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Abstract

The debate over merit pay can be summed up as follows: economists like it, voters love it,
and teachers are divided. Can merit pay be made to work? | survey three sets of data that
are relevant to answering this question: impact studies of teacher merit-pay schemes,
evidence on teacher attitudes to merit pay, and surveys of attitudes in the general
public to merit pay. Looking at the existing merit-pay plans, one is struck by the fact
that their incentive schemes are often very complicated, and most estimates are of
short-run effects (so do not capture selection into the teaching profession). Teacher atti-
tudes are mixed, with new teachers more open to merit pay than their more experienced
colleagues. Teachers are particularly hostile to merit-pay schemes based on test scores,
raising a particular challenge for the political sustainability of such plans. | conclude with 10
suggestions for future research on teacher merit pay.

Keywords: Economics of education, teacher quality, performance pay

1 Introduction

The debate over merit pay can be summed up as follows: economists like
it, voters love it, and teachers are divided. The debate often seems to exude
more heat than light: although merit-pay plans have operated since the
19th century, it is only in the past two decades that high-quality academic
studies have allowed the debate to move from theory to evidence.

In this article, I survey the available economic studies on the impact of
teacher merit pay—with particular reference to the incentive structure
embodied in each plan—and discuss what we have learned from the stu-
dies to date. I then turn to the political economy of merit pay, compiling
evidence on teachers’ attitudes towards merit pay. Since teachers have a
high degree of autonomy, a merit-pay plan that lacks support from tea-
chers risks being undermined from within. Next, I look at public-opinion
surveys on merit pay, and consider what they imply for the political sus-
tainability of merit-pay plans. I conclude with ten suggestions for future
research on merit pay.

For the purposes of this article, I define merit pay as encompassing
instances in which teachers receive temporary or permanent salary
increases for being more effective in the classroom. In this study, I do
not regard the following as merit pay: payments for working in
hard-to-staff schools, payments for teaching subjects for which there is
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an undersupply of applicants, or payments for obtaining additional aca-
demic qualifications.

2 The Theory of Teacher Merit Pay

The theory of teacher merit pay has been well canvassed elsewhere (see e.g.
Lazear 2003; Chevalier et al. 2003; Marsden and Belfield 2006; Podgursky
and Springer 2007). In simple terms, merit pay is expected to operate by
providing stronger incentives for teachers to work harder, and by encoura-
ging more effective individuals to select into the teaching profession.
Lazear (2003) argues that in the case of teacher merit pay, selection effects
may be more important than incentive effects. Indeed, if selection effects
are positive, then even if teachers are unable to increase their effort level
(i.e. incentive effects are zero), merit pay would nonetheless boost student
performance.

In making the case for merit pay, there are three pieces of evidence that
advocates point towards. First, teachers differ quite markedly in their
effectiveness. Averaging across 10 US studies, Hanushek (2011) finds
that a 1 standard deviation increase in teacher effectiveness is associated
with a 0.13 standard deviation increase in reading scores and a 0.17
increase in math scores. Similar estimates have been found for the variance
in teacher effectiveness in the UK (Slater et al. 2009) and Australia (Leigh
2010). One way of expressing these results is that a teacher at the 90th
percentile is at least twice as effective as a teacher at the 10th percentile. To
the extent that merit-pay schemes are able to induce existing teachers to
become more effective, or encourage more capable individuals to choose
the profession, they will improve the average level of effectiveness in the
teaching profession.

The second argument made in favor of merit pay is that uniform pay
scales do not accurately reflect teacher effectiveness. In most developed
nations, teachers are paid primarily on experience and academic qualifi-
cations. Yet most studies that plot the relationship between teachers’
experience and student test score gain show a line that rises in the first
few years, and is pretty flat thereafter (e.g. Staiger and Rockoff 2010).
Similarly, teachers with a Masters degree do not tend to have higher
value-added (e.g. Hanushek and Rivkin 2004, 2006; Leigh 2010).

Third, proponents of merit pay point out that teaching has considerably
more pay compression than most occupations. While intra-occupational
salary dispersion has risen in most developed nations, it has remained
relatively unchanged within teaching (see e.g. Leigh and Ryan 2008). A
similar pattern can be seen when following the same individual over time.
For example, Chingos and West (2010) show that teachers who are more
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effective in the classroom tend to earn more once they leave the teaching
profession—despite there being only small pay differences across those
who remain in the teaching profession.

Against this, five critiques are commonly made of teacher performance
pay.

First, all performance pay schemes are subject to criticism on the basis
of unfairness. In the extreme case, suppose that students’ performance is
only affected by factors outside the school’s control. Such factors might
include family inputs (e.g. maternal education or the amount of time par-
ents spent reading with the child) or idiosyncratic shocks (e.g. whether a
dog is barking outside the classroom on the day of the test). In this scen-
ario, teachers cannot affect students’ performance, so the effect of merit
pay is merely to introduce random variation into pay rates. To the extent
that teachers place a high value on the fairness of their remuneration
system, merit pay may end up reducing morale and effort.’

Second, test-based merit-pay schemes are criticized on the basis that
they may cause teachers to focus on a narrow subset of activities, or to
‘teach to the test’. With a perfect test (which took into account not only
cognitive skills, but also vital outcomes such as motivation and curiosity),
this would not be a problem. In practice, everyone accepts that tests are
able to cover only a portion of the desirable outputs, so this remains a live
concern.” As Campbell (1976) famously notes: “The more any quantitative
social indicator is used for social decision-making, the more subject it will
be to corruption pressures and the more apt it will be to distort and cor-
rupt the social process it is intended to monitor.” (See also Rothstein 2009;
Neal 2009.)

Third, merit-pay schemes that use principal ratings are criticized on the
basis that they are vulnerable to favoritism. Particularly in small schools,
it is argued, many school principals do not have the skills to administer the
pay of the teachers in their schools—and it is better that they be left to
focus on educational leadership without having to also worry about salary
determination.’

