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This study was designed to determine the relationship between Florida School 

Recognition Program (FSRP) participation and adequate yearly progress (AYP) criteria 

met during school years 2004-2008. It also intended to discover whether schools‘ 

socioeconomic status, minority rates, and levels moderated this relationship as well as a 

difference in average AYP criteria met for schools that maintained FSRP participation 

and those that do not. The study further sought to determine whether these school 

characteristics and schools‘ grades predicted maintenance of participation in the FSRP. 

A quantitative method, including three statistical analyses, was employed to 

respond to 6 research questions and test 14 corresponding null hypotheses. Three 

thousand and seventy-seven schools were identified for data collection and analysis. Six 

independent variables were defined as school level, average socioeconomic status, 

average minority rate, average percentage of AYP criteria, aggregate number of years 
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100% of AYP criteria was met, and average school grade. One dependent variable was 

defined as aggregate years of FSRP participation. The study found that there was a 

relationship between participation in the FSRP and AYP criteria met, and school level, 

socioeconomic status, and minority rate moderated this relationship. While school level 

and minority rate moderated a difference in average percentage of AYP criteria met in 

schools that maintained participation in the program and those that did not, 

socioeconomic status did not. Moreover, all independent variables served as predictors 

for maintenance of participation in the FSRP. 

The study found that schools‘ demographic characteristics influence student 

achievement and participation in incentive pay programs. Six implications for future 

research were identified to further explore the FSRP and AYP relationship, the 

unintended consequences of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, the appropriateness 

of incentive pay plans in education, the distribution of FSRP award dollars in schools, 

and student achievement by school level. Recommendations were to add an AYP 

criterion to the FSRP, assess the effectiveness of inducement policies in education, and 

add a provision for program evaluation to the FSRP statute. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

The Florida School Recognition Program (FSRP) is an example of recent school 

reform initiatives that have evolved in response to public outcry for accountability in 

schools (Johnson, 1984). This program provides a form of a performance or merit-based 

financial incentive, a tactic that is being adopted by several states (Oregon School Boards 

Association [OSBA], 2007). For the purpose of this research, incentive pay will be 

defined as any number of plans to pay teachers on the basis of their demonstrated 

competence in teaching (Johnson, 2000). Furthermore, it will be used interchangeably 

with merit pay and pay for performance. 

Background 

The Florida legislature affirms that performance-based incentives are 

commonplace in the private sector and should be incorporated in the public school 

system to reward productivity (Florida School Recognition Program, 2008). Merit pay is 

based on an assumption that rewarding teachers for excellent performance will provide 

incentives for improved student achievement scores (OSBA, 2007). The FSRP was 

developed to acknowledge the quality educational programs delivered in many of 

Florida‘s public schools. The program further allocates greater autonomy and financial 

awards to schools that demonstrate sustained or significantly improved student 

performance (Florida Department of Education [FLDOE], 2008a). 

Although Florida‘s current incentive pay plan annually identifies and rewards 
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schools for achieving and maintaining high academic standards according to the state‘s 

school accountability plan, not all of the schools that receive these financial incentives 

are identified as high performing schools according to the federal school accountability 

system. Similarly, there are schools that are not eligible for the annual state awards, yet 

are identified as high achieving schools according to the federal guidelines. As a result, 

some schools are considered to be high performing by the state while being designated as 

a school in need of improvement according to federal guidelines, yet they are eligible for 

financial incentives (FLDOE, 2008b). 

The FSRP is of great interest to me, the researcher, as a school leader. Thirteen of 

my 18 years in public education were in served in schools that were initially identified as 

low performing or a school in need of assistance. While the program was not in existence 

during my 5 years as a classroom teacher, the high school that I taught in eventually 

became eligible for participation in the program 2 of the 11 years of the program‘s 

existence. The first year was for increasing the school grade from ―F‖ to ―D‖ in 2002. 

The second year was for increasing the school grade from ―D‖ to ―C‖ in 2006. It is 

important to note that the school has never made adequate yearly progress (AYP) under 

the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act guidelines. 

My entire 8-year tenure as a school-based leader was served in two alternative 

education centers. During the 2005 school year, the state assigned school letter grades to 

alternative schools for the first time. In my third year as the principal, my school was 

graded ―F,‖ although 80% of the lowest achieving students demonstrated learning gains 

in reading, while 56% of the same students demonstrated learning gains in math. In 2006, 

my school was the only alternative school of its kind in the state to substantially increase 



 

 3 

student achievement as measured by the annual state exam, the Florida Comprehensive 

Assessment Test (FCAT), and to receive enough points under the A++ Plan for 

Education to be graded ―C‖ or above in one school year. However, the state did not 

assign letter grades or accountability rankings to alternative centers that year. 

Consequently, my school was not eligible for the state‘s financial incentive program. This 

is one of the reasons I am interested in exploring what I consider to be a paradox of 

Florida‘s merit pay system. 

Statement of the Problem 

The FSRP was established to provide monetary awards to public schools, 

including charter schools and state university system developmental research K-12 

schools, that receive a grade of ―A‖ or improve a letter grade under the state‘s A++ Plan 

for Education (Florida School Recognition Program, 2008). Even though the state has 

allocated millions of dollars during the 11 years of the program‘s existence, the statute 

that created the program does not include a provision for evaluating its effectiveness or 

aligning its criteria for inclusion with  NCLB Act mandates. Moreover, the program‘s 

annual continuation is dependent on the availability of state funds (FLDOE, 2008a.). 

Eligibility for inclusion in the program and AYP designation under NCLB 

mandates are established annually based on students‘ FCAT performance. If schools meet 

one of the statutory criteria each year, which do not consider AYP designation, they will 

be awarded the financial incentive (FLDOE, 2008a). Thus, not all schools that are 

recipients of the state‘s recognition funds are identified as making AYP each year. 

Hence, it may be surmised that the state‘s merit pay plan may not be effective in 

increasing student achievement according to the national standards. 
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Purpose of the Study 

Each year schools in Florida are identified for participation in FSRP. Some of the 

schools have met AYP under NCLB guidelines and some have not. This study intended 

to determine the relationship between participation in the FSRP and the percentage of 

AYP criteria met under NCLB rules. The study also sought to determine if a school‘s 

level, socioeconomic status, and minority rates moderated this relationship and a 

difference in average AYP criteria met in schools that maintain eligibility in the program 

and those that do not. The study further examined whether these factors in addition to 

schools‘ annual letter grades served as predictor for maintenance of FSRP participation.  

Significance of the Study 

Although the 1994 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act (ESEA) of 1965, commonly referred to as the Improving America‘s Schools Act, 

introduced the concept of holding schools accountable for student performance on state 

assessments, it was the NCLB Act of 2001 that imposed sanctions on schools that failed 

to make AYP (U.S. Department of Education [USDOE], 2002). The Act came with a 

guarantee that all children, regardless of race or socioeconomic status, would obtain a 

quality education as demonstrated by achieving mastery levels on standardized tests in 

core academic subjects. An important feature of AYP is the disaggregation of test results 

for identified subgroups to ensure that students who are historically low performing will 

receive the learning opportunities they need to be successful. These subgroups are 

English language learners (ELL), students with disabilities (SWD), economically 

disadvantaged (students who are eligible for free or reduced priced lunches) and the 

major racial or ethnic groups of students represented in the school. 
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Florida utilizes annual FCAT achievement data to determine school grades, 

accountability ratings, and AYP designations under NCLB mandates. Yet, it is possible 

for a school to receive a grade of ―A‖ and not make AYP. This may be the result of 

inadequate achievement growth among the very groups of students who are targeted for 

consideration under NCLB. Nevertheless, several schools that fail to meet AYP under the 

state‘s NCLB targets are recipients of annual state financial incentive awards. Similarly, 

some schools that meet the state‘s annual AYP goals are not eligible for the annual state 

financial awards. In other words, there are schools in which student achievement is 

improving across all groups, but the improvement is insufficient to raise or sustain school 

grades by Florida‘s indicators. There is an obvious misalignment between the state‘s 

measure of accountability and school eligibility for reward and the federal expectations 

for improved student achievement. 

An initial cursory analysis of the student demographics of schools that are eligible 

for participation in the program revealed that the majority of schools eligible for the 

awards are in areas of affluent and higher socioeconomic status. While there are schools 

in lower socioeconomic areas that have been included in the program, the majority of 

them are only eligible for participation due to increasing their letter grade, but never 

achieving and maintaining an ―A‖ (FLDOE, 2008c; Gayles, 2007; Marchman, 2004). 

Therefore, policy makers and school leaders must question whether the FSRP contributes 

to schooling inequalities rather than improved achievement for all students. 

Finally, supporters of merit pay assert that performance pay schemes that are 

common place in the private business sector should also be implemented in the field of 

public education (Morris, 2004). The majority of companies that employ financial 
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incentive programs specialize in products and services. Pay for performance promotes 

competition among employees by promising increasing rewards for increasing profit or 

market share, not necessarily for improving product quality. Opponents of merit pay in 

schools note that educators are responsible for imparting knowledge that will shape and 

improve the quality of the lives of human beings, regardless of innate and environmental 

factors that inhibit their learning. As a result, scholars and practitioners may be interested 

in determining whether performance incentives modeled after corporate culture are 

appropriate for the education profession. 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework for the study is a composite of the performance 

measures stipulated under the FSRP and AYP and how school eligibility for the program 

may be moderated by contextual factors. The performance measures for both FSRP and 

AYP are determined by student test results on the FCAT, but those results are 

benchmarked differently under the two programs. The moderating factors–school level, 

school grade, minority rate, and the percentages of students who receive free or reduced 

priced lunches–are contextual indicators that Florida includes in school report cards and 

school accountability reports. The percentages of students who achieve levels of 

proficiency on the FCAT are indicators, among others, for meeting AYP. Following is a 

brief overview that explains the significance of these measures and moderators to the 

study. A more detailed discussion is presented in the literature review. 

The ESEA of 1965, the centerpiece for public education, was designed to 

overhaul the entire American public education system. It carried with it a ―special 

purpose‖ for the country‘s neediest students (DeBray, 2006, p. 6). Since its original 
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enactment in 1965, the ESEA has been extended and amended eight times (p. 7). Unlike 

any other reauthorization of the Act, the January 2002 amendment came with a promise 

to leave no child behind, hence the moniker No Child Left Behind Act. This federal 

education reform package requires schools to demonstrate AYP for 100% of its students 

by the close of school year 2013-14 (Mintrop & Trujillo, 2005). 

Similarly, Florida‘s A+ Plan for Education (now known as the A++ Plan for 

Education) was developed to increase student achievement and school accountability, as 

well as to comply with and assess the state‘s progress toward meeting the NCLB goals 

mandated by federal legislation. Each year eligible Florida schools are awarded financial 

incentives for achieving an ―A‖ or increasing student achievement according to the A++ 

Plan for Education through the FSRP (FLDOE, 2008d; Florida Education Association 

[FEA], 2008; Florida School Recognition Program, 2008). Table 1 compares the FSRP 

and AYP under NCLB mandates. As indicated by the table, the two systems have very 

distinct elements. The only commonality between the two schemes is the method that is 

used to determine student performance and achievement levels, the FCAT. 

The FCAT is administered to all public school students working toward a 

standard diploma and certain identified students working on special diploma standards in 

Grades 3-11, and evaluates their progress in reading, math, science, and writing (Student 

Assessment Program for Public Schools, 2008). Annual student achievement results on 

this exam are used to determine schools‘ AYP designations, school grades, and eligibility 

for participation in the FSRP. Student outcomes are also included in annual promotion, 

retention, and graduation requirements. A comprehensive school report depicting FCAT 

results for all schools is available to the public each year (FLDOE, 2008c). 
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Table 1 

Comparison of FSRP and AYP  

Component FSRP AYP 

1. Year enacted 1997 2002 

2. Type of law State Federal 

3. Measure of performance 

 

School letter grade 

per annual FCAT scores 

Annual FCAT scores 

4. Compliance Optional Mandatory 

5. Penalty for non- 

    compliance 

None Federal sanctions including 

loss of Title Grant funding 

6. Result of compliance Incentive pay award 

funding 

No federal sanctions 

7. Methods of compliance Maintain an ―A‖ 

Increase letter grade 

Increase letter grade and 

sustain the next year 

Improving school 

accountability rating 

Meet annual targets 

Growth Model 

Safe Harbor 

 

Although Florida has been issuing annual school grade reports since the 1998-99 

school year, the state began publishing yearly AYP reports for schools in 2002-03, school 

report cards in 2003-04, and school accountability rating reports (for alternative schools) 

in 2006-07. The AYP and school accountability rating reports are generated for every 

school in the state, which has a minimum of 30 students who take the annual state 

assessment test. The school report card and school accountability reports contain 

demographic information (school level, minority rate, and percentage of students 

receiving free and reduced priced lunches) and explain how the grade or school 



 

 9 

accountability rating was calculated. Interestingly, the report card and accountability 

report do not include other demographic information, such as percent of SWD and ELL 

students in the school that are subgroups who must demonstrate proficiency under AYP. 

The absence of these two groups is representative of the misalignment between the state 

and federal accountability measures and requires consideration in the conceptual 

framework as moderating factors. 

The AYP report illustrates the school‘s progress toward meeting federal mandates 

under NCLB and provides information on school choice options. The school report card, 

however, provides a comprehensive comparison of a school‘s progress according the 

state accountability plan and the federal NCLB mandates (FLDOE, 2008c).  

The school grade designation that is used to determine participation in the FSRP 

considers the achievement scores of the total school population and only distinguishes 

progress by subjects measured on the FCAT (FLDOE, 2008c). Conversely, under AYP 

guidelines, schools are required to demonstrate annual progress of students in major 

racial groups represented in the school in addition to SWD, ELL, and students receiving 

free and reduced-priced meals. If schools do not meet the annual state AYP targets, the 

percentage of criteria that were met by the school and by each subgroup is reported on the 

yearly accountability reports (FLDOE, 2008c). Subsequently, this study will utilize the 

average percentage of AYP criteria met for the schools included in the study.  

Table 2 compares the components of the school grade calculation to the AYP 

criteria for the school years included in this study. Annual FCAT scores are used to 

determine student performance. Student academic proficiency outcomes in mathematics, 

reading, science, and writing are included in the state system. However, science is not a 
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part of the academic areas included in AYP.  

Table 2 

Comparison of Florida School Grade Components and AYP Components 

 School Grade AYP 

1. Authority A++ Plan for Education NCLB Act 

2. Year of inception 1999 2002 

3. Academic content Math, reading, science, and 

writing 

Math, reading, and writing 

4. Number of  

    components 

8 (Grades K-8) 

9 (Grades 9-12) 

37 (Grades K-8) 

38 (Grades 9-12) 

5. Assessment 

    instrument 

FCAT FCAT 

6. Proficiency level Level 3 or above for math, 

reading, and science 

Level 3.5 or above for writing 

Level 3 or above for math, 

reading, and writing 

7. Calculation method Proficiency and learning gains 

percentages 

Proficiency percentages 

8. Minimum percent 

    of students tested 

95% for an A 

90% for a B, C, or D 

95% 

 

Figure 1 illustrates the number of schools that met AYP and those that were 

awarded incentive dollars through the FSRP for the years included in this study (2004-

2008). With the exception of one school year, 2005, the number of schools that were 

included in the program clearly exceeded the number of schools that met AYP. At the 

close of the 2005 school year, 1,111 schools met AYP and 825 were granted provisional 

AYP status because they were graded ―A‖ or ―B‖.  
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Figure 1. Florida schools that met AYP compared to schools that participated in the 

FSRP for school years 2004-2008.  

Note. Data retrieved from the FLDOE (2008h). 

 

This study considers three performance measures that result from students‘ 

performance on the annual FCAT administration: (a) eligibility criteria for the FSRP; (b) 

annual AYP targets; and (c) the relationship between the average percentage of AYP 

criteria met and participation in the FSRP. These performance measures, however, may 

be moderated by six distinct factors of the schools‘ student population: (a) socioeconomic 

status (percentage of students approved for free and reduced lunches); (b) minority rate; 

(c) ELLs; (d) identified SWD; (e) a school‘s level (elementary, middle, high, or 

combination); and (f) the school grade. This study only included four of the six 

moderating factors. The performance measures and their potential moderating effects 

resulted in four outcomes: (a) schools that had participated in the program and had met 
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AYP; (b) schools that had participated in the program, but did not meet AYP; (c) schools 

that met AYP, but did not qualify for participation in the program; (d) and schools that 

neither participated in the program nor met AYP. The relationship among these factors 

formed the conceptual framework (see Figure 2). 

One of the objectives of public policy analysis is to use research to provide 

alternatives to policymakers (Fowler, 2004). Currently, the state lawmakers do not 

require an evaluation of the FSRP to determine its effectiveness in increasing student 

achievement as measured by a school‘s annual letter grade, AYP designation or an 

average percentage of AYP criteria met (FSRP, 2008). Therefore, the need to study the 

relationship between participation in the state‘s performance pay program and the 

average percentage of AYP criteria met under the federal guidelines is warranted.  

Research Questions 

There were 6 empirical questions and 14 corresponding null hypotheses that arose 

to determine if state indicators that provide financial incentives under the FSRP 

contributed to improved student achievement as required under the NCLB Act. The 

researcher also sought to understand if there were moderating factors that may have 

influenced which schools benefit under the FSRP and which schools meet AYP under 

NCLB, in addition to any differences in AYP criteria met for schools that maintained 

participation in the FSRP and those that did not. The study further examined school 

characteristics that may serve as predictors for maintenance of participation in the FSRP. 

A total of 7 variables for 3,077 schools were identified for data collection and analysis. 
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework incorporating AYP and FSRP compliance factors and 

moderating factors. 
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The study examined:  

1.  Is there a relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met?  

2.  Is the relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met moderated by: 

e. Socioeconomic status 

f. Minority rate 

g. School level? 

3.  Is there a relationship between the aggregate number of years of participation 

in the FSRP and the aggregate number of years that 100% of AYP criteria were met? 

4.  Is there a difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools 

that maintain participation in the FSRP Program and those that do not? 

5.  Is the difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools that 

maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not moderated by: 

a. Socioeconomic status  

b. Minority rate 

c. School level? 

6.  Do the following variables predict maintenance of participation in the FSRP: 

a. Socioeconomic status 

b. Minority rate 

c. School level 

d. School grade 

e. Average percentage of AYP criteria met? 
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Null Hypotheses 

Ho1:   There is no relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met. 

Ho2:   The relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met is not moderated by socioeconomic status. 

Ho3:   The relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met is not moderated by minority rate. 

Ho4:   The relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met is not moderated by school level. 

Ho5:   There is no relationship between the aggregate number of years of 

participation in the FSRP and the aggregate number of years that 100% of AYP 

criteria were met. 

Ho6:   There is no difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in 

schools that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not. 

Ho7:   The difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools 

that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not is not moderated by 

socioeconomic status. 

Ho8:   The difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools 

that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not is not moderated by 

minority rate. 

Ho9:   The difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools 

that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not is not moderated by 

school level. 
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Ho10:  The variable socioeconomic status does not predict maintenance of 

participation in the FSRP. 

Ho11:  The variable minority rate does not predict maintenance of participation in 

the FSRP. 

Ho12:  The variable school level does not predict maintenance of participation in 

the FSRP. 

Ho13:  The variable school grade does not predict maintenance of participation in 

the FSRP. 

Ho14:  The variable average percentage of AYP criteria met does not predict 

maintenance of participation in the FSRP. 

