Performance Pay
A Case for Corporate and Foundation Support
How implementing performance pay will increase corporate and foundation support for Catholic Schools

Ron Costello, Barbara Shuey and Peggy Elson

In 1999, Lilly Endowment Inc. offered the Archdiocese of Indianapolis a $10 million matching grant to improve student achievement in 33 of its 68 schools.  The target schools are all located in Marion County, Indiana.  Archbishop Daniel M. Buechlein approved this offer provided that the matching money came from the corporate and foundation community and not from parishes.  In this process, the archdiocese partnered with the Milken Family Foundation in developing the grant, and included plans in the proposal to implement its Teacher Advancement Program (TAP).  Performance-based compensation is one of the required components of the TAP program.  What we discovered was the willingness of corporate and foundation communities to fund performance pay, which incorporated accountability for improved student achievement and growth.

Teacher Advancement Program

TAP, now operated by the National Institute for Excellence in Teaching is designed to increase teaching proficiency through a systemic approach in order to enhance student achievement.  The four principles of TAP are:

1. Multiple Career Paths:  New avenues of career advancement are being developed so that teachers with outstanding skills are given new leadership and mentoring roles to help develop their colleagues.

2. Ongoing Applied Professional Growth:  Teachers invest time on a regular basis to work collaboratively on ways to improve their instruction aligned to a school improvement plan.
3. Instructional Focused Accountability:  Each teacher is evaluated four to six times a year by multiple trained evaluators using the TAP Teaching Skills, Knowledge and Responsibility Standards.

4. Performance-Based Compensation:  Teachers are evaluated and rewarded based on performance standards for professional growth, classroom achievement gains and schoolwide achievement gains.

Ongoing applied professional growth takes place two to three times per week during the school day within collaborative teacher meetings called “cluster groups.”  In a TAP school, the cluster groups are the basic unit for professional growth for all teachers. Cluster groups develop the teaching capacity, insights and abilities of all faculty members.
Master and mentor teachers lead cluster groups.  Long-range plans and goals are developed to ensure that activities are focused on reaching student achievement goals and to support the follow-up of these instructional strategies in the classroom.  The TAP Leadership Team comprised of the principal, master and mentor teachers provides cluster group oversight by regularly reviewing each group’s goals, activities, outcomes and follow-up in the classroom.

Over the last four years, TAP teachers skills have improved in the areas of data analysis, standards accountability, best practices, communication and the use of Bloom’s taxonomy in writing goals and lesson objectives (subject knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, syntheses and evaluation).  Specifically, teachers are:

· Identifying and supporting students in their academics through data analysis and disaggregating student data (breaking data into component parts by subject area).

· Increasing teacher awareness, understanding and alignment with state standards.

· Supporting other teachers through coaching, modeling, demonstrating and team-teaching.

· Discussing pacing, lesson structure and the importance of differentiating lessons to meet the needs of every student.

· Visiting each other’s classrooms and adapting best practices to reach all students.

· Eliminating unproductive practices and concentrating on those that enable students to achieve their potential.

· Identifying academic areas where teachers benefit from coaching by fellow educators.

· Finding ways to receive additional professional development that directly benefits students and sharing that professional development within their cluster groups, using varied assessment methods to evaluate students.

Performance-Pay Model
The archdiocesan staff learned much after making performance payouts to staff.  First, in determining the criteria for performance-based compensation, one should include both educator evaluation and improved student performance.  For the reward system to be fair, it must be balanced through an assessment of both student and teacher performance.  Second, because of other financial demands, there must be outside financial support in order to implement performance pay.  In Indianapolis this came from corporate and foundation involvement.

In the archdiocese, performance compensations are based on three factors: (1) classroom observations of staff - 50 percent, (2) classroom student gain -30 percent, and (3) school-wide gains in student achievement - 20 percent.  

Student gains in achievement are measured annually through a standardized test.  Student results are measured through the value-added model developed by Dr. William Sanders, which determines growth in student achievement by measuring individual student progress from one year to the next.  Value-added represents the expectation that each student should demonstrate more than a year’s growth, determined by past achievement results.

All archdiocesan schools also are accredited by the state of Indiana and take the Indiana Statewide Test of Education Progress (ISTEP), which is the standardized test developed by Indiana and CTB McGraw-Hill to measure student achievement based on the Indiana academic standards.  ISTEP results are reported by the state.  The importance placed by the corporate community on test scores in determining whether schools are successful should not be underestimated.
In addition to standardized test results, classroom observations are conducted at least four times a year-two by the principal and two by other certified staff members  to determine the teacher’s effectiveness in the classroom.  TAP is a structured program that requires certification of the principal and school staff in criteria based upon best-practice research on the knowledge, practice and skills to provide feedback for teachers.