Fourth, merit-pay schemes that are based on individual incentives are
criticized on the basis that they may reduce the incentive for teachers to
collaborate with one another. Compared to some other occupations,

For a survey of the literature on fairness in the employment context, see Bewley (2004).
If merit pay is to be based on tests, it is important that those tests cover the desired
outcomes as accurately as possible (see e.g. Hoxby 2002, who shows that US states’
expenditure on standardised tests is startlingly low).

On the question of whether principals can identify effective teachers, see Jacob and
Lefgren (2008). For an analysis of the costs of such an approach, see Jensen and
Reichl (2011, Appendix B).
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teaching involves relatively little team work.* However, there are still
instances in which teachers assist one another, through team-teaching,
sharing classroom notes, or providing mentoring and advice in the staff-
room. Moreover, some experimental evidence suggests that teachers may
be more averse to inequality than other professionals (Perez 2010).

Fifth, merit-pay schemes that are based on group incentives (e.g.
schemes that provide a reward if the entire school does well) are criticized
on the basis that they are vulnerable to a free-rider problem. For example,
suppose that teachers in a school of 60 teachers are told that they will all
receive merit pay if their Students’ test scores exceed a particular thresh-
old. Each teacher will therefore know that her own effort will only make
1/60th of the contribution to the probability that the school meets that
threshold.

How should a good merit-pay scheme be designed? In practice, school
districts have used a variety of metrics. These include test scores, dropout
rates, attendance rates, surveys (of parents, staff and students), principal
assessments, and external evaluator reports. From a theoretical stand-
point, Neal (2009) argues that merit-pay schemes should include multiple
outcome measures, each of which are adjusted for the composition of the
student body.

However, as merit-pay schemes include more outcome measures and
make more adjustments, they become increasingly complex. As
Clotfelter and Ladd (1996: p. 35) note of the performance pay scheme
adopted in Dallas in 1991-92:

in its attempt to be scrupulously fair to schools, Dallas has developed an
approach that is incomprehensible to most participants in the process
and to most outside observers. Even the straightforward form of the
two-stage approach...is difficult to explain and discuss. The addition
of a variety of sophisticated adjustments and refinements may serve to
counter various concerns, but in the process it makes the approach even
more opaque. Outcome measures that school officials see and under-
stand — such as test scores — go into a black box, and there they are
adjusted in various complex ways, standardized, and then restandar-
dized. The indicators that emerge bear little resemblance to the data
that originally went in to the black box. School officials neither under-
stand the process nor have any idea what sort of gains would have been
required for them to achieve a high ranking.

For example, the O*Net classification of occupations classifies occupations on the ques-
tion ‘How important is it to work with others in a group or team in this job?’. On this
basis, elementary school, middle school, and secondary school teachers rank respectively
90th, 451st and 431st out of 861 occupations (see http://www.onetcenter.org, last accessed
11 November 2011).
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Complexity arises not only from the use of multiple performance meas-
ures, but also from the application of adjustment procedures that econo-
mists might regard as intuitively sensible are likely to be incomprehensible
to non-economists. To parse out the effects of family background, most
merit-pay schemes use either value-added scores, residual scores from a
regression on socioeconomic variables, or both.

Take for example, the POINT scheme, described in the following terms
by Springer et al. (2010: pp. 3-4):

Our value-added measure was based on students’ year-to-year growth
on TCAP. To control for the possibility that students at different points
in the distribution of scores are likely to make different gains, we bench-
marked each student’s gain against the average gain, statewide, of all
students taking the same test with the same prior year score.
Benchmarking was simple: we subtracted the statewide average gain
from a student’s own gain to find out by how much his growth had
exceeded the state average. Finally, we averaged these benchmarked
scores over a teacher’s class—more precisely, over students continuously
enrolled in the teacher’s class from the twentiecth day of the school year
to the spring TCAP administration, and for whom we had the prior year
scores needed for benchmarking. This average was the value-added score
used to determine whether the teacher qualified for a bonus.

This description is likely to produce nods of acceptance from any
PhD-trained economist. But given that the typical US teacher is drawn
from the bottom half of the aptitude distribution (Corcoran et al.
2004a,b), it would be a mistake to assume that complex incentive schemes
are optimal. For example, a school district in central Florida that imple-
mented merit pay based on a 12-item performance matrix found that only
about half the teachers understood the process for awarding incentive
payments to teachers (Adkins 2004).”

As behavioral economics has taught us, it is a mistake to assume that
economic actors operate with perfect information. Public finance has
shown that many people mistakenly respond to average rather than mar-
ginal tax rates. Public choice has shown that ballot order affects election
results. These examples suggest that ‘cognitive costs’ should be incorpo-
rated into our standard models of how individuals make decisions.
The same is likely to be true of designing merit-pay schemes. If current

Forty-five percent disagreed with the statement ‘I clearly understand the process for
awarding teacher performance pay to individual teachers’, whereas 63 percent disagreed
with the statement ‘I clearly understand the process for calculating the amount of teacher
performance pay disbursed to the individual teacher’.
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teachers do not understand how a merit-pay plan works, they are unlikely
to alter their behavior in the same way that they would if they understood
it perfectly. And if potential teachers do not understand merit pay, it is
unlikely to affect their selection into the profession.

3 Does Merit Pay Work?

In this section, I review the evidence on the impact of merit pay. I focus
primarily on test scores, though in cases where researchers have also
looked at other outcomes, I also discuss those findings.

Before turning to the available studies, it is worth saying a few words
about what the ideal merit-pay study would look like. In my view, it would
have the following four characteristics. First, the merit-pay scheme would
be one that appeared economically optimal (from a theoretical stand-
point). Second, the study would use random assignment, to ensure that
measured differences were truly causal (since merit-pay schools might
differ in other respects). Third, the study would have a long duration,
with randomization carried out across different labor markets (e.g. villages
or cities), so that the researcher could estimate both incentive effects (e.g.
teacher effort) and selection effects (e.g. more talented people choosing the
teaching profession). And fourth, the study would be based on a popula-
tion comparable to that which the reader is interested in. The last of these
criteria is, naturally, in the eye of the beholder. For example, a study that
estimated the impact of merit pay in San Francisco schools might be given
little weight by a Bangladeshi policymaker.