Overview of Research Design 

This study employed 3 quantitative analyses to answer the research questions and 

test the hypotheses related to this policy study. All of the public K-12 schools in the state 

of Florida during the years of this study (2004-2008) were identified for data collection 

and analysis. The schools were coded for school level (elementary, middle, high, or 

combination). A numerical average was computed for school grade. The average 

percentage of AYP criteria met, number of years of inclusion in the FSRP, the average 

percentage of students approved for free or reduced priced meals, and the average 

percentage of minority (non-white) students during the years included in the study were 

computed for all of the schools as well. The statistical analyses included Bivariate 

Correlation, Multiple Regression, and t-Test. 

Assumptions 

For the purposes of this study, the following assumptions were made: 
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1. The state archival databases included all of the data needed for statistical 

analysis. 

2. The data for the schools was accurately recorded by the state. 

Limitations 

1. Although the FSRP has been in existence since 1999, the state did not begin  

collecting and reporting the annual percentage of AYP criteria met for schools until 2004. 

As a result, the data collection for this study was limited to 5 school years (2004-2008). 

2. The population of this study was limited to the state‘s public K-12 schools,  

including charter schools and State University System laboratory schools, for which the 

state recorded and maintained archival data for the indentified variables (socioeconomic 

status, minority rate, school level, school grade, percent of AYP criteria met and FSRP 

participation) during the 5 school years included in the study. 

3. While schools must report annual ELL and SWD percentages of students  

enrolled in these programs, these data were not published by the state in the same manner 

as minority rates and free and reduced lunch percentages. Therefore, these two potential 

moderators were not included in the study. 

4. Socioeconomic status is a self-reporting mechanism. It is based on the 

percentage of students approved for free and reduced priced meals. At the high school 

level, students are less likely to submit applications for free and reduced price meals than 

at the elementary and middle levels. Additionally, districts have some latitude in 

determining their annual threshold for identifying Title I schools. As a result the 

published socioeconomic status percentages may not accurately reflect the schools‘ 

poverty levels. 
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Delimitations 

1. Other statutory requirements of the program were not included in this study. 

2. The study only considered school level, percentage of AYP criteria met in the 

5-year period of the study, number of years of inclusion in the FSRP within the 5-year 

period, minority rate, school grade and socioeconomics status. Subsequently, other school 

characteristics such as mobility rate, geographic statistics, and school staffing patterns 

were not included. 

Definitions 

For the purposes of this study, key terms were defined as follows: 

Accountability – Any method of comparing what happens in schools to the accepted 

obligations of the schools (Dorn, 2004). 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) – The percentage of students attaining a target level of  

achievement across a number of separate indicators and disaggregated student  

groups for each school (Palmer & Coleman, 2002). 

A+/A++ Plan for Education – Florida‘s educational reform and school accountability  

plan that was initially enacted in 1999, as then Governor Jeb Bush‘s A+ Plan. In 

2006, the plan was revised and included increased rigor and higher student 

achievement standards in middle and high school. Therefore, the name was 

changed to the A++ Plan for Education (FLDOE, 2008d). 

Assessment – Any collection of information on student performance or skill (Dorn, 2004). 

High-Stakes Tests – Tests from which results are used to make significant educational  

decisions about schools, teachers, administrators, and students (Amrein &  

Berliner, 2002). 
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Incentive Pay - Any number of plans to pay teachers on the basis of their demonstrated  

competence in teaching (Johnson, 2000). Furthermore, it will be used 

interchangeably with merit pay and pay for performance. 

Minority Rate – The annual percentage of non-white students in the school (FLDOE,  

2008c). 

School Grade – All schools that receive an annual school grade are designated as A, B,  

C, D, F, or I. Alternative education centers have the option of receiving a school  

grade or a school improvement rating (FLDOE, 2008c). 

School Level – All schools fall into one of four categories: elementary (serving grades K- 

3, K-5, or K-6), middle (serving grades 6-8 or 7-8), high (serving grades 9-12), or 

combination (serving any variation of grades K-12) (FLDOE, 2008c).  

Socioeconomic Status (SES) – The annual percentage of students approved for free and  

reduced priced meals in the school (FLDOE, 2008c). 

Chapter Summary and Organization of the Study 

Indeed, school accountability continues to be an area of public concern. Several 

states have implemented a variety of strategies and financial schemes to improve student 

achievement according to individual state and national standards. However, Florida‘s 

current incentive pay programs are tied to state criteria, which are not aligned with 

federal mandates. Thus, the need to analyze the relationship between participation in the 

FSRP and AYP criteria met under NCLB guidelines is warranted. 

Chapter 2 includes a comprehensive review of relevant literature related to school 

accountability at the federal and state levels, the use and effectiveness of merit pay 

schemes in the private sector and in public education, and a juxtaposition between the 
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FSRP and AYP under NCLB mandates. The research methodology for the study is 

explained in Chapter 3, which includes the following components: research design, 

sample, data collection, data analysis, and statistical methods. Chapter 4 contains the 

findings of the statistical analyses used to respond to the research questions and to test the 

hypotheses. A comprehensive summary of the study with conclusions and 

recommendations for future research is presented in the Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Today‘s high-stakes school accountability and testing mandates have resulted in 

the employment of a number of financial incentive programs aimed at rewarding teachers 

for improving student achievement (Lashway, 2001). This study sought to explore the 

relationship between participation in the FSRP and the percentage of AYP criteria under 

NCLB mandates. The study was also designed to determine if a school‘s level, 

socioeconomic status, and minority rate moderate this relationship as well as the 

difference between schools that achieve and maintain eligibility in the program and those 

that do not. It also sought to determine predictors for maintenance of FSRP participation.  

Literature on federal and state school accountability, as well as merit pay in the 

public and private sector was selected to underpin this research. A comprehensive search 

for relevant research on these topics was conducted via the Internet using a variety of 

databases available through the Florida Atlantic University (FAU) library site. The FAU 

online search engines included Sage Full-text Collections, ProQuest Dissertations and 

Theses, and Campus Research: Law. In addition, literature was retrieved from the 

FLDOE‘s website, Google Scholar, as well as school district and school board 

associations‘ websites and other online resources. Key terms like merit pay, incentive pay 

for teachers, original ESEA of 1965, reauthorizations of the ESEA of 1965, NCLB Act of 

2001, Florida school accountability laws, FSRP, and A++ Plan were used during the 

electronic searches for information. Several books and scholarly journals that address 
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school accountability, law, policy, education history, and politics were also included. 

This chapter is organized thematically and then chronologically within each 

theme. It begins with major school accountability laws that were passed at the national 

level and in the state of Florida. A history of merit pay schemes in the corporate sector 

and in education, with special attention given to the state of Florida, follows this section. 

The chapter concludes with a conceptual framework that includes a juxtaposition of 

requirements for AYP and the FSRP. 

Accountability in Public Education 

In the 1800s, Horace Mann‘s mission was to ensure that every child received a 

basic education funded by local taxes (Messerli, 1972). As the father of the modern day 

public school movement, his commitment was predicated on a belief that political 

stability and social harmony were dependent upon education. Approximately 170 years 

later, a free and appropriate public education is an American expectation. 

From its inception in 1867 as an agency within the Department of the Interior, to 

its eventual establishment as a presidential cabinet level office in the 1980s, the USDOE 

has consistently advocated a belief in education as a public good. The department has 

maintained a mission ―to ensure equal access to education and to promote educational 

excellence throughout the nation‖ (Easley, 2005, p. 491). The process of actualizing this 

mission has developed significantly over time. The changes that occur in the department 

inevitably come in ―response to the social needs and political interests among the 

American public‖ (p. 492). 

Since the U.S. Constitution does not address a provision for public education, it 

has always been recognized as the responsibility of the state to ensure equal access and 
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opportunity (Alexander & Alexander, 2009). The federal government‘s role in public 

education was fairly insignificant until ―1954 when Brown v. Board of Education, Topeka 

and other desegregation decision[s] began to encroach on state and local government‘s 

control over educational policy‖ (Sanders, 2000, p. 17). Recognizing the relationship 

between poverty and academic performance, the federal government took action to 

address the needs of the poor.  

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 

The centerpiece for public education arrived in the mid-1900s, well over a century 

after Horace Mann‘s Common School Movement. On April 11, 1965, at the height of the 

Civil Rights Movement and the War on Poverty, President Lyndon B. Johnson signed 

into law unprecedented federal education legislation. Although the ESEA of 1965 was 

designed to overhaul the entire public education system; it carried with it a ―special 

purpose‖ for the country‘s neediest students (DeBray, 2006, p. 6). The ESEA was 

technically an amendment to a 1950 ―impacted area‖ act (Lyndon Baines Johnson 

Library & Museum, 2009a, n.p.). While signing the bill into law, President Johnson 

remarked, ―As the son of a tenant farmer, I know that education is the only valid passport 

from poverty‖ (Lyndon Baines Johnson Library & Museum, 2009b, n.p.). The 

endorsement of the ESEA revolutionized the federal government‘s function in education. 

Even though the Act was originally authorized through 1970, the ESEA has been 

extended and amended eight times (DeBray, 2006). To date, the ESEA is the most 

expansive federal education bill ever passed. 

The original law in 1965 consisted of 6 sections or titles. All of them came with 

federal formulaic grant funding to assist states and school districts in meeting the 
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expectations of the law. Through its 8 reauthorizations, the ESEA has been expanded to 

include 10 titles (USDOE, 2009). Table 3 compares the original 6 sections of the law to 

the current 10 titles contained in the law. 

Table 3 

Comparison of the Original and Current Titles of the ESEA of 1965  

Title Original Law Current Reauthorization 

I Financial Assistance for LEAs in Areas 

Affected by Federal Activity 

Improving the Academic 

Achievement of the Disadvantaged 

II Financial Assistance to LEAs for the 

Education of Children of Low-Income 

Families 

Preparing, Training, and Retaining 

High Quality Teachers and Principals 

III Supplementary Educational Centers 

and Services 

Language Instruction for Limited 

English Proficient and Immigrant 

Students 

IV Educational Research and Training 21
st
 Century Schools 

V Grants to Strengthen State Departments 

of Education 

Promoting Informed Parental Choice 

and Innovative Programs 

VI General Provisions Flexibility and Accountability 

VII ----------------------------- Indian, Native Hawaiian, and Alaska 

Native Education 

VIII ----------------------------- Impact Aid Program 

IX ----------------------------- General Provisions 

X ----------------------------- Repeals, Redesignations, and 

Amendments to Other Statutes 

Note. LEAs is an abbreviation for local education agencies. 

Most notable of these programs, comprising 80% of all ESEA funding, was Title 

I. President Johnson in his ―Great Society‖ approach stated, ―Poverty must not be a bar to 
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learning, and learning must offer escape from poverty‖ (Public Papers of the President of 

the United States, 1965, p. 704). Since 1965, the ESEA has gone through 3 major phases. 

From 1965-1980, the reauthorizations of ESEA focused on whether Title I was to be 

considered truly targeted funding or whether it was cleverly disguised as general aid to 

education. Today over 90% of school districts receive Title I funding.  

From 1980-1990, the ESEA saw no significant increases (when adjusted for 

inflation) in funding, and President Reagan blocked-granted and consolidated several 

ESEA programs. This was around the time that A Nation at Risk was pushed to the 

forefront in 1983 (Gardner, 1983). From 1990 to the present, the education debate has 

shifted from one on inputs, such as equitable or adequate funding, to one dominated by 

the desire of policymakers to see evidence that federal investments in education programs 

yield tangible measurable results in terms of student achievement and success, in other 

words, outcomes. Notably in 1994, President Clinton‘s Goals 2000 and Improving 

America‘s Schools Act (IASA) and in 2002, President Bush‘s NCLB Act have been the 

driving forces for modern day reform and accountability efforts. The latter two acts were 

passed as reauthorizations of the ESEA of 1965 (DeBray, 2006).  

Goals 2000: Educate America Act 

Goals 2000: Educate America Act was signed into law on March 31, 1994. Aside 

from establishing a construct for identifying world-class academic standards to measure 

student progress and provide children with the necessary support to attain mastery, it 

became the catalyst for the today‘s high-stakes school accountability system. These 

national education goals addressed eight areas that codified the six original educational 

goals concerning school readiness, school completion, student academic achievement, 
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leadership in math and science, adult literary, and safe and drug-free schools. It also 

added goals for professional development of teachers and parental involvement (North 

Central Regional Educational Laboratory, 2009). 

Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 

Our nation was at risk. The 1983 publication of A Nation at Risk cautioned the 

nation of the ―rising tide of mediocrity‖ in American schools and was a federal call to 

arms on behalf of education in general, stating, ―Learning is the indispensable investment 

required for success in the ‗information age‘ we are entering‖ (Gardner, 1983, p. 14). The 

report marked the beginning of a shift in federal focus from disadvantaged students to all 

students and moved education to the forefront of the national agenda (Sanders, 2000). 

Thirty years after ESEA of 1965, President Clinton signed into law the IASA of 

1994 on October 20, 1994. The Hawkins-Stafford Amendments in 1988 already allowed 

for school-wide projects in schools that had at least 75% of students enrolled falling 

below the poverty level. ―High poverty schools were now permitted to use federal funds 

to reduce class size, develop staff training, support parental involvement, and recruit new 

professional support personnel‖ (Miron & St. John, 2003, p. 62). It claimed that through 

upgrading instruction, professional development, and accountability, and aligning these 

elements with high standards, federal resources could help teachers, principals, and 

parents move all children toward world-class levels of learning. With the passage of the 

IASA, the school-wide program gained prominence as a leading reform strategy to 

reduce fragmentation between Title I and the regular classroom in schools with high 

concentration of underprivileged children (Miron & St. John, 2003). It was believed that 

Goals 2000 reforms would mean the difference between economic prosperity, a strong 
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democracy, and world leadership. 

For the first time in the history of federal involvement in public education, 

students receiving federally funded compensatory services (Title I) were no longer left at 

the margin of school reform. Until the reauthorization of ESEA in 1988, federal 

regulation stressed compliance to guidelines rather than quality of programs being 

implemented (Sanders, 2000). Now, the IASA required all states to develop challenging 

standards for all students in reading, math, as well as issue school report cards. 

Furthermore, all states were required to develop and administer statewide assessments to 

all low-income students at least once in the elementary grade, once in middle school 

years, and once in high school in addition to developing plans to improve their 

educational outcome. However, by 1999 only 36 states issued report cards, 19 states 

provided assistance to low-performing schools, and 16 states had the authority to 

permanently close persistently low-performing schools (Sanders, 2000). In response to 

states not complying with the IASA requirements, the federal government instituted more 

stringent program accountability measures. 

In May of 1999, the Clinton administration forwarded its ESEA reauthorization 

proposal to Congress. The package was met with opposition from both parties. 

Congressional Democrats developed an alternative proposal, and Republicans authorized 

the ―Straight A‖ Plan, which would block most federal education programs and shift 

power and money back to the state level. Due to these factions, the ESEA was not 

reauthorized in 1999, thereby perpetuating the perception that our nation was still at risk. 

In President Clinton‘s Presidential Directive, he stated: 

First, Department of Education programs should help and encourage more cities 
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and states to develop and implement sound, comprehensive approaches to turn 

around low-performing schools and help students in them get a better education. 

The Department should develop a plan to provide technical assistance to cities 

and states seeking to turn around failing schools. (Doherty & Abernathy, 1998, p. 

16) 

Furthermore, in Clinton‘s Executive Summary, he recognized the challenges of turning 

around low-performing schools as ―not easy‖ (Doherty & Abernathy, 1998, p. 10). Low-

performing schools rarely have the capacity to align every aspect of school operations, 

from professional development to parent and community involvement, on their own. 

Holding all schools and students accountable for performance is forcing ―states and 

districts to face the issues of low-performing schools head on‖ (Doherty & Abernathy, 

1998, p. 11).  

All regardless of race or class or economic status are entitled to a fair chance and 

to the tools for developing their individual powers of mind and spirit to the 

utmost. This promise means that all children by virtue of their own efforts 

competently guided can hope to attain the mature and informed judgment needed 

to secure gainful employment, and to manage their own lives, thereby serving not 

only their own interest but also the progress of society itself. (Gardner, 1983, p. 1) 

In response to the stalemate in Congress, in 2000, President Bush began his quest to leave 

no child left behind. 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

When the current reauthorization of the ESEA of 1965 was signed into law, the 

American public rallied behind the belief that every child can learn. Although equal 
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education opportunities have been a mandate for American schools, poor and minority 

students are still disproportionately placed at risk for school dropout, for low 

achievement, for exposure to less-qualified teachers and continued marginalization in the 

larger society (Sanders, 2000). As a nation we affirmed that public school systems must 

educate all of its students as opposed to only a portion of its children (FLDOE, 2008e).  

President Bush promised that the NCLB Act of 2001 (2002) and the expansion of 

high stakes testing in public schools could end the ―soft racism of low expectations‖ 

(Orfield & Lee, 2005, p. 4). Signed into law in the aftermath of the September 11, 2001, 

terrorists‘ attacks, it was ―Bush‘s last opportunity for a major domestic piece of 

legislation before having to address homeland security and defense‖ (DeBray, 2006, p. 

117). This federal legislation acknowledged that children‘s educational needs are among 

the nation‘s top priorities. Moreover, it reaffirmed the spirit and intent of previous acts of 

government like the 1954 Brown v. the Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas decision, 

the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 (passed as Title VII of the original ESEA, 1968), the 

Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974, and the Education for all Handicapped 

Children Act of 1975, which is now codified in the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (1997). 

The IASA introduced the concept of holding schools accountable for student 

performance on state assessments. However, it was the NCLB Act of 2001 that imposed 

sanctions on schools that failed to make AYP (USDOE, 2002). Schools that lag behind 

are subject to an intervention process constructed in 3 stages: improvement, corrective 

action, and restructuring (Mintrop & Trujillo, 2005). Table 4 summarizes the intervention 

process of NCLB over the course of 4 years. It is important to note that these sanctions 
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are only applied to schools that receive Title I funding. Adverse of this nature actions or 

financial penalties are not taken against non-Title I schools that do not make AYP 

(Owens & Sunderman, 2006). 

Table 4 

NCLB Intervention Process 

Indicator Status Intervention 

Failure to meet AYP for 

two consecutive years 

Improvement Process of internal school renewal write a 

school improvement plan and implement 

effective programs, comprehensive school 

improvement models, and extended services - 

Districts are required to provide assistance 

Parents have the option to enroll their 

children in another school and upon the 

school‘s failure to make AYP in the first 

―improvement‖ year, parents have the right to 

enroll their children in tutoring services 

provided by the district or other organizations 

Failure to meet AYP for three 

consecutive years 

Corrective Action District intervention intensifies, staff may be 

removed, curricula mandated, management 

authority revoked, and instructional time 

extended 

Failure to meet AYP for four or 

more consecutive years 

Restructuring Reconstitution, state takeover, conversion 

into a charter, transfer to a private 

management company and other, similarly 

radical measures 

 

The NCLB Act is based on 4 core principles: (a) holding schools accountable for 

results; (b) giving states and school districts flexibility in how they allocate federal 

funding; (c) using scientific research to guide classroom instruction; and (d) involving 

parents by giving them information and choices about their children‘s education 
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(FLDOE, 2008e). According to the Act, states are to create accountability systems for 

formulating standards, testing students regularly, defining a baseline, and setting a level 

of proficiency from 2001 performance levels. States must report the annual results for 

each school to the federal government. 

