHS) from a district that had recently 

implemented a PBP program in which teachers participated.  

The quantitative sample was comprised of teachers employed at PPHS, a low-income 

Title I school located in the southeastern region of the United States. During the subsequent 

qualitative phase, the selection of teachers for participation in 15-minute, semi-structured 

interviews was dependent on the following criteria: willingness to participate, working at a 

school within a district currently or previously participating in PBP incentives; teaching 

experience of more than three consecutive years in Title I schools consecutively; and their survey 

responses.  

Instrumentation 

The initial survey utilized in this research was adapted from an instrument designed by 

John Wells (2011) and administered to teachers at PPHS located in a district with multiple high-

poverty schools (see Appendix D). In the development of the instrument, Wells (2011) used 

factor analysis following data collection to allow for the representation of measured variables 

within five latent factors. These factors were theoretically valid and statistically reliable and 
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demonstrated to have a good fit to the data (Wells, 2011). Two of the factors, categorized as 

“Implementation,” included “Knowledge about PBP” and “Attitude about Supplemental Pay.” 

The other three factors, categorized as “Outcomes,” included “Support for PBP,” 

“Collaboration,” and “Perceived Changes Resulting from PBP.” The “Perceived Changes” factor 

included three subfactors: “Positive Changes among Teachers,” “Negative Changes among 

Teachers,” and “Changes in Working with Students” (Wells, 2011, p. 11). All survey items from 

these five factors were used in this study as they measured elements consistent with the research 

aim. However, research conducted by Wells (2011) did not include PBP as a factor, therefore 

titles differed. 

Preceding the adapted instrument from Wells (2011), the researcher administered a set of 

demographic questions that asked teachers to indicate their highest academic degree earned, self-

report on student performance on standardized tests as measured at the classroom level, self-

report on their teacher performance, designate specific subjects they taught, indicate their level 

of participation in professional development, and designate their fulfillment of additional roles 

(i.e., serving as mentor to other teachers). Following these demographic items, the adapted 

survey from Wells (2011) was administered. The first section of the instrument (Support for 

PBP) included statements such as “I feel I will be better rewarded financially for what I do as a 

teacher under the PBP program than in prior years,” and “The amount of the incentive will be 

large enough to motivate me to examine my teaching practices more closely.” The second 

section of the adapted instrument (Collaboration) included statements such as “The prospect that 

teachers at my school can earn a bonus encourages staff to work together,” and “When teachers 

and administrators in a school work collaboratively, student achievement improves.” The third 
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section of the adapted instrument (Outcomes from PBP) included statements such as “I like the 

way things are run at the school better,” “Teachers seem more competitive than cooperative,” 

and “Teachers more often expect students to complete every assignment.” Finally, the survey 

included a short section of open-ended items that asked specific questions pertaining to teachers’ 

knowledge regarding PBP in their district. In order to further investigate and triangulate the 

findings of the survey, the survey also included a question that asked if the teachers were 

available for a semi-structured interview. For volunteers who indicated a willingness to 

participate and met the selection criteria, the researcher obtained the informed consent of 

interviewees prior to conducting interviews (see Appendix C).  

Interview questions served as a method to confirm and clarify data collected from the 

survey results. As a result, the researcher created the interview questions as an extension of the 

survey and its results. Interview questions were linked with the research questions: 

1. What is your understanding about PBP? 

2. What are your thoughts concerning PBP? 

3. What happened when the awards went out among colleagues? Buzz around the 

school? Can you describe a conversation? 

4. How does PBP motivate those around you?  How about for yourself? 

5. How does PBP change the school climate among teachers? Are you satisfied with the 

outcomes? 

6. How has PBP changed your teaching practices? How about others? 

7. Do you think there are better financial incentives for teachers other than bonuses (i.e., 

Loan forgiveness)?  
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8. Do you believe PBP is a sustainable incentive for teachers? 

9. The survey results for teachers early in the profession agree with the implementation 

of PBP when veterans do not, how would you respond these results? (if appropriate) 

10. Anything you would like to add. 

Semi-structured interviews provided information that helped to understand the participants’ lived 

experiences. Brinkmann (2013) stated, “People talk with others to learn about how they 

experience the world, how they think, act, feel, and develop as individuals and in groups” (p.1). 

Each interview consisted of similarly prepared, semi-structured questions (Bernard, 2006). 

Data Collection 

After obtaining institutional review board (IRB) approval from Mercer University (see 

Appendix A) and the participating school districts, the researcher conferred with the district’s 

information technology department to acquire any permissions. The researcher also acquired 

permission from the school’s district office and building-level principal before conducting the 

surveys and semi-structured interviews. The researcher then emailed a recruitment letter (see 

Appendix B) to the eligible teachers (N = 115) at the participating high school. 

Using the survey data, the researcher identified and interviewed four consenting teachers 

from PPHS. Selected volunteers were high school faculty members Participants provided a 

detailed description of their personal experiences with PBP. As PBP eligible employees, the 

participants possessed insight not held by non-eligible teachers, unique knowledge of student 

achievement data trends, and relationships with other teachers shaping their individual opinions 

of PBP. Attaining this information furthered the study’s purpose of exploring teachers’ attitudes 

toward intrinsic and extrinsic motivators/rewards. Once identified, I scheduled semi-structured 
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interviews with the participants to inquire about the participants’ understanding of PBP and 

initial thoughts regarding the implementation of PBP on teachers and student achievement. 

As a method for gaining insight into social research, the interviews helped explore each 

participant’s individual thoughts of the overall impact of PBP. Zoom, an online platform capable 

of recording and transcribing interviews, was the preferred platform for administering the 

interviews. Zoom promoted the accuracy of transcription and coding, as well as convenience for 

participants, who preferred to interview after regular school hours.  

To protect their anonymity, the researcher assigned numbers to each survey participant 

and pseudonyms to each interviewee. All data collected and interview notes referenced the given 

study number, removing names and identifiers from the study. All data were kept on a password-

protected computer for three years, at which point they will be destroyed.  

Data Analysis 

Following the collection of the survey data, the researcher used the Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences (SPSS) version 24.0 (IBM, 2020) to verify the validity and reliability of the 

instrument as used with the sample of teachers. Descriptive statistics were calculated to represent 

the survey data gathered from the quantitative items. Responses to the survey’s open-ended items 

were analyzed using thematic content analysis, which is a systematic coding and categorizing 

approach that can be used to investigate extensive amounts of “existing textual information in 

order to ascertain the trends and patterns of words used, their frequency, their relationship and 

the structures, contexts and discourses of communication” (Grbich, 2013, p. 190). 

The qualitative arm also allowed for an in-depth description of the firsthand experiences 

of teachers providing specific descriptions regarding their experiences with PBP. The researcher 
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followed Yin’s (2014) recommendation to engage with the data using multiple coding cycles. 

Castleberry and Nolen (2018) described a five-step process for analyzing data using a thematic 

analysis process. This approach to qualitative research combines the seminal works of Yin 

(2014) and Miles et al. (2014) into a straightforward method for analysis. The five-step process 

for thematic analysis includes: 

1. Compiling (transcription),  

2. Disassembling (coding/grouping),  

3. Reassembling (creating themes),  

4. Interpreting (drawing conclusion),  

5. Concluding (Castleberry & Nolen, 2018, p. 808) 

The researcher then analyzed the transcripts using NVivo12 to assist in data organization 

and management. At the same time, each coded piece of data was compared and observations of 

patterns grouped into meaningful categories. Memos recorded the researcher’s thoughts and 

questions as he interviewed, reviewed, and coded the collected data. After the initial coding of 

the data, the researcher employed member checking by asking each participant to verify the 

themes found to ensure fair representation for the study’s purpose. This process helped to 

identify and verify themes present in the qualitative data. An iterative review of the survey 

results in conjunction with the thematic grouping of codes provided the final analysis and 

construction of conclusions. Chapter 4 presents these results in the form of tables and figures. 

Ethical Issues 

The researcher applied to the Mercer University Institutional Review Board to gain 

approval to conduct the present study of educators in low-income schools. Once approved by 
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IRB and the local district, the researcher sent emails seeking participation of PBP eligible 

teachers at PPHS. All emails and messages included a description of the researcher’s study, 

duration, and contact information. The researcher conducted the study with teachers in a 

deidentified urban district in the southeastern region of the United States. To preserve the 

identities of each participant and research site, the researcher assign numbers or pseudonyms to 

protect anonymity and maintain confidentiality.  

Researcher Bias 

Along with the central tenets of seminal works by Merriam and Stake, I understand that a 

case study combines the researcher’s feeling of being compelled to explore the meaning of a 

particular case and his inability to ignore the opportunity to do so because of personal goals and 

aspirations. I am a fourth-year doctoral candidate, enrolled in the educational leadership P-12 

program at Mercer University, a private university in the southeastern United States, who 

obtained a master’s degree in educational leadership from the same university. I identify as a 

married African American male with four children, three of whom are fosters. At the time of the 

study, I was employed in a district leadership position in a large urban school district in the 

southeastern United States.  

Starting in the educational field in 2007, I quickly noticed the undue financial burden 

teachers experience. Moving up the ranks from a substitute to district instructional coach to 

assistant principal, I have invested over 14 years in education. Additionally, I am married to a 

career educator teaching in the same district, who has taught for 23 years in multiple elementary 

schools.  
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Initially, the district did not utilize performance-based compensation for teachers yet used 

the traditional compensation model based on years of service. Additionally, it provided stipends 

for attending training courses and teachers offering students additional help after contract hours. 

In 2015, when the district began its transition to PBP, I, as did other teachers, noticed the 

disenfranchisement potentially present in individual schools. We commonly believed that 

schools with historically high student achievement and less poverty would inherently be eligible 

for incentives. While wealth does not equate to achievement, students in these schools have 

access to parents who possess college degrees and can afford supplemental educational services 

when needed. As a result, I developed a negative view of the incentives because of teachers’ 

disenfranchisement in the most critically fragile schools.  

Trustworthiness 

Recognizing the bias of the researcher is essential. The intent of the present research was 

to identify the impact PBP has on teachers. While unintentional, the researcher’s professional 

career as a district leader in a large urban school district and his relationship with current PBP 

eligible teachers had the potential to create bias and influence the study’s trustworthiness. As a 

result, the study could potentially include connections and biases. However, to reduce the impact 

of bias, the researcher used verification techniques such as triangulation and member checking of 

the data collected from the interviews.  

To create trustworthiness, as described by Lincoln and Guba (1985), the researcher 

employed the four-prong research criteria test: credibility, transferability, dependability, and 

confirmability. To establish credibility, the researcher utilized triangulation, peer debriefing, and 

member checking. According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), these procedures provide the 
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researcher with analytical data to ensure the stakeholders’ views and opinions are expressed with 

fidelity. In agreement, Creswell (2013) posited that member checking allows one or more of the 

participants to determine if the study was accurate and realistic and if the interpretations are fair 

and representative.  

During the study, the researcher attempted to establish transferability according to 

Bazeley (2013) tenets. Bazeley (2013) stated, “What is learned from individual cases is not that 

we can describe the characteristics of a larger population, but rather that we gain an 

understanding of the way some aspect of society works” (p. 411). While the present research did 

not attempt to generalize the views of all teachers based on the study’s participants, the 

researcher attempted to convey the ideas of this sample. The study achieved transferability by 

providing a detailed description of the participants, sites, and findings. In this way, the researcher 

confirmed the opportunity for future researchers to duplicate the current study to make 

comparisons.  

Vitally important is for research to establish dependability and confirmability. As a result, 

the researcher utilized an inquiry audit to create a fairness of representation. At the same time, 

confirmability was achieved through an audit trail where reflective, condensed memos served as 

a method for analysis. The researcher provided a clear description of the process used to conduct 

the study and report the data with fidelity. 

Summary 

This chapter detailed the analytic approach to addressing the central issue found with this 

study. The chapter outlined the process used to understand the contextual implications of PBP to 

the motivation of teachers at PPHS and in Title I schools. A restatement of the study’s purpose 
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and research questions preceded the description of the methodology, methods, and participant 

selection process of the study. Measures to ensure ethical treatment of participants and 

trustworthiness of data were described. This case study employed a multi-method design that 

utilized a survey and semi-structured interviews to collect data. Chapter 4 presents the 

descriptive analysis of the survey data and thematic analysis of the open-ended survey questions 

and interviews to understand the outcomes of PBP at PPHS and Title I schools.    
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CHAPTER 4  

RESULTS  

In the past 25 years, performance-based pay (PBP) emerged as a leading method to 

attract new talent, retain current talent, and sustain teachers in the education field (Bowen & 

Mills, 2017). However, the uncertainty of the system caused multiple high-level discussions 

among district and school leaders and state policymakers (Bowen & Mills, 2017). The 

discussions centered on the impact of PBP on teachers and ways to quantify their efforts. 

However, without a straightforward method to address this conversation, district leaders and 

policymakers continued to push forward with performance pay measures (Ballou & Springer, 

2015; Bowen & Mills, 2017; Lavy, 2007). Jones and Hartney (2017) expressed concern with 

districts’ failure to examine the effects of PBP and the potential harm to the educational system. 

They asserted that multiple issues such as teacher sorting, retention of quality teachers, and 

intrinsic motivation are potential targets of the districts’ negligence (Jones & Hartney, 2017).  

Consequently, districts experienced a decrease in collaboration and a decline in teacher 

motivation as unintentional effects of PBP’s implementation (Balch & Springer, 2015). While 

seeking to understand the impact of PBP, this study aimed to identify the teachers’ perspective of 

PBP in Title I schools. The present study utilized a multi-method design (Creswell, 2013) to 

collect quantitative data through an adapted survey created by Wells (2011), then qualitative data 

via respondent interviews to help further explore and explain the emerging themes found within 

the quantitative data (Creswell, 2013). The data collection procedures consisted of email 

invitations to teachers at a high school in the southeastern United States. Of the 130 teachers on 

staff, 115 were present at PPHS and eligible for PBP, yet 63 responded at a response rate of 
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54.78%. The researcher invited teachers who met the research criteria to participate in a 15-

minute semi-structured interview during the qualitative phase. The criteria for participation were 

as follows: willingness to participate, working at a school within a district currently or previously 

participating in PBP incentives; teaching experience of more than three consecutive years in 

Title I schools consecutively; and their survey responses.  

The central question that guided this research was as follows: What are teachers’ 

perspectives on PBP in Title I schools? 

This central question generated the following three sub-questions: 

1. What are the teacher attitudes about PBP in Title I schools? 

2. In what ways do teachers describe how the PBP policy affects their collaboration, 

motivation, and job satisfaction?  

3. What are the perceived changes after implementation of PBP? 

This chapter analyzes the collected data gathered from the adapted Wells (2011) 

instrument completed by teachers from a single Title I school and semi-structured interviews of 

three teachers meeting the study’s criterion who voluntarily submitted email addresses for 

contact at the conclusion of the survey.  

Survey Site 

The setting for this study was a single Title I school within a larger suburban school 

district in the southeastern region of the United States. The student population of Patriot Post 

High School (pseudonym) in the 2021-22 school year was 2,912 in grades 9-12, with variable 

teacher retention due to changing demographics in the area. The study body of Patriot Post High 

School (PPHS) was comprised of seven ethnic groups, with over 80% of students qualifying for 



 

49 

free and reduced meals. The school celebrated its rich cultural representation of 160 nations and 

96 spoken languages through multiple activities, such as the International Multi-Culture Evening 

held annually in late February.   

PPHS was selected as one of seven schools to pilot the districts pay for performance 

incentive during school year 2017-2018. The pilot consisted of multiple professional 

development training sessions to train the teachers about the incentive and how to read the 

matrix used to determine awards accurately. The pilot lasted two years prior to the pay for 

performance incentive was available to all teachers in the district. The teachers from the seven 

schools, including PPHS, provided district leaders with viable feedback regarding the matrix and 

general concerns. The district’s pay for performance plan went into effect during the 2019-2020 

school year. Teachers could receive awards twice per school year, the first in December and the 

second in May. Unfortunately, due to the pandemic, only one award was given in December. 

Survey Respondents 

The study utilized the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) to derive descriptive 

statistics. In the 2021-2022 school year, during the quantitative phase of this study, teachers 

received an email invitation to participate in the adapted Wells (2011) survey instrument. The 

desired population for this study consisted of high school teachers at Patriots Post High School 

(PPHS). Each respondent gave informed consent by clicking “yes” to continue and start the 

survey through the secure SurveyMonkey online tool. Although respondents initially consented 

to the study, the option to exit the survey or not answer questions within the survey allowed them 

the opportunity to opt out of the survey.  
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To maximize the number of respondents, the survey was active for six weeks for all 

teachers. The rate of respondents initially trickled in at five to seven per week. Three email 

reminders solicited participants during the active survey window, yet the response rate remained 

low. After sending the final email asking for participants in week five, the survey tool received 

an overwhelming response of 30-40 additional surveys, for a total sample size of 63.  

The original study design sought to include high school teachers from four high schools; 

however, the school district’s IRB board did not give their approval except for the current high 

school. As a result, the case study included participants from one local high school with a 

population of 130 teachers, of which 115 were eligible for participation in the study. Of the 115, 

63 began the survey, but the researcher excluded 16 for skipping all or some items from the 

Likert section within the survey. The exclusion of this data helped eliminate a negative impact on 

reporting the data when analyzed through descriptive statistics. The final sample size for 

participants who completed the entire survey was 47 teachers. Of the original 63 respondents, 

69.8% of the respondents were female, and 19% were male. The respondents with 20 or more 

years of service (N = 20) were the largest group of participants (31.7%). Tables 1 and 2 present 

the demographic statistics of the original 63 respondents. 

 

Table 1  

Gender of Survey Participants 

Gender N % 

Male 12 19.0% 

Female 44 69.8% 

No Response 7 11.1% 
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Table 2  

Survey Participants’ Years of Teaching Experience  

Years N % 

Less than 1 year 2 3.2% 

1-2 years 6 9.5% 

3-5 years 3 4.8% 

6-10 years 13 20.6% 

11-15 years 5 7.9% 

16-20 years 7 11.1% 

20 or more years 20 31.7% 

No Response 7 11.1% 

 

 

Wells’s (2011) Adapted Survey Instrument 

The Wells (2011) instrument used in this study provided answers to the research 

questions during the quantitative phase of the study. The instrument consisted of 36 items, 25 

using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Agree) to 5 (Strongly Disagree). The 

initial six survey questions gathered demographic data that allowed the researcher to include or 

exclude participants for phase two of the study: qualitative semi-structured interviews. The final 

seven questions consisted of open-ended items, seeking the respondents’ individual thoughts on 

the impact of PBP. The data collected from these questions were analyzed using the NVivo12 

software for word frequency and theme emergence. The open-ended questions also helped the 

researcher formulate interview questions for follow-up during phase two of the study.  

The survey’s 25 Likert-scale items were divided into five subsections: (a) Outcome-

Support for PBP, (b) Outcome-Collaboration, (c) Positive Changes Among Teachers, (d) 

Negative Changes Among Teachers, and (e) Changes in Working with Students. See Appendix 
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C for a listing of each item by subsection). The researcher compared the reliability of the Wells 

(2011) instrument against the reliability found by the instrument developers using the 

Cronbach’s alpha (coefficient alpha) in SPSS. Wells (2011) utilized fit statistics, specifically the 

Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI), to report the instrument's reliability. Wells reported a GFI of 

0.949, where the index indicated values greater than 0.90 as a reasonably good fit.  

To identify the reliability of the present study, the researcher used Cronbach’s alpha 

(Taber, 2018). Table 3 illustrates the Cronbach’s alpha data collected for the present study.  

 

Table 3 

Sub-Scale Reliability Statistics  

Item N of items α 

Outcome: Support for PBP  9 .342 

Outcome: Collaboration  5 .442 

Positive Changes Among Teachers  3 .760 

Negative Changes Among Teachers  4 .650 

Changes in Working with Students  4 .776 

Totals Instrument  25 .606 

 
 
The typical minimal alpha value is 0.70; however, values above 0.60 are also accepted (Taber, 

2018; van Griethuijsen et al., 2014). Specifically, Taber (2018) described an α of 0.61-0.65 as 

having moderate reliability. Nevertheless, the sub-scale scores for the two items reported an α of 

.342 and .442, respectively. As a result, these items were insufficient for accurate analysis, and 

mean scores from the individual statements were included in discussions.  
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Quantitative Results 

Each subsection of the survey instrument provided a different view of the impact of PBP 

after its implementation. Table 5 provides the descriptive statistics that report each subsection’s 

mean, standard deviation, and variance scores. The first subsection, Outcome: Support for PBP, 

measured teachers’ support for financial incentives in the form of PBP. High mean scores within 

this section’s data illustrated that teachers do not believe in PBP nor support its implementation. 

This section included statements such as“ “I feel I will be better rewarded financially for what I 

do as a teacher under the PBP program than in the prior year,” M= 3.36, and “The financial 

incentives included in the PBP program will encourage teachers to work harder than in prior 

years to get more pay,” M= 3.45.  

The second section of the instrument, Outcome: Collaboration, measured the impact 

teachers believed PBP has on collaboration within schools. High means within this section 

illustrated teachers’ belief that PBP deterred their desire or the desires of others to collaborate 

with their colleagues. Statements in this section included “The prospect that teachers at my 

school can earn a bonus encourages staff to work together,” and “I am becoming a better teacher 

because of the support and collaboration at my school.” Comparing the mean scores of 3.55 and 

2.17, respectively, indicates that the survey respondents believed that, while bonuses do not 

encourage teachers to work more collaboratively, the current level of collaboration contributed to 

making them better teachers.  

The third subsection, Positive Changes among Teachers, measured the noticeable positive 

impact among the teaching staff after PBP’s implementation. This section included statements 

such as “I would describe teachers at this school as a more satisfied group,” and “Teachers can 
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be counted on more often to help each other with their teaching, even though it may not be part 

of their official assignment.” The mean score of 2.96 within this subsection illustrated the 

respondents’ inability to connect or disconnect PBP to positive changes among staff at their 

school after the implementation of PBP.  

The fourth section, Negative Changes among Teachers, provided data illustrating PBP’s 

negative impact on teachers. This section measured the negative impact teachers noticed after the 

implementation of PBP. Statements included “I have noticed increased resentment among 

teachers,” and “Teachers seem more competitive than cooperative.” Although individual 

questions within this section received low scores, indicating the respondents agreed with the 

survey items, the overall mean score of 2.83 for the subsection did not indicate an overall 

negative impact on teachers at PPHS.  

The final subsection of the survey, Changes in Working with Students, noted PBP’s 

impact on teachers’ desire to work with students. The overall low mean score of 2.02 in this 

section illustrated the trickle-down impact of PBP on students within the learning environment. 

At the same time, teachers expected more of students while also providing the students with 

additional opportunities to complete assignments. Sample statements from this section include, 

“Teachers are willing to provide additional opportunities for students to make up missed 

assignments” (M= 1.85), and “teachers offer more time for tutoring and remediation,” (M = 

2.00). Tables 4 through 8 provide the descriptive statistics for each subscale of the survey. 
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Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics for Outcome: Support for PBP Sub-Scale 

Survey Item N Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

I feel I will be better rewarded 
financially for what I do as a 
teacher under the PBP program 
than in prior years. 

47 3.36 1.223 1.497 

The amount of the incentive will 
be large enough to motivate me to 
examine my teaching practices 
more closely. 

47 3.26 1.276 1.629 

The PBP program neglects to 
measure important aspects of my 
teaching performance. 

47 1.94 .919 .844 

The potential monetary award 
teachers can receive is small in 
comparison to what’s being asked 
of them. 

47 1.91 .996 .993 

The financial incentives included 
in the PBP program will 
encourage teachers to work harder 
than in prior years to get more 
pay. 

47 3.45 1.265 1.600 

The program is unlikely to be 
sustained after the grant, so 
teachers are pessimistic about 
lasting results. 

47 2.23 .960 .922 

I support implementing the PBP 
program at my school. 

47 3.34 1.256 1.577 

Most teachers in my school 
supported implementing the PBP 
program. 

47 3.30 .858 .735 

The PBP program can be insulting 
to teachers since it implies they 
are not doing a good job of 
teaching students already. 

47 2.21 
 
 

1.102 1.215 
 
 
 

Subsection Mean Score   2.77   
Note. Survey scale: 1=Strongly Agree, 2= Agree, 3=Neither Agree/Disagree, 4=Disagree, 5=Strongly Disagree 
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics for Outcome: Collaboration Sub-Scale 

Survey Item N Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

The prospect that teachers at my 
school can earn a bonus 
encourages staff to work together. 

47 3.55 1.194 1.426 

When teachers and administrators 
in a school work collaboratively, 
student achievement improves. 

47 1.43 .580 .337 

My input is valued at my school. 47 2.38 .822 .676 

I feel supported by other teachers 
in my same content area. 

47 2.02 .989 .978 

I am becoming a better teacher 
because of the support and 
collaboration at my school. 

47 2.17 1.049 1.101 

Subsection Mean Score  2.31   

Note. Survey scale: 1=Strongly Agree, 2= Agree, 3=Neither Agree/Disagree, 4=Disagree, 5=Strongly Disagree 

 

 

Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics for Positive Changes Among Teachers Sub-Scale 

Survey Item N Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

I would describe teachers at this 
school as a more satisfied group. 

46 3.37 1.123 1.260 

Things are running at the school 
better. 

47 3.26 1.113 1.238 

Teachers can be counted on more 
often to help each other with their 
teaching, even though it may not 
be part of their official 
assignment. 

47 2.26 .736 .542 

Subsection Mean Score  2.96   

Note. Survey scale: 1=Strongly Agree, 2= Agree, 3=Neither Agree/Disagree, 4=Disagree, 5=Strongly Disagree 
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Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics for Negative Changes Among Teachers Sub-Scale 

Survey Item N Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

The stress and disappointments 
involved in teaching at this school 
are much more significant. 

47 2.51 .953 .907 

I think about transferring to 
another school/district more often. 

47 3.23 1.339 1.792 

I have noticed increased 
resentment among teachers. 

47 2.28 .877 .770 

Teachers seem more competitive 
than cooperative. 

47 3.30 1.061 1.127 

Subsection Mean Score  2.83   

Note. Survey scale: 1=Strongly Agree, 2= Agree, 3=Neither Agree/Disagree, 4=Disagree, 5=Strongly Disagree 

 

 

Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics for Changes in Working with Students Sub-Scale 

Survey Item N Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Teachers more often expect 
students to complete every 
assignment. 

47 2.40 1.035 1.072 

Teachers often encourage students 
to keep trying even when the work 
is challenging. 

47 1.83 .761 .579 

Teachers are willing to provide 
additional opportunities for 
students to make up missed 
assignments. 

47 1.85 .834 .695 

Teachers offer more time for 
tutoring and remediation. 

47 2.00 .808 .652 

Subsection Mean Score  2.02   

Note. Survey scale: 1=Strongly Agree, 2= Agree, 3=Neither Agree/Disagree, 4=Disagree, 5=Strongly Disagree 
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Data Analysis of Qualitative Results 

The remainder of this chapter addresses the qualitative and quantitative results correlated 

with the study’s research questions. The open-ended section of the survey is the first topic of 

discussion, followed by analysis of the participants’ interview responses. The section ends with a 

discussion of the survey results. Participants’ responses in the form of quotes and figures are 

provided. 

Analysis of Open-Ended Survey Responses  

The adapted Wells (2011) survey instrument included five open-ended questions. The 

researcher designed the questions to collect initial large-scale data on the participants’ thoughts 

concerning PBP and to help the researcher create follow-up interview questions. All survey 

participants received the opportunity to answer the five open-ended questions after the 

quantitative survey items. The five questions were as follows:  

1. What outcomes have you seen PBP make within your school (positive or negative)?  

2. Has PBP been a motivator for you? If so, how?  

3. Has PBP changed teaching practices? If so, how?  

4. Are there any other strategies that might help provide incentives for teachers?  

5. Asked the respondents for “Additional Comments.”  

Of the 47 respondents to the quantitative portion of the survey, 83% (N = 39 +/-) 

responded to open-ended qualitative Questions 1, 2, and 3, and 68% to question 4, while only 

30% (N = 14) responded to Question 5 asking for additional comments. Questions 1 and 3 

attempted to gather the respondents’ thoughts concerning the visibility of changes 
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(positive/negative) resulting from PBP. Responses to the survey’s open-ended items were 

analyzed using thematic content analysis.  

One respondent noted, “We have seen a mass exodus of quality teachers to other 

schools.” Many Title I teachers believe it is easier to excel under the current pay-for-

performance model at schools where students have access to greater resources and possess 

historical high student achievement scores, than those in non-Title schools. Teachers at PPHS 

connected the idea that students in Title I schools lacked access to necessary resources that assist 

in academic success compared to students in non-Title I schools. As a result, teachers seeking to 

receive financial incentives leave Title I schools in search of a student population with greater 

access to resources.  

Of the 38 respondents, 16 provided negative comments in response to Question 1, 

whereas six provided positive comments about outcomes after PBP. When asked about 

motivation, in Question 2, 89% of the responses reported that PBP had “no” impact on the 

respondents’ motivation. Data extracted from Question 3, asking about changings in teacher 

practices; indicated that 79% of the respondents, report that no change was evident.  

In response to Question 4, the respondents offered multiple alternatives for providing 

incentives to teachers, including comp-time, salary increases for all, and extra pay for teachers in 

Title I schools. Overall, the open-ended survey responses expressed a negative outlook on PBP; 

however, the results from the survey items did not align with the open-ended responses. 

Responses to the questions explain that while teachers outwardly did not like PBP, their personal 

practices were not negatively impacted, but they perceived that how other teachers worked with 

students improved, according to the survey data. Participants’ responses to Question 5 urge 
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policymakers and district leaders to reduce their reliance on student achievement on test scores 

as a determinant for eligibility for PBP. For example, one respondent stated, “Teachers should 

receive a respectable, regular salary and be treated as professionals, not salespeople trying to 

make a commission.” This teacher, like 42% of respondents to Question 5, believed in linear 

salary increases for teachers.   

Analysis of Interview Responses 

Qualitative data were collected to address all research questions and triangulated during 

the analysis phase of the study. All survey respondents received the opportunity to participate in 

the second phase of the study by providing their email addresses to illustrate their interest in a 

15-minute interview (phase two), at the conclusion of the survey (phase one). While 47 teachers 

answered all survey items, only 18 provided their email address at the conclusion of the survey 

for phase two consideration. A random selection was used to acquire the intended sample of four 

participants based on the following research criterion- years of service, eligibility for PBP, and 

years of service at the research site. Seven of the 18 teachers were eligible to participate after 

applying the research criteria. The study only includes data from three participants, as the fourth 

participant asked for to be excluded from analysis.  

A primary set of questions that stemmed from the survey (phase one) guided the 

interviews, allowing space for follow-up or clarifying questions based on the responses from the 

participants. All interviews were recorded using the online web-conferencing tool Zoom, with 

permission via an informed consent letter from each participant. The researcher then transcribed 

and coded the data from each recording for emerging themes, word frequency, and reflective 

memos from the researcher, using the NVivo12 qualitative statistical analysis software. The 
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researcher created initial codes before transcribing the textual data from the participant 

interviews. Castleberry and Nolen’s (2018) five-step thematic analysis process guided the 

qualitative data analysis of the interviews. Table 9 illustrates the process researcher’s actions 

during each phase of the analysis.  

 

Table 9 

Castleberry and Nolen’s (2018) Five-Step Thematic Analysis Process 

Process Researcher Action(s) 

Compiling 
(Transcription) 

The researcher used the transcription feature in Zoom to initially transcribe the 
interviews.  

The researcher then performed line-by-line editing of the transcription using the 
Zoom video recording. 

Disassembling 
(Coding/ 
Grouping) 

The researcher created a list of codes to use during the initial phase of coding. 
Additional codes emerged during the transcription process  

After the initial coding phase was complete, the researcher 
The researcher then created two categories (positive and negative effects of PBP) to 

group the codes and explore emerging themes. 

Reassembling 
(Creating 
Themes)  

The researcher performed step two multiple times until four significant themes 
emerged.  

The four major themes that emerged through the process of connecting codes and 
categories:  

(a) Effects of PBP: what effects does the interviewee notice because of PBP at 
PPHS  

(b) Eligibility for PBP: How is PBP achieved at PPHS. 
(c) Teacher setting and experience: teachers’ years of teaching experience and 

the level of classes taught during the award year.  
(d) Thoughts about PBP: How do teachers and other stakeholders feel about 

PBP. 

Interpreting 
(Drawing 
Conclusions) 

The researcher met with each participant to share the summative thoughts the 
researcher gathered during the transcription and coding phase. 

After acceptance from each interview participant, the researcher attempted to 
achieve intra-coder reliability. 

Concluding Collectively the participants did not like the idea of PBP.  
Each participant expressed that the district should use alternate methods to 

compensate teachers.  
All participants noted that teachers continue to work with students in Title I schools 

because of their intrinsic motivation, not the opportunity to receive financial 
incentives.  

Each participant thought PBP overall harms teaching and learning.  
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 PBP creates competition among teachers and kills their desire to be collaborative. 

Qualitative Interview Findings 

After the initial coding of the interviews, additional codes emerged, while others were 

unused, or merged into summative codes. The researcher then synthesized the initial and 

summative codes into four emergent themes: (a) Effect of PBP, (b) Eligibility for PBP, (c) 

Teacher Settings and Experience, and (d) Thoughts about PBP. Lastly, multiple queries were 

performed to uncover collective themes and idea mapping from the participants’ textual data. 

Table 10 presents the codes and emerging themes used during the coding phase of the study. 

 

Table 10  

Themes and Codes Used for Qualitative Analysis   

Themes Category Codes Initial Codes 

Effect of PBP Effect on School 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Motivation 
 
 
 
Change in Teacher 
Practices 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Collaboration 

School climate  
Level of classes taught  
School perception  
Stakeholder perception 
Positive effect  
Negative effect 
 
Intrinsic motivator  
Extrinsic motivator  
Stress 
 
Teachers work longer  
Teachers provided more opportunities for 

students  
Remediation for students  
Teaching to the test  
Standards-based instruction 
 
Increase collaboration  
Deter collaboration 

Eligibility for PBP Evaluations AP/Principal observations  
Inconsistent  
Evaluations do not rate actual performance  
What determines PBP eligibility  
What is PBP in my district 
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PBP is a part of your evaluation 

Table 10 (continued) 

Themes Codes Initial Codes 

Teacher Setting and 
Experience 

Level of Students 
 
 
Type of School 
 
 
 

Teaching Experience 

Teachers only want to teach 
higher leveled students 

 
Title I school  
Non-Title I school 
Special entity 
 
Years of service  

Teaching at PPHS 

Thoughts About  PBP Teacher Feelings About 
PBP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Future of PBP 
 
 
Alternative 
Compensation for 
Teachers 
 
 
 
 
Teacher Discussions 

 
 

“Collaboration killer”  
Depressing  
Distraction  
Embarrassment  
Jealousy 
Unappreciated 
 
PBP will not last  
What would result from PBP  
 
Loan forgiveness 
Extra pay for overtime  
School-Based awards  
Salary adjustments for all teachers  
Degree scholarships 
 
Teachers talk about who received 

and didn’t receive awards  
Not a fan of PBP  
PBP is all about the money, not 

student achievement 

 
 

Description of Interview Participants 

The purpose of this section is to provide a brief description of each participant from 

phase two of the study. Throughout the analysis, textual data from each participant’s interview 

were used to describe their thoughts about PBP in Title I schools. Each participant received a 

pseudonym during the initial phase of analysis to ensure confidentiality and anonymity while 
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eliminating the potential inclusion of personal biases. All interview participants are veteran 

teachers with 15 plus years of teaching at PPHS.  

Nicole 

Nicole was an African American female in her mid to late 40s. She was married and had 

two children: one high school student and one college student. A native of Louisiana, she was 

displaced by Hurricane Katrina in 2015 and had lived in the Southeast since. Nicole was 

currently a teacher on a special assignment, serving as the testing coordinator. Previously, she 

was a science teacher, serving in multiple roles such as department chair, course team lead, and 

science innovator. Nicole earned her Doctorate in Education in 2010. The school year 2022-2023 

was her 26th year teaching, of which the last four years had been at Patriots Post High School 

(PPHS). Nicole’s entire career had been working in Title I schools in numerous districts across 

the southeastern United States. 

Mindy 

Mindy was a Caucasian female in her early 40s. She had never been married and had no 

children. Mindy was also a native of Louisiana; however, she moved to Georgia in her early 

teens. She had taught for 22 years, all at PPHS. Mindy held a Specialist Degree in Mathematics 

and had no desire to pursue a doctoral level of education. She taught all levels of high school 

math, of which advanced placement calculus was her favorite. PPHS was designated as a Title I 

school since the start of Nicole’s career; as a result, she had also taught in a Title I school for her 

entire career.  
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Lori 

Lori was a Caucasian female in her mid-50s, divorced/remarried with two male children 

from her first marriage. She was from the central Georgia area, and she attended Georgia State 

University for her Bachelor’s, Master’s, and Specialist degrees. Teaching high school and middle 

school language arts and 4th-grade comprised Lori’s 29-year career. She had taught at PPHS for 

24 years, holding multiple tiers of leadership positions. Excluding her time in the elementary 

school, Lori had taught in a Title I school for over 20 years. Lori was the only interviewee who 

had ever received the PBP.   

Summary of Quantitative and Qualitative Results 

This section presents a summary of the results. Data from the quantitative survey, open-

ended questions at the end of the survey, and interview data are triangulated to answer the 

research sub-questions. Figures and quotes are provided to ensure the depicting of rich, thick 

description (Merriam, 1998). 

Sub-Question 1  

Sub-question 1 was as follows: What are the teacher attitudes about PBP in Title I 

schools? Although the implementation of PBP was a decision made at the district level, only 

36.2% of teachers who participated in this study agreed. Figure 1 illustrated that 70% of the 

respondents believed that PBP had increased the level of resentment and stress of teachers at 

PPHS. Additionally, 57% survey respondents agreed that the stress and levels of disappointment 

at PPHS are significant. The qualitative results supported the quantitative data. Specifically, 

multiple open-ended responses noted that financial incentives in Title I schools caused teachers 

to become more competitive and the work environment more stressful. The interview results 
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contextualized the survey responses. For example, Lori stated, “PBP’s implementation was 

detrimental to the motivation of teachers.” The interview responses of Nicole and Mindy agreed 

that PBP created a noticeable division and an ultra-competitive nature among teachers in their 

school. For the open-ended survey question, “What outcomes have you seen PBP make within 

your school (positive or negative)?,” one participant stated, “Speaking for the school I worked at 

when PBP was instituted, teachers were frustrated that we were penalized for working in a Title I 

school and the bonuses were not given out fairly.” The qualitative results suggested that teachers 

at Patriots Post High School were not enthusiastic about PBP’s implementation.  

According to data collected with the interviews, teachers in Title I schools felt that PBP 

awards were given unfairly. Teachers from non-Title I schools received the bulk of the awards, 

further widening the gap of disparagement among teachers from the two settings. Lori stated,  

That’s why so many teachers don’t work at Title I schools. Those who do, are like I am 

dealing with all kinds of different environmental, emotional, spiritual, and mental issues 

here at the school that other teachers may not. Yet I pulled the same paycheck, and yet 

they get all the—you know the rah-rah, look at them, what a great school, wow with great 

teachers; and then at Title I schools, you constantly have to provide student[s] with 

additional support [beyond the curriculum] and [attend] extra staff development, when 

actually it is not your fault that the children are not doing well. 

Lori’s thoughts demonstrate her experiences that resulted in her dislike of PBP. She explained 

that PBP creates a divide among teachers, where teachers decide to work in schools with 

historical higher performing students. Sharing a similar sentiment, Nicole explained: 
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When you’re comparing Title I schools to non-title schools, it is insulting because, like, 

what do you want from me, you’ve already put me in a situation where I’ve chosen to be 

in a situation where I’m going work with a struggling population? 

Nicole demonstrated the stress associated with teaching lower-level students and the lack of 

appreciation. The resentment aligned to 65.9% of survey responses from PPHS teachers who saw 

PBP as insulting and insinuating that they were not already doing a good job of teaching 

students. Mindy also acknowledged, “. . . especially when you’re at a Title I school and a [non-

Title I school], 75% of their teachers received pay and not others, I just think, it’s just a bad 

idea.”  

The final award data were presented in a local newspaper article, providing a chart with 

columns titled school, number of awards, and level of award (top, mid, low) and revealing the 

disparity between teachers who received awards from Title and Non-Title schools. The survey 

instrument corroborated the resulting resentment among teachers’ post-award distribution, 

whereas 70% of the survey respondents noticed an increased sense of resentment among teachers 

at PPHS due to PBP awards. Nicole further stated that the data from the newspaper article 

illustrated a considerable discrepancy:  

The discrepancy between the Title schools and the non-Title schools was jaw-dropping; it 

was offensive to me, you know, it just reiterated the battle and the struggle that people in 

[Title I] this population of school has to deal with. Once again, you give them money to 

people who don’t need it. 
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Sub-Question 2 

Sub-question 2 was as follows: In what ways do teachers describe how the PBP policy 

affects their collaboration, motivation, and job satisfaction? Collaboration, motivation, and 

satisfaction are necessary components of a teacher’s toolkit to survive any school year. When 

answering if PBP encourages staff to work together via the survey instrument, 61.7% of 

responding PPHS teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed. A comment from the open-

ended section of the survey stated, “Teachers are more likely to share materials and help, but it’s 

not genuine.” Lori further stated, “PBP is not only a collaboration killer; it is detrimental to what 

teaching and learning are about.” Each interviewee used the term “collaboration killer” to 

describe their PBP observations. Such statements illustrate that some teachers at PPHS believed 

that PBP negatively affected the learning process.   

When asked if administrators and teachers’ collective efforts improve student 

achievement, 97% (M = 1.43) of the survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed that a 

collective effort from administrators and teachers is necessary for success in a school. In essence, 

PPHS teachers viewed PBP as a “collaboration killer” and therefore, a disruptor to the overall 

performance of students. In turn, it eliminated the possibility for teachers at PPHS to receive 

PBP due to low collaboration and, ultimately, student achievement. This type of environment 

could lend itself to demotivating teachers’ desire to collaborate or “go beyond” what is required 

and deter new or transferring teachers seeking employment at PPHS or other Title I schools.  

While teachers’ data from both the interviews and survey collectively indicated the 

teachers perceived PBP as damaging to collaboration, 73.9% (M = 2.17) of the survey 

respondents felt they were better teachers because of the collaboration at PPHS. However, the 
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interview and open-ended responses did not credit PBP for their collaboration: instead, they 

attributed it to their intrinsic motivation and the school’s structure, which required constant 

collaboration. Additionally, 80.8% of the respondents felt supported by teachers in their same 

content area.  

However, survey data did not support the notion that PBP posed a danger to 

collaboration, created a competitive nature among teachers, and demotivated teachers in Title I 

schools. Of the 17 survey responses to the open-ended questions at the survey's conclusion, 98% 

stated there was no relationship between motivation and PBP. One respondent clarified, “The 

students are my motivation,” suggesting an intrinsic motivation. Additionally, most respondents 

did not notice a change in motivation for teachers to see student achievement increase, yet they 

noticed an exodus of highly qualified teachers leaving Title I schools because of factors to 

include PBP. This unintended consequence interrupted the school climate and the positive nature 

of PPHS.  

The requests and desires of teachers to teach higher-level courses drove the competitive 

nature of PPHS after the PBP awards. According to the open-ended responses and comments 

from the interview participants, teachers in Title I schools felt like their only hope to receive an 

award was through teaching Advanced Placement (AP)/Gifted students. For instance, Nicole, the 

PPHS science department chair, reminisced of the summer after PBP awards and the number of 

teachers requesting AP/Gifted sections. She stated, “Teachers were insulted if you took an AP 

section away, while others were disgruntled if they did not receive any.” Nicole explained that 

this played out during collaborative planning sessions, as teachers would not share exemplary 

lessons and activities, only those needing additional development. This observation aligned with 
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the 73.9% of the survey respondents who disagreed that teachers were satisfied with PBP’s 

implementation at PPHS. The survey responses posited that teachers noticed an unfair advantage 

given to their colleagues who served AP/Gifted students, taught higher-level courses, or worked 

at a non-Title I school. The interviewee responses illustrated that a teacher’s level of classes and 

perceived opportunity to receive PBP correlated to their satisfaction and willingness to 

collaborate during planning sessions.  

Job satisfaction is a critical element in the retention of teachers. Job satisfaction of staff in 

Title I schools is especially important as the general working conditions of the school may seem 

to be harsh. PBP, in effect was designed to circumvent the clash of negative school climate. 

Figure 1 (lower scores indicate the respondents agree, whereas higher scores illustrate negative 

feelings) illustrates that teachers at PPHS were no more resentful after the implementation of 

PBP than before its implementation.  
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Figure 1 

Resentment Among Teachers at PPHS  

 
 
 
The study revealed that 34% of the respondents thought about transferring to other 

schools/districts more often due to the stressful climate created by PBP (see Figures 2 and 3).  
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Figure 2  

Teachers’ Thoughts About Transferring  

 

 
 
 

Figure 3 

Significance of Stress Levels at PPHS  
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Figure 4 illustrates the respondents’ thoughts about the competitive nature of teachers and 

leaving their current school. This competitive nature and conversation of teachers leaving could 

lead one to believe that teachers were unsatisfied with their current location and consequently 

desired to move to another school. Repeated turnover thwarts the continuity needed to build 

sustained, trusting relationships among teachers, students, and families (Simon & Johnson, 2015; 

Kukla-Acevedo, 2009). Furthermore, student achievement is dependent on consistent instruction 

(Figlio & Kenny, 2007; Fryer, 2013; Petty et al., 2012). 

 

Figure 4  

Competition vs. Cooperation  

 
 
 
 
One of the intended outcomes district leaders and policymakers anticipated as a result of PBP 

was an increased desire for collaboration (Chiang et al., 2017); however, this study’s survey 

respondents indicated with a mean score of M = 3.3 (SD = 1.061) that PBP at PPHS had a more 
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neutral effect on collaboration. The interview participants indicated that PPHS’s culture of 

collaboration was established prior to the implementation of PBP.  

Sub-Question 3 

Sub-question 3 was as follows: What are the perceived changes after implementation of 

PBP? Descriptive data illustrated mean scores of M = 1.85 (SD = .834) for teachers providing 

more opportunities for students to make up missing assignments; M = 2.00 (SD = 1.035) for 

teachers offering more tutoring time; and M = 2.40 (SD = 1.035) for teachers expecting students 

to complete every assignment. The survey data also illustrated that teachers often encouraged 

students to continue trying assignments even if they seemed difficult (M=1.87, SD=.76). The 

overall results indicated the inconclusive beliefs centered around the idea of PBP. While teachers 

had noticed positive behavioral changes in other teachers, they still perceived that PBP did more 

harm to culture and climate than good. These perceptions led 80.8% of the respondents to 

believe that PBP did not adequately measure the most critical aspects of their teaching 

performance. When presented with the question: “What changes have you noticed as resulting 

from PBP?” in the open-ended section of the survey, one respondent clarified:  

PBP hasn’t changed anything in my teaching, particularly since the induction of PBP. I 

believe that students are partners in the teaching/learning process, and a teacher becomes 

successful when his/her students show mastery of their learning. PBP has not affected my 

attitude towards teaching or my teaching practices. I never teach to the test since I want 

my students to be lifelong learners. 

Similar comments demonstrated the perception that PBP had minimal effect on participants’ 

personal teaching practices at PPHS. The survey data, in turn, indicated that teachers at PPHS 
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had not experienced many of the intended positive outcomes desired by district leaders. Further, 

they were more intrinsically motivated rather than inspired by financial incentives like PBP. The 

survey data revealed that teachers at PPHS did not personally feel intrinsically motivated by 

eligibility for PBP; however, the teachers perceivably noticed changed behaviors in their peers 

because of the extrinsic reward of PBP. In the survey results, teachers at PPHS, responded that 

their peers offered additional time to work with students (M = 1.89, SD = .833) and disagreed 

that teachers at PPHS were competitive rather than cooperative (M = 3.30, SD = 1.07). Lori and 

Mindy expressed conflicting comments during their individual interviews. Lori stated, “PBP did 

not change me, because I always do my best;” yet Mindy countered, “Teachers only offered 

additional support to students only to get PBP!” Comparisons of the survey data and participants’ 

interview statements illustrate the variable result of PBP at PPHS; survey respondents saw 

changes in others but denied that PBP changed their teaching practices. 

Summary  

This chapter presented the results of this multi-method study. Phase one was the 

quantitative portion in which the researcher gathered nominal data from 25 items on adapted 

form of the Wells (2011) Likert-scale instrument with an additional seven open-ended questions 

at the end of the survey. Teachers (N = 115) from PPHS received an email invitation to 

participate in the quantitative phase of the study, of which 54.78% (N = 63) of the teaching 

faculty submitted responses. However, 16 were excluded for failure to answer one or more 

Likert-scale statements, yielding a final population of N = 47. 

Informed by data collected in phase one, phase two provided textual information for 

coding and triangulation. Teachers were asked to provide their personal (non-district-issued) 
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email address if they consented to an interview. After applying the research criteria, seven 

teachers were eligible for participation. The researcher selected four teachers to participate in 

interviews; however, one withdrew, leaving three as interviewees. The interview questions 

developed as an extension of the Likert-scale survey responses and clarification of the open-

ended portion. Qualitative data generated from the semi-structured interview responses of these 

three participating veteran high school teachers. These teachers shared their thoughts concerning 

the impact of PBP at PHHS. 

Research sub-questions one, two, and three helped answer the central research question, 

“What are teachers’ perspectives of PBP in Title I schools?” Results revealed that teachers at 

PPHS consistently described PBP as damaging at PPHS and Title I schools. The analysis of both 

quantitative and qualitative data helped to validate the views of teachers at PPHS. Triangulation 

of the two data sets involved comparing numerical data with textual data and proved vital to 

illustrating the significance PBP has on teachers. Such analysis helped extend and explain the 

general findings of the survey and illustrate the relationship between survey/interview responses.   

Most comments from the open-ended survey question concerning the positive/negative 

effect of PBP at PPHS agreed that PBP was more damaging to the culture/climate of PPHS and 

other Title I schools. The research study’s findings demonstrate, through the survey instrument 

and interviews, that PBP had primarily negatively impacted teachers and students at PPHS. Yet 

the study exposed some positive effects on teaching and learning at PHHS. While teachers 

outwardly did not support the implementation of PBP, they reported noticing that their peers 

required more of students, offered additional support, and encouraged students to persevere on 

difficult assignments. The survey data and interviews support the idea that PPHS’s teachers 
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believed the district should explore other compensatory methods outside of PBP. For instance, 

Nicole stated:  

I just think that the performance base pay is not the way to go for a Title I school. You 

need to come up with a different set of motivators to keep teachers and really motivate 

[them] because teachers burn out quickly at Title I schools, and there’s higher teacher 

turnover. 

Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the significant findings, as well as a summary of the 

study and connections of the current study with existing research. In addition, Chapter 5 

addresses the implications of PBP at PPHS and the need for future, broader research to explain 

the impact PBP has on teachers in Title I schools.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Policymakers suggest that teachers' ineffectiveness stems from salary practices that fail to 

incentivize teachers to do good work (Dolton & Marcenaro-Gutierrez, 2011; Goldhaber et al., 

2011). Therefore, policies that reward top-performing teachers are the best method to 

compensate for a teacher’s hard work (Hutchison, 2012; Ingersoll & May, 2011; Lavy, 2007). 

Furthermore, they suggest that financial incentives will increase the pool of quality candidates 

entering the field, while simultaneously retaining veteran teachers (Adamson & Darling-

Hammond, 2011). However, other research finds that financial incentives are harmful to the field 

of education (Goldhaber et al., 2011). Kobakhidze (2010) found that teachers prefer 

nonmonetary incentives, such as improved working conditions (Bowen & Mills, 2017).  

Performance-based pay (PBP) has the likelihood to leave lasting detrimental effects on the 

education profession, potentially widening the teacher pipeline gap and encouraging current 

teachers to retire or leave the field (Kozlowski & Lauen, 2019). Thus, district leaders and 

policymakers should reexamine the complexity of implementing PBP that might ultimately 

deprive deserving students of high-quality teachers. Consequently, district leaders and 

policymakers should exercise caution concerning attempts to incentivize teachers’ intrinsic 

motivation and provide holistic approaches to reforming pay for teachers.  

Summary of the Study 

The overall purpose of this study was to explore the effect PBP has on teachers in Title I 

schools. This study used a multi-method design, compiling quantitative and qualitative data. This 
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case study of one school within a large urban school district helped the researcher unpack the 

implications PBP has on Title I schools and its impact on teachers.   

Self-determination theory (SDT) guided the theoretical perspective of this study. SDT in 

psychological research helps study human behavior motivation regarding three foundational 

needs: autonomy, competence, and connection/relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2017). According to 

Ryan and Deci (2017), this theory allows researchers to study the positive and negative effects 

that external influencers, such as PBP, have on teachers’ choices. While SDT is a meta-theory 

comprised of six mini-theories, the researcher employed only cognitive evaluation theory (CET), 

which is especially effective in helping researchers explain how social environments can 

influence intrinsic motivation, such as rewards (Ryan & Deci, 2017).    

The study’s structure helped the researcher explore and explain Patriot Post High School 

(PPHS) teachers’ thoughts regarding the impact of PBP. Chapter 1 introduced the challenges 

districts face regarding teacher pay structures and the U.S. government’s attempt to staff lower-

income schools with high-quality staff. Chapter 2 provided an exploration of both current and 

historical literature relating to financial incentives and teacher pay. It also included pertinent 

literature that addresses theories of motivation. Chapter 3 presented the study’s structure, 

including the research design and methodology, selection of participants, and data 

collection/analysis processes. The study’s central research question was as follows: What are 

teachers’ perspectives on PBP in Title I schools? Additionally, three sub-questions helped to 

further investigate the study’s central research question:  

1. What are the teacher attitudes about PBP in Title I schools? 
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2. In what ways do teachers describe how the PBP policy affects their collaboration, 

motivation, and job satisfaction? 

3. What are the perceived changes after implementation of PBP? 

Chapter 4 presented the quantitative and qualitative analysis of data collected through a Likert-

scale survey, open-ended questions, and semi-structured interviews.  

This case study used a multi-method design to collect quantitative and qualitative data 

regarding teachers’ perspectives of PBP. An online survey administered through the 

SurveyMonkey platform collected quantitative data, while open-ended questions and semi-

structured interviews collected qualitative data. The survey, an adapted version of Wells’s (2011) 

survey instrument, included 10 demographic questions, 25 Likert-scale items, and seven open-

ended questions. The quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics through IBM 

SPSS version 28. Qualitative data, including the open-ended responses, were analyzed using 

NVivo12, where the researcher created codes later synthesized into themes. The emergent 

themes helped the researcher to explain and support the quantitative data.  

Five open-ended questions concluded the survey portion of the study. The researcher 

designed questions to explore teachers’ feelings regarding the impact of PBP at PPHS. The open-

ended research questions also provided the researcher with response-based data to create 

interview questions for phase two of the study. The study concluded with semi-structured 

interviews of three veteran PPHS teachers from the research site.  

Major Findings 

The researcher employed descriptive statistics to explore the Likert-scale statements from 

the survey. The results indicated that the teachers at PPHS had varying opinions regarding their 
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perceptions of PBP. Data analysis revealed that while PPHS teachers did not consider moving to 

other schools as a result of PBP (M = 3.23), and because of PBP’s implementation, they did not 

view the staff at PPHS as satisfied (M = 3.37). Research states that teachers leave Title I schools 

in search of schools with historical positive student achievement (Johnson et al., 2013). The 

study with its PBP focus did not find that as a reason for teacher attrition at PPHS.  

Further analysis of the data showed that after the implementation of PBP, teachers 

perceived that other teachers expected students to complete every assignment (M = 2.40), 

encouraged students to continue trying to work even when it seemed difficult (M = 1.83), and 

provided additional opportunities for students to make-up missed assignments (M = 1.85). While 

the individual teacher was not intrinsically motivated by PBP, teachers believed their peers were 

extrinsically motivated by PBP. However, the participants did not think opportunities to get 

bonuses encouraged teachers to work together (M = 3.55), even though they understood that 

student achievement improves when teachers and administrators work collaboratively (M = 

1.43).  

In addition, survey respondents reported that, in terms of their own teaching practice, 

PBP did not accurately compensate them for the work they performed (M = 3.36); PBP was not 

large enough to motivate them to change their teaching practices (M = 3.26); and PBP did not 

motivate teachers to work harder to receive bonuses (M = 3.45). Interviews of PPHS teachers 

Nicole, Mindy, and Lori substantiated those survey results. Specifically, Mindy stated, “I feel 

that performance pay should just go away with so much that teachers are having to deal with.” 

Additionally, 87% of the open-ended respondents disagreed that PBP motivated their teaching 

practices. Such data demonstrated PBP’s limited effect on teachers’ motivation at PPHS.  
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In the areas of motivation, satisfaction, or collaboration, survey results revealed that 

teachers at PPHS did not believe PBP had any impact. This data inconsistently aligned with the 

thoughts expressed by the interview participants. For example, 26% of the survey respondents 

described teachers at PPHS as satisfied, and 72% felt they were becoming better teachers 

because of the collaboration at PPHS. However, interview participants collectively did not 

support this data. In fact, they each described PBP as a “collaboration killer” and felt PBP 

deterred new teachers from desiring to work in Title I schools like PPHS.  

Survey results showed that 47% of teachers at PPHS did not support the implementation 

of PBP at their school. Likewise, 70% of the survey respondents did not believe that PBP was 

sustainable at PPHS, and 70% of the survey respondents noticed increased resentment in teachers 

at PPHS since implementing PBP. The open-ended responses indicated that 38% of the 

participants viewed PBP as negatively impacting PPHS in support of the interview data 

supported. The researcher recorded the following reflective memo while transcribing Nicole’s 

interview that summarizes the findings:  

This teacher is against the idea of PBP because she believes that the underpinnings of the 

incentive did more harm than good. She believes that teachers have enough pressure from 

state and district-mandated exams to add the idea of a competition-creating bonus. She 

would love to see districts use funds earmarked for financial incentives like PBP to bring 

teachers together to create lessons and activities, to enhance and norm-set instruction for 

all students regardless of the school’s location. In essence, she believes that PBP will 

eventually be a driving force for leading to another incident analogous to the 2018 

cheating scandal in Atlanta (GA) Public Schools. 
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This metropolitan community had a past history with scandal associated with high-stakes testing, 

and so teachers were reticent to employ competition-created bonuses.  

Additionally, 57% believed that the stress and levels of disappointment at PPHS were 

significant. The qualitative results supported the quantitative data. Specifically, multiple open-

ended responses noted that financial incentives in Title I schools caused teachers to become more 

competitive and made the work environment more stressful. Prior research contended that such a 

combination makes high-quality teachers leave low-income schools (Brathwaite, 2017; Downey 

& Condron, 2016; Entwisle, 2018; Peske & Haycock, 2006). As a result, additional research is 

necessary to explore methods of supporting the critical needs of quality teachers in the most 

hard-to-staff schools. 

Discussion of Major Findings  

Title I schools, often situated in urban areas of the city, are threatened by historically 

poor student achievement and novice staff (Johnson et al., 2013). These schools are also home to 

many veteran teachers whose longevity rests in their intrinsic motivation to provide all students 

with access to quality education and highly qualified educators (Johnson et al., 2013; Strunk & 

Zeehandelaar, 2011). However, these teachers often feel burned out due to overwhelming stress 

and pressure from district leaders to raise student achievement scores (Boyd et al., 2008). As a 

result, many local school districts have attempted to reward the efforts of successful teachers as 

measured by student achievement and progress with financial incentives (extrinsic motivators) 

(Petty et al., 2012).  

Previous studies demonstrate that financial incentives like PBP have provided varying 

results illustrating their effectiveness  (Chiang et al., 2017). The current study corroborated 
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existing research findings that teachers are overall undecided on the effectiveness of financial 

incentives like PBP to improve teacher practices and, in turn, student achievement (Bradford & 

Braaten, 2018; Fryer, 2013; Gius, 2014; Tajalli & Opheim, 2005). Moreover, veteran teachers 

(those with 10 or more years in the profession) are more likely not to support financial incentives 

when compared to their younger counterparts (Goldhaber, 2010). The dislike of veteran teachers 

resulted from the many plans and programs they have encountered during their tenure, 

attempting to achieve the same or similar results as PBP (Goldhaber, 2010). This study echoed 

this perspective. 

While some teachers do not support the implementation of PBP, studies have found that 

teachers believe that teachers in hard-to-staff schools should receive incentive pay (Podgursky & 

Springer, 2007a, b). Clotfelter et al. (2008) and Springer et al. (2010) found that targeted bonuses 

in Title I schools faced with high teacher attrition did improve teacher retention. Cowan and 

Goldhaber (2018) asserted that eligibility to receive additional compensation increased the 

number of teachers seeking National Board Certification in high-poverty schools. However, PBP 

does not emulate targeted compensation in the same way as the results of this study indicate. 

Teachers at PPHS had not experienced the intended outcomes of PBP.  

The thoughts of teachers at PPHS are tightly aligned with the findings of prior research, 

reporting variable support for PBP (Clotfelter et al., 2008; Cowan & Goldhaber, 2018; Springer 

et al., 2010). Individually, teachers at PPHS did not believe they were motivated by the extrinsic 

reward of PBP. However, the teachers perceived their peers to have changed their teaching 

practices because of PBP. Some researchers argue that the opportunity to obtain bonuses can 

change the general practices of teachers (Filigo & Kenny, 2007; Chiang et al., 2017; Patrick et 
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al., 2018). The survey illustrates that after implementing PBP, respondents thought other teachers 

at PPHS offered students additional time to complete assignments, more tutoring opportunities, 

and encouragement when faced with complex tasks. Perhaps the expectations of teachers can 

increase because of PBP, as demonstrated by the 64% who required students to complete every 

assignment. The surprising discovery illustrated to the researcher that teachers at PPHS thought 

other teachers were more motivated by PBP, yet they themselves were not motivated by PBP.  

Accordingly, teachers at PPHS felt that financial incentives, like PBP, had little to no 

effect on their teaching practices. Although, veteran teachers (96% of the respondents in the 

current study), often do not support PBP, multiple studies suggest that the opportunity to earn 

bonuses in U.S. public schools affects teacher practices and student outcomes minimally at best 

(Chiang et al., 2017; Fryer, 2013; Springer et al., 2010; Yuan et al., 2013). Kozlowski and Lauen 

(2019) agreed with other researchers that while there may be minor positive impacts of PBP on 

students, it had little to no effect on teacher effectiveness or job satisfaction.  

On the other hand, many studies have found that teachers are more likely to support other 

compensating incentives that celebrate their efforts (Imberman & Lovenheim, 2015; Springer et 

al., 2010). Teachers support group and school-based incentives, and Kelly et al. (2002) found 

that 56% of teachers in North Carolina and 39% in Tennessee were more willing to work toward 

collective goals. Kobakhidze (2010) also agreed that teachers feel group-based awards motivate 

them to change their teaching practices and increase teacher collaboration. The participants in 

this study agreed with the findings of prior research that group/school-based award would 

motivate teachers in comparison to individual awards (Berry, 2005; Carroll, 2007; Fryer et al., 
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2012). The participants felt district leaders and policymakers should explore alternative 

incentives to PBP.  

Summary of Findings  

Research indicates that teachers’ motivation and satisfaction are the driving forces that 

inspire teachers to stay in their current school (Simon & Johnson, 2015). Research further 

demonstrates that teachers’ pay, motivation, and work environment correlate directly to their 

satisfaction (Ford et al., 2018; Räsänen et al., 2020). The current research has revealed that 

teachers feel financial pay incentives are necessary for teachers, especially those in Title I 

schools (Johnson et al., 2013). However, they noted severe issues with the district’s policies for 

distributing those awards. Teachers at PPHS repeatedly stated that awards were primarily given 

to teachers in non-Title schools. Calling this action inequitable, these teachers had become 

distrustful of the district’s PBP policy. Although the teachers at PPHS noticed inequities with 

PBP award distributions, they believed compensating teachers is necessary. Citing the many 

instances of inequality, they urged district leaders to explore other methods for compensating 

teachers. Supported by quantitative survey data and qualitative data in the form of interviews and 

open-ended responses, PPHS teachers, agreeing with existing research, offered multiple 

solutions to compensate teachers, including non-financial methods, such as comp time, loan 

forgiveness, and additional planning time (Berry, 2005; Carroll, 2007; Fryer et al., 2012).  

While perceived inequities existed within the structure of PBP, teachers at PPHS did not 

believe that collaboration had suffered. In fact, 72% of the teachers at PPHS explained that they 

had become better teachers because of the pre-existing culture of collaboration at their school. At 

PPHS, course teams met twice weekly to collaborate and plan high-quality assignments, 
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common assessments, and lesson plans. Teachers must collaborate and coordinate efforts to 

eliminate class variability in this setting. However, the qualitative findings of this study did not 

support the high percentage found within the quantitative results. Individually, teachers did not 

believe that the level of collaboration at PPHS was genuine or effective. They felt because of 

financial incentives like PBP, teachers participate in course team meetings yet contribute 

mediocre resources, saving their more exemplary items out of competition.  

Implications 

Implications of the current research highlight the variability of teachers’ thoughts on 

PBP, resulting in inconsistency of their support. While district leaders and policymakers at the 

core endeavored to compensate teachers, the system had little to no effect on changing teacher 

beliefs nor student achievement outcomes (Chiang et al., 2017; Fryer, 2013; Springer et al., 

2010, 2012; Yuan et al., 2013). Districts need to examine teacher pay salaries because financial 

performance incentives will continue to increase teacher distrust in district leadership.  

Additionally, district leaders should evaluate the disparity of awards given to teachers in 

Title I schools like PPHS and non-Title schools. Teachers in Title I schools urge policymakers to 

considers alternative methods of compensating teachers including group-based awards, 

additional time for collaboration, and overall salary increases. PBP will continually impact 

teacher attrition and attraction of high-quality talent into these schools, which in turn will impact 

student achievement. Understanding this significant issue is vital to preventing further decay of 

teacher perceptions of district leadership decisions.   
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Recommendations for Future Research 

The findings from the current study expose the need for additional research to illustrate 

PBP’s impact on teacher motivation. Like previous researchers, the researcher found that PBP 

has an overreliance on performance indicators that do not accurately measure teaching 

performance as a significant component of teachers’ financial incentives (Chiang et al., 2017; 

Filgio & Kenny, 2007; Gerhart & Fang, 2015). Such overreliance could continue to negatively 

impact, rather than repair, the education field. Due to the inconclusiveness of the research 

concerning teacher pay incentives, it is necessary to introduce alternative methods of teacher 

compensation and group-based awards while exploring holistic salary increases for teachers. The 

new policy should not rely heavily on student achievement or performance indicators; instead, it 

should be an equitable formula, placing teacher instructional practices at its core. While the 

current study found that the impact of PBP is inconclusive, evidence from studies of other school 

districts that substantially increased starting salaries illustrates that compensation is a motivator 

for teachers (Clotfelter et al., 2008; Cowan & Goldhaber, 2018; Springer et al., 2010). Future 

research could include qualitative investigations with teacher participants to discover their 

perspectives of suitable incentives. 

The researcher also urges districts to conduct studies in multiple school settings, 

evaluating the effect PBP may impose on every stakeholder and its translation into teacher 

motivation, and ultimately, student achievement. Such evaluations should include both anecdotal 

and empirical evidence from teachers to satisfy full disclosure concerning the pros and cons of 

PBP. Policymakers and district leaders must understand that all PBP programs or financial 

incentive policies will eventually fail without teacher support (Dillion, 2008). 
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The researcher concludes that further investigation of the effects of financial incentives 

like PBP is necessary to prevent continued harm to the education profession. While the 

researcher’s recommendations will not guarantee success, they will provide district leaders and 

policymakers with essential teacher perspectives to better understand financial incentives' 

positive and negative implications that must be reviewed and studied before implementation. 

Further investigation needs to be done without the complicating variable of COVID-19 as the 

district suspended PBP due to eligibility considerations and issues of equitable distribution of 

awards resulting from COVID.  

Final Thoughts 

Improving teachers’ motivation and compensation is a gray area with potential for future 

research. Many of the issues presented by prior research still plague school districts’ plans to 

compensate teachers through policies like PBP. This study provided evidence that teachers’ 

approval of PBP remains divided at PPHS. While PBP is not a new phenomenon, how districts 

implement plans will determine teacher support. Additionally, district leaders and policymakers 

must give special attention to the lasting effects financial incentives could have on the 

recruitment of teachers into the education field, primarily in Title I schools like PPHS. Most 

survey respondents agreed that financial incentives like PBP in Title I schools are “insulting;” as 

a result, they believed that districts should explore other compensatory methods. As expressed by 

this study’s interview participants, in agreement with prior research, teachers are not extrinsically 

motivated by money but intrinsically motivated by their students (Chiang et al., 2017; Fryer, 

2013; Springer et al., 2010; Yuan et al., 2013). The challenge for districts will continue with how 

to distribute compensation with equity to eliminate perceived privilege to non-Title schools.  
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Recruitment Letter 

 

Subject line: THE IMPACT PERFORMANCE-BASED PAY: Mercer IRB # xxxxxxx 
 

Dear participant,  
 
As a requirement for partial fulfillment of my doctoral studies, at Mercer University, I am 

conducting a study on the impact of performance-based pay in this school district. Data 
collection includes a survey that will take only 10 minutes of your time.  If you agree to 
participate in a follow-up 30 minute interview, you can provide your contact information at the 
end of the survey. All information collected will be de-identified.  

 
Your time and efforts are greatly appreciated.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Shawn Lee 

 

Research Title  EDUCATION OF SUPPLY AND 
DEMAND: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY 
OF THE IMPACT PERFORMANCE-
BASED PAY HAS ON TEACHERS IN 
TITLE I SCHOOLS 

Description of the study  This study aims to identify teachers’ 
perspectives on the outcomes of school 
districts’ financial incentives to improve 
teacher motivation.. 
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LETTER TO THE INTERVIEWEE 
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Letter to the Interviewee: 

 
Dear _____________,  

 
As a requirement for partial fulfillment of my doctoral studies, at Mercer University, students 

in the dissertation phase of their program are required to conduct a study exploring an area of 
personal interest. The information and experiences you share will be summarized and coded 
without using names. The gathered information will only be used for the purpose of this course 
and may be shared with other members of the course and the professor. After the interview, I 
will provide you with the opportunity to review the final document before I submit it.  

 
Your time and efforts are greatly appreciated.  

 

Research Title  EDUCATION OF SUPPLY AND 
DEMAND: AN EXPLORATORY STUDY 
OF THE IMPACT PERFORMANCE-
BASED PAY HAS ON TEACHERS IN 
TITLE I SCHOOLS 

Description of the study  This study aims to identify teachers’ 
perspectives on the outcomes of school 
districts’ financial incentives to improve 
teacher motivation. Evidenced by the decline 
in preservice program enrollment, districts 
must evaluate the perception created by their 
response to financial incentives and salary 
competition found in other professions. 

• I confirm that my participation in this research project is voluntary. 

• I understand that I will not receive any payments for participating in this research interview. 

• I understand that most interviewees will find the discussion interesting and thought-provoking. I have the 
right to decline to answer any question or to end the interview. 

• I confirm that the research interview will last approximately 30 minutes. 

• I understand that the researcher will not identify me by name in any reports using information obtained 
from this interview and that my confidentiality as a participant in this study will remain secure. 

• I have read and understood the explanation provided to me. 

• I have been given a copy of the consent form. 

• I will be able to review the notes, transcripts, or other data collected during the research interview. 

• I agree that the researcher may share information with the professor and members of EDEL 816 course that 
contain quotations by me. 

By signing this form, I am agreeing the terms listed above.  
__________________________  _______________  ___________ 
Participant Signature      Date                  Research ID # 
__________________________  ________________  
 Researcher’s Signature      
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Survey Instrument 

 

Demographic Survey Questions 

 
1. What is your race/ ethnicity?  

• African American or Black 

• American Indian, Alaska Native, Indigenous, or First Nations 

• Asian or Asian American 

• Arab or Middle Eastern 

• Hispanic or Latinx 

• Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

• White, Caucasian, or European American Decent  

• Other 
2. How old are you?  

• Under 25 

• 25-29 

• 30-39 

• 40-49 

• 50-59 

• 60+ 
3. Which of the following options best describes your gender? 

• Male  

• Female  

• Trans 

• Prefer not to disclose  

•  Another Gender Identity 
4. What is the highest level of formal education that you have completed? 

• Bachelors 

• Masters 

• Specialist  

• Doctorate (Ed.D. or Ph.D.) 
5. Select the school where you currently teach 

• Berkmar High  

• Meadowcreek High  

• Shiloh High  

• South Gwinnett High  
6. Years of Experience in Teaching  

• Less than 1 year  

• 1-2 years 

• 3-5 years  

• 6-10 years  

• 11-15 years  
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• 16-20 years  

• More than 20 years  
7. How long have you been a teacher at your current school?  

• Less than 1 year  

• 1-2 years 

• 3-5 years  

• 6-10 years  

• 11-15 years  

• 16-20 years  

• More than 20 years  
8. What subject/content area do you teach?  

• Mathematics  

• Social Studies  

• Science  

• Language Arts  

• Career/Technical  

• Health/Physical Education  
9. How many Professional Development opportunities have you attended this year? 

• None 

• 1 or 2  

• 3 or 4  

• 5 or more  
10.  What (if any) additional roles do you possess at your local school?  

• Teacher Mentor  

• Coach (Academic) 

• Coach (Sports) 

• Department Chair  

• Club Sponsor  

• Other  
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Teacher Response to Pay for Performance Policies (Adapted) 

(Wells, 2011) 
 

 
 
 

Outcome: (1) Support for PBP  
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1 I feel I will be better rewarded financially for what I do as a 
teacher under the PBP program than in prior years. 

 

    
  1     2     3     4     5    

2 The amount of the incentive will be large enough to motivate 
me to examine my teaching practices more closely. 
 

    
  1     2     3     4     5    

3 The PBP program neglects to measure important aspects of 
my teaching performance.  

    
  1     2     3     4     5    

4 The potential monetary award teachers can receive is small in 
comparison to what’s being asked of them  

   
  1     2     3     4     5    

5 The financial incentives included in the PBP program will 
encourage teachers to work harder than in prior years to get 
more pay. 

    
  1     2     3     4     5    

6 The program is unlikely to be sustained after the grant, so 
teachers are pessimistic about lasting results. 

    
  1     2     3     4     5    

7 I support implementing the PBP program at my school.     
  1     2     3     4     5    

8 Most teachers in my school supported implementing the PBP 
program. 

   
  1     2     3     4     5    

9 The PBP program can be insulting to teachers since it implies 
they are not doing a good job of teaching students already. 

    
  1     2     3     4     5    

  

Outcome: (2) Collaboration 

  

1 The prospect that teachers at my school can earn a bonus 
encourages staff to work together. 
 

   1     2     3     4     5    

2 When teachers and administrators in a school work 
collaboratively, student achievement improves. 

   1     2     3     4     5    
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3 My input is valued at my school.    1     2     3     4     5    

4 I feel supported by other teachers in my same content area  
 

   1     2     3     4     5    

5 I am becoming a better teacher because of the support and 
collaboration at my school. 

   1     2     3     4     5    

 Outcomes: (3) Perceived Changes resulting from PBP    1     2     3     4     5    

1 Positive 
Changes Among 
Teachers  

I would describe teachers at this school as a 
more satisfied group. 
 

   1     2     3     4     5    

2 Things are running at the school better. 
 

   1     2     3     4     5    

3 Teachers can be counted on more often to 
help each other with their teaching, even 
though it may not be part of their official 
assignment. 
 

   1     2     3     4     5    

1 Negative 
Changes Among 
Teachers  

The stress and disappointments involved in 
teaching at this school are much more 
significant. 

   1     2     3     4     5    

2 I think about transferring to another 
school/district more often. 

   1     2     3     4     5    

3 I have noticed increased resentment among 
teachers. 

   1     2     3     4     5    

4 Teachers seem more competitive than 
cooperative. 
 

   1     2     3     4     5    

1  Changes in 
Working with 
Students  

  Teachers more often expect students to 
complete every assignment. 
 

   1     2     3     4     5    

2  Teachers often encourage students to keep 
trying even when the work is challenging. 
 

   1     2     3     4     5    

3  Teachers are willing to provide additional 
opportunities for students to make up 
missed assignments  

   1     2     3     4     5    

4  Teachers offer more time for tutoring and 
remediation  

 1     2     3     4     5    

 
 