In Table 1, I summarize the existing studies on merit pay. Mine is not
the first attempt to survey this fast-growing literature [see e.g. the excellent
surveys of Podgursky and Springer (2007) and Springer (2009)].¢ However,
it differs slightly from previous attempts in that I pay special attention to
describing the incentives that were at the core of each merit-pay plan. In
each case, I describe how the incentive operated, whether it was based on
teacher or school performance, and its size relative to annual salary (with
reference to external sources where the study does not give the average
salary for its teachers). I also provide my own ranking of the simplicity of
the incentive program, ranging from 1 (most complex) to 5 (simplest).
Studies are given a lower simplicity ranking the more indicators are

An earlier version of this article included the Tennessee study of Dee and Keys (2004),
which exploited random assignment across teachers in the Project Star experiment. I have
opted to omit that study, since it is unclear whether its effects are due to differences in
teacher quality or the impact of merit pay.
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used to make up the merit rating, and the more adjustments that are made
to the data.” Naturally, such a ranking is subjective.

Since the best causal impacts are those estimated from random experi-
ments, I place these studies into a separate group at the top of the table.
These are followed by natural experiment studies of particular merit-pay
plans, and comparisons across multiple merit-pay plans in different
jurisdictions.

Of the four random assignment studies, only two presented teachers
with incentives that were both simple and certain. In the Indian experi-
ment of Muralidaran and Sundararaman (2011a) and Muralidaran (2011)
and in the Nashville study of Springer et al. (2010), teachers were paid a
bonus that was a direct function of test score growth. In contrast, the New
York City experiment analyzed by Fryer (2011) and Marsh et al. (2011)
had quite a complex incentive structure. In the New York experiment,
there were a large number of inputs into the incentive formula, which
were then weighted three times as heavily for peer schools as for other
schools in the city. In the Kenya experiment of Glewwe et al. (2010), the
incentive criteria were relatively simple, but payment was uncertain, with
merit effectively rewarded with a ticket in a lottery whose prizes are
in-kind rather than cash.

Yet this distinction does not map perfectly onto the random assignment
studies. Of the two studies that I would regard as both simple and certain,
the Indian experiment had a positive and significant impact on test scores,
while the Nashville study did not. Among those that were either complex
or uncertain, the New York City study had no impact, and the Kenyan
study had an initial effect which was not sustained after the program
ceased.

In the next panel, I set out seven natural experiment studies of particular
merit-pay programs. These studies use two approaches to determine the
appropriate counterfactual: regression discontinuity and differences-in-
differences. While determining the appropriate comparison group is
always difficult, I am inclined to give somewhat less weight to two studies.
Atkinson et al. (2009) uses less-experienced teachers as a control for more
experienced teachers (and is therefore sensitive to the particular param-
eterization of experience). In the case of Eberts et al. (2002), my concern
arises because the study is based on only one treatment school, with the

As noted above, there are multiple ways that merit-pay schemes parse out family back-
ground. For example, some schemes use value-added scores (e.g. Springer et al. 2010;
Muralidaran and Sundararaman 2011a), others use regression-adjustment (e.g. Lavy
2009), and some use both regression-adjustment and value-added scores (e.g. Ladd
1999). Another approach is to use changes in school averages from year-to-year (e.g.
Glewwe et al. 2010; Fryer 2011).

CESifo Economic Studies, 2012 page 11 of 33

2T0Z ‘8 Yyore |\ uo 1senb Ag /610'sfeulnolpioxo 0}1sa9//:dny wolj papeojumod


http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/

A. Leigh

choice of control school based on conversations with local educators (both
schools are therefore sensitive to idiosyncratic shocks).

Atkinson et al. (2009) estimates an extremely large treatment effect (0.7
standard deviations), whereas Eberts et al. (2002) find effects that are
negative and statistically insignificant. Of the other five studies, all find
positive impacts of merit pay, with some weak support for the notion that
simpler merit-pay schemes produce larger student test score gains. For
example, the Little Rock merit-pay scheme described by Winters et al.
(2007) was relatively simple, operated at a teacher level, provided large
bonuses (up to 28% of salary) and produced test score gains of up to 0.2
standard deviations. It is also worth noting that the analysis of North
Carolina’s merit-pay plan (Vigdor 2008) covers over a decade, and is
therefore likely to have captured both selection and incentive effects.®

Finally, T set out the results from two studies that compare across
merit-pay plans. Both across school districts (Figlio and Kenny 2007)
and across Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) countries (Woessmann 2011), merit pay appears to be associated
with higher student test scores. Although these studies do not permit us to
say much about the impact of incentive size or simplicity, they do strongly
suggest that the presence of merit pay is associated with higher test scores.

The longer that I gaze at Table 1, the more I come to the view that we
have more ‘theories’ of merit pay than we have good merit-pay ‘studies’. If
we are to unpack the impact of the incentive level (teacher or school),
incentive size, and the simplicity of the scheme, we need more merit-pay
experiments. Studies that compare two or more different merit-pay sys-
tems will be particularly useful. For example, the Indian studies of
Muralidaran and Sundararaman (2011a) and Muralidaran (2011) show
that while school-level and teacher-level merit pay both raise test scores,
teacher-level merit pay is considerably more effective.

Another issue worth studying is treatment heterogeneity. For example,
Muralidaran and Sundararaman (2011a) find little evidence of treatment
heterogeneity by baseline test scores, student characteristics, and school
characteristics; though there is some evidence that better-educated tea-
chers respond more strongly to incentive payments. Similarly, Fryer
(2011) finds little evidence of treatment heterogeneity in New York City
schools that are eligible for school-based merit pay.

Several studies also look at potential adverse impacts of merit pay, and
are generally able to reject claims that merit pay has negative side-effects.

8 Unfortunately, because the North Carolina plan was implemented statewide, Vigdor

(2008) is unable to estimate the effect of being subject to merit pay. Instead, his regression
discontinuity estimate looks at the effect that narrowly missing out on a merit bonus has
on a school’s gains the following year.

page 12 of 33 CESifo Economic Studies, 2012

2T0Z ‘8 Yyore |\ uo 1senb Ag /610'sfeulnolpioxo 0}1sa9//:dny wolj papeojumod


http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/

Economics and Politics of Teacher Merit Pay

On ‘teaching to the test’, Muralidaran and Sundararaman (2011a) find
that the treatment group had higher scores in non-incentive subjects. On
collegiality, Springer et al. (2010) find no evidence that merit pay discour-
ages teachers from working together. On discouragement effects, Lavy
(2009) and Muralidaran and Sundararaman (2011a) find that merit pay
increases teacher effort. And on cheating, Lavy (2009), Glewwe et al.
(2010), Springer et al. (2010), and Muralidaran and Sundararaman
(2011a) find no evidence that merit pay increases teacher cheating.

It is also worth recognizing the fact that other more popular educational
interventions may be less effective or more expensive than merit pay. For
example, Hanushek (1998), Hoxby (2000), and Rockoff (2009) find zero or
negligible benefits of across-the-board class size reductions. An oft-cited
upper bound estimate of the impact of reducing class sizes is Krueger
(1999), who finds that a one-sixth reduction in class size raises test
scores by 0.22 standard deviations. The same expenditure would facilitate
a merit-pay plan that paid 50% salary bonuses to 1 in 12 teachers.

4 What Do Teachers Think About Merit Pay?

In Table 2, I outline results from a number of surveys of teachers about
their attitudes to merit pay.” Although the typical survey finds that a
majority of teachers are opposed to merit pay, survey results tend to be
quite sensitive to the wording of the question. For example, a 1983 US
survey found that 63% of teachers supported larger salary increases for
more ‘effective’ colleagues, while a poll the next year found 64% of tea-
chers opposed to ‘merit pay’. In 1987-1988, a US survey found that 71%
of teachers supported promotion based on performance, 55% supported
merit bonuses, and 66% supported school-wide bonuses.

However, when US teachers are asked in more detail how they think
merit pay should operate, it emerges that teachers most dislike merit-pay
schemes that rely on standardized tests. In an extensive 2007 survey, merit
pay based on principal evaluations received 58% support, while merit pay
based on test scores received 34% support. Similarly, in a 2006 study of
teachers in Washington state, 83% opposed merit pay based on test score
gains.

Probing further about the concerns that teachers have about merit pay,
a 2003 survey uncovered the fact that 63% of teachers think merit pay
would be more likely to lead to competition/jealousy than an improvement

° In this article, I do not explore principals’ attitudes to merit pay, due to a paucity of such

surveys. One Australian survey suggests that principals are about as lukewarm as teachers
towards merit pay that is test-score based (McKenzie et al. 2008).

CESifo Economic Studies, 2012 page 13 of 33

2T0Z ‘8 Yyore |\ uo 1senb Ag /610'sfeulnolpioxo 0}1sa9//:dny wolj papeojumod


http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/

A. Leigh

(panunuoo)

Downloaded from http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/ by guest on March 8, 2012

(€661)
Aysin3pod pue nojeqg

(€661)
Aysingpod pue nojegq

(g661)
Aysin3pod pue nojeq

(06 "d :6861) werg

(06 "d :6861) we[g

(€861) 11y

(598°¢c¢ :oz1s opdwes) asoddo
K[8uons o, 1z ‘esoddo Apruu o441
‘10ARJ A[p[IW 9, 1¢ “10AR) A[SUONIS 9,GE

(598°c¢ :oz1s ojdwres) asoddo
K[8uons 9,67 “9soddo Appiw 9,91
‘I0AR] A[p[TW 94,97 ‘10ARJ A[SUONIS %67

(598°¢c¢ :oz1s ojduwes) asoddo
Kj8uons o,/ 1 “9soddo Appuu 94z1
‘I0AR} A[p[Iur 9,0¢ ‘IoAR) A[SUOnS 9% [

(0¢g :ozis ojdwes) uor
-urdo ou 9,8 ‘asoddo 9,19 ‘10AR) 9]¢

(€18 :oz1s ojdwes) uor
-urdo ou 9,4 ‘asoddo 9,49 ‘1oAR) 94 7E

(19T'1
:9z1s ordwues) 92I3BSIP 94, /¢ 9ITR 94€9

BRI

UIAIS ® U JUdWA0IdWI 10 90URULIOJ

-10d [euOndooxa sMoOYs 1Y) [0OYOS B

Ul SIOYOEA) [[B 10J SNUOQ dPIM[OOYDS

Vv eanudout oy) asoddo 10 10Av)

nok I1oyjoym ojeorpur aseo[d ‘soAn
-uoour Aed SuImo[oj ay) jo yoed 10

180K uoAIS ® ur ooueuIofrod
[euondooxs 10j snuoq Aed juow
VY eAnudour ay) asoddo 10 1oAw)
noA 1aylaym deorpur ased[d ‘soan
-uoour Aed FUIMO[[0J Y} JO ORI 10

dourwiojiad

1197} UO Paseq S[OAd] [euol)

-owoud [e10A9s ysnoayy ssargord

SIOUYOLI) YOIYM Ul IOPPe[ I9AIBD ® JO

j1ed se sosearour AIe[eg " oATULOUL

Ay asoddo 10 10AR)

nok 1oyjoym ojeorpur asea[d ‘SoAn
-udour Aed SuImo[oj ay) Jo yoed 10

()1 9soddo 10 10AB] NOK Op [BIOUAT
uy js1oyoed) 10y Aed juow jo eopr
A} INOQe [99) ‘J[2SINOA ‘NOA Op MOH
(1 9soddo 10 10AB] NOK Op [BIOUAT
uy js1oyoed) 10y Aed juow jo eopl
o) 1N0qe [99) ‘JjosInok ‘nok op Moy
QA1IO9JJ0 SS9 IR
oYM SIdUOLI) URY) SISLOIOUT AIe[es
10818 9AI1002I PINOYS WOOISSE[D

Q) UT 9ATIO9JJ0 AIOW dIB OYM SIQYILI,

S1YOR) [V

S1YORI) [V

S1YORA) [V

SIOYORI) [V

SI9YORA) [V

SIORI) [V

8861
—L861

8861
—L361

8861
—L861

6861

861

€861

vsn

vsn

vsn

vsn

vsn

vsn

uoneI)

sasuodsoy

uonsang)

[ood
109lqng

IBOX

uoigal
/Anuno)

Ked 10w 01 SOpnINIe IOUOBI] T JdqBL

CESifo Economic Studies, 2012

page 14 of 33


http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/

Economics and Politics of Teacher Merit Pay

(panunuoo)

Downloaded from http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/ by guest on March 8, 2012

(010°1 :oz1s ojdwes)
aIns jou 9,¢ ‘9soddo A[3uons
%6¢ ‘@soddo jeymowos 9,67 ‘10ARJ

§1S9) pozIpIepue)s
Uo sjuapnjs Iefruis uey) 1ysIy 1008
A[oUNNOI SPIY ASOYM SIOYORA) " " 0]
SOATIURIUI [eIOURUL FUIAIS

(8002) I8 10 1_INQ JRUMAWIOS 9,7 ‘ToAR) A[SUoms 941 osoddo 10 10A®} NOA pnom yonw Moy SIUORI) [V L00T VSN
S1S9) pazIpIepue)s
(spee1 :ozis ordwes) UO Sjuapnis I[IWIs Uey) IAYSIY 91098
aIns jou 9,9 ‘9soddo A[3uons A[unnolr spry asoym sIdyoea} " 0}
%€ ‘osoddo jeymowos 9,7 ‘10ARJ SOATIURIUI [RIOURUL FUIAIS
(€007) Te 10 seyIeq JRUMOWOS 9,/ 7 ‘T0AR) A[SUOIS 947 osoddo 10 10A®} NOA pnom yonw Moy SIYORI) [V €002 VSN
SIYOBI) I9YI0 UBY) 1I0JJO
(Spe’ wozis apduwies) pue swn arow ur umnd ‘ropiey
aIns jou 94 ‘9soddo A[3uons NIom A[JU9)SISUOD OYM SIdUORI] " * 0}
%G1 ‘asoddo jeymowos o, ‘10ARJ SOATIURIUI [eIOURUL SUIAIS
(€002) "B 12 seyieq JRYMIWOS 9,9¢ ‘10AR) A[SUONS o4]¢ osoddo 10 10AR] NOA pnom yonw Moy SI9UILI) [V £00T vSnN
srediourd a1oy)
(010°1 :oz1s opdwes) £q suonen[ead SuIpuelSINO A
aIns jou 9,¢ ‘esoddo A[Suons -1 A[JUQISISUOD OYM SIIYILI) ** 0}
%17 ‘9soddo jeymowios 9,8] ‘10ARJ SIATIUAOUI [RIOURUL) FUIAIS
(8002) T8 12 N_IINQ JRUMOWIOS 9, 1¢ “T0AR] A[SUOMS %47 osoddo 10 10AR] NOK pnom yonw MoH S10YoRA) [V L00T vsn
srediound 1oy
(SHgT ozis oiduwes) £q suoneneAd SUIPURISINO A
aIns jou 9,9 ‘9soddo A[Fuons -1 AJJUQISISUOD OYM SIAYILI) ** 0}
9%0C ‘osoddo jeymowos o,¢| ‘10AR) SoATIUROUI [eIOURUL SUIAIS
(€007) B 19 seyIeq JRYMIWOS %1€ “10AR) A[SUOIS 0487 9soddo 10 10A®) NOA pnom yonw MOoH SI9YORI) [V £00C VSN
[ood uoigar
uonen) sasuodsay uonsang) 120[qng TR /Anuno)

panunuo) g dAqeL

page 15 of 33

CESifo Economic Studies, 2012


http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/

A. Leigh

(ponunuoos)

Downloaded from http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/ by guest on March 8, 2012

(£002) Te 12 sedIeg

(8007) Te 12 nRYNQ

(£007) T 32 seyaeq

(Spe‘1 ozis ojdwes) aIns
10U 94T 1B} JOU 0465 PIPIBMI 06T

(010°1 :oz1s opdues)

9,6 aIns jou ‘o, 67 osoddo £[Suons

04,7 9soddo jeymowos ‘o
J0ARJ JRUMAWOS ‘04(] JoAr) A[Suong

(Spe‘ ozis ojduwes)

9,8 aIns jou ‘v, ¢z asoddo A[Fuons

04,07 9soddo jeymowos ‘o;,9¢
JOARJ JRUMAWOS ‘0, 7] oA} A[Suons

[onuoo Iy} puokaq

aIe SuruIed] Jjuapnis 109 Je Jey) ssuIy)
AuBW 0S USYM 9[QRIUNOIIL SIAYILI)
PIOY 01 IreJ 10U S]] YO Poooons Koy
UM papIemal A[[erourul) oq pinoys
£ay) pue wIvd S JRYM Ul OUD
-I0JJIP © OYBUW Op pUB UBD SIOUOBOT,

IMIIA INOA 0) 13SO[O SOUIOD UIIYAN

{SI3YoB2) 3s0Y) Suiprem
-a1 Aqreroueuly asoddo 10 10A®) noA
PInoMm yonw MOH ‘SIdYded) IYlo Aq
JySne) syuopnys Iejiuis o) pareduwod
USYM - §1S9) WOOISSB[O PUR SUON®
-NJBAD JOYIBI] ‘S[OAJ] Suipeal parord
-wl Jo suud) ul - ssargoid orwoapeor
QIOW JYBW SIAYILI) JWOS JO SIUIP
-n3s Ay Jo1sIp ok ur jey) esoddng
{SI13YoB2) 3s0Y) Sulprem
-a1 Aqeroueuly asoddo 10 10A®) noA
PInoM yonw MOH ‘SIdYded) I9ylo Aq
JySne) syuopnys Iejiuis o) pareduwrod
UdYM - S1S3) WIOOISSB[D PUEB SUONE
-NBAD IOYJLI] ‘S[AA9] Suipeal paroid
-wl JO suwd) ul - ssargoid orwapeor
QIOW JYBW SIAYILI) JWOS JO SIUIP
-n3s Ay Jo1sip ok ur jey) esoddng

S1YdL) [V

S1YOR) [V

S1YOR) [V

uonei)

sasuodsay

uonsang)

[ood
109(qng

£00C vsn
L00T vsn
£00C vsn

uoigar
TR /Anuno)

panunuo) g dAqeL

CESifo Economic Studies, 2012

page 16 of 33


http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/

Economics and Politics of Teacher Merit Pay

(ponunuoo)

Downloaded from http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/ by guest on March 8, 2012

(1102) "¢ 12 12qEYPIOD

(£007) 'Te 10 seyIeg

(€007) 1B 19 seyIeq

(rere

:0z1s ordwres) 04,09 osoddo AjSuong

‘0,67 9soddo jeymowiog ‘o4 |
J0AR] JBUMAWOS ‘94 ¢ INOAR] A[FUong

(Spe‘1 :ozis opdwes) aIns j0u 9,07
109JJ0 1BY) ARY JOU P[NOM 9, €G
‘Furreadde a1ow 11 eW pnom 9,/7

(Spe‘ :ozis opdwes) aIns jou 9,G|
9A109JJ0 drowr 9,77 ‘Asnofeal 9,¢9

(Spe’ wozis apduwies)
aIns jou 9,67 ‘sayroar) Aed s ed

SI9YOB2)
1oy10 £q 1ydne) syuopnis IvrwaIs
uely) 1S9} PazIpIepue)s uo sures
10315 OYBW SJUIPN]S ASOYM SIAOBI)
*+ 0 (8191oed) Jo sadA) Suimorjog
o) 03 uonesuadwos v1xd Julald VSN ‘oers
asoddo 10 10ABJ NOA Op yonw MOH SIaUOR) [V 900T uoj3urysep

£109JJ9 1)

OABY] 10U I P[nom 1o 9saysuq pue

1s9q 9y} 0) Sureadde arowr uoOISS)

-0ad Suyoray ayy ayew pnom Aed
juow Sunuowodwr Jey) yury) nok oq S10YoRA) [V £00C vSn

QAI09JJ0 210U 3q 0 SABM
pulj pue IopIey YIom 0) pajeAnow
9q PINOM SIAYILIL, YO SIOYILI)
Suowre Asnofeal pue uonnaduiod
Ayypeoyun oq pinom a1oy) ‘uonerod
-0000 Jo peajsu] :uaddey o1 AppyI|
Q10U 9q P[NOM NUIY) NoK Op yYoIym
‘Jooyos oAk je pajuswdrduwr sem
s1oyoed) 10j Aed JLIOW JO WLIOJ QWOS J[ SIUORI) [V €00T vsSn

180Q 9y} Y001 ] UOP OYM IO WA}
0] [BAO] 2I® OYM SIJYOBI] PIBMII
pue sojuoae) Aejd pnom spedourig
MO ured) spry djoy Ajear oym
SIOYORA) Y} pIemdr o) Aem e sfedo
-urid 9AI3 pinom 31 :uaddey o1 Ay
Q10w 9q p[nom YuIy) nok op yaym
‘Jooyos oAk je pajuswidwr sem

(€007) 'IB 10 seyIeq -ould o476 ‘premar s jedound o,¢r sIoyoed) 10j Aed jLIoW JO WLIOJ QWOS J| SIUORI) [V €002 vSn
[ood uoigar
uonei) sasuodsay] uonsand) 100[qng Ted X /K1uno)

panunuo) g AqeL

page 17 of 33

CESifo Economic Studies, 2012


http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/

A. Leigh

(ponunuoo)

Downloaded from http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/ by guest on March 8, 2012

(66 d
:3007) T8 1 AIZUINON

(86 d
:8007) [ 12 AZUIIPIN

(8002)
193undg pue qooef

(8002)
103undg pue qooef

(8002)
103undg pue qooef

(p6g°s wozIs

ordwes) 94,6 Surssiw/oImsun ‘9,7¢

da13esip A[Suong ‘o, c¢ da1sesiq
‘o] 218y ‘o4¢] 9213 A[Suong

(60T°S :oz18

ordwes) o4 Surssrw/oImsun o,/ ¢

da1esip K[Suong ‘o,p¢ da1desiq
0611 IBY “94¢] 213 A[Suong

(169°1 :oz1s adwres) o5¢ A “%8T
K[3uoxs 2213esiq ‘9,07 22I3esiq

€0/ LT QIBY ‘9,77 A[Buons 2213y

(169°1 :0zis apduwes) %¢ A ‘%I
AJuomns da13es1q ‘%, ¢¢ a13esIg
“04L1 9I3Y ‘946 A[SuoIs 21Ty

(169°1 :0zis opdwes) %¢ A “%TE
K[Suomns aa1desiq ‘0.7 9213esiq
04067 QIBY ‘94¢] A[Suons Iy

s[eo3 payo
-ods aAQIyo® S)UOpPNIS ASOYM SIOYILI)
10J Aed 10yS1H " - juorssojord oY) ul
SI9YoR2) urejar djoy pynom Suimol[oy
Ay} Jey) 22138 NoK Op JUXI IBYM O]

S[eo3 payjio
-ods 9AQIYOR SIUAPN]S ASOYM SIYILI)
10J Aed 10ySIY - - juorssojord oY) ul
s1oyoed) urejar djoy pinom Suimoj[oj
o) 1ey) 92158 NOA Op 1UAIXD IBYM O,

saonoead

Aed 10yoea) 01 oFuryd 2anIsod

® SI oourwIojIod 19yo®Rd) [enpIAIpul
uo paseq s1Yoed) 10J Aed dAnuLdUL

soonoed Aed

19108 0) a3ueyd aAnIsod ® st (wes)

Kreurdosipigjut 10 guownredap

‘loadreped “a'1) aourwioyrad dnoid
uo poseq s1yoed) 10J Aed dAnuaduUL

saonoeld

Aed 10yoes) 031 oSueyd aanisod ©

SI [00Yds 9} JB douruLIofiad [[BIOAO
uo poseq s1Yoed) 10J Aed dAnuadUL

[RENRLER
K1epU022g

RRElp12)]
Arewng

S10YORA) [V

S1YORA) [V

S10YOR) [V

£00T erensny

L00T BlRnsSnY

vsn
‘epLo[]
Kuno)

800C 43noIoqs|iH

vsn
‘epLIo[]
Kuno)

800C 43noIoqs|iH

vsn
‘epLo[]
Kuno)

800C 43noIoqs|iH

uonei)

sosuodsay

uonsang)

1ood
109lqng

uoIgar
RUEDS /Anuno)

panunuo) 7 JqeL

CESifo Economic Studies, 2012

page 18 of 33


http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/

Economics and Politics of Teacher Merit Pay

Downloaded from http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/ by guest on March 8, 2012

*1041030) padnoi3 a1e suonsonb paprom-A[requis jey) 1dooxd ‘1eoA pue UOISAI AQ PAIOPIO dIB SAOAING

(.000¢ 1opun 3snf, :az1s adwes)

ouo poo3 e st ssaxford idnd
JO Junodoe awos aye) pnoys Aed

(0007) uapsIeN 2%9S 9ITESIP ‘04 /] [RIINAU 0/, /T ITY S194oea) Tenpiatput jey) sdound ayp, SIOYORI) [V 000T N
(.000¢ topun 3snp, :9zis odures) Quo pood e s1 dourwIo)iad o3
(0007) uapsIvA 9%, €9 22ITBSIP ‘04,7 [BIINAU 04T AITY Ked s1oyoeo) Sunejar jo ordound ayy SIaUORI) [V 000T SN
Juawarordur souewioyiad juap
(Z16°1 :oz1s opdwies) -NJS JO SAINSBAW 9ANIR[QO JO sIseq
(Q1102) J[qeIOABJUN AIOA 04,7 Q[qBIOABJUN 9y uo sjuowAed snuoq YIM SIAYORI) BIpU]
uBWeRIRIRPUNS JRUMIUWIOS 9, G ‘[BIINAU 9,8 A[qQBIOAR] Sururroyred-ysry Surpraoid jo eapt L00T ‘ysapeld
pu® UBIRPI[RINIA JRYMOUWIOS 9/, GE “D[qRIOAR] AIOA 04 ]G 9y noqe uoruido [[BISAO INOA ST JRYA\ SIOYORI) [V —900C RIYPUY
1ood uoIgal
uoneyn) sasuodsay] uonsang) 100[qng TR X /Anuno)

panunuo) g dqe L

page 19 of 33

CESifo Economic Studies, 2012


http://cesifo.oxfordjournals.org/

A. Leigh

in effectiveness; 59% say that it’s not fair to hold teachers accountable for
student learning; and 52% are concerned that merit pay would cause
principals to play favorites.

Other research has looked at attitudes to merit pay across different
groups of teachers. Merit pay is more likely to find favor among teachers
who are less experienced (Ballou and Podgursky 1993; Farkas et al. 2003;
Goldhaber et al. 2011). According to Ballou and Podgursky (1993) and
Goldhaber et al. (2011), male teachers are more likely to support merit pay
than female teachers, while black and Hispanic teachers are substantially
more likely to support merit pay than white teachers. Importantly, Perez
et al. (2011) find that more effective teachers are more likely to prefer
merit pay (a one standard deviation increase in effectiveness correlates
with a 3 percentage point increase in the probability of favoring competi-
tive bonuses over uniform salary increases). Further research on this point
would be valuable.

There is little evidence that being subject to merit pay has an impact on
teachers’ attitudes towards it. Ballou and Podgursky (1993) find that tea-
chers in school districts with merit-pay plans are no more hostile to merit
pay. Similarly, Springer et al. (2010) find: ‘A majority (64%) agreed with
the statement: “Teachers should receive additional compensation if their
students show outstanding achievement gains” in spring of 2007. Two
years later this figure was virtually unchanged (66%). There were no sig-
nificant differences across grades or between treatment and control
groups’. Witham et al. (2008) find an improvement in teacher attitudes
to merit pay after teachers were exposed to the program.

Attitudes in other countries vary markedly. In Australia, where merit
pay is extremely rare, only 24% of primary teachers (and 27% of second-
ary teachers) agree that merit pay would help retain people in the profes-
sion. In the UK, a 2000 survey (immediately preceding the introduction of
performance pay in that country) found a majority of teachers disagreed
with the general principle of performance-related pay, and disagreed with
the specific notion that teacher pay should take some account of pupils’
progress.

In contrast, Muralidaran and Sundararaman (2011b) found that 86% of
teachers in the Indian state of Andhra Pradesh held a favorable view of
merit pay. Consistent with the findings of Springer et al. (2010), support
for merit pay was 5 percentage points higher where teachers were ran-
domly assigned to a school-based merit-pay scheme, and 8 percentage
points higher in schools with individual-based merit pay (bonuses had
not been distributed at the time of the survey).

Overall, I draw three lessons from surveying teacher attitudes to merit
pay. First, teachers have real concerns about the impact of merit pay,
particularly on the cooperative spirit in the school. Second, there is
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significant heterogeneity in attitudes, with new hires and minority teachers
substantially more inclined to support merit pay. Third, the kind of
merit-pay plan that receives least support is one that uses test scores.

How can merit pay advocates address these issues? On the first issue, it is
important for future merit-pay experiments to look carefully at the impact
on collegiality. Some existing studies have taken this approach (e.g.
Springer et al. 2010 found that treatment group were no more likely to
say that merit pay discourages teachers from working together), but since
it is one of the leading objections from educators, future studies should
look carefully at it.

The second issue—substantial heterogeneity in attitudes—is one likely
explanation as to why opt-in merit-pay schemes (or merit-pay schemes
that are only compulsory for new hires) appear to be more politically
sustainable than schemes that force veteran teachers to join. For example,
some have suggested a ‘grand bargain’ over merit pay, in which teachers
are offered the option of choosing a new contract that provides higher risk
and higher expected return—but are also free to stay on their existing
contracts if they so wish.'” Such an approach would still encourage
more talented people to enter the teaching profession.

The third issue is the trickiest for economists, since it suggests that the
simplest and most objective measure of teacher quality (test scores) is also
the measure that teachers would least like to be measured on. This sug-
gests that so long as merit-pay schemes are based on test scores, a ‘grand
battle’ over merit pay is likely to persist for some time.

5 What Do Voters Think About Merit Pay?

Finally, I survey the available public opinion about merit pay (Table 3).
Asked whether teachers should be paid based on the quality of their work
or on a standard scale, 71% of US respondents in 2010 supported merit
pay—up from 61% in 1983. In another 2010 survey, US respondents were
asked whether teacher pay should be tied to students’ academic achieve-
ment. Seventy-three percent said that pay should be linked to performance
very closely or somewhat closely (up from 60% in 2000). Asked specific-
ally about the use of tests to measure teacher quality, a 2010 survey found
64% of the US public in favor—up from 49% in 2004 (though the word-
ing differed slightly). In a 2011 survey that allowed a ‘neither favor nor
oppose’ option, 47% still favored merit pay (a similar figure over the
period 2007-2011). Outside the USA, evidence on public attitudes to

10 See Nadler and Wiswall (2009) for a model of how risk aversion affects teachers’ pro-

pensity to opt in to merit pay.
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merit pay is scant, though a 2011 survey in Quebec found two-thirds in
favor of evaluating teacher performance and paying the best teachers
more.

The growing support for merit pay in the USA most likely reflects the
fact that merit-pay reforms have received political support from both
major parties in recent years (e.g. in the 2008 Presidential election, both
John McCain and Barack Obama advocated more merit pay). Indeed, a
survey that explicitly reminded voters of President Obama’s support for
merit pay boosted support for the policy among the US public by 13
percentage points (Howell et al. 2009). In addition, growing support for
merit pay may also be due to a rise in earnings inequality (and perhaps
more merit pay) in the non-teaching labor market.

However, political support for merit pay does not necessarily translate
into political sustainability. When budgets are tight, a merit-pay program
that provides year-to-year salary bonuses is an easy candidate for aboli-
tion. This may explain why 75% of merit-pay programs that one set of
researchers observed in 1983 were defunct a decade later (Hatry et al.
1994, cited in Eberts et al. 2002).

There are a myriad of ways to block and dilute merit-pay plans, as Buck
and Greene (2010) expertly document. For example, they point to an
Arizona school district which set its performance target as teaching stu-
dents 10% more algebra than they knew before taking the class. Given
that the average improvement was 90%, this was not a difficult threshold.
Another example of dilution is the Denver ProComp scheme, under which
the largest bonus payment (a permanent $3300 increase in salary) is for
attaining a graduate degree.

6 A Research Agenda for Merit Pay

In Section 3, I set out the desirable characteristics of a merit-pay study: an
economically optimal merit-pay design, random assignment, long dur-
ation, variation across labor markets, and a context sufficiently similar
for the reader to feel that it is relevant to them. Unsurprisingly, none of the
existing studies satisfy all of these criteria. From a theoretical standpoint,
the incentive criteria in several merit-pay studies appear opaque or overly
complicated. If, as the old saying goes, a camel is a horse designed by a
committee, then the merit-pay world is replete with camels.

From a political economy standpoint, it is easy to see why overly com-
plex schemes emerge. In balancing competing interests, there will often be
a strong temptation to include another indicator to appease a particular
sectional interest. In a roomful of experts, there will be a tendency towards
measures that are complicated and accurate (to use an econometric
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analogy, there is no penalty function for adding additional parameters to
the model in order to improve goodness-of-fit). In my experience, it is
much harder to be the person who argues for an outcome measure that
is simpler and less accurate. The result is generally a merit-pay plan that is
hard to explain to teachers and the general public.

Yet there is clearly strong public support for merit pay, and enough
evidence from the existing economic studies to support further merit-pay
trials. Anyone who argues that ‘merit pay works’ or ‘merit pay doesn’t
work’ hasn’t looked closely enough at the evidence. Sensible policymakers
should now begin to recognize that some merit pay plans work, and others
do not. The challenge is to accumulate sufficient evidence to enable us to
tell the difference at the outset.

In terms of teacher attitudes, there is much more to be learned. We
know that on average, the kinds of test-based merit-pay schemes generally
favored by economists receive little support among the teaching profes-
sion. However, there is enough heterogeneity in teacher attitudes that
opt-in merit-pay schemes may be feasible. It would also be useful to
know more about the kinds of teachers who support merit pay.

As a professor-turned-policymaker, my future academic forays are
increasingly likely to be confined to analyzing the work of others. But
as a keen follower of the merit-pay literature, I have strong views about
the questions I would like to see it answer. Therefore, I conclude with 10
questions that I (and perhaps other policymakers) would like future
researchers to answer. These fall into three categories: the impact of
merit pay, teacher attitudes towards merit pay, and the politics of merit

pay.
Impact
(1) Which channel is most important to the effectiveness of merit pay:

incentive effects or selection effects?
(2) Are simple merit-pay plans more effective than complex merit-pay

plans?'!

(3) What is the optimal mix of incentive size and probability of bonus
receipt?

(4) Are teacher-level incentives more effective than school-level
incentives?

(5) Are opt-in plans as effective as compulsory plans?

""" In analysing the impact of simple merit-pay plans, there may be value in researchers

studying the impact of the merit-pay schemes that operated in England and Australia in
the 19th century.
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Teacher attitudes

(6) How well do teachers understand their merit-pay plan? When faced
with a complex plan, what rules of thumb do they adopt?

(7) Are teachers who are more effective in the classroom more likely to
support merit pay?

(8) Among potential teachers, is merit pay most attractive to those who
would make the best teachers?

Politics

(9) What factors predict the longevity of a merit-pay plan? Is there a
Nixon-to-China effect, with political parties of the left more likely to
implement sustainable merit-pay plans?

(10) What does the adoption of merit pay mean for other areas of schools
reform, such as hiring and firing policies, and the amount of flexibil-
ity in the curriculum?
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