Although AYP can vary from year to year, all schools must reach proficiency for 

100% of their students by school year 2013-14. However, this reauthorization of the 

ESEA is set to expire 5 years prior to the timeline for student proficiency is complete 

(DeBray, 2006). Florida has identified incremental annual targets for reading and math 

that will eventually require all students to demonstrate mastery by the end of school year 

2013-14. Figure 3 displays the annual rising bar of AYP targets for Florida‘s schools. 

A school‘s annual AYP designation is determined by student performance on the 

annual state assessment, the FCAT. The test measures student achievement (proficiency 

and learning gains) in reading and mathematics, science, and writing. However, AYP 

mandates only consider proficiency in reading, mathematics, and writing. In addition, 

AYP guidelines require schools to test at least 95% of their student population, as well as 

include a graduation indicator for high schools (Broward County Public Schools, 2009). 

While NCLB creates some uniformity in states‘ approaches to low achievement by 

demanding adequate yearly progress towards proficiency, the rigor of performance 

demands and intervention burdens differ namely in high minority and poverty schools 

(Mintrop & Trujillo, 2005). It seems virtually impossible to implement the mandates of 

NCLB in situations where teacher retention is a yearly struggle and 90%-100% of the 

student body is minority and poor. One of the results of segregated yet unequal schools is 

the incredible achievement gap that exists between white and minority students. 
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Unfortunately, in an era in which inclusion is permitted, where NCLB is enforced, and 

globalization is at its highest, this remains a harsh reality. There is an inherent disconnect 

between our belief in equal opportunity and what we actually do to create these 

opportunities (Orfield, 2002). 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Florida‘s annual rising bar of AYP targets.  

Note. Data retrieved from Broward County Public Schools (2009). 

 

According to NCLB guidelines all teachers in core subject area (elementary 
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education, reading, mathematics, science, social studies, and language arts or English) 

must be highly qualified. In addition, all teachers‘ assistants or paraprofessionals who 

work in the instructional program must be highly qualified as well. Florida defines a 

highly qualified teacher as one who has: (a) earned a bachelor‘s degree or higher from an 

accredited or approved institution; (b) possess a valid, full state teaching license; and (c) 

has demonstrated subject matter competence by passing the state subject area 

examination for educator certification or an alternate criteria identified by the state 

(FLDOE, 2008f). 

The federal government‘s involvement in public school choice can be traced to 

the 1994 IASA, which allowed local districts to use Title I dollars to fund intra-district 

choice programs and gave students in failing schools the option to transfer to better 

public schools. At that time, these programs were voluntary. Subsequently, few districts 

enforced large-scale choice programs.  

Conversely, under NCLB, districts must offer transfer options to all students in a 

school failing to make AYP for 2 or more consecutive years—that is any school 

identified as needing improvement. Yet, NCLB provides ―no financial incentives for 

districts to implement transfer policies,‖ and there is ―no penalty for non-compliance 

other than the strong disapproval of federal officials, and it is unclear who is responsible 

for enforcing the provisions‖ (Kim & Sunderman, 2004, p. 10). Further, non- Title I 

schools are not welcoming Title I students with open arms as the law‘s regulations do not 

allow Title I dollars to follow a student to a non-Title I school Finally, students who leave 

a Title I school to go to a non-Title 1 school are not able to receive the same 

supplemental educational services offered at their previous Title I schools.  
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Table 5 summarizes Goals 2000, the IASA of 1994, and the NCLB Act of 2001. 

While Goals 2000 was passed as a separate federal education bill, the IASA and NCLB 

were enacted as reauthorizations to the ESEA of 1965. Included in the legacy of the 

Clinton administration was promoting state-based standards reform as a condition of 

receipt of federal education funds. The Bush administration capitalized on this 

momentum, taking the New Democrats‘ proposal that called for program consolidation 

and tightened school-level accountability and challenging Congress to pass it as his 

administration‘s bill. However, to gain bipartisan support and approval for the NCLB 

Act, both parties had to adjust their ideologies to get the bill passed (DeBray, 2006). 

States across the nation had to adopt educational policies to comply with the 

requirements of federal education legislation of each presidential administration. 

School Accountability in Florida 

The school accountability era officially began for the state of Florida with the 

enactment of The Educational Accountability Act of 1971 (Educational Accountability 

Act, 1971; FCAT Handbook, 2005). This state legislation brought with it the 

implementation of the Statewide Assessment Program. During the 1970s and 1980s, the 

program was expanded several times to address school accountability throughout the 

elementary and secondary grades. As a result of the federal passage of Goals 2000: 

Educate America Act and the IASA in 1994, sweeping changes were made to Florida‘s 

state education policies. Furthermore, the 2002 reauthorization of the ESEA of 1965, the 

NCLB Act, forced states to account for the progress of all children. 
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Table 5 

Synopses of Goals 2000, the IASA of 1994, and the NCLB Act of 2001 

 Year Major Objectives 

Goals 2000 1994 Established national education goals to be achieved by 2000 

in school readiness, school completion, student achievement 

and citizenship, teacher education and professional 

development, mathematics and science, adult literacy and 

lifelong learning, safe/disciplined and alcohol/drug free 

schools, and parental involvement 

 

IASA 1994 Appropriated funding for the improvement of education, 

specified uses of the federal funds, required states to develop 

rigorous standards for students and issue school report cards, 

required states to assess low income students and develop 

plans to improve their educational outcome 

 

NCLB Act 2002 Holds schools are accountable for the progress of all of their 

students, withhold federal Title I dollars for consistently 

failing to meet AYP targets, provides states and districts 

flexibility in how the use federal funding, expects classroom 

practice to be guided by scientific research, involve parents 

and provide them choices regarding their children‘s 

education 

 

Subsequently, Florida‘s educational policies have gone through major phases of 

reform since the initial passage of the ESEA of 1965 (Herrington, 2005). Florida 

education law can be categorized in 3 segments. The 5-year period from 1971-1976 is 

referred to as the period for establishing an educational framework. The second phase 

occurred in the 1980s when academic standards were raised, especially in the secondary 
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grades and for vocational education programming. The timeframe from 1999 to the 

present is generally known at the accountability plus era (Herrington & Kasten, 2001). 

The most notable K-12 legislative initiatives passed by Florida lawmakers aligns with 

much of the federal legislation of the respective time periods (See Table 6). 

Table 6 

Major K-12 Education Legislation in the State of Florida 

Year Enacted State Education Legislation 

1971 Educational Accountability Act 

1973 Omnibus Education Act 

1973 Establishment of the Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP) 

1976 Educational Accountability Act 

1978 Creation of the Teacher Master Examination 

1979 Management Training Act of Florida 

1981 Development of the Florida Information Resource Network (FIRN) 

1983 RAISE Bill 

1983 Creation of the Masterplan for Post Secondary Education 

1983 Educational Reform Act (including merit pay for teachers) 

1984 Creation of Merit Schools and Florida Accountability in Curriculum, 

Educational Materials, and Testing 

1989 Development of Accountability Program Grants 

1990 Revision of State Assessment  

1990 Establishment of School Improvement Program and State Goals 

1991 School Improvement and Educational Accountability Act (Blueprint 2000) 

1999 A+ Plan for Education 

2006 A++ Plan for Education 

Note. Information retrieved from Florida 2001: Educational Policy Alternatives (Herrington & Kasten, 

2001).  

 

Educational Accountability Act of 1971 

In 1971, Governor Reubin Askew signed the Educational Accountability Act into 
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law. This package contained five major thrusts: (a) the development and implementation 

of education assessment procedures; (b) the establishment of educational accountability 

in the public school system; (c) assurance that education programs in the state lead to the 

attainment of established objectives for education; (d) the provision of information for 

accurate analysis of the costs associated with public education programs; and (e) the 

provision of information for analysis of differential effectiveness of instructional 

programs (Boone, 1973; Educational Accountability Act, 1971). The educational 

accountability component of this act included three elements: (a) the evaluation of 

student performance and behavior; (b) the identification of factors in the teaching-

learning situation that have a direct impact on performance and behavior; and (c) an 

attempt to relate the cost of these factors on learning outcomes (Haynes & Impara, 1972). 

The first statewide pupil examination the State Student Assessment Test (SSAT) was 

administered in 1971 to students in grades 2 and 4 in mathematics, reading, and writing. 

In 1972, the SSAT was given to youngsters in grades 3, 6, and 9 (FCAT Handbook, 

2005). 

Through the process of developing the state assessment and accountability 

systems, Florida lawmakers enacted additional education acts in subsequent years. The 

bills that were passed in 1973 and 1976 expanded the 1971 legislation. The 1973 

expansion required the state to develop a set of uniform, statewide basic educational 

objectives for each grade level subject area. The state was also charged with creating 

criterion and norm-referenced assessments that would be comparable at the local, state, 

and national level. In addition, achievement results were to be made available to the 

public (Herrington & Kasten, 2001). 
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The 1976 expansion of the Educational Accountability Act brought with it a state 

decision to only test students in mathematics, reading, and writing (Educational 

Accountability Act, 1977). Initially, students were to be assessed in grades 3, 5, 8, and 

11. These grade level examinations were known as the SSAT, Part One. Also included in 

this reform package was the decision to require all students to take a high school 

graduation exam. The test was originally called the functional literacy test, but was later 

renamed the State Student Assessment Test, Part Two (Herrington & Kasten, 2001).  

Educational Reform Act of 1983 

From 1976-1984, Florida initiated more education reform than any other state in 

the country (Cohn & Kottkamp, 1993). The Florida legislature passed two major pieces 

of education legislation in 1983. These reform initiatives came primarily in response to 

and aligned with the 1983 publication of A Nation at Risk (Gardner, 1983; Herrington & 

Kasten, 2001). ―In fact, by 1984, Florida had enacted laws in sixteen of the twenty 

categories recorded in A Nation at Risk‖ (Cohn & Kottkamp, 1993, p. 126). The Raising 

Achievement in Secondary Education (RAISE) Bill concentrated on increasing standards 

in middle and high schools (1983).  

The RAISE Bill created several programs to intensify the rigor of high school 

standards, which included: (a) increasing the number of credits in academically 

challenging courses required to graduate to 24; (b) maintaining a minimum grade point 

average of 1.5 on a 4.0 scale to graduate; (c) expanding the school day to 7 periods; (d) 

improving standards in mathematics, science, and computer education; and (e) raising the 

quality of instructional materials. State categorical funding accompanied the programs to 

assist school districts in implementing the initiatives. Progress in Middle School 
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Education, the PRIME bill was also passed in 1984 to strengthen academic requirements 

in middle schools (Herrington, 2005; Herrington & Kasten, 2001). 

The passage of the Educational Reform Act of 1983 brought with it 2 major 

accountability strategies (Educational Reform Act, 1983). The creation of the state‘s first 

merit pay system for teachers, the Florida Meritorious Instructional Personnel Program, 

was designed to provide teachers with compensation based on performance instead of 

seniority (Florida Meritorious Instructional Personnel Program, 1983). Eventually, the 

program was abandoned and replaced with a merit schools program that based 

performance on the total school as opposed to individual teachers. Although the program 

was deemed successful, it ended in 1990. The other accountability strategy involved 

placement standards for vocational centers (Herrington & Kasten, 2001). 

Blueprint 2000 

In 1994, Congress passed Goals 2000: Educate America‘s Schools Act, which set 

national educational goals for the country. However, 3 years prior, in 1991, the Florida 

legislature enacted the School Improvement and Educational Accountability Act (2001), 

commonly referred to as Blueprint 2000. The passage of this legislation reaffirmed the 

state‘s commitment to increase student achievement through the involvement of all key 

stakeholders in the schooling process (Kushner, Carey, & Kromrey, 1995). This package 

rejected the state mandate approach that was characterized by the preceding decade. In 

addition, it called for an end to the majority of the requirements of the 1980‘s state 

education reform initiatives and the special categorical funding that accompanied them 

(Herrington & Kasten, 2001). 

Several of the changes that were outlined in Blueprint 2000 aligned with the 
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national and international school reform measures of that decade, which called for more 

site-based management. Similar to Goals 2000, Blueprint 2000 set 7 state educational 

goals with performance standards, the development of school advisory councils, and the 

creation of school improvement plans (Kushner et al., 1995). The 7 state goals were in 

the areas of: (a) readiness to start school; (b) graduation rate and readiness for post 

secondary education and employment; (c) student performance; (d) learning 

environment; (e) school safety and environment, (f) teachers and staff; and (g) adult 

literacy (Florida State University Center for Performance Technology, 2009). 

All schools were required to establish a School Advisory Council (SAC) 

comprising of school personnel, students, parents and other community stakeholders. The 

council‘s primary focus is to assist in the creation, implementation, and evaluation of the 

annual school improvement plan. The plan is intended to facilitate a school‘s actions 

toward improvement and address goals that will assist the school in meeting the state‘s 

educational goals. The development of the plan is a comprehensive process that is 

designed to include all of the school‘s key stakeholders.  

Commencing with an in depth school needs assessment of the most recent 

available data, the council develops a plan and includes goals, needs assessment, school 

progress, indicators of school progress, strategies and activities for improvement, and a 

method for evaluation (Kushner et al., 1995). While the components of the plans have 

been revised since schools began implementing them during the 1993-94 school year, 

according to current state law, the development of a comprehensive plan is still an annual 

requirement for all school districts and School Advisory Councils (District and School 

Advisory Councils, 2008). 
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A+/A++ Plan for Education 

In 1999, Governor Jeb Bush signed the A+ Plan for Education, Florida‘s current 

blueprint for education (Pupil Progression; Remedial Instruction; Reporting 

Requirements, 1999) into law. It expanded the statewide assessment program to include 

annual testing of mathematics and reading for students in grades 3-10, a science exam for 

students in grades 5, 8, and 11, and a writing assessment for students in grades 4, 8, and 

10. In addition, it requires high school students to pass the Grade 10 reading and 

mathematics exams in order to graduate from high school (FCAT Handbook, 2005; 

Student Assessment Program, 1999). This school accountability platform renewed the 

importance of the Sunshine State Standards, state curricular standards for each grade 

level and subject area course, that were first introduced in 1996 (Educational evaluation 

procedures, 1999; Herrington & Kasten, 2001). 

The plan preceded many of the mandates that were included in the NCLB Act of 

2001 (Herrington & Kasten, 2001). This initiative is based on three fundamental 

principles: (a) setting high standards for student performance; (b) measuring and publicly 

reporting that performance; and (c) providing state assistance, rewards, and sanctions. 

This reform package came with several requirements for schools and school districts (The 

Center for Education Reform, 2008).  

Under the A+ Plan for Education, all school districts were required to institute a 

performance pay for teachers and administrators by June 2002. The negotiated salary 

schedule was subject to collective bargaining and had to base 5% of the school 

administrators‘ and instructional personnel on student achievement. This requirement was 

passed on to school districts as an unfunded mandate (FEA, 2007). For the first time in 
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the state‘s history, a system for assigning letter grades to schools based on students‘ 

achievement scores in the Sunshine State Standards via the FCAT was established. 

Figure 4 provides a historical chronology of the school grading system. In spite changes 

in grading criteria, the FCAT has always been used to measure student performance. 

 

 
 

Figure 4. History of school grades in Florida. 

Note. High school grading criteria will have new components in 2010 (School Grading System, 2009). 

 

The plan also called for the elimination of social promotion, the practice of 

students progressing to the next grade level based solely on their age or previous 

retentions. In addition, students in failing schools were provided the opportunity to 

transfer to other schools. Moreover, this legislation raised the standards for teachers by 

increasing initial certification requirements, criteria for recertification, and admission 
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standards for entry into colleges of education (Pupil Regression; Remedial Instruction; 

Reporting Requirements, 1999). 

In 2006, the state legislature passed House Bill 7087, An Act Relating to 

Education (Florida‘s K-20 education performance accountability system, 2006). The bill 

expanded the A+ Plan for Education to address the NCLB Act of 2001 and renamed it as 

the A++ Plan for Education. Included in the law was a requirement for all school districts 

to adopt a salary schedule that included a negotiated differentiated pay policy, as well as 

performance pay for instructional personnel and school administrators (FEA, 2007). 

Similar to the RAISE Bill in 1983, this expansion brought sweeping changes to 

middle and high schools. Commencing with the incoming sixth-grade class in the 2006-

2007 school year, all middle school students are required to complete and pass 3 middle 

school English, mathematics, science, and social studies courses. Middle school students 

must also take a semester-long career and education planning course in grade 7 or 8. 

These requirements must be satisfied for middle school promotion to high school. In 

addition, schools are required to provide academic remediation during the school day to 

students scoring Level 1 or 2 on FCAT reading and mathematics (FLDOE, 2008d; 

General requirements for middle grades promotion, 2008). 

Under the A++ Plan for Education, high school students must declare and take 

courses in a career area of interest to study. Students are also provided with the option of 

pursuing three high school diploma tracks, the standard 24-credit option, an 18-credit 

career option, or an 18-credit college preparatory option (Accelerated High School 

Graduation Options, 2008). Commencing with the 2010 school year, additional criteria, 

including but not limited to student success rates in advanced placement courses, 
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increasing the school‘s graduation rate, and demonstrating progress of students who enter 

high school as at-risk learners will be added to school grading formula for high schools as 

well as overall high school redesign (School Grading System; School Report Cards; 

District Grade, 2008; Florida Secondary School Redesign Act, 2009). This change has 

the potential of significantly reducing the number of high schools that will be eligible for 

participation in the FSRP. 

In 2008, Florida was one of 6 states selected by the USDOE to participate in the 

Differentiated Accountability (DA) Initiative. Under the DA model, states are afforded 

greater flexibility in providing technical assistance and support to schools needing the 

most help in meeting AYP. In Florida, annual school grades and AYP designations are 

used to determine the neediest schools (FLDOE, 2009e). Furthermore, in 2009 Governor 

Charlie Crist signed House Bill 991, which expanded Florida‘s DA Program to include 

all of the state‘s public schools. Prior to the signing of this bill, the program was 

primarily comprised of schools that received Title I funding. While the new bill has no 

effect on the manner in which the A++ Plan for Education is implemented, it does require 

all schools that have not made AYP for 2 consecutive years to receive district and state 

support to address the individual needs of the students not demonstrating progress 

(FLDOE, 2009a). In addition, it directs districts to provide school leaders with 

performance pay for raising student achievement and differentiated pay for teachers in 

designated schools (FLDOE, 2009d). 

Historically, the duty for providing a free, appropriate education has been deemed 

a state responsibility. However, the federal government has strategically implemented 

school accountability policies that have generally come in response to a public outcry or 
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growing concern over the quality of the public education system (DeBray, 2006). 

Through the 8 amendments or expansions of ESEA of 1965, as well as separate pieces of 

legislation like Goals 2000, the federal government‘s function in education has resulted 

in the enactment policies that provide all students with a quality learning experience 

regardless of race or socioeconomic status while holding schools, administrators, and 

teachers accountable for student outcomes. The current reauthorization, commonly 

known as the NCLB Act, has set the highest federal expectation for youngsters‘ learning. 

It requires states to provide rigorous academic programs that will result in all students 

performing on grade level by the end of 2013-14. 

Indeed, Florida has consistently aligned its state educational accountability 

systems to federal goals and expectations. Currently, the A++ Plan for Education 

supports the intent of the NCLB Act in holding schools accountable for results and 

rewarding them for their productivity (FLDOE, 2008b). As a result, the state has 

implemented several financial incentive programs that recognize employees and schools 

for increasing student achievement. 