Acceptance and Implementation
Al Ramirez (2001) states in an article that educators are not motivated by performance pay because pay was not the reason that they became educators.  However, in “Catholic Schools Still Make a Difference:  Ten Years of Research 1991-2000” (Ellis, Hun and Nuzzi, 2004), the authors state, “salary is a factor that influences (a teacher’s) decision to leave.”

When staff in TAP schools first were asked about performance pay, the response appeared to support the argument that performance pay is not a motivating factor.  For the 187 staff members in the eight TAP schools that provided feedback on performance-based compensation, 17 percent (32 staff members) supported it, 42 percent (79 staff members) were neutral and 41 percent (76 staff members) did not support performance pay as something necessary.  If this survey data were taken only at face value, it might have been determined that there was not a great deal of support for or motivation from performance-based compensation.

However, it is important to note that the first four schools that received performance pay had a different attitude.  In those schools, the percentages (for neutral and support) were much higher – 100 percent, 94 percent, 83 percent and 67 percent respectively.  It will be interesting to see if this trend continues as more schools receive payouts.
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Another issue raised by Ramirez is whether businesslike evaluation and performance-pay systems make sense in schools.  We found that performance-based compensation strengthened our case for corporate and foundation support because it demonstrated how extra pay would be determined.  Contributors were more than willing to support additional compensation as long as there was a system in place to reward those who deserved it most, and not to everyone equally.

Look to Business for Examples
Furthermore, schools must look to businesses to find examples of how performance pay is implemented successfully.  There seem to be two essential conditions.  First, performance pay needs to be significant enough to make a difference.  In June 2006 the archdiocese paid $229,880 to 214 staff members in eight TAP schools.  The individual payouts ranged from $400 to $2,900, which we believe is enough to retain them in Catholic education.  Second, performance should be an addition to the budget and salary schedule and not be funded by money taken away from other areas.
A rigorous aspect of the TAP performance-based compensation system is training of staff.  Staffs are trained on the TAP instructional rubric, which measures 22 factors, from lesson planning to problem solving.  During the first year, TAP is devoted to training teachers on gathering classroom observation data and then using the data to improve student achievement.  The observation data gathered by the principal, master and mentor teachers are used to improve classroom instruction, thus enhancing student achievement.

Another aspect of TAP is aligning the student standardized test results to the performance of the teacher who taught the specific subject matter.  Because the ISTEP is given in the fall of each school year, we link test results to the performance of the teacher who taught each student English/language arts or mathematics the previous school year.  This has caused labor-intensive linking of the data, but it is necessary to be able to compensate the teacher fairly and effectively.

An unforeseen consequence of TAP is that it changed our thinking about assessing student achievement.  In the past, we compared student achievement in one school to that in another school.  For the most part, we were pleased because many of our schools are high performing.  What we did not know was whether students were improving.  Once we began to measure success using a growth model, we were able to document that all students can experience a year’s growth, including those already in high-performing schools.

In June 2006, six of the eight TAP schools made gains significant enough to receive schoolwide performance pay.  Although the other two schools had gains in achievement, they did not have the gains necessary to achieve value-added growth.  Two of the highest performing TAP schools, which had greater than 90 percent passing rate on the ISTEP for the last two years, showed the largest schoolwide gains in achievement, disproving that statement that high-performing schools would not be able to show value-added gains.  The remaining performance pay was awarded to classroom teachers whose students demonstrated value-added growth.

The TAP program is clear about who will be rewarded.  It has taken some time for staff to understand how student growth is measured and rewarded, but once they understand how it works, it changes how they address improving student achievement.  They now connect performance data annually to set instructional goals, develop interventions and assess whether individual students are making gains in achievement.  These processes connect with classroom observations, where staffs are evaluated in the knowledge, practice and skills used in the classroom and provide a complete reward system.
Key Results
After four years in the TAP program and two years of performance pay, we have found the following key results:
· The second round of TAP performance awards was made in June 2006, bringing the total payout to $376,567 for 334 teachers.  Recipients received between $400 and $2,900, according to criteria based on classroom observation (50 percent), individual student performance (30 percent), and school performance (20 percent).  It is significant to note that this was the first time that ISTEP+ results were used by a school system in Indiana to help determine performance awards.  Awards were presented to Our Lady of Lourdes ($16,660), St. Barnabas (two-year total of $93,662), St. Jude (two-year total of $55,510), St. Lawrence (two-year total of $63,980), St. Simon ($45,990), Central Catholic ($13,160), Holy Spirit ($24,080) and Scecina Memorial High School (two-year total of $63,525).

· Evidence shows that the TAP program is having a positive impact on English/language arts and mathematics.  The ISTEP+ value-added results gave statistical evidence about individual student progress and growth from one year to the next.

· Five archdiocesan urban schools joined TAP in the 2006-2007 school year.  They are Holy Angels, Holy Cross, St. Anthony, St. Andrew & St. Rita Catholic Academy and St. Philip Neri.  School leadership teams have received training.

TAP Key Results Summary

	Key Result Area
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Total

	TAP Schools
	4
	8
	8
	8
	8+5 new
	13

	Master Teachers in Ongoing Training
	6
	14
	14
	12
	12 + 5 new
	17

	TAP Performance Pay
	
	$146,678
	$229,880
	$376,558

	Number of Teachers (Performance Pay)
	
	120
	214
	334


Implications and Conclusions
According to Richard Lee Colvin in his article The New Philanthropists (2005), “new philanthropists tend to believe that schools in addition to securing adequate financial resources need to embrace accountability and to overhaul basic functions.”  He goes on to state:

“They (philanthropists) believe good leadership, effective management, compensation based on performance, competition, the targeting of resources, and accountability of results can all pay dividends for education as well as foundations.  They tend to set ambitious goals for their own work and be aggressive in pursuit of their agenda.”

We found this to be true in the Archdiocese of Indianapolis based upon the support and approval from Lilly Endowment Inc., Milken Family Foundation and the corporate community.  Major contributor Rick Pfleger believes that performance pay with accountability for improved student achievement is a model he will advocate and continue to support.  At the archdiocese, we believe that performance pay offers the corporate and foundation community the accountability it demands.
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		Multiple Career Paths

		School		Neutral		Support		Teachers

		St. Simon		54.8		22.6		31

		St. Lawrence		30.0		46.7		30

		St. Jude		54.2		16.7		24

		St. Barbanas		41.9				31

		Scecina High School		50.0		25.0		12

		Our Lady of Lourdes		33.3		55.6		18

		Holy Spirit		23.3		46.7		30

		Central Cathol		27.3				11

		Archdiocese		39.8		32.1		187

		National		40.4		31.3		1,784

		Ongoing Applied Profession Growth

		School		Neutral		Support		Teachers

		St. Simon		22.6		77.4		31

		St. Lawrence		26.7		73.3		30

		St. Jude		25.0		75.0		24

		St. Barbanas		41.9		51.6		31

		Scecina High School		50.0		50.0		12

		Our Lady of Lourdes		68.8		41.2		18

		Holy Spirit		36.7		56.7		30

		Central Cathol				90.9		11

		Archdiocese		33.3		64.5		187

		National		32.7		59.8		1,784

		Instructional Focused Accountability

		School		Neutral		Support		Teachers

		St. Simon		35.5		64.5		31

		St. Lawrence		23.3		76.7		30

		St. Jude		37.5		62.5		24

		St. Barbanas		54.8		29.0		31

		Scecina High School		66.7		33.3		12

		Our Lady of Lourdes		27.8		66.7		18

		Holy Spirit		26.7		66.7		30

		Central Cathol		18.2		81.8		11

		Archdiocese		35.8		59.9		187

		National		33.4		56.7		1,784

		Performance-based Compensation

		School		Neutral		Support		Teachers

		St. Simon		35.5		12.9		31

		* St. Lawrence		36.7		46.7		30

		* St. Jude		25.0		75.0		24

		* St. Barnabas		41.9		51.6		31

		* Scecina High School		50.0		16.7		12

		Our Lady of Lourdes		56.7		5.6		18

		Holy Spirit		36.7		16.7		30

		Central Catholic		36.4		27.3		11

		Archdiocese		41.7		16.6		187

		National		36.8		18.4		1,784

		Teacher Collegiality

		School		Neutral		Support		Teachers

		St. Simon		32.3		51.6		31

		St. Lawrence		16.7		73.3		30

		St. Jude		28.2		66.7		24

		St. Barbanas		45.2		51.6		31

		Scecina High School		33.3		58.3		12

		Our Lady of Lourdes		33.5		44.4		18

		Holy Spirit		50.0		40.0		30

		Central Cathol		9.1		81.8		11

		Archdiocese		33.2		56.7		187

		National		34.1		53.7		1,784
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