DIFFERENTIATED PAY PLAN RESPONSE
JACKSON COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Pursuant to N.C. Session Law 2014-100, § 8.41(b), we, the Jackson County Board of Education
(“Board”) hereby presents to the N.C. Senate Appropriations/Base Budget Committee, the N.C.
House Committee on Appropriations and the Joint Legislative Education Oversight Committee
the following Differentiated Pay Plan Response.

Differentiated Bonuses for Classroom Teachers

The Board believes that all classroom teachers are valuable employees and should be
entitled to additional financial compensation. With that said, the following classroom
teachers, in order of most emphasis, should be entitled to some form of differentiated
bonus:

1. Hard to Staff Subject Area Teachers District Wide
(Math, Science and Special Education)

2. Hard to Staff and High Need Schools _
(Blue Ridge School/Blue Ridge Early College and Smokey Mountain Elementary
School)

3. Classroom Teachers who take on additional leadership roles within the school
district and are elected to serve in the following roles: School Improvement
Team Chair/Faculty Senate K-12; Department Chair 9-12; MTSS- Multi Tiered
Systems of Support Intervention Team Chair K-8

4. Classroom Teachers who provide principal endorsed professional development
within the school district

5. Certified Teaching Staff with perfect attendance on student days for the entire
school year

The Board believes that any bonus system should be financially meaningful, recurring and
properly and fully funded in the bi-annual budget. A recurring bonus system would help
to create stability and a better and more advanced applicant pool in these categorical
areas.

Performance-Based Salary Increases

Based on the reasons set-out in full below, the Board does not feel that it can, at this time,
properly develop or suggest a meaningful plan for performance-based salary increases.
The Board strongly believes that all school employees, not simply classroom teachers,
deserve salary increases in an equitable and fair manner.



The Board respectfully declines to respond to the section for the following reasons:

1.

A summary of multiple research studies, incorporated herein and attached hereto,
indicate differentiated pay is ineffective in terms of student achievement.

In order to develop an equitable and fair plan, the Board would need more time, perhaps
a full academic year, to develop a plan that best meet the needs of the school system.

The legislative criteria requires a plan for those classroom teachers rated highly effective
on the North Carolina Teacher Evaluation instrument (largely Standard 6). In looking at
all classroom teachers across the system, it is difficult to distinguish between the types of
assessments used for Standard 6. This creates an analysis that is based on unequal and,
in some cases, unfair comparisons.

Without more objective criteria, it is difficult to evaluate teachers across the different
schools in the district and across their peer cohorts in the state. Even with more objective
criteria and valid and equitable data, school systems across the state are vastly different
with very different needs. A uniform, state plan might be beneficial to XYZ County Schools
but may not serve the best interest for Jackson County Schools.

The concept of performance-based salaries is an industry based, corporate response to a
human situation. Classroom teachers do the best they can with the resources they have
and the students they teach. When dealing with the human element of teaching and
interacting with students (who come to school each day at varying ability levels with their
own emotional situations), a more subjective analysis must be considered.

For reasons mentioned herein, any sort of differentiated, performance based plan {with
problems of inequitable measuring, unreliable data and subjective considerations not
even being addressed) will create problems within the employment ranks. Issues like this
and the recent legislation regarding the twenty five percent (25%} serve to detract from
the positive, collaborative and collegial environment that our employees have worked
hard to create and maintain.

As the law is written, who can receive differentiated pay is too restrictive. Many non-
administrative school employees who are not considered classroom teachers are not
even considered in this model. The role of the classroom teacher is hugely important, but
so are other support individuals (i.e., school social workers, school counselors, etc.}

Approved this 16 day of December 2014.

yay/ as

Mr. Ken Henke, Chairman Df. Michael L. M[Jrra\'.', Superintendent



Summary of Recent Findings on the Impact of Performance Pay Incentives

Description of the Most Rigorous Studies

While research has been conducted on performance pay for some time, only recently have there
been studies using rigorous experimental approaches. Experiments that use randomized assignment
of educators into treatment and control groups (treatment being the opportunity to receive an
incentive) offer the best assessment of the direct effect of incentives on student and teacher
performance outcomes. The best evidence on pay for performance comes from these studies:!

o Springer et al. (2010): The POINT project in Nashville was a three-year randomized
experiment involving fifth to eighth grade math teachers that rewarded teachers for certain
value-added scores based on student achievement. Bonuses of $15,000, $10,000, and $5,000
were awarded for teachers whose value-added scores were at historical 95% 90t and 8ot
percentiles, respectively.

o Fryeretal (2011/2013): A two-year randomized experiment for high need K-12 schools in
New York, as defined by poverty rates, demographic characteristics, and test scores. Bonuses
were distributed on the basis of school Progress Report scores, which are calculated on the
basis of student test scores and Regents Examinations, graduation rates (for high schools),
student attendance, and school environment. Schools could earn up to $3,000 per teacher for
meeting targets; distribution of money was up to the discretion of the school.

o Fryeretal (2012). A one-year randomized experiment of “traditional” (money given to
teachers at the end of the year for meeting targets) and “loss aversion” (money given to
teachers at the beginning of year that could be kept if a teacher met targets; otherwise, the
money had to be returned at the end of the year) bonuses among math and reading K-8
teachers in Chicago Heights, Illinois. Team and individual bonuses were compared. Up to
$8,000 was available for bonuses, with the average bonus payout being $4,400.

e  Glazerman & Seifullah (2012); A combination experimental and quasi-experimental study of
Chicago’s Teacher Advancement Program (TAP) in 34 schools (17 control, 17 experiment).
Bonuses ranged between an average of $1,100 to $2,500 per year, with a maximum of $2,700
to $6,400, depending on the year.

e Springer et al. (2012). Two-year experimental study of team incentives for Round Rock
middle school teachers in Texas. Bonuses (approx. $5,900) were awarded on the basis of

! There is research by Goldhaber and Walch (2012) that speaks to the effectiveness of another popularly-cited
program—ProComp, a five-year pay for performance program in Denver. A review of ProComp is not included in
this brief, however, because the research does not provide a direct answer to the question of performance incentive
effectiveness. There are two reasons why this is the case. First, teachers were not randomly assigned to treatment or
control groups, so the research cannot find a direct Infent fo Treat effect, and second, ProComp was more than just
pay for performance, including comprehensive professional development, upgrades to information systems, updated
teacher evaluation systems, and changes to district personnel. It is therefore difficult to assess the impact of the
performance pay component associated with ProComp from the research available because the research assesses the
impact of ProComp in general.
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student growth (value-added), if a team’s score ranked in the top third of treatment group
teams in the same grade level.

Additionally, recent quasi-experimental research also has offered insight into the impact of
performance incentives for teachers who are just below or just above an “effective” threshold.?

Dee and Wyckoff (2012): A regression discontinuity study that examines the impact of
teacher retention and performance in Washington D.C.’s high-stakes, district-wide IMPACT
program, The measurement used to assess teachers was a combination of formal observations
and value-added scores, producing an overall IMPACT score ranging from 100 to 400. After
the first year, teachers with an IMPACT score below 175 were let go. Teachers with a score
between 175 and 249 (labeled “Minimally Effective”) were subject to dismissal the following
year should they not receive an “Effective” (250-349) or “Highly Effective” (350+) score the
following year. Additionally, teachers receiving a Highly Effective score could receive a one-
time bonus of $25,000, and two consecutive “Highly Effective” scores would earn teachers
substantial base pay rates resulting in as much as $27,000 additional base pay per vear.

There is also an analysis of performance incentives on teacher practices based on randomized
experiments:

Yuan et al. (2013): An analysis of teacher practice survey results from three randomized
experiments in three states (Tennessee, New York, and Texas). Tennessee and New York
studies come from POINT and SPBP projects, respectively (see Springer 2010 and Fryer
2011, above). The Texas “PPTI” program awarded team-based bonuses on the basis of value-
added to middle school teacher teams consisting of at least one teacher for the core subjects
of math, reading/English, science, and social studies. Average bonuses ranged from $5,300 to
$5,800 in the Texas program,

Findings from the Most Rigorous Studies on Performance Pay

1

There is little evidence that traditional-model performance incentives increase student
outcomes. |

Student Achievement. In general, the Nashville POINT, New York, Chicago Heights,
Chicago TAP, and Round Rock, Texas programs found statistically insignificant effects of
the opportunity to earn a “traditional” (money given to teachers at the end of the year for
reaching performance target) bonus on student test scores. However, there are a few
conditions that produced significant results, albeit not always positive results. Researchers in
Nashville found a slightly positive effect of incentives on fifth grade performance in years
two and three of their study; researchers in New York found slightly negative impacts of
incentives in middle schools math.

Student Behavior. The evidence from New York suggests that there are insignificant effects
of the opportunity to earn a bonus on student attendance, behavior, or grades (Fryer 2011).

2 Quasi-experimental regression discontinuity designs assume that assignment to just below versus just above a cut-
off point is essentially random, which, though not as ideal as a random control trial, offers a rigorous study design.
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2. In general, it does not matter whether the bonus is individual or team/school-based; the
results appear to be the same.

POINT (Nashville) and IMPACT (Washington, D.C.) bonuses were individual, but New
York and Chicago TAP bonuses in the first year were largely school-based. Round Rock and
Chicago TAP bonuses in the second year were team-based, and in Chicago Heights, “loss™
and traditional-style bonuses produced the same effects, whether they were individual or
team-based awards. :

3. There is little evidence that traditional-model performance incentives change teacher behavior.

According to survey results and researchers’ validity checks, teachers in Nashville, New
York, and Texas (both Round Rock and PPTI) did not change their teaching practices as a
result of bonuses. Specifically, there was no evidence that incentives affected retention or
teacher absences, nor did teachers report changes to their instruction {e.g., teaching to the
test), number of hours worked, stress, or collegiality as a result of the bonus program. Note,
though, that POINT treatment teachers in Nashville did report greater emphasis on test
preparation and collaboration than did their control group counterparts. Additionally, with
the knowledge that two “Minimally Effective” ratings in a row would result in job loss, a
“Minimaily Effective” label for teachers in the first year of the Washington, D.C. IMPACT
program increased attrition by 50%.

4. It is unlikely that traditional bonuses do not work only because they are too small.

Up to $15,000 was available for teachers in the POINT project, with $10,000 and $5,000
available at lower student achievement thresholds; up to $8,000 was available in the Chicago
Heights project; and the mean bonus distributed in Texas was between $5,300 and $5,900.

3. Though there is little evidence that traditional bonuses have affected teacher or student
performance, there is some evidence that "“loss-aversion” bonuses—or bonuses that are
given al the beginning of the year and are taken away if students do not meet expected test
criteria—increase student achievement.

According to Fryer’s (2012) Chicago Heights project, students whose teachers were in the
“loss” treatment group showed large and statistically significant gains between .2 and .4
standard deviations in math, which is between 6.8 and 11 percentile points. The effects of
loss-aversion bonuses are the same whether these bonuses are offered as individual or team-
based bonuses.

6. Similarly, in one high-stakes case, there is some evidence that effectiveness labels—and

 perhaps by extension, the opportunity to receive a bonus—may be effective in improving the
overall teacher workforce through voluntary attrition and increased teacher performance,
particularly for teachers near the threshold of effectiveness categories.

As mentioned briefly above, according to Dee and Wyckoff (2012), at the threshold of being
labeled minimally effective versus ineffective, voluntary attrition for minimally effective
teachers increased 50%. However, among those minimally effective teachers who stayed, a
“Minimally Effective” rating increased teacher performance by .27 SD. For high performing
teachers, financial incentives did not improve retention but did improve teacher performance.
Teachers at the “Highly Effective” threshold improved teacher performance by .24 SD.

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation-North Carolina 3



¥ BUI[OTR)) UON—UOLIEN[RAT PUR [OI8359Y [eUOTeonpy 10} WNIHOSUC)
TOT)RISIP SIUIpPNIS pue
8, [00EDS ‘syuared ‘s1oUoE] 0}
(Aoams Supuaes] 0y Aq peuturatep PpoIs]STHImIpe $A0AINS
sasuodsal JO ‘s30uasqe uonnqInsIp JUDUITOMAUS SUILIRS]
‘uonun)ar) IOTARYSq sasnuog 19318 _ puz ‘eouepusne
JaT[oea) 10 ‘(T0TABYIQq Jo 946/ 1P o] JuapmIs “sayel werdord
PWIYIS IO IDUBPUYE) I0IARYS] Toouas I1 00S°1$ I;ak 631 uopenpeld ‘suex SAANIUROU]
SATJUSOUIL  JUopms “(Sopeid Jo $159)) pu® [OOYIS ‘ato Ik U951 puE S9I00% JI0X MON
dnoi1s 10] paxdo JUSTWISASIYSE JIIPIS Xod roquiow Iye)s s[oofas 159} MyEys Jo pasoduoo AD (c10z/1102)
S]O0UDS SO 199]J JOU Op SSATIUROU] IDd  smahyg eoyas  Jed gpoeg o1 dn 861 . 'PIeD woday [ooyas,, | SHOA MaN T 12 I8K1]
apedronied
01 puadns 05,8
[[ewWs paIdfyo
dnoJ3 [onuos UOTMALESIP [BILI0)SIY
UoAd "000°1 1S -aa110e1d Jo sa[muooiad 08
Pue §00°6$ [euorssajord siaype pue ‘406 ‘s6 Suryorar
usamlaq  peSueyd SOAIIURDUI 1Y) 10F U9AIS sasnuog
pasuel 20UAPIAL 2[UI'T "A[UC A[uo ‘(sse[o oY) I0A0
snuoq 2FeIoAY 201y} pUE 0M] STB2A U SPIOUSeHA]} 8- S9pPEID)  S2J0OS 98I} paFeioar
"SISNUOQ SI0YoEd) SpeIS yyIy uo I9m0] I8 000°5S 204y} 18K pue ured [enuue UMo
paardoardnoiS  snueq o 10910 aAmisod PUE 000°01S Aq 8%1 §,JU0pmS Woy ures
wdUea) swog -eosueuLopnd Jo3 sennunpoddo ‘auo Ieak 159 NI U0 aFeIoAr LTI |
Jo o4¢¢ "sater JUBPIYS UO JANTIU SIatoRa) M4 ULSISUDES]  OPIM 91BIS PIloRIgns) NL | INIOd{0107)
uonLye ysy J0O 1oafga [[BI2A0 ON 109 smek¢ “Alpu] 000°s1$ 01 dn 96T pappe snjeA | S[IAUSEN | ‘e 3o seSundg
SJ0N] sBurpurg usisyq Apmi§  pajenjeaqy snuoy Jo 3715 RN | AINSBI] werforg Apms
Jjo Jo SE O M ¥ sjoopg URULIOLID] Jo
ad{], vy Jo pquimp uoneso|
sa1pnis 202y Jo divununs
€107 quua2a(]

SOATIUROU] ABJ SOUBULIONRJ JO 10edwi] i) uo SSUIpur juas9y Jo ArRWumS



< BUI[OIR)) YLON—UOHEN[BAL] PUR [[2IR3SIY TeUonepy 101 WNILIOSU0))
"$19150X JUPIS
ILM padyu] {s1e04 om1 )5E]) pOppE
3G J0U PNoo onfeA wWeo; opeid
®wep pappe "UOYUSIDI ISYOES] ‘ ek -[ooy2s pue (sieak
-3NJEA PUE U0 SJ0IJe “JU2)SISUOIUT - o1 uo 3urpusdap oM ISNT) peppe anfea
‘aq 0} papusIuI ySnoyy ‘samsod swog ‘001°9%-00L°T$ [00Y9s pue SIaYoRa}
se 437 se jou JUSWSASTYOR JUIPTIS Ul (s1maAk Jo moAed JO SUOTIBAISQO
oIaM SpIRMY o gv.I w ojedpnied | -redxg 12101 UINTIIXEUI & [BULIO} U0 paseq Jv1 ofeorm)
‘weidoad o) Ayiumyioddo | -1send)  p) Apmis  sIOUOBSL JO UM ‘006°T$ pue PapieMmE S95TUOY (Z102)
pejuatma]dug JO $109132 JUDISISUOD pue S UL SWEIf, pue  (0[‘[§ Weam]aq  0Ses[yD Ul “JUSWSASIOY JUSpIs T Ye[[TJIog pue
-Alrood 10 JURHJIUdLs oN IO smekg S|00Y2Sg ‘O%RIDAR UQ  S[OOTDS € ST ISSISNUL JO SUIOINQD ‘08eoNy) UBULIDZE[D)
19811] 195w
1.UpIp 31 1834 JO
© pua B 22U2HIP
o1} w1
0] pey ‘dJowr
000°r$ 01 dn
‘JURLOJNS "sasnuoeq ured wres o} [enusod
stlamod 10 SSO[ UNIM JUSTIRAN qns uoxy dn
[eonsne)s WEd) 10 [ETpIAIPUL 000°F$ Paaleoal
S APmMS  TU20MISq SOUSISHIP S Irey oo
Y _YPRYM S1 913Y) PUR “S2AIITRIUL 10 "I2]SWIS JO stoquBrou
Iea[oupy SUreg, 1o syoedu ou PUu2 1® 000°8$ 9 J52I82U § JO SUIQ JIT)
JOLNSIP I8 QIS RW W (IS ¢ dn yo Anprqrssod UM SYUBI  SJUIPIS
Aounm 0] 7' Jo sured yuesryiusis {paugep poarasal ‘dnoi8 30 suumasad a5ereAe
Y31y ‘ourooul AJjeonisiers pue 251e] aIe SUIRa) WRunesyn Jo JAIRRI SIAYDES]
-a0] Afrreunad Pey dnoi3 jusunesn Mou IR JIey Jod 00V +S sjooyas  —poylew  2uasied 1I UOISIPAY
B sI SIY3IoH S50, U1 Ul 212M 10U) SUIEd) Joaderoae g slayoed)  Aq Aed,, ‘odupuLioprnd ‘s)ySey | ssor o8eay)
ofesly)  sI12YdEa) ASOUM SJUSPIIS | IOW  JedA | pue AIpu] 000°8s o dn $-M0S1  Imakjopus suspmg | oSealy) | (Z107) Ay
$IJON ssupuy uSisaq 4Apms  pojeneaqy snuog Jo 3z1§ SI3YJBIL 2INSEIA werory Apmis
Jo Jo ST OYAA 2 S[0012§ UBULIOLIJ Jo
ad{y wypSuag JO xaqunp] o1 eIo|
€[0T 19quiada(]

SOATIUSOU] ABJ 9JUBULIONIAJ Jo 10edw] oty wo SSUIPUL] JU09dY] JO ATRUIUNG



9 BUI[OJE)D) YHON—UONEN[BAH PUE [2IBISIY [eUonednpy 0] WNIOSUo))
'as v
£q soueumiograd 1oqoesy
pasearoul ( 2AN90H
A[YSTH,,) Sunel 1sey3ry
ST Jet) 90USPIAY “(S
wSsut LT AQq Jeak Furmor|oy
Sunsaionm a1 soueuLtoyied -
sogo werdord  Iopoes) peseesour Sunex 00F
Joomew  2ANSOHH A[[EIUIAL, 01 001 Wwoxy Sursuer
sayeIs-Y3Iy ® ‘Ae1s 0] asot]o 21098 1OVJAI
pue uorgearpdde  oym asot 10y Inq ‘o405 U 0JUT STOTIBAISSQO
o[eds £q wonme Amejunjoa IeoA Jod oqe1 OLISIp [euLIc] pue pappe
-o8IE[ ) NG UI 9SEIIOUI UB SEM. 913 Aed oseq JenUUE [ooyas anjea Aq pamsesul IOVJNI
‘USRNIS]SSE ‘U0 IEaA UL DAL 000°L2g 01 dn 0 ‘uol ‘SEOUDATIOVID (Z102)
WOpURI OU 0]  A[JRWITUIUI Pa[aqe] 2507} sIafora} pUE SN SN -Funysem PUR UOTURIRI J2T2RR) | "D (] ‘U0l oA m
onp WONBIWIE 10 “PIOYSaN) o4} IV QI swaly  [enplAIpuUl oUO QOO'STS  SIuL S :Jsalaqur yo swoyn( | -Surysem pue sa(]
[oA9] 2ures
ur sdnoi§ yusuneon
‘saonoexd Jo payy doy 01 papreme
IO sapnyIe I3Yoea) oM sasnuog "(a0usIos
UG 193119 OU ‘SOTRUAp 22K 007 ¥ s[ooyas  ‘salpmys [e1vos ‘Surpeal
urea) Jo uondeoiad uo pue ouo I3k S[ppIU g Ul ‘gre) spalqns 2100
103130 OU “SIBOA OM) 31} Ul )0R°c$ Se MO] -9 SepRIS Inoj ur (douetwrojiad
19A0 BaIR 120[qns Aue ur se pajeroid om) (s1oy0E:) WSPIS [ENIOR STISIOA
JUSUIASIYOE JUSPIYS TO Ieak Ul GOO°9S €101 699)  Ppajoadxe Ul 20UIRfIP Iy
SOATYIAOUL 20URULIOLISd sIaTora) pue 200 2ok sIeloeR9) JO ‘peppe anfeA) | XL Yooy | punoy (£107)
Jo 100039 ON IO smakg Jo sueay, Woos‘sgo1dny  sumeal gs1 PM0IT FUIUIDAIMIY punoy | °Te 30 »Iuudg
S)ON ssuipulg u3syg ApmS  pojenjeaq snuog Jo 321 SIoNIBIT, aInseaj meIsolg Apms
Jo Jo S1 OUM 3 S[00I2g UBMIOLIN] Jo
adL] mSuay Jo raquinpn uoned|
€ 10T 10quood(]

SOATIUQOU] ABJ QOUBULIOJIDJ JO 1oeduu] o) uo sSurpur] U0y Jo Areunung



eUI[OIE)) YUON-TUONEN[EAT PUE [0Jeasay [BUOnRINPH 0] WNIL0SUo))

"Ajrersa[jos
podeurep 10 ‘ssans
qol paonpal “pasiom
SINOY JO Iaquunu IO X MAN
Pasealoul ‘UoHOInOSUL Ul S[OOYos
(SIatpaea) paSueyo SBXQ], Ul sexa], LTV Iomerag
swesdord samg) o) slre?) pue ur 0QOS$ moge Y Suole IDYoea],
Jo auoN -souemioyrad SO A MAN pue YI0A MIN  ‘sexa] pue SBXO L, uo ABgq
J0J JOJBAIJOWT B SBM Ul S[00T]2S m Jeyoes) xad S[TAUSEN sAeAIns Aq painsesu 29 ‘A0 2IUBULOR]
werSoxd met) 1y podax sieak  COIIAUSEN  Q00€$ ‘OI[IAYSEN U SI0TIe2) ‘sponoerd 19yoes) | 10X MON (10D)
10U Op SI2U012) IS0 09 €011 U1 “SAIpU 0J3SI$01dn QoS INOQY ST ISeIRIU] JO SWOMNQ | ‘O[[IAYSEN ‘Te 12 uBn X
$3J0N sSmpulg udisag  Apms paenjesqy snuoy jo IZI§ SIaYea ], ABSBIA meidorg Apms
Jo Jo ST O AA » S[O0Ig DUBULIOLId] Jo
addy  psuay _ Jo quny Uon e
€107 J=quuada(]

SSANUIUY A J OURULIOJIdJ JO jordu] 21} U0 STUIPUIL U203y JO ATeWung



Summary of Recent Findings on the Impact of Performance Pay Incentives
December 2013

Works Cited

Dee, Thomas and James Wycoff. (2013). Incentives, selection, and teacher performance:
Evidence from IMPACT. NBER Working Paper No, 19529,

Fryer, Roland G. (2013). Teacher incentives and student achievement: Evidence from New
York City Public Schools. Journal of Labor Economics 31(2): 373-407.

Fryer Jr., Roland G, Steven D, Levitt, John List, and Sally Sadoff. (2012). Enhancing the
efficacy of teacher incentives through loss aversion: A field experiment. NBER
Working Paper No. 18237,

Glazerman, S. and A. Seifullah. (2012). An evaluation of the Chicago Teacher Advancement
Program (Chicago TAP) afier four years. Princeton: Mathematica Policy Research.

Springer, M.G., Ballou, D., Hamilton, L., Le, V., Lockwood, J.R., McCaftrey, D., Pepper,
M., and Stecher, B. (2010). Teacher pay for performance: Experimental evidence
from the Project on Incentives in Teaching. Nashville, TN: National Center on
Performance Incentives at Van-derbilt University.

Springer, M., J. Pane, V. Le, D. McCaffrey, S. Burns, L. Hamilton, and B. Stecher. (2012).
Team pay for performance: Experimental evidence from the Round Rock Pilot
Project on Team Incentives. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 34(4):
367-390.

Yuan, Kim, Vi-Nhuan Le, Daniel F. McCaffrey, Julic A. Marsh, Laura S. Hamilton, Brian
M. Stecher, and Matthew G. Springer. (2013). Incentive pay programs do not affect
teacher motivation or reported practices: Results from three randomized studies.
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 35(1): 3-22.

Consortium for Educational Research and Evaluation—North Carolina