Merit Pay 

The concept of compensating people on the basis of how much they produce or 

how well they perform dates back to biblical times with the parable of the three stewards 

who were rewarded by their master according to how well they managed the talents he 

had entrusted to each of them (Kienapfel, 1984; Matt. 24:14-29). Likewise, the use of 

incentive schemes to increase performance reaches back to the beginning of recorded 

time (Hopkins & Mawhinney, 1992). While a variety of measures have been introduced 

over time, these compensation strategies link pay to a measure of individual, group, or 
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organizational outputs grounded in the assumption that increased pay will provide an 

incentive for greater performance (Unison, 2001). Table 7 defines the most common 

types of merit pay that have used throughout recorded history. Regardless of type, all are 

grounded in a theory of compensating employees based on the quality or quantity of their 

outputs. 

Table 7 

Most Common Types of Performance Pay 

Type Definition 

1. Piecework The oldest form of performance pay where a price paid for each unit of 

output 

2. Payment by 

    results 

Usually based on work studied time units; bonus earnings that depend 

on measured quantities or values of outs 

3. Plant or  

    organization-wide 

    incentives 

Bonus earnings or pay levels based on measured quantities or values for 

the entire organization 

4. Merit pay Bonus earnings or pay levels based on general assessment of an 

employee‘s contribution to performance 

5. Performance  

    related pay 

Bonus earnings or pay levels based on an assessment of an employee‘s 

(or team‘s) performance against previously set objectives 

6. Competence  

    based pay 

Reward and training are linked to competency frameworks based on the 

employee demonstrating certain skills or achieving certain 

qualifications 

7. Profit related 

    pay 

Bonus or share options based on the organization‘s profit performance 

Note. Information retrieved from Unison (2001). 

 

Fundamentally, merit pay is a form of an inducement or ―transfer of money [or in- 

kind grants] to individuals or agencies in return for the production goods or services‖ 
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(McDonnell & Elmore, 1987, pp. 137-138). Merit pay comprises of two elements: ―(1) 

the money, services, or in-kind materials to be transferred, and (2) guidelines that spell 

out how they are to be used‖ (Fowler, 2004, p. 252). While the guidelines may be either 

broad or detailed, ―the language in which an inducement is formulated appears in a 

statute or administrative rule‖ (p. 252).  

Inducements depend on the money to influence behavior instead of mandates or 

coercion (Liu, Johnson, & Peske, 2004). Unlike mandates, ―they do not assume that all 

individuals and agencies should be expected to do the same set of actions‖ (p. 220). By 

employing inducement programs, policymakers subscribe to two assumptions: (a) the 

absence of the money is the primary obstacle to reaching the desired outcome, and (b) the 

promise of money is an effective practice to solicit desired performance of individuals 

and agencies (McDonnell & Elmore, 1987). Moreover, these types of ―incentives only 

work when individuals or organizations have the capacity to do whatever it is that 

policymakers want them to do. If actors do not have this capacity, then they cannot 

respond adequately to the incentive‖ (Liu et al., 2004, p. 220).  

Due to the fact that participation in these kinds of incentive schemes is voluntary, 

they should not be employed ―to encourage a behavior so desirable that everyone should 

display it‖ (Fowler, 2004, p. 253). Instead, schools and organizations should look at 

directing their incentive funds toward building the internal capacity of the institution and 

its stakeholders. Capacity building calls for ―the transfer of money for the purpose of 

investment in material, intellectual, or human resources‖ (McDonnell & Elmore, 1987, p. 

134). This practice also assists in succession planning efforts as well, which should be a 

key area of focus. 
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Historical Perspectives and Occurrences in Business 

Performance pay in business began in the day when farmers and trades people 

exchanged goods and services. During that time, all pay was considered performance-

related. The introduction of labor unions and collective bargaining units in the early 

1900s established wage increases for the entire labor pool with minimal differentiations 

in pay among workers (Walters, 2003). Merit pay policies have always been viewed as 

―tools for promoting better productivity‖ (Perry & Petrakis, 1988, p. 359). In the 1950s, a 

variety of incentive pay programs were considered to entice managers to reward top 

performing employees for their outputs. The Federal Salary Reform Act (1962) afforded 

supervisors the ability to reward top performers (Rutzick, 2005).  

The ultimate goal of every organization should be to cultivate and foster a culture 

that ―recognizes and rewards exceptional effort and results‖ (Walters, 2003, n.p.). 

Generally, employers implement incentive pay plans for a variety of reasons. The most 

common are to reward achievement and contribute to overall improvements in 

productivity (Unison, 2001). Subsequently, there is a ―direct link between compensation 

and corporate profitability‖ (Walters, 2003, n.p.). 

Performance pay practices that were primarily utilized in the private sector were 

formally introduced to federal employment agencies in 1978. Merit pay guidelines that 

were presented under the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 were deemed the pathway to 

restoring responsiveness and efficiency in the federal sector (Perry & Petrakis, 1988). 

The Act authorized: (a) performance appraisal reforms; (b) large cash awards for 

employees; (c) merit pay and cash awards for specified managers; (d) establishment of 

Senior Executive Service and performance incentives; and (e) demonstration projects. 
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However, ―it proved to be ineffective and demoralizing‖ (p. 359).  

Effectiveness of Merit Pay in Business 

Undoubtedly, compensation plays a decisive role in many employee choices, 

including accepting, remaining, and performing on a job (Perry & Petrakis, 1988). ―A 

cornerstone theory in personal economics is that workers respond to incentives‖ (Lazear, 

2000, p. 1). Merit pay, however, is about more than mere salary increases (Risher, 2008). 

―It is most effective when employees believe their performance is important, and that 

management values their commitment. They also need the assurance that management is 

committed to fairness and respect‖ (p. 28). 

The effectiveness of these programs is contingent of several variables. The most 

significant one is transparency and clearly communicating the ―measurement required to 

determine the output on which the reward will be based‖ (Unison, 2001, n.p.). Another 

significant factor is having a pool of money that will make the incentive attractive to 

employees (Walters, 2003). A study was conducted in one of the nation‘s largest auto 

glass manufacturing companies to determine the relationship between performance pay 

and productivity (Lazear, 2000). The research was designed to test the ―predictions that 

average productivity will rise, the firm will attract a more able workforce, and variance in 

output across individuals at the firm will rise when it shifts to piece rates‖ (p. 1). Piece-

rate pay compensates employees based on the outputs of their work instead of a standard 

hourly rate. 

Under the company‘s new management, compensation for auto glass installers 

shifted from a standard hourly rate to a minimum base rate of pay and piece-rate based on 

the number of auto glasses installed by the employee. The data set for this quantitative 
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study included 2,755 employed as installers in the company over a 19-month period. The 

unit of analysis was person-month. There were 29,837 persons-month of good data 

available for the statistical regression runs that contained nine variables. 

The findings revealed productivity effects amounted to a 44% increase in output 

per worker. Over 90% of the workers had higher pay during the piece-rate period than 

they did during the hourly wage period. It was noted that a ―defect of paying piece-rates 

is that quality may suffer‖ (Lazear, 2000, p. 1359). However, these issues surface quickly 

and blame is easily assigned. In this study, broken windshields detected poor quality. The 

responsible installer was required to reinstall the broken glass on his own time and pay 

the company for the loss before additional work was assigned. The researcher also noted 

that the employment of piece-rates does not guarantee profitability. He also warned that 

this type of compensation is not recommended for managerial personnel. 

A longitudinal analysis of the effects of connecting managerial pay to 

organization performance was conducted in the Social Security Administration (Pearce, 

Stevenson, & Perry, 1985). This was a part of a larger study of personnel reform in five 

federal government agencies. The study employed a Box-Jenkins time series procedure to 

accessible performance data for two years prior to and after the implementation of a new 

compensation system in the department to determine whether or not the implementation 

of merit pay plan tied to managers‘ performance would increase organizational 

performance. The Box-Jenkins approach is among the most widely used time series 

forecasting methods in business and economics. An auto-regressive integrated moving 

average (ARIMA) was also constructed for each time series. The study consisted of four 

time series, which contained 48 to 53 observations. The sample included 20 offices with 
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12 to 73 employees each. The findings indicated that performance was improving prior to 

the implementation of the incentive program. Furthermore, the program had no 

significant, gradual, or permanent effect on the general trend of organizational 

performance. 

Although incentive programs modeled after those that are commonplace in private 

organizations are finding their ways into several public employment agencies, there is 

―extensive literature questioning the efficacy of paybanding or pay-for-performance 

systems in the public sector‖ (Thompson, 2008, p. 260). Furthermore, performance-

related pay is not a panacea for improved employee performance (Perry & Petrakis, 1988; 

Unison, 2001). In a human resources brief published by Britain and Europe‘s largest 

public sector union, it was noted that some of the issues that became nemeses to merit 

pay schemes are: (a) effects of staff moral due to jealousy and lack of funding to provide 

substantial incentive payments; (b) fairness in the appraisal process used to based merit 

pay; and (c) no monitoring system to avoid discrimination in those persons eligible for 

bonus money (Unison, 2001). 

A recent analysis of current performance pay initiatives was conducted to provide 

solutions to the modern challenges of merit pay schemes (Risher, 2008). The work was 

organized into five broad areas that included: (a) acknowledging the problems of 

performance pay; (b) addressing the basic concerns; (c) meeting the goal of improved 

performance; (d) responding to emerging merit pay questions; and (e) developing 

effective strategies for merit pay policies. The discussion noted that merit pay is deeply 

ingrained in the American cultural belief that hard work should be rewarded. It was 

determined that among the leading concerns with performance pay are the process of 
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managing the incentive programs, limited funds for initiatives, and the integrity of 

performance appraisal systems. More importantly, the author noted ―when a lack of trust 

enters the picture, pay for performance is unlikely to be a success‖ (p. 24).  

When responding to the inquiry of whether merit pay contributes to improved 

performance, it was concluded that these programs did not have a consistent impact on 

employee outcomes. While it can ―reinforce the message that performance is a shared 

priority‖, it can also ―undermine employee commitment if the policy is mishandled by a 

manager‖ (p. 26). In the analysis, it was discovered that high performing companies that 

benefit from merit pay plans do because they emphasize fairness and value respect for the 

individual. In addition, effective schemes: (a) are clearly communicated and repeated 

regularly; (b) link individual performance expectations to organizational goals; (c) are 

based on job-specific goals with an agreement on how results will be measured; and (d) 

train managers in the process of evaluating and managing performance. 

Historical Perspectives and Occurrences in Education 

The use of merit pay schemes to improve public education has arisen repeatedly 

when there has been an outpour of concern regarding the quality of public education 

(Arthur & Milton, 1991). Prior to World War I, Cubberly (1909) and others proposed 

merit pay as a method to improve the efficiency of American schools. In the 1950s and 

1960s incentive pay was viewed as a panacea for the declining American educational 

system following the Russian Sputnik space success. Pay for performance systems 

resurfaced in the 1980s as the once proud and unparalleled American public education 

system was declared a ―nation at risk‖ and in a state of disastrous decline (Johnson, 1984; 

Murnane & Cohen, 1986). 
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Merit pay continues to be a key component of comprehensive education reform 

aimed at motivating teachers and elevating student achievement (Holland, 2005). In 

2006, ―the U.S. Department of Education added momentum to the performance-pay 

movement through its Teacher Incentive Fund, which will provide federal dollars to 

support differentiated pay‖ (Perkins-Gough, 2007, p. 84). Congress earmarked $99 

million for the program as part of the USDOE‘s fiscal year 2006 Appropriations Act as a 

direct discretionary federal grant program (Podgursky & Springer, 2006). Furthermore, 

the nation‘s newly inaugurated 44th President, Barack Obama, has endorsed the use of 

merit pay in his education plan (Parsons, 2009).  

Advocates for incentive pay (lawmakers and educational advocacy and reform 

groups) contend that performance-based pay can meet the public‘s demand for 

accountability, can help in attracting and in retaining talented professionals in the 

classroom, and ultimately motivate teachers to teach better. Opponents (teacher unions 

and professional education organizations) believe these programs create competition and 

dissension among teachers that destroy morale. Additionally, they reward a few teachers 

instead of paying all teachers well (Johnson, 2000). The current economic downturn has 

demonstrated that funds for performance-based pay can shrink, as is the current situation 

in Florida, leaving teachers with little incentive, if that was the objective (FLDOE, 

2008a). 

The mid-1970s through the mid-1980s was viewed as the merit pay decade 

(OSBA, 2007). It was during these years that a variety of plans were developed in school 

districts across the nation. The states of Oregon and Colorado have been recognized as 

pioneers in instituting incentive pay programs in the field of education (Gratz, 2005). In 
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addition, the state of Massachusetts received national attention for instituting financial 

incentives to recruit new teachers. 

The Oregon Experience  

Oregon began implementing merit pay programs in the 1972-73 school year 

(OSBA, 2007). Like most school districts, its plans were based on individual teacher 

performance, which created competition among teachers and almost destroyed the staff 

teamwork that was needed in the schools. As a result, they were used to a lesser degree. 

However, one state lawmaker felt a need to maintain incentive pay schemes for 

education. In 2000 and again in 2008, he sponsored a voter referendum that was placed 

on the Oregon state ballot to base all teacher raises on the success of their students as 

measured by annual test scores. The ―Kids First Act,‖ as the state measure was coined, 

was defeated both times by the state‘s voters (OSBA, 2008). 

The Denver Experience  

In 2005, teachers in Denver approved a historic revision to the teachers‘ contract, 

thus linking compensation, in part, to student success in the classroom. Student success, 

however, is not a test-driven pay for performance plan. Rather, it takes into account both 

successful teaching and service to the school community. The plan includes four 

components: (a) knowledge and skills (professional development), (b) professional 

evaluation, (c) market incentive (hard to staff assignments or schools), and (d) student 

growth (each year teachers set two student achievement objectives) (Gratz, 2005). 

The Massachusetts Experience  

In response to the high failure rates on the educational licensure exam, 

Massachusetts state lawmakers instituted the Massachusetts Signing Bonus Program 
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(MSBP) in 1998. The program paid a $20,000 signing bonus over 4 years to new teachers 

to ―encourage the best and the brightest candidates to teach in the public schools‖ and to 

encourage high achieving candidates to enter the profession who otherwise would not 

consider a career in teaching‖ (Massachusetts State Legislature, 1998, n.p.). Participants 

received $8000 the first year and $4000 for the next 3 years as long as they maintained a 

state teaching certificate and taught in one of the state‘s public schools. This 

unprecedented dollar amount pushed the state to the national forefront for ―taking bold 

action to address concerns about teacher quality and expected teacher shortages (Liu et 

al., 2004, p. 217). 

Thirteen of the original 59 recipients participated in a qualitative study that was a 

part of a larger longitudinal study of the experiences of 50 new teachers in 

Massachusetts. The analysis of the interview data revealed the bonus dollars had little 

effect on the recipients‘ decisions to enter the field of education. Instead, it was the 

accelerated, alternative path to teacher certification that was of greater importance to 

them. The findings also concluded the program: (a) relied too heavily on the 

inducements; (b) gave more attention to recruitment and not enough on teacher retention; 

and (c) focused more on the individuals than the schools. At the time of this study, 8 of 

the 13 teachers were no longer teachers in the state, thus never collecting the full bonus 

payment. In fact, 27 of the original 59 had exited the profession prior to their fourth year 

(Fowler, 2003; Liu et al., 2004). The program was redesigned in 2002 to address teacher 

preparation, induction, and retention. 

Effectiveness of Merit Pay in Education 

Although the use of merit pay schemes to improve the quality of our public 
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education system has risen several times in our nation‘s history, there have been few U.S. 

studies conducted to determine its effectiveness in increasing student achievement. Much 

of the literature on performance pay reports on organizational endeavors, which are not 

long-term or positive initiatives. In 1986, a study was conducted to identify school 

districts that were indeed finding success in implementing merit pay schemes (Murnane 

& Cohen, 1986). In their search to select schools districts to be a part of their analysis, the 

researchers had hoped to find urban districts in low socioeconomic areas with effective 

merit pay program. Instead, they discovered that districts meeting success were in smaller 

school systems in areas that with a mostly homogenous student population.  

Their final analysis included six school districts from attractive neighborhoods 

that had employed a merit pay plan for more than five years. The six districts had the 

following elements in common: (a) extra pay was given for additional work; (b) no 

teacher was forced to participate in the merit pay program; (c) the schemes were low 

profile initiatives; and (d) teachers were involved during the planning stages so there was 

ownership and buy-in. The researchers found that these school systems‘ plans enjoyed 

some longevity because they were not based on student outcomes, rather teacher 

willingness to perform additional tasks like curriculum writing and reform or other 

school-related activities. 

Through their studies of these districts, they concluded that merit pay programs 

are not effective strategies that motivate teachers to improve student achievement. In 

addition, teachers and administrators seldom agree on a definition of effective teaching 

and how to best measure it. However, they did find that these initiatives do provide 

teachers with an opportunity to become involved in their evaluation procedures. As a 
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result, ―few data point to clear cause-and-effect relationship between teacher incentives 

and student performance‖ (Lashway, 2001, p. 1). The evaluation literature is ―not 

significantly robust to prescribe how systems should be designed‖ (Podgursky & 

Springer, 2007). Therefore, it can be surmised that the research is somewhat void on the 

effectiveness of merit pay in increasing student performance. 

A short-term analysis of Florida‘s most recent teacher incentive pay programs 

sought to determine: (a) the effectiveness of such systems; (b) the design and 

implementation of the state program; (c) how teacher performance is being measured as it 

relates to the stability of teacher rankings; and (d) the challenges in implementing pay-

for-performance schemes like those that were present in the state (Buddin, McCaffrey, 

Kirby, & Xia, 2007). The researchers reviewed extensive literature on merit pay and the 

challenges of implementing pay-for-performance plans. They also analyzed the merit pay 

plans in the state, as well as student achievement data from the FCAT to examine issues 

in defining teacher effects and the stability of teacher rankings. The authors 

acknowledged that the study was limited in scope because it only considered test scores 

and no other sources of students‘ abilities, like portfolios or work samples, to measure 

individual teacher performance. Due to time and budgetary constraints, they also did not 

look into broader issues like ideal award amounts and individual versus school awards. 

Their analysis found that the use of standardized tests present serious challenges 

in measuring teacher performance for inclusion in incentive programs. As a result, 

teacher performance should be based on multiple years of student and teacher data. ―A 

system must also isolate the contributions of each teacher from the prior academic 

achievement of students assigned to each class‖ (p. 49). Moreover, the merit pay plan 
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should be transparent and easy to understand so that teachers and policy makers alike 

know exactly what is required to earn the award. Additionally, school districts should 

monitor awards and study the emerging trends across teachers and schools. 

School-wide initiatives like the FSRP reward teachers based on the average 

performance of student in the school (Buddin et al., 2007). These incentive programs tend 

to have no long-term effect on increased student achievement (Glewwe, Ilias, & Kremer, 

2003). For example, an examination of teacher incentives in Kenya revealed evidence 

that the existing performance initiatives were ―weak,‖ as well as the teachers being absent 

―20% of the time‖ (p. 34). The study was a randomized evaluation of 50 rural schools (25 

controlled and 25 treatment). Teacher incentives were based on student performance on 

district exams in English, math, science, Swahili, geography/history/Christian religion, 

arts/craft/music, and home science-business. Youngsters in schools where teachers 

received incentives demonstrated higher test scores. It was suggested, however, that these 

short-term gains might have been an indication that merit pay programs result in teachers 

teaching to a test rather than focusing on teaching and learning. When the merit pay 

program ended, ―the test score difference between students who attended the treatment 

and comparison schools disappeared‖ (p. 31). Furthermore, for the life of the incentive 

program (two years), student dropout rates did not decline, teacher attendance did not 

improve, homework assignments did not increase, and neither did pedagogy change in 

the treatment schools.  

Incentive programs that are designed to reward individual teacher performance 

yield different outcomes. Merit pay schemes that resulted in individual teacher incentives 

in primary or elementary had a substantial effect on student test scores. Five hundred 
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government-run primary schools in India were included in a study (100 control schools 

and 400 treatment schools). A two-year randomized evaluation of the teacher incentive 

program revealed that teacher performance contributed to considerable improvements in 

student test scores (Muralidharan & Sundararaman, 2008). In addition, ―nearly 75% of 

the teachers in the incentive schools report[ed] that their motivational levels went up as a 

result of the program (with the other 25% reporting no change)‖ (p. 29). Moreover, 85% 

of the teachers included in the study favored the idea of bonus payments based on 

improved student test scores. 

A case study on the employment of incentive pay programs in two U.S. high 

schools revealed that merit pay: (a) increased retention; (b) had no effect on grade point 

average; (c) reduced average daily attendance; and (d) and increased the percentage of 

students who failed (Eberts, Hollenbeck, & Stone, 2002). This research included a high 

school that implemented a merit pay system and a comparable high school that stayed 

with a traditional teacher pay scheme. The study sought to review the ―scant evidence on 

the effectiveness of individual merit pay on student achievement and present new 

empirical evidence from a case study‖ (p. 914). A difference-in-differences methodology 

was used for data analysis. The authors found that very ―little empirical evidence relating 

concerning the influence of merit pay on student achievement existed‖ (p. 915). They 

concluded that incentive systems in large organizations like schools should be carefully 

constructed and implemented to gain desired outcomes and avoid unintended results. 

The debate on the appropriateness and effectiveness of whole school versus 

individual teacher merit pay in schools is ongoing (Buddin et al., 2007). Supporters of 

group incentives argue, ―teaching requires a team-based cooperation‖ (p. 10). In addition, 
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they find that the majority of schools are organized into teams and that student 

performance on standardized tests encompasses the contributions of course content taught 

by several teachers (Eberts et al., 2002). Furthermore, whole school awards minimized 

the potential for ―unhealthy competition and sabotage among teachers‖ (Buddin et al., 

2007, p. 10). Conversely, advocates for individual teacher awards find that school-wide 

test scores do not speak to individual teachers, which leaves opportunities for some to be 

rewarded based on the work of others (Lavy, 2004).  

Eighteen highly accomplished teachers from across the country were identified by 

the Center for Teaching Quality in Hillsborough, NC for participation in a study to ―help 

bridge the long-standing communication gap between makers of school policy and the 

teaching professionals who put that policy into action‖ (2007, p. 7). The educators were 

deemed by the Center as highly accomplished because they had achieved National Board 

Certification; were national, state, and school district teachers of the year; Presidential 

Award winners; and Milken honorees. These individuals understood and supported the 

need for school reform measures that include well-designed incentive pay plans. Through 

extensive review of professional compensation literature and structured online 

conversations and dialogues with researchers, policy analysts, community leaders, heads 

of employee unions, and practitioners that have been involved in an array of teacher 

incentive programs, they arrived at root causes for failing merit pay plans. They 

concluded that the majority of performance pay schemes have been unsuccessful because 

they: (a) are not funded appropriately; (b) do not have a valid standard for measuring 

teacher quality; and (c) do not have a process to obtain dependable student data. 

Typically, they are developed and implemented without soliciting input from teachers 
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and their respective unions (Center for Teaching Quality, 2007; Perkins-Gough, 2007). 

As a result, ―districts will be more likely to use merit pay when they have more 

performance information about teachers and when the influence of teachers unions are 

weaker‖ (Goldhaber, DeArmond, Player, & Choi, 2008).  

Undoubtedly, the use of financial schemes to improve worker outputs has been in 

existence since the origins of pay for work. While they have developed considerably in 

scope and practice, they are still predicated on the assumption that the increase in pay 

will garner desired results. Typically, most financial incentive plans come in the form of 

a monetary inducement that depends solely on the money to affect work behaviors. 

However, if individuals do not have the capacity to perform the desired tasks, then their 

effectiveness is compromised. Although incentive pay plans have roots and are 

commonplace in the business sector, they have been implemented in school systems to 

increase teacher performance and student achievement. Yet, their appropriateness in the 

field of education remains to be established. 

The ultimate success or failure of these plans relies on a variety of factors. 

Effective performance pay schemes include input from all employee groups in the 

development of the plan, clear communication about the plan, and the availability of 

dollars to fund the plan. Moreover, incentive pay programs should not be used to garner 

behaviors that are desired from all employees. As a result, schools and businesses should 

redirect dollars for incentive pay plans to staff training and development programs that 

support capacity building throughout the organization. 

Use of Merit Pay Schemes in Florida 

Florida lawmakers have endorsed the use of merit or performance pay for teachers 
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since 1983 (Arthur & Milton, 1991). Over the course of the past 26 years, financial 

incentive programs have been developed and implemented to reward individual teachers, 

as well as groups of school personnel. Depending on their nature or intent, some of these 

initiatives were met with opposition that led to court action, policy amendments, or 

inevitable dissolution. 

Florida Meritorious Instructional Personnel Program 

Florida began to provide financial incentives to teachers in the 1980s when the 

state lawmakers passed Senate Bill 38 and signed into law the Educational Reform Act of 

1983, which created the Florida Meritorious Instructional Personnel Program, commonly 

referred to as the Master Teacher Program (Florida Meritorious Instructional Personnel 

Program, 1983). The program paid an annual stipend of $3,000 to teachers who 

voluntarily completed certain statutory requirements. The requirements included years of 

service to public education, accumulated professional development, and acquisition of 

advanced degrees (Arthur & Milton, 1991). Although the program was repealed in 1986, 

it did not come without controversy. 

The teachers‘ union in what was Dade County Schools at the time argued that 

merit pay violated the right to collective bargaining and confronted the state in the 

courtroom. In 1984, the United Teachers of Dade filed suit against the Dade County 

School Board, the Superintendent, and the State Board of Education charging that the 

Master Teacher Program and the rule implementing the program violated state 

constitutional guaranty of right to collective bargaining (United Teachers of Dade v. 

Dade County School Board, 1985). The teachers‘ union lost in the lower court and 

appealed the decisions all the way to the Florida Supreme Court. The State Supreme  
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Court upheld the lower courts‘ rulings that the statute and the rule did not violate the 

constitutional right to collective bargaining. The court reasoned that under this program, 

the teachers who voluntarily chose to meet the statutory criteria for participation in the 

program were not required to perform additional instructional services. Furthermore, the 

payment neither replaced nor interfered in any way with those bargained-for provisions. 

Neither was it used as a criterion for promotions nor the basis for additional 

compensation other than the statutory payment, which was arguably within the ambit of 

collective bargaining (United Teachers of Dade, 1986). 

Florida School Recognition Program 

The Florida legislature has continued to advocate for merit pay. Five years prior 

to the signing of the federal NCLB education reform legislation, the 1997 Florida 

Legislature passed into law House Bill 703, implementing the state‘s first pay for 

performance statute and created the FSRP (FSRP, 1997). In 2002, the state lawmaking 

body conformed the FSRP to the practice of administering the program based upon the 

school grading system implemented in the A++ Accountability Plan (FEA, 2008; FSRP, 

2008). Under the direction of its third consecutive Republican gubernatorial term, the 

legislature continues to assert a need for a performance incentive program that provides 

financial awards to public schools, including charter schools and state university system 

developmental research K-12 schools, that receive a school grade of ―A‖ or improves the 

achievement of their students (FLDOE, 2008a). 

The FSRP was developed to acknowledge the quality educational programs 

delivered in many of Florida‘s public schools. The program further allocates greater 

autonomy and financial awards to schools that demonstrate sustained or significantly 
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improved student performance (FLDOE, 2008a). Each year the FLDOE identifies the 

schools that are eligible for participation. 

The program‘s only measure of student performance is the annual Florida 

Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT). This exam is administered each spring to all 

students working toward a standard diploma and select students working on special 

diploma standards in grades 3-11, evaluating their progress in reading, math, science, and 

writing (Student Assessment Program for Public Schools, 2008). Students must be 

present in the same school during both of the state‘s official attendance windows in 

October and February, take the test during the current year and have a score from the 

previous year to be included in their school‘s grading pool (FCAT Handbook, 2005). All 

public schools, including charter schools and state university system developmental 

research K-12 schools, are assigned an annual letter grade or accountability rating based 

on student performance on the FCAT (School Grading System; School Report Cards; 

District Grade, 2008). 

Schools are assigned letter grades or accountability ratings based on students‘ 

annual performance on the FCAT. The school grade or accountability rating is based on a 

combination of student scores, including achievement scores for special education 

students working toward a special diploma (School Grading System; School Report 

Cards; District Grade, 2008; School Improvement Ratings for Alternative Schools, 2008). 

By state rule, special education and select alternative education centers like Department 

of Juvenile Justice Programs are excluded from the school-grading rule (Dropout 

Prevention and Academic Intervention, 2008). According to FLDOE representatives, 

youngsters who are enrolled in these programs generally have cognitive or behavioral 
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impairments that preclude them from achieving at the same levels of their standard 

education peers. These provisions were included to protect schools from then Governor 

Jeb Bush‘s assertion that there would be zero tolerance for failure (FLDOE, 2008g).  

A school qualifies for participation by receiving a school grade of ―A‖ or 

improving its letter grade by at least one grade from the previous school year under the 

provisions of the A++ Plan for Education (FSRP, 2008). Commencing with the 2008 

school year, alternative centers that elected to receive a school improvement or 

accountability rating are eligible for participation in the program if they demonstrate 

improved annual progress. Likewise, traditional schools that improve more than one 

letter grade and sustain the improvement the following year receive the financial 

incentive as well (FLDOE, 2008a; FSRP, 2008; School Grading System; School Report 

Card; District Grades, 2008). 

Funds for the FSRP are annually awarded to qualifying schools by the 

Commissioner of Education in the amount of $100 per full-time equivalent (FTE) student 

in the school based on the October and February statewide student attendance reporting 

periods. The amount per FTE decreased to $85 in 2008 and $75 in 2009. The annual 

award amount per FTE is dependent on the availability of state funds (FLDOE, 2008a; 

FLDOE, 2008h; FLDOE, 2009c). 

The staff and SAC at the recognized schools jointly decide how to use the 

financial award. State statute requires schools to use their awards for nonrecurring faculty 

and staff bonuses, nonrecurring expenditures for educational equipment and materials, or 

temporary personnel to assist in maintaining or improving student performance. If an 

agreement is not reached by November 1 of each year, then the award dollars must be 
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equally distributed to all classroom teachers currently teaching in the school. However, 

the award dollars are not subject to collective bargaining (FSRP, 2008).  

Figure 5 illustrates the annual state allocation for schools participating in the 

FSRP during the 5 years of this study. From school years 2004-2007, the award dollars 

were calculated at $100 per full-time equivalent student enrolled in the school during the 

October and February official school attendance reporting periods. The dollar amount 

decreased to $85 per full-time equivalent student in 2008 and $75 per full-time equivalent 

student in 2009 (FLDOE, 2008h; FLDOE, 2009c). 

 

 

Figure 5. FSRP funding for school years 2004-2008. 

Note. Data retrieved from the FLDOE (2008h). 

 

Merit Award Program 

In 2006, the Florida legislature required each school district to adopt a salary 
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schedule that bases a portion of every instructional employee‘s salary on performance 

and to adopt a performance-pay policy for school administrators and instructional 

personnel (Public School Personnel; Powers and Duties of the District School Board, 

2008). Both the salary schedule and the performance pay policy were to be based upon 

employee performance as demonstrated in the district‘s personnel performance 

assessment system (Assessment Procedures and Criteria, 2008). However, all school 

districts have not met these statutory mandates. 

State lawmakers appropriated $147.5 million and created the Special Teachers 

Are Rewarded (STAR) performance pay plan to assist districts in implementing 

performance pay as required by the statute. School districts, including charter schools and 

K-12 research and laboratory schools under the State University System, were required to 

submit an application for approval to the State Board of Education to receive STAR 

funds. Only districts with approved plans were allocated funding. While districts could 

choose whether or not they wanted to participate in STAR, they were required to comply 

with the statutory requirement for implementing performance pay (FLDOE, 2008i).  

The program defined a myriad of requirements for school district plans. Most 

notable was the mandate that the instructional personnel evaluation be based on the 

performance of their students. However, these performance appraisals had to ensure that 

―student achievement was measured in a valid and reliable way in order to give credit to 

teachers‖ (FLDOE, 2008i). In addition, the process for determining eligibility for STAR 

had to be: ―(a) fair and equitable, (b) easy to calculate, (c) transparent, (d) flexible with 

regard to subject and grade levels, and (d) ensure a focus on specific educational goals 

and values‖ (p. 5). Student performance was primarily based on annual FCAT scores, 
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which had the potential to exclude teachers in subjects like art, music, and physical 

education. In addition, the program required a merit pay award of at least 5% of the base 

pay of the highest performing 25% of instructional personnel (FLDOE, 2008i).  

During the 2007 legislative session, the state congress repealed the STAR 

Program and passed a bill revising the teacher performance pay resulting in the Merit 

Award Program (MAP) (Merit Award Program for Instructional Personnel and School-

Based Administrators, 2008). The state senator that sponsored the bill to repeal and 

replace STAR with MAP agreed with the critics of the program who argued that the 

system relied heavily of standardized tests and gave school districts little time to develop 

plans in conjunction with their local teacher unions. Although he is an advocate for merit 

pay, he commented, ―STAR has been not only a deeply flawed experiment by the 

Department of Education, but I think it has also been a real distraction‖ (Kaczor, 2007, 

n.p.). Similar to STAR, participation in MAP is optional. However, MAP requirements 

differed greatly from those of the STAR Program. 

The MAP system included student performance on local, state, and national end 

of course tests, as well as the FCAT. Student outcomes on these examinations would 

account for no more than 60% of instructors‘ personnel evaluations. In addition, merit 

bonuses under this plan were calculated at 5-10% of the district‘s average teacher pay. 

The incentive dollars are open to top instructional personnel, including teaching teams, 

and school-based administrators (Colavecchio-Van Sickler, 2007).  

Table 8 compares Florida‘s three incentive pay programs discussed in this section. 

While all three programs were created to recognize the quality work of the state‘s 

teachers, only one of the programs, the MAP, is subject to collective bargaining. 
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Participation in the Meritorious Instructional Personnel Program and the FSRP is not 

subject to collective bargaining because they are not linked to the teachers‘ annual 

personnel evaluations like the required criteria for participation in the MAP. 

Table 8 

Comparison of Florida’s Incentive Pay Programs Identified in the Study 

 MIPP FSRP MAP 

1. Year enacted 1983 1997 2007 

2. Award type Individual teacher Whole school, school 

vote determines how 

award is allocated 

Individual teacher, 

teacher teams, and 

administrators 

3. Subject to 

collective bargaining 

No No Yes 

4. Method of 

participation 

Years of Service, 

Professional 

Development, and 

Advanced Degrees 

Annual school letter 

grade 

Varies based on 

collective bargaining 

agreements 

5. Award amount $3,000 Varies each year, 

depending on dollar 

amount per student 

enrolled in school 

5 to 10% of the 

district‘s average 

teacher pay 

 

The employment of merit pay schemes in the public and private sectors, continues 

to be a tactic that employers use to attract and retain quality personnel, although research 

does not support its effectiveness in accomplishing stated goals. Even though inducement 

schemes are predicated on the assumption that all teachers and schools should not be 

expected to yield the same outcomes, Florida lawmakers find that these tactics should be 

utilized to increase student achievement (Liu et al., 2004). These methods also rely on the 

idea that money alone will encourage teachers and schools to perform at high levels 
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(McDonnell & Elmore, 1987). Yet, there are schools that are meeting federal AYP 

criteria and do not qualify for the state incentive awards. Furthermore, the statutes that 

created the current incentive pay programs do not require an evaluation to determine their 

effectiveness in improving student outcomes. As a result, policymakers must question 

whether the inducement or the internal capacity of the school, its employees, and 

stakeholder contributions that produces the desired outcomes. 

Conceptual Framework 

Since the 1950s the federal government has assured children equal access to a 

free, appropriate public education. Moreover, no student may be denied public education 

due to race, disability, or socioeconomic status. Federally supported programs are 

available for English language learners, students with disabilities, and schools serving 

low-income populations. In addition, children from families in poverty are provided free 

or reduced-priced meals at school (Michelli & Keiser, 2005). Yet educators and 

lawmakers are still are still working to close the performance gap between poor minority 

students and their affluent non-minority peers.  

Considering the prolific literature on the NCLB Act today, it may seem 

incredulous that schools were not always expected to bring every child to high standards 

of performance. Even in states that had systems in place to hold schools accountable for 

student academic achievement, the focus was usually on a percentage of students who 

could pass the tests, not on those who could not. Now, under NCLB, schools must report 

the academic performance of all students in the school by total population, major racial 

subgroups represented in the school, students with disabilities, limited English proficient 

students, and students receiving free or reduced-priced meals. In Florida, standard 
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curriculum students in grades 3-11 are annually assessed on the FCAT. However, a 

central ―theme remains consistent with the racial and nonracial effects of standardized 

tests; that is the utilization of standardized tests alone does not create a leveled playing 

field between racial minorities and the racial majorities in schools‖ (Hunter & Bartee, 

2003, p. 157). 

In a quantitative study of student success rates on Grade 10 FCAT (the test all 

students must pass to graduate with a standard high school diploma) in Duval County, 

Florida, it was found that race and socioeconomics ―played important roles in the 

probability that a student will meet the FCAT graduation requirement (Borg, Plumlee, & 

Stranahan, 2007, p. 707). Specifically, black and Hispanic students from households in 

poorer areas and less educated parents scored lower on the state exam than white students 

from more affluent homes and parents with greater educational attainment. Moreover, the 

probit regression methodology used in this study found that of the 5,206 youngsters 

included in the analysis, white students have a 65% probability of passing the FCAT 

graduation requirement on the first time while black students have a 34% probability and 

Hispanic students have a 54% probability of passing the test on the first try. The study 

surmised that: 

Any school that serves a student body made up of a significant percentage of 

demographically at-risk students will likely be less competitive when 

standardized testing is used to assess school performance. In that sense, NCLB‘s 

emphasis on raising achievement levels for all students is appropriate but is far 

less clear that a high stakes testing approach will force improvements in 

educational opportunities for students who have traditionally been ‗left behind‘ 
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(p. 713). 

Interestingly, the study found all students in schools with higher numbers of teachers with 

advanced degrees passed the FCAT at higher rates than their peers in schools with higher 

teacher mobility rates and fewer advanced degrees. 

Adequate Yearly Progress 

Student mastery of academic content is defined as AYP under NCLB. Thus, 

schools‘ AYP designations are determined by the students‘ FCAT performance. 

Currently, schools in Florida can make AYP in one of three ways: (a) meeting the 

standard criteria, (b) safe harbor, and (c) the growth model. The use of three models gives 

consideration to schools that have large academically deficient populations. A school can 

make AYP by subgroup and as a total school by any three of these methods. Figure 6 

illustrates the three methods that are used.  

To meet the annual standard criteria, 95% of the total school population, as well 

as 95% of students in each ethic or racial subgroup represented in the school must take 

the annual state examination (the FCAT). Each subgroup must meet the minimum state-

identified percentages for achieving proficiency in reading and mathematics. The 

proficiency targets are increased annually until 2013-14, when all schools must meet 

100% proficiency in reading and mathematics for all of its students. The school must 

demonstrate at least a 1% increase or have a minimum of 90% of the students score at 

level 3.0 or above on FCAT writing (level 6.0 is the highest level). Likewise, high 

schools must improve their graduation rate by at least 1% or have a current rate of at least 

85%. In addition, schools must be graded ―A‖, ―B‖, or ―C‖ under the A++ Plan for 

Education (Broward County Public Schools, 2009). 
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Figure 6. Three ways to make AYP. 

Note. Data retrieved from Broward County Public Schools (2009). 

 

Although Safe Harbor criteria include some of the elements used to meet the 

standard criteria, it does provide a little more latitude. All schools must meet the total 

school and subgroup participation rates, writing, graduation rate, and school grade 

criteria. Instead of meeting the annual state proficiency standard in reading and 

mathematics for total school population and by subgroup, schools must decrease at least 

10% in the non-proficient students (students scoring level 1 or 2 on the FCAT) (Broward 

County Public Schools, 2009). 

Finally, the Growth Model provides schools with even greater latitude in meeting 

AYP. Similar to the previously discussed methods, all schools must meet the total school 

and subgroup participation rates, writing, graduation rate, and school grade criteria.  



 

 74 

However, academic proficiency in reading and mathematics is measured by trajectory of 

students scheduled to be on track to be proficient in three years. Students must have two 

years of assessment data to be included in the growth model. Predicated on their 

developmental scale scores on the FCAT in reading and mathematics, an assessment 

trajectory is created for each student. Students must reduce the gap between their prior 

year‘s scores and proficiency by at least 33% each year (Broward County Public Schools, 

2009). Table 9 explains the trajectory track for proficiency for Florida students in grades 

3-10, as these are the grades that assess reading, mathematics, and writing are assessed. 

Table 9. 

Growth Model: On Track to Proficiency 

Grade of 

Enrollment 

Test Used as 

the Basis for 

Trajectory 

Test Used as 

Target for 

Proficiency 

Years in  

Trajectory 

Percent of 

Difference 

Closed Each 

Year (%) 

3 3 6 3 33 

4 3 6 3 33 

5 4 7 3 33 

6 5 8 3 33 

7 6 9 3 33 

8 7 10 3 33 

9 8 10 3 33 

10 9 10 2 50 

Note. Data retrieved from Broward County Public Schools (2009). 

 

In a recent policy brief on the effect of AYP on racial equity, it was found that 

―schools most likely to be indentified as needing improvement are highly segregated and 
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enroll a disproportionate share of a state‘s minority and low income students (Owens & 

Sunderman, 2006, p. 1). The analysis included student achievement and demographic 

data from six states (Arizona, California, Georgia, Illinois, New York, and Virginia). The 

six states selected for this research all served large portions of minority and low-income 

students. Data for the study were retrieved from schools‘ report cards and other reports 

issued by the state departments of education.  

A comparison of the number of schools and the demographic characteristics of 

students in school making AYP was compared to that of schools identified for 

improvement. Due to the fact that some states have modified their original academic 

standards, it was difficult to discern how much progress has been made in increasing 

student achievement. Moreover, when compared with the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP) scores, student success rates on state assessments tend to 

be inflated or exaggerated. The study also revealed that schools with a 90% minority rate 

are disproportionately identified as needing improvement. Conversely, none of the 

schools where 90% of the students are white are in need of improvement. Furthermore, 

the sanctions for not making AYP are only applied to the schools that serve greater 

proportions of disadvantaged and academically deficient students. 

Each year the FLDOE publishes school accountability reports and school report 

cards for all public schools. The accountability reports provide information on the data 

used to calculate the school grade as well as other demographic information like minority 

rate, school level, and the percentage of students approved for free and reduced priced 

meals. The school report cards, however, provide a comprehensive comparison of a 

school‘s progress according the state‘s A++ Accountability Plan for Education and the 
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federal NCLB mandates. If a school has not met AYP, the report identifies the percentage 

of criteria that were met and the subgroups that did not meet the annual proficiency 

targets for each of the tested areas. The report also explains the school choice options that 

are available to parents as a result of the school‘s AYP status (FLDOE, 2008c).  

AYP vs. FSRP 

Under NCLB, schools must report student achievement for all major groups 

represented in the school (Broward County Public Schools, 2009). Conversely, the FSRP 

rewards schools that meet A++ criteria without requiring them to demonstrate NCLB‘s 

required annual progress of all students (FLDOE, 2008a). Therefore, it is possible for 

schools to become eligible for the financial award based on the progress of some students 

as opposed to addressing the academic needs of all students like AYP under NCLB 

requires. Table 10 compares the school grade criteria, which is the sole determinant for 

participation in the FSRP for traditional schools, and AYP requirements. Similarly, the 

annual requirements for participation in the FSRP are outlined in Table 11. 

In Florida, the FCAT is used to determine schools‘ AYP designations (the federal 

mandate), as well as the school grades and accountability ratings (the state expectation) 

(FLDOE, 2008g). The latter establishes eligibility for participation in the FSRP. This 

measure of school progress may be moderated by school specific factors, resulting in four 

distinct outcomes. Figure 7 explains the connection between the progress measures, 

moderating factors, and outputs of this study. As illustrated in the study‘s conceptual 

framework, there are schools that are benefiting from the state‘s financial incentive 

program, yet they are not meeting AYP targets. More importantly, there are schools that 

are not meeting the state or federal accountability expectations.
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Table 10 

Synopses of School Grade and AYP Criteria for the Years of the Study 

 Law Criteria 

School Grade State 

A++ Plan 

 

Annual accumulation of points by adding the total: 

Percentages of students meeting high standards (scoring 

on or above grade level) in reading, mathematics, 

science, and writing 

Percentages of students demonstrating learning gains in 

reading and mathematics 

Percentages of students in the lower 25
th

 percentile 

demonstrating learning gains in reading and 

mathematics 

School meets student participation rate of at least 95% 

for an ―A‖ and at least 90% for a ―B‖, ―C‖, or ―D‖ 

AYP Federal 

NCLB 

Annual status determined by achievement of state target 

in reading and mathematics for subgroups: Total school, 

Major racial groups (White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, 

American Indian), Economically disadvantaged, Limited 

English Proficient, and Students With Disabilities 

95% students in each subgroup tested in reading and 

mathematics 

Total school progress in writing and graduation rate (for 

high schools) 

School grade of ―A‖, ―B‖, or ―C‖ 
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Table 11 

Synopsis of the FSRP Statute  

Indicator Description 

Frequency of award Annual award to schools 

Award amount $100 per unweighted full-time equivalent (FTE) student, for 

the 2008 school year this amount was reduced to $85 per FTE, 

in the 2009 school year this amount was reduced to $75 per 

FTE 

Eligibility Maintain a school grade of ―A‖ 

Increase a minimum of one school letter grade 

Increase a minimum of one school letter grade and maintain 

the same grade the following school year 

Improving school accountability rating for alternative schools 

Approved statutory 

uses of the award 

One time, non-recurring employee bonuses 

Hire temporary personnel to assist with the instructional 

program 

Purchase of instructional materials to supplement the academic 

program 

Expenditure decision-

making process 

Joint decision by the school staff and the School Advisory 

Council by November 1 or award dollars will be equally 

distributed to the current instructional staff in the school 
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Figure 7. Conceptual framework of the study. 
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According to the current FSRP eligibility process, schools are not required to 

meet AYP or an average percentage of criteria for participation in the program (FLDOE, 

2008a). Hence, there are school that are graded ―A‖ or increased a letter grade, but have 

not made AYP and receive the award monies. Conversely, there are schools that have met 

AYP, yet they are not eligible for the program because they are not graded ―A‖ or did not 

increase a school grade. As a result, there are schools that meet the federal guidelines for 

high performing schools, but they are not recognized by the state for financial incentives. 

There are also schools that qualify for the program and meet AYP. Moreover, there are 

schools that neither qualify for the program nor meet AYP (FLDOE, 2008b; FLDOE, 

2008c). 

Two studies have been recently conducted on the FSRP. In the first, Marchman 

(2004) sought to assess the effects of this performance-based funding initiatives on the 

fiscal equity of school funding in the state since the inception of program. This research 

was designed to determine possible shifts in equity of the Florida Education Finance 

Program (FEFP) during the first 5 years of the recognition program. The study of the 

state‘s 67 school districts employed quantitative methodology using a variety of measures 

of univariate regression to examine the horizontal equity of the funding formula and 

regression analysis was used to determine wealth neutrality of the FEFP with and without 

the incentive funding.  

Marchman (2004) defined horizontal equity as ―a concept applied at the level of 

the individual student, meaning students who are equally situated‖ or ―students who are 

alike are entitled to equal shares‖ (p. 8). Likewise, he explained wealth or fiscal neutrality 

to be the ―extent to which the amount funding per pupil in each school district is 



 

 81 

dependent upon the amount of property wealth per student in each district‖ or ―equality 

of wealth‖ (p. 9). Results suggested that the finance program was a highly equitable 

distribution system prior to the inclusion of incentive-based funding. However, there has 

been a shift in the relationship between funding and horizontal equity since performance-

based monies have been introduced into schools. The analysis concluded ―there is a 

positive relationship between funding per student and property wealth per student in 

Florida‘s public school district over the first five fiscal years since the inception of 

FSRP‖ (p. 116).  

Another study was conducted to ―examine the degree to which the 1988-1999 to 

2002-2003 FSRP per pupil awards (PPAs) can be predicted by race and poverty‖ (Gayles 

2007, p. 444). District-level racial and free and reduced price data were quantitatively 

analyzed by using simple regression analysis. The results indicated that ―the percentage 

of students on free and reduced-price lunch predicts a decrease in FSRP district awards. 

This is especially the case for minority students generally and Black students 

specifically‖ (p. 449). The district award was calculated by adding the award amounts for 

all of the schools with a respective district for each year of the study. The researcher 

asserted that his work concentrated on the school districts, thereby calling for additional 

studies that consider the individual schools as the unit of analysis. 

Also included in Gayles‘ (2007) research was a comparison between the FSRP 

and the Assistance Plus Program. While the recognition program rewards schools for 

performance and productivity, the latter provides support and assistance to failing schools 

(predominately high minority and low socioeconomic) to close the achievement gap. 

Unlike the financial incentive program, which affords schools statutory discretion in 
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spending the award dollars, the Assistance Plus Program (now known as the 

Differentiated Accountability Model) prescribes how the monies are to be allocated in 

lower performing schools. Specifically, the funding must be used to employee curriculum 

coaches and facilitators, staff development initiatives for instructional and administrative 

personnel, and mentoring and community oversight activities (FLDOE, 2009b). 

Furthermore, the state lawmakers appropriate fewer dollars to the program that is 

designed to close the achievement gap as seen in Figure 8. However, similar to the 

incentive dollars, these funds are not subject to collective bargaining. Undoubtedly, ―poor 

and minority students consistently find themselves on the ‗short end‘ of the reward 

equation in public schooling‖ (p. 450). 

 

 

Figure 8. Comparison of FSRP and Assistance Plus Program funding for 2004-08. 

Note. Data retrieved from FLDOE (2008h, 2009b). 
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Indeed, the FSRP in a form of inducement that is not substantiated by the research 

as a successful measure for improving teacher performance and student achievement. The 

statutory requirements of the program do not require any kind of evaluation to determine 

its effectiveness in increasing student and teacher outcomes, nor do they align 

participation criteria with meeting AYP (FSRP, 2008). Yet, the NCLB Act requires all 

schools to meet AYP by the end of school year 2013-14. Therefore, further research is 

needed at the individual school level to determine the relationship between participation 

in the FSRP and meeting AYP under NCLB, as well as the moderating effects of school 

specific factors like a school‘s level, socioeconomic status, and minority rate on this 

relationship. 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter 2 provided a comprehensive review of relevant literature related to school 

accountability at the federal and state levels, as well as an in depth discussion on the use 

and effectiveness of merit pay in the business and education, with special attention given 

to the state of Florida. The research has not substantiated any claim of merit pay schemes 

effectively moving a business or organization toward meeting its stated goals of 

increasing productivity or improving student achievement. Due to the fact that these 

types of financial inducements do not presume that parties will yield the same results, 

their appropriateness in the field of education is questionable.  

Moreover, there is evidence supporting the assertion that the FSRP perpetuates 

schooling inequalities in public education. In fact, teachers in the most affluent schools 

with low minority rates are typically the recipients of the performance pay awards (Tash, 

2008). These schools generally have fewer percentages of low performing students than 
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schools in low socioeconomic areas with higher minority rates. Furthermore, all schools 

will be required to meet AYP under NCLB mandates by 2013-14. Yet, Florida‘s state 

accountability plan is not moving all schools closer to this goal.  

Currently, the program rewards schools for meeting state school and student 

achievement requirements that are not aligned with federal mandates. This results in 

schools that meet annual AYP targets, but are not eligible for the state‘s incentive pay 

awards. Subsequently, the relationship between participation in the FSRP and meeting 

annual AYP criteria requires further examination. The next chapter will explain the 

proposed methodology for the study and include the following components: research 

design, sample, data collection, data analysis, and statistical methods. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

This correlational study was designed to determine the relationship between 

participation in the FSRP and the percentage of AYP criteria met under the federal NCLB 

mandates. The study was also designed to determine the difference in average AYP 

criteria met in schools that maintain their participation in the FSRP over the 5 years 

included in this study. It further sought to predict maintenance of participation in the 

FSRP. The study considered 7 variables defined as school level, average socioeconomic 

percentage of the school, average minority rate, school grade, average percentage of AYP 

criteria met, the aggregate number of years 100% of AYP criteria was met, and the total 

number of times schools participated in FSRP during the years of this study. 

The study analyzed data collected for all public schools in all of Florida‘s 67 

school districts, K-12 research and laboratory schools under the State University System, 

and charter schools. It examined eligibility for participation in the FSRP, socioeconomic 

status percentages, minority rates, school grades, school level designations, and AYP 

results for all of the state‘s public schools during academic years (AY) 2004-2008. The 

study sought to answer the following questions: 

1.  Is there a relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met?  

2.  Is the relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met moderated by:
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a. Socioeconomic status  

b. Minority rate 

c. School level? 

3.  Is there a relationship between the aggregate number of years of participation 

in the FSRP and the aggregate number of years that 100% of AYP criteria were met? 

4.  Is there a difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools 

that maintain participation in the FSRP Program and those that do not? 

5.  Is the difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools that 

maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not moderated by: 

a. Socioeconomic status  

b. Minority rate 

c.   School level? 

6.  Do the following variables predict maintenance of participation in the FSRP: 

a. Socioeconomic status 

b. Minority rate 

c. School level 

d. School grade 

e. Average percentage of AYP criteria met? 

The following null hypotheses were tested to respond to the research questions: 

Ho1:   There is no relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met. 

Ho2:   The relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met is not moderated by socioeconomic status. 
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Ho3:   The relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met is not moderated by minority rate. 

Ho4:   The relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met is not moderated by school level. 

Ho5:   There is no relationship between the aggregate number of years of 

participation in the FSRP and the aggregate number of years that 100% of AYP 

criteria were met. 

Ho6:   There is no difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in 

schools that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not. 

Ho7:   The difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools 

that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not is not moderated by 

socioeconomic status. 

Ho8:   The difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools 

that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not is not moderated by 

minority rate. 

Ho9:   The difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools 

that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not is not moderated by 

school level. 

Ho10:  The variable socioeconomic status does not predict maintenance of 

participation in the FSRP. 

Ho11:  The variable minority rate does not predict maintenance of participation in 

the FSRP. 

Ho12:  The variable school level does not predict maintenance of participation in 
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the FSRP. 

Ho13:  The variable school grade does not predict maintenance of participation in 

the FSRP. 

Ho14:  The variable average percentage of AYP criteria met does not predict 

maintenance of participation in the FSRP. 

Population 

The population for this study included all of Florida‘s public schools within the 

67 school districts and the K-12 research and development laboratory schools under the 

State University System. Charter schools and public virtual schools were also a part of 

this population, as they are state public schools, as well. This totaled 3,077 of the state‘s 

public schools for which there was data for AY 2004-2008.  

Data Collection and Analysis 

The FLDOE annually publishes school report cards and accountability reports. 

These data are archived on the department‘s website and made easily accessible to the 

public. As a result, all relevant data for this study were retrieved from the Internet and 

input into a computer program for coding and analysis. 

Data Collection Procedure 

Data were collected for each of the tested variables using the following 

procedures: 

School Grade: All schools that received an annual school grade are designated as 

A, B, C, D, F, or I (Incomplete due to school-specific concerns with the achievement 

data). Alternative education centers have the option of receiving a school grade or a 

school improvement rating (FLDOE, 2008c). 
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School Level: All schools included in this study fell into one of four categories: 

elementary, middle, high, or combination. The state designates the school type on the 

annual school accountability report. This information was obtained from the FLDOE via 

the Internet. 

Socioeconomic Status: The annual percentages of students approved for free and 

reduced-priced meals in the schools over the 5-year period included in this study was 

obtained from the school accountability reports as reported by FLDOE via the Internet. 

Minority Rate: The annual percentages of students identified as non-white in the 

schools for the 5 years included in this study was obtained from the school accountability 

reports as reported by FLDOE via the Internet. 

Percentage of AYP Criteria Met: Each year the FLDOE publishes a school report 

card for all schools. The report card indicates whether the school met AYP under NCLB 

guidelines, in addition to the percentage of criteria met. The average percentage of 

criteria met and the aggregate number of years a school met 100% of the criteria for the 5 

years included in this study was obtained from the school report cards as reported by 

FLDOE via the Internet. 

Years of Participation in the FSRP: Each year the FLDOE publishes the districts 

and schools that have been identified for participation in the FSRP. These figures for the 

5 years included in this study were collected from the FLDOE via the Internet. 

Data Analysis 

Once all of the data were collected for the tested variables, the analysis was 

performed in the following manner: 

School Grade: Each grade designation was given a numerical value for each of 
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the 5 years of the study as follows: A = 4, B = 3, C = 2, D = 1, F and I = 0. These figures 

were averaged to determine a grade average for the all of the schools included in the 

study. These data were recorded in a computer program for statistical analysis to answer 

the research question 6 as well as test Ho13. 

School Level: The 4 school levels were numerically coded by level as 01= 

elementary, 02 = middle, 03 = high, and 04 = combination for all of the schools included 

in the study. These data was recorded in a computer program for statistical analysis to 

answer research questions 2, 5, and 6, as well as test Ho4, Ho9, and Ho12. 

Socioeconomic Status: The socioeconomic status was determined by calculating 

the average percentage of students approved for free and reduced-priced meals in the 

school for the years included in this study. These averages were recorded in a computer 

program for statistical analysis to answer research questions 2, 5, and 6, as well as to test 

Ho2, Ho7, and Ho10. 

Minority Rate: The minority rate was determined by calculating the average 

percentage non-white students in the school for the years included in this study. These 

averages were recorded in a computer program for statistical analysis to answer research 

questions 2, 5, and 6, as well as to test Ho3, Ho8, and Ho11. 

Average Percentage of AYP Criteria Met: The average percentage of AYP criteria 

met was computed for the years included in this study. These data were recorded in a 

computer program for statistical analysis to answer research questions 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6, as 

well as to test Ho1, Ho2, Ho3, Ho4, Ho6, Ho7, Ho8, Ho9, and Ho14. 

Aggregate Years of Total AYP Criteria Met: The total number of years that 100% 

of AYP criteria was met was computed for the years of the study. These data were 
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recorded in a computer program for statistical analysis to answer research question 3, as 

well as to test Ho5. 

Years of Participation in the FSRP: The total number of years schools have 

participated in the FSRP was computed for the years included in this study. These data 

were recorded in a computer program for statistical analysis to answer all of research 

questions, as well as to test all of the null hypotheses. 

Statistical Methods 

Bivariate correlation analysis was used to determine if any relationship existed 

between participation in the FSRP and the average percentage of AYP criteria met. This 

method was also used to determine the relationship between the aggregate years of 

participation in the FSRP and the aggregate number of years that 100% of AYP criteria 

were met. A t-Test was run to determine if there was a difference in the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met for schools that maintained participation in the FSRP 

over the 5 years included in this study and those that did not.  

Multiple regression analysis was used to examine whether a school‘s 

socioeconomic status, minority rate, and level moderated this relationship. This method 

provides a greater understanding of the relationship between independent or predictor 

variables and dependent or criterion variables. Similarly, the same kind of analysis was 

also used to determine if socioeconomic status, minority rate, school level, school grade, 

and the average percentage of AYP criteria met were predictors for maintenance of 

participation in the FSRP. All non-graded schools (64), including those that receive 

accountability ratings were excluded from the predictor of maintenance analysis, as 

applicable data were not available for them.  
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 The data for all variables were originally maintained in a Microsoft Excel 

spreadsheet prior to being exported to a statistical analysis program. Upon transfer to the 

Predictive Analysis SoftWare (PASW) statistical analysis program, formerly the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), five of the variables (school grade was 

excluded) were centered to decrease the effect of collinearity for the moderator analyses. 

In addition, the alpha level was set at .05 for all of the analyses.  

Chapter Summary 

Chapter 3 outlined and discussed the procedures that were used to collect and 

analyze 5 years of data for the 3,077 public schools that were included in this study. The 

research design employed a correlational, quantitative methodology to determine the 

relationship between participation in the FSRP and AYP criteria met under NCLB 

guidelines over a 5-year period, as well as any moderating effects the independent 

variables may have on participation in the FSRP and meeting AYP. The statistical 

methods for each of the variables, including Bivariate Correlation, Multiple Regression, 

and t-Test, were presented as well. Chapter 4 will reveal and explain the findings of the 

statistical analyses. 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

This quantitative, non-experimental study determined the relationship between 

participation in the FSRP and the percentage of AYP criteria met under the NCLB over 5 

years (AY 2004-2008). The study also determined the moderating effects of a school‘s 

level, socioeconomic status, and minority rate on this relationship, as well as any 

difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools that maintained 

participation in the FSRP over the 5 years included in the study and those that did not. 

Additionally, the study determined whether these factors, as well as schools‘ annual letter 

grades predicted maintenance of participation in the FSRP.  

Six independent variables were generally defined as school level, average 

socioeconomic status, average minority rate, average percentage of AYP criteria, 

aggregate number of years 100% of AYP criteria was met, and average school grade. One 

dependent variable was generally defined as aggregate years of FSRP participation 

during the 5 years included in the study. Both variable types and their abbreviations used 

in this chapter are provided in Table 12. 

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

Six empirical research questions were posed and 14 corresponding null 

hypotheses were examined to determine the relationship between the FSRP participation 

and AYP criteria met, the moderating effects of the independent variables, and predictors 

for maintenance of participation in the FSRP.  
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Table 12 

Variable Abbreviations and Definitions 

Abbreviation Definition 

FSRP Aggregate number of times a school participated in the FSRP  

AYP Average percentage of AYP criteria met 

AYPT Aggregate number of years a school met 100% of AYP criteria 

SES Average percentage of students in the school approved for free or 

reduced price meals 

MIN Average percentage of non-white students in the school 

LEVEL Academic grades served in the school (elementary, middle, high, 

or combination) 

GRADE Average school grade 

 

The research questions and corresponding hypotheses were as follows. 

Q 1:   Is there a relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met? 

Ho1:  There is no relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met. 

Q 2:   Is the relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met moderated by SES, MIN, or LEVEL? 

Ho2:  The relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met is not moderated by SES. 

Ho3:  The relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 
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percentage of AYP criteria met is not moderated MIN. 

Ho4:  The relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met is not moderated LEVEL. 

Q 3:   Is there a relationship between the aggregate number of years of 

participation in the FSRP and the aggregate number of years that 100% of AYP criteria 

were met? 

Ho5:  There is no relationship between the aggregate number of years of 

participation in the FSRP and the aggregate number of years that 100% of AYP criteria 

were met. 

Q 4:   Is there a difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in 

schools that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not? 

Ho6:  There is no difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in 

schools that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not. 

Q 5:   Is the difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools 

that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not moderated by SES, MIN, or 

LEVEL? 

Ho7:  The difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools that 

maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not is not moderated by SES.  

Ho8:  The difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools that 

maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not is not moderated by MIN. 

Ho9:  The difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools that 

maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not is not moderated by LEVEL. 

Q 6:   Do the variables SES, MIN, LEVEL, GRADE, or AYP predict maintenance 
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of participation in the FSRP? 

Ho10:  The variable SES does not predict maintenance of participation in the 

FSRP. 

Ho11:  The variable MIN does not predict maintenance of participation in the 

FSRP. 

Ho12:  The variable LEVEL does not predict maintenance of participation in the 

FSRP. 

Ho13:  The variable GRADE does not predict maintenance of participation in the 

FSRP. 

Ho14:  The variable AYP does not predict maintenance of participation in the 

FSRP. 

Descriptive Statistics 

The school was selected as the unit of analysis for this study. Due to the fact that 

the population for this study included all of the public schools in Florida‘s 67 counties, 

including charter schools, virtual schools, and K-12 State University System laboratory 

schools, 3,077 schools were identified for data collection and analysis. However, only the 

schools with reported school grades (3,013) were included in the data set that was used to 

respond to RQ 6 and test the corresponding null hypotheses. Subsequently, an 

examination of the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation of all of the tested 

variables was performed (see Table 13). All of the data for the 7 variables were retrieved 

electronically from the FLDOE school accountability archival databases on the 

department‘s website. 
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Table 13 

Descriptive Statistics of all Tested Variables 

 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

FSRP 0     5   2.68   1.72 

AYP 37 100 89.32 10.45 

AYPT   0     5   1.44   1.68 

SES   1 100 52.43 24.56 

MIN   1 100 53.53 28.42 

LEVEL   1     4   1.76   1.02 

GRADE   0     4   3.04   1.01 

 

FSRP. The minimum number of years a school participated in the program was 0 

and the maximum was 5. The mean of this variable was 2.68 years. Thus, there were 

schools in the state that have never met eligibility for participation in the program. 

AYP and AYPT. The variable AYP represented the average percentage of AYP 

criteria met during the 5 years of the study, while AYPT symbolized the aggregate 

number of years that a school met 100% of AYP criteria. The lowest AYP percentage 

recorded was 37 and the highest was 100. Conversely, the minimum number of years a 

school met 100% of AYP criteria was 0 and maximum was 5. 

SES and MIN. The minimum percentage for both of these variables over the 5 

years was 1 and the maximum was 100. Similarly, these variables had the widest degree 

of variance with 602.953 and 807.556, respectively. This demonstrated the clear wide 

range of percentages of minority students enrolled in the public school system, as well as 
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youngsters approved for free or reduced priced meals across the state.  

LEVEL. The schools were coded according to the academic grades served. They 

were coded as follows: elementary = 01, middle = 02, high = 03, and combination = 04. 

The study included 1,767 elementary schools, 581 middle schools, 438 high schools, and 

291 combination schools. 

GRADE. Due the fact that some alternative and exceptional student education 

centers did not receive annual school grades, only 3,013 schools were included in the 

analysis of this variable. The annual grade was coded as follows: A = 4, B = 3, C = 2, D = 

1, F and I = 0 and averaged for the 5 years of the study. Subsequently, the range was 4 

and the mean grade average was 3.04. 

Hypotheses Testing 

Through the use of the Predictive Analysis SoftWare (PASW), formerly the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program, three statistical 

methods were employed to analyze the collected data. The analyses included Bivariate 

Correlation, Multiple Regression, and t-Test. The outputs were used to respond to the six 

research questions and test the null hypotheses. 

Research Question 1: Relationship between aggregate years of FSRP participation and 

average AYP criteria met. 

Bivariate correlation tests were conducted using FSRP as the dependent variable 

and AYP and AYPT as the independent variables. The alpha level was set at .05 to 

determine if any relationship existed between participation in the FSRP and AYP as well 

as AYPT. Table 14 reflects the results of these statistical analyses. 
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Table 14 

Correlation of Independent Variables and FSRP Dependent Variable 

 

Independent Variables 

 

 

Pearson Correlation 

(r) 

 

r
2
 

 

p 

AYP .632 .40 .000* 

AYPT .651 .42 .000* 

Note. N =  3077.  

*p‹.05. 

 

Null Hypothesis 1: There is no relationship between participation in the FSRP 

and the average percentage of AYP criteria met. The correlation results indicated that 

there was a significant relationship (p < .05) between FSRP participation and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met. Therefore, Ho1 was rejected. There was evidence that 

participation in the FSRP was related to average percentage of AYP criteria met. Given 

the positive Pearson Correlation value (r = .632), as FSRP participation increased, so did 

the average percentage of AYP criteria met. Moreover, 40% of the variance in FSRP 

participation was explained by the average percentage of AYP criteria met. 

Research Question 2: Moderating effects SES, MIN, and LEVEL on FSRP and AYP 

relationship.  

Multiple regression analyses were performed, using a .05 level of significance, to 

determine if SES, MIN, and LEVEL moderated the relationship between participation in 

the FSRP and the average percentage of AYP criteria met. All independent variables 

were centered (mean subtracted from the variable) to lessen the effects of collinearity. 

The moderating effects of SES, MIN, and LEVEL on the FSRP and AYP relationship are 
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illustrated in Table 15. 

Table 15  

Moderation Effects of SES, MIN, and LEVEL on the FSRP and AYP Relationship 

Moderator  β t p VIF 

SES (Constant)  108.723 .000*  

 AYP .559 40.184 .000* 1.118 

 SES -.240 -17.170 .000* 1.131 

 Product 

AYP and 

SES 

 

-.105 

 

-7.923 

 

.000* 

 

1.017 

      

MIN (Constant)  104.674 .000*  

 AYP .637 42.161 .000* 1.242 

 MIN -.117 -8.100 .000* 1.132 

 Product AYP 

and MIN 

 

-.145 

 

-10.148 

 

.000* 

 

1.111 

      

LEVEL (Constant)  99.347 .000*  

 AYP .677 39.342 .000* 1.563 

 LEVEL -.063 -4.096 .000* 1.242 

 Product 

AYP and 

LEVEL 

 

-.145 

 

-9.134 

 

.000* 

 

1.329 

Note. Dependent Variable = FSRP. N = 3077.  

*p<.05. 

 

Null Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4: SES, MIN, or LEVEL does not moderate the 

relationship between participation in the FSRP and the average percentage of AYP 

criteria met. The Beta (β) values of the product variables (-.105, -.145, and -.145) and the 
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p values (p < .05 for all three) in each analysis were reviewed. Due to the fact that all of 

the β values were negative numbers, as the relationship between FSRP participation and 

the average percentage of AYP criteria met increased, the SES, MIN, and LEVEL 

decreased. The three p values were less than the alpha (p < .05); hence the null 

hypotheses (Ho2, Ho3, and Ho4) stating no moderation were rejected. All VIF‘s were 

small (< 10); thus no collinearity problems existed. Subsequently, there was evidence that 

SES, MIN, and LEVEL moderated the relationship between participation in the FSRP 

and the average percentage of AYP criteria met. 

Research Question 3: Relationship between aggregate years of participation FSRP and 

aggregate number of years that 100% of AYP criteria were met. 

A bivariate correlation test was conducted using FSRP as the dependent variable 

and AYPT as the independent variable. The alpha was set at .05 to determine if any 

relationship existed participation in the FSRP and the aggregate number of years that 

100% of AYP criteria was met (see Table 14). Three thousand and seventy-seven schools 

were included in this analysis.  

Null Hypothesis 5: There is no relationship between the aggregate number of 

years of participation in the FSRP and the aggregate number of years that 100% AYP 

criteria was met. The correlation results indicated that there was a significant relationship 

(p < .05) between the number of years of FSRP participation and the total number of 

years that 100% of AYP criteria met. Therefore, Ho5 was rejected. There was evidence 

that the aggregate number of years a school participated in the FSRP was related to the 

number of years that 100% of AYP criteria were met. Given the positive Pearson 

Correlation value (r = .651), as the years of FSRP participation increased, so did the years 
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that 100% of AYP criteria were met. In addition, 42% of the variance in FSRP 

participation was explained by the average percentage of AYP criteria met. 

Research Question 4: Difference in average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools 

that maintain participation in FSRP and schools that do not.  

An independent t-Test was run, using a level of significance of .05, to compare 

the means of average AYP criteria met for schools that maintain participation in the 

FSRP and those that did not. Schools were coded for maintenance and non-maintenance. 

Maintenance was defined as 3 to 5 years of participation in the program (N = 1518) and 

the non-maintenance descriptor included schools with fewer than 3 years of participation 

in the FSRP (N = 1559). The results of this analysis are revealed in Table 16. 

Table 16  

t-Test Contrasting the Means of Average AYP Criteria Met for Maintenance and Non-

Maintenance in FSRP 

 FSRP    

MAINT NOMAINT t df p 

AYP 95.48 

(5.183) 

83.32 

(10.792) 

40.010 2253.732 .000* 

Note. Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below the means.  

N = 1518 for MAINT and 1559 for NOMAINT. 

*p<.05. 

 

Null Hypothesis 6: There is no difference in the average percentage of AYP 

criteria met in schools that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that do not. The 

test results demonstrate that there was a difference (p < .05) in the average percentage of 
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AYP criteria met in schools that maintain participation in the FSRP and those that did 

not. As a result, Ho6 was rejected. There was evidence to support a difference in the 

average percentage of AYP criteria met for schools that maintained participation in the 

program and schools that did not. The mean for AYP criteria in schools that maintained 

participation was 95.48, while the mean in AYP criteria for schools that did not maintain 

participation was 83.32.  

Using the Cohen‘s d Method, an effect size (ES) was calculated as 1.436. The ES 

was determined by dividing the difference in the means of the two groups (MAINT and 

NOMAINT) by an average estimate of the standard deviation over both groups. 

Following the Cohen notion of a Small ES being up to .2, a Medium ES being at least .5, 

and a Large ES being at least .8, the effect size (1.436) for this analysis was considered to 

be a Large ES. This ES indicated that the mean of the treated group is at the 91.1 

percentile of the untreated group with a 68.1% of overlap. 

Research Question 5: Moderating effects SES, MIN, and LEVEL on the difference in 

average percentage of AYP criteria met for schools that maintain participation in the 

FSRP and those that do not. 

Multiple regression analyses were performed to determine if SES, MIN, and 

LEVEL moderated the difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met for 

schools that maintained participation in the FSRP and schools that did not. The alpha was 

set at .05. All independent variables were centered (mean subtracted from the variable) to 

lessen the effects of collinearity. The moderating effects of SES, MIN, and LEVEL on 

the difference in average percentage of AYP criteria met for schools that maintained 

participation in the FSRP and those that did not are illustrated in Table 17. 
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Table 17  

Moderation Effects of SES, MIN, and LEVEL on Average AYP Criteria Met for 

Maintenance and Non-Maintenance in FSRP 

 

Moderation 

  

β 

 

t 

 

p 

 

VIF 

SES (Constant)  553.016 .000*  

 FSRP .609 38.727 .000* 1.271 

 SES -.057 -3.695 .000* 1.228 

 Product 

FSRP and 

SES 

 

.005 

 

.372 

 

.710 

 

1.039 

      

MIN (Constant)  590.395 .000*  

 FSRP .597 41.019 .000* 1.129 

 MIN -.126 -8.695 .000* 1.126 

 Product 

FSRP 

and MIN 

 

.083 

 

5.996 

 

.000* 

 

1.013 

      

LEVEL (Constant)  621.642 .000*  

 FSRP .550 39.709 .000* 1.121 

 LEVEL -.225 -15.571 .000* 1.220 

 Product 

FSRP and 

LEVEL 

 

.124 

 

9.063 

 

.000* 

 

1.094 

Note. Dependent Variable = AYP. N = 3077.  

*p<.05. 

 

Null Hypotheses 7, 8, and 9: SES, MIN, or LEVEL does not moderate the 

difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met in schools that maintain 
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participation in the FSRP and those that do not. The Beta (β) values of the product 

variables (.005 and .083, and 124) and the p values (p > .05 for SES and p < . 05 for MIN 

and LEVEL) in each analysis were reviewed. Given the p value for SES was greater than 

the alpha (p > .05), the null hypothesis (Ho7) stating no moderation failed to be rejected. 

Subsequently, there was evidence that SES did not moderate the difference in the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met in schools that maintained participation in the FSRP and 

schools that did not.  

Conversely, the respective β values for MIN and LEVEL were more importantly 

significant. Therefore, as the difference in average percentage of AYP criteria met in 

schools that maintained participation in the FSRP and schools that did not increased, so 

did the percentage of minority students and the school level. Given the p values (p < .05) 

for MIN and LEVEL, the null hypotheses (Ho8 and Ho9) stating no moderation of the 

difference in the average percentage of AYP criteria met for schools that maintained 

participation in the FSRP and schools that did not were rejected. All VIF‘s were small (< 

10); thus no collinearity problems exist. Thus, there was evidence that MIN and LEVEL 

moderated the difference in average AYP criteria met in the two groups of schools. 

Research Question 6: SES, MIN, LEVEL, GRADE, and AYP as predictors of maintenance 

in the FSRP.  

A multiple regression analysis was performed, using a level of significance of .05, 

to determine if SES, MIN, LEVEL, GRADE, and AYP served as predictors for 

maintenance of participation in the FSRP. The results of this analysis are illustrated in 

Table 18. Schools that did not receive an annual school grade were excluded from this 

examination, thus N = 3013. The total model summary predicted a relatively large 
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amount (61.5%) of the variation in FSRP participation, which was significant (p < .05). 

The adjusted R
2
 (.614) showed little shrinkage upon generalization to the population. In 

addition, all of the predictors contributed significantly (p < .05) to the model. 

Table 18  

Summary of FSRP Predictor Analysis 

 

Model 

  

r 

 

p 

 

β 

 

B 

 

VIF 

FSRP (Constant)      -.764  

 SES -.436 .000* -.187  -.013 2.285 

 MIN -.325 .000* .089    .005 1.864 

 LEVEL -.292 .000* -.084  -.143 1.520 

 GRADE .773 .000* .656 1.116 3.047 

 AYP  .623 .000* .050   .008 2.666 

Note. Dependent Variable = FSRP. N = 3,013.  

*p < .05. 

 

Null Hypotheses 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14: SES, MIN, LEVEL, GRADE, or AYP do 

not serve as predictors for maintenance of participation in the FSRP. The Pearson 

Correlation (r) values of the independent variables (-.436, -.325, -.292, .773, and .623) 

were reviewed. The r value for AYP in this analysis differed slightly from the r value in 

Table 14. Because schools that did not receive letter grades (64) were excluded from this 

multiple regression analysis, N = 3,013 in the analysis, while N = 3,077 in Table 14.  

The p values for r (p < .05 for SES, MIN, LEVEL, GRADE, and AYP) were 

reviewed as well. All of the β values were significant (p < .05). The variables of GRADE, 

AYP, and MIN had significant positive regression weights indicating schools with higher 

letter grades, greater percentages of average AYP criteria met, and higher minority rates 
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are expected to maintain participation in the FSRP after controlling for SES and LEVEL. 

Conversely, SES and LEVEL had significant negative regression weights indicating that 

schools with higher SES and LEVEL are expected not expected to maintain participation 

in the FSRP after controlling for GRADE, AYP, and MIN. Therefore, the null hypotheses 

(Ho10, Ho11, Ho12, Ho13, and Ho14) stating that these variables do not predict 

maintenance of participation were rejected. All VIF‘s were small (< 10); thus no 

collinearity problems existed. As a result, there was evidence that SES, MIN, LEVEL, 

GRADE, and AYP were predictors of maintenance of participation in the FSRP. The r 

values for GRADE (.773) and AYP (.623) indicated they were the best predictors of 

maintenance of participation in the FSRP. 

Chapter Summary 

This study revealed that there was a relationship between participation in the 

FSRP and the annual percentage of AYP criteria met. It also demonstrated that schools‘ 

grades, levels, socioeconomic status, and minority rate moderated this relationship. 

Predictors for maintenance of participation in the FSRP included school grade, level, 

socioeconomic status, minority rate and percentage of AYP criteria met.  

Three thousand and seventy-seven schools were identified for data collection and 

inclusion in the study. Six research questions were posed and 14 corresponding null 

hypotheses were tested through the employment of three statistical analyses. Thirteen of 

the hypotheses were rejected, while 1 failed to be rejected. Table 19 summarizes the null 

hypotheses, their descriptions, the analyses used to test them, and the outcome of the 

examinations. Chapter 5 will include an in depth discussion of the findings and conclude 

with implications for future research and recommendations for policymakers.
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Table 19 

Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

Null 

Hypothesis 

Description Statistical 

Analysis 

Rejected/Failed 

to Reject 

Ho1 There is no relationship between FSRP 

participation and average AYP criteria. 

Bivariate 

Correlation 

Rejected 

Ho2 The FSRP and AYP relationship is not 

moderated by SES. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Rejected 

Ho3 The FSRP and AYP relationship is not 

moderated by MIN. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Rejected 

Ho4 The FSRP and AYP relationship is not 

moderated by LEVEL. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Rejected 

Ho5 There is no relationship between FSRP 

participation and aggregate AYP criteria. 

Bivariate 

Correlation 

Rejected 

Ho6 There is no difference in average AYP 

criteria met in FSRP maintenance and 

non-maintenance.  

t-Test Rejected 

Ho7 The difference in average AYP criteria 

in FSRP maintenance and non-

maintenance  

is not moderated by SES. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Failed to 

Reject 

 

Ho8 The difference in average AYP criteria 

in FSRP maintenance and non-

maintenance is not moderated by MIN. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Rejected 

 

Ho9 The difference in average AYP criteria 

in FSRP maintenance and non-

maintenance is not moderated by 

LEVEL. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Rejected 

(table continues) 
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Table 19 (continued) 

Null 

Hypothesis 

Description Statistical 

Analysis 

Rejected/Fail 

to Reject 

Ho10 SES is not a predictor on maintenance of 

participation in FSRP. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Rejected 

Ho11 MIN is not a predictor on maintenance of 

participation in FSRP. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Rejected 

Ho12 LEVEL is not a predictor on maintenance 

of participation in FSRP. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Rejected 

Ho13 GRADE is not a predictor on maintenance 

of participation in FSRP. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Rejected 

Ho14 Average percentage of AYP criteria met is 

not a predictor on maintenance of 

participation in FSRP. 

Multiple 

Regression 

Rejected 
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

Each year the Florida legislature allocates millions of dollars to fund the FSRP, 

the state‘s incentive pay program for schools. The program was developed to reward 

schools for improving or maintaining high levels of student achievement under the state‘s 

school accountability plan (FLDOE, 2008a). However, eligibility criteria for participation 

in the state incentive program do not consider progress in meeting the rigorous academic 

standards (AYP) under the NCLB Act that all schools must accomplish by school year 

2013-14. Subsequently, there are schools that receive the state award dollars without 

meeting the annual state AYP targets. Similarly, there are schools that achieve the state‘s 

yearly AYP goals, yet they are not recipients of the incentive funds. 

Restatement of the Purpose 

This study was designed to determine the relationship between participation in the 

FSRP and the percentage of AYP criteria met. It also intended to discover whether 

schools‘ socioeconomic status, minority rates, and levels moderated this relationship. The 

study further sought to determine whether these school characteristics moderated a 

difference in schools that maintained participation in the program and those that do not. 

Finally, the study determined whether these factors, as well as schools‘ annual letter 

grades predicted maintenance of participation in the FSRP.  

Review of the Methodology 

A quantitative method, including 3 statistical analyses, was employed to respond
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to the 6 research questions and to test the 14 corresponding null hypotheses. Three 

thousand and seventy-seven schools were identified for data collection and analysis. 

Archival statistics for 7 variables over a 5-year period (AY 2004-2008) were retrieved 

from the FLDOE databases via the department‘s website.  

Years of participation in the program was considered the dependent variable, 

while school grade, level, minority rate, socioeconomic status, percentage of AYP criteria 

met, and aggregate years AYP was met served as the independent variables. A numerical 

average was computed for school grade, minority rate, socioeconomic status, and 

percentage of AYP criteria met. The schools were coded by level (elementary, middle, 

high, and combination). The aggregate number of years that schools participated in the 

FSRP, in addition to meeting 100% of the AYP 39 criteria was computed as well. These 

data were stored in a computer program for statistical analysis.  

A bivariate correlation was conducted to determine the relationship between the 

FSRP participation and AYP criteria met (aggregate years of 100% of criteria and 

average percentage of criteria met). A multiple regression was employed to examine the 

moderating effects of school level, socioeconomic status, and minority on the FSRP and 

AYP relationships, as well as the difference in average AYP criteria met in schools that 

maintained participation in the program and schools that did not. It was also used to 

determine whether the independent variables served as predictors for maintenance of 

participation in the FSRP. A t-Test was performed to compare the means of average 

percentage of AYP criteria met in schools that maintained participation in the program 

and schools that did not. Maintenance was defined as 3 to 5 years of participation and 

non-maintenance was considered to be fewer than 3 years of participation. 
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The alpha level was set at .05 for all of the analyses. The independent variables 

were centered for the moderator analyses to reduce collinearity. Schools that did not 

receive annual letter grades were excluded from the predictor analysis.  

Summary of the Findings 

The study found that there was a relationship between participation in the FSRP 

and the percentage of AYP criteria met. Statistical analyses revealed that school level, 

socioeconomic status, and minority rate moderated this relationship. While school level 

and minority rate moderated the difference in average percentage of AYP criteria met in 

schools that maintained participation in the program and those that did not, 

socioeconomic status did not. Finally, socioeconomic status, school level, school grade, 

minority rate, and the average percentage of AYP criteria met all served as predictors for 

maintenance of participation in the FSRP. 

Discussion of the Findings 

The findings of this study are grouped in three broad areas. The first addresses the 

FSRP and AYP relationship. It considers how participation in the FSRP is related to the 

average percentage of AYP criteria met and the total number of years that schools met 

100% of AYP criteria during the 5 years of this study. The second group of findings 

looks at the moderating effects of socioeconomic status, minority rate, and school level 

on the FSRP and AYP relationship. The final group includes the school attributes that 

serve as predictors for maintenance of participation in the FSRP. 

FSRP and AYP Relationship 

Each year student outcomes on the annually administered state examination, the 

FCAT, are used to determine the percentage of AYP criteria met as well as school grade 
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designations, which establish eligibility for participation in the FSRP (FLDOE, 2008c; 

FSRP, 2008). Currently, the statutory requirements for participation in the FSRP do not 

include any provision for AYP criteria met, only the school grade. Yet, school grade is 

included in the formula that is used to determine schools‘ annual AYP designations 

(Broward County Public Schools, 2009).  

This study demonstrated that there was a relationship between participation in the 

FSRP and the average percentage of AYP criteria met, as well as the aggregate number of 

years that 100% of AYP criteria was met. In other words, the higher the percentage of 

AYP criteria met (average over the 5 years of the study and aggregate number of times 

100% of criteria was met), the higher the number of years of FSRP participation. While 

the mean number of years for FSRP participation was 2.68, the mean for the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met was 89.32 and the mean number of years that 100% of 

AYP criteria was met was 1.44.  

The Pearson Correlations (r) between FSRP participation and the average 

percentage of AYP criteria met and between FSRP participation and the aggregate 

number of years 100% of AYP criteria was met were .632 and .651, respectively. 

Generally, as the average percentage of AYP criteria met and the aggregate number of 

years 100% of AYP criteria was met increased, the number of years of FSRP 

participation increased. Moreover, with p < .05 for both correlations, there was evidence 

that the relationship was significant. It is important to note that in 4 of the 5 years of this 

study, the number of schools that participated in the FSRP far outnumbered the schools 

that met 100% of AYP criteria. 

A review of the common elements between FSRP participation and AYP criteria 
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met indicated that utilization of FCAT scores used to calculate the school grade (which 

determines FSRP eligibility) and determine the percentage of AYP criteria met is the 

only factor that is shared by these two variables (Broward County Public Schools, 2009; 

FLDOE, 2008g). The school letter grade that is used to determine FSRP participation 

includes the FCAT scores of students who meet the proficiency levels in reading, math, 

writing, and science, as well as students who have demonstrated learning gains in reading 

and math. The percentage of AYP criteria met only includes students who meet 

proficiency, by subgroup, in reading, math, and writing. It should come as no surprise, 

therefore, that since both variables utilize the FCAT scores as a basis of calculation, that 

there would be a statistically significant relationship between them. 

A question remains, however, regarding the motivation to increase FCAT scores 

and thereby increasing FSRP participation and the percentage of AYP criteria met. On 

one hand, the state legislature argues that merit pay motivates teachers to increase FCAT 

scores in order to be eligible for the FSRP. On the other hand, it could be explained by 

the adverse actions taken against schools for not meeting FSRP requirements and AYP 

targets. For example, the site-based management and authority of the school leadership 

are reduced and replaced by district or state oversight (FLDOE, 2009a). Federally 

mandated punitive measures (including financial penalties) are applied to Title I schools 

failing to meet AYP for 2 or more consecutive years (Mintrop & Trujillo, 2005; Owens & 

Sunderman, 2006). Similarly, Florida‘s Differentiated Accountability (DA) Program 

outlines the district and state support that must be present in all schools in need of 

assistance. Program guidelines specify the diminishing levels of school and district level 

oversight for all schools that fail to meet AYP for 2 or more consecutive years (FLDOE, 



 

 115 

2009a).  

There is a third possible explanation. Increasing FCAT results could be the result 

of the internal capacity of the school personnel to improve FCAT performance. This 

study neither sought to question teachers or administrators regarding their motivations in 

this regard nor did it search for documentation on additional variables, such as teacher 

qualifications, years of experience, highest degree obtained, and characteristics of 

leadership. What is clear is that more research is needed to understand what improves or 

impedes student achievement on the FCAT exams, which is the single common factor in 

the FSRP participation and meeting AYP criteria. 

Moderating Effects of Socioeconomic Status, Minority Rate, and School Level 

The results of this study indicated that three distinct school characteristics 

(socioeconomic status, minority rate, and school level) moderated the FSRP and AYP 

relationship, all of which are consistent with existing research (Borg et al., 2007; Gayles, 

2007). As FSRP participation and the average percentage of AYP criteria met increased 

the socioeconomic status and minority rate percentages decreased. Likewise, the school 

level decreased (indicating more elementary schools) as FSRP participation and average 

percentage of AYP met increased. With p < .05 for the three analyses, there was evidence 

that all three variables served as moderators on the FSRP and AYP relationship. The 

negative β values for socioeconomic status (-.105), minority rate (-.145) and school level 

(-.145) demonstrate the nature of their moderation. 

Interestingly, socioeconomic status did not moderate a difference in the mean 

percentage of AYP criteria met for schools that maintained participation in the FSRP and 

those that did not. The p value for this analysis (.710) was greater than the alpha (p > 
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.05). However, minority rate and school level did moderate a difference in the mean 

percentage of AYP criteria met for schools that maintained participation in the FSRP and 

those that did not. For both analyses, p < .05, and the respective β values were .083 and 

.124. As the difference in the mean percentage of AYP criteria met for schools that 

maintained participation in the FSRP and schools that did not increased, the minority 

rate, and school level increased. In other words, those schools that met higher percentages 

of AYP criteria and maintained participation in the FSRP for 3-5 years were more likely 

to have fewer minority students and to be elementary schools. Conversely, those schools 

that met lower percentages of AYP criteria and did not maintain participation in the 

FSRP (less than 3 years) were more likely to have a higher minority rate and to be middle 

schools, high schools, or combination schools.  

In the literature, it is noted that race and socioeconomics play key roles in the 

probability of students meeting FCAT proficiency (Borg et al., 2007). Yet, it is FCAT 

scores that determine schools‘ AYP designations and annual grades, the latter of which 

establish eligibility for participation in the FSRP. While socioeconomic status did 

moderate the relationship between FSRP participation and the average percentage of 

AYP criteria met, it was surprising to discover that it did not moderate a difference in the 

mean AYP criteria for schools that maintained participation in the FSRP and schools that 

did not. This may be attributed to the fact that student learning gains (especially those for 

students of low socioeconomic status) are included in the school grade calculation that 

determines FSRP participation, while they are not included in the AYP designation 

criteria. Certainly, this result begs further study. 

This finding of moderation on the FSRP and AYP relationship for socioeconomic 
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status and minority rate concurs with Gayles‘ (2007) analysis of the FSRP. Although his 

study used the school district as the unit of analysis, it was determined that the percentage 

of minority students, as well as the percentage of students approved for free and reduced 

priced lunches in a district predicted a decrease in FSRP awards in the district. Similarly, 

it is consistent with Marchman‘s (2004) findings on the effects of the FSRP on the fiscal 

equity of school funding in the state since the inception of the program. A positive 

relationship was found between per student funding, which included the incentive pay 

scheme, and property wealth per student. Wealthier school districts were more likely to 

earn FSRP awards. 

As previously noted, school level moderated the relationship between FSRP 

participation and the average percentage of AYP criteria met. Of the 3,077 schools 

identified for participation in this study, 1,767 were elementary schools, 581 were middle 

schools, 438 were high schools, and 291 were combination schools. An analysis of the 

multiple regression finding for school level revealed that as the relationship between 

FSRP participation and the average AYP criteria met increased, the school level 

decreased. In other words, there was greater FSRP participation and a higher percentage 

of AYP criteria met among the elementary schools than among the middle schools, high 

schools, and combination schools. 

The fact that data supports higher achievement levels in the elementary schools 

has not gone unnoticed by Florida legislators. As early as 1983, state lawmakers have 

implemented policies to increase rigor, standards, and student achievement in middle and 

high schools (Herrington, 2005; Herrington & Kasten, 2001). Major revisions to the A++ 

Plan for Education also placed an emphasis on increasing student performance and 
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accountability in the secondary grades (Florida‘s K-20 education performance 

accountability system, 2006; General requirements for middle grades promotion, 2008). 

In addition, the recent passage of the Florida Secondary School Redesign Act 

demonstrates a perpetual concern over improving student outcomes in grades 6-12 

(Florida Secondary School Redesign Act, 2009).  

Predictors for Maintenance of Participation in the FSRP 

Florida lawmakers continue to support the employment of financial incentive 

schemes to reward teachers and schools for productivity and improved student 

performance (FLDOE, 2008a). This study found that when all of the independent 

variables (socioeconomic status, minority rate, school level, school grade, and average 

AYP criteria met) are accounted for, each of them predicted maintenance of participation 

in the FSRP (p < .05 for all variables). As the school grade, average percentage of AYP 

criteria met, and minority rate in schools increases, schools are expected to maintain 

participation in the program. Conversely, as socioeconomic status and school level 

decreases, schools are expected to maintain participation in the FSRP. 

While the finding for minority rate is not consistent with the literature, it may be 

explained by the fact that there are elementary schools serving predominately minority 

student populations that maintain participation in the FSRP. A review of the Pearson 

Correlation (r) values between for school grade (r = .773), the average percentage of 

AYP criteria met (r = .623), socioeconomic status (r = -.436), minority rate (r = -.325) 

and school level (r = -.292) indicated that school grade serves as the best predictor of 

maintenance of participation in the FSRP, followed by average AYP criteria met. The 

finding for school grade is consistent with the FSRP eligibility process.  
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In Florida, the FCAT, the state‘s standardized student assessment tool, is used to 

establish AYP designations as well as calculate school grades, which determine FSRP 

awards. Schools that serve a study body that is comprised of large percentages low 

socioeconomic and minority students will be less competitive when standardized test are 

used to measure school performance (Borg et al., 2007). Moreover, schools that are most 

likely to be in need of improvement, thus less likely to meet FSRP eligibility 

requirements and annual AYP targets, are highly segregated and enroll a disproportionate 

percentage of the state‘s minority and low-income students (Owens & Sunderman, 2006). 

However, there are elementary schools that serve predominately minority and low 

socioeconomic student populations that maintain participation in the FSRP and meet 

annual AYP targets. 

Participation in the FSRP is predicated on annual school grades (FLDOE, 2008a; 

FSRP, 2008). Since 1983, state school reform initiatives have included priority measures 

to increase student achievement in the secondary grades, particularly at the high school 

level (Educational Reform Act, 1983; Florida‘s K-20 education performance 

accountability system, 2006; Herrington, 2005; Herrington & Kasten, 2001). The 

expansion of school grading criteria for high schools that will commence in the 2009-

2010 school year may have a deleterious impact on the high schools‘ ability to maintain 

participation in the FSRP (Florida Secondary School Redesign Act, 2009; School 

Grading System; School Report Cards; District Grade, 2008), given the moderating 

influence of socioeconomic status and school level. The new grading system for high 

schools contains the current criteria as well as new elements including, but are not limited 

to student success rates in advanced placement courses, post secondary readiness, 
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workplace preparedness, increasing the school‘s graduation rate, and demonstrating 

progress of students who enter high school as at-risk learners. 

Implications for Policy and Practice 

The FSRP was established to reward Florida public schools and teachers for 

improved student achievement according to state measures, the A++ Plan for Education 

(FLDOE, 2008a). Even though the research has not substantiated the effectiveness of 

financial inducements in organizations like schools; the Florida legislature finds they are 

commonplace in business and should be utilized in the field of education (FSRP, 2008). 

However, the research that underpinned this study did not find merit pay schemes to be 

effective in improving student achievement or increasing teacher motivation. 

While this study did demonstrate a significant relationship between FSRP 

participation and AYP criteria met exists, it did not investigate the root cause of the 

relationship. In other words, the role of positive and negative motivation and the internal 

capacity of teachers were not investigated. The moderating effects of school 

demographics like socioeconomic status, minority rate, and school level on the FSRP and 

AYP relationship were consistent with the literature. Conversely, additional investigation 

is needed to determine why socioeconomic status did not moderate the difference in 

average AYP criteria met in schools that maintained participation in the FSRP and those 

that did not. 

Although school grade and average percentage of AYP criteria met were the best 

predictors for maintenance of participation in the FSRP, a comprehensive evaluation of 

the program‘s effect on increasing student outcomes or moving schools toward meeting 

AYP under NCLB guidelines is not a statutory requirement. Furthermore, if the state 
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legislators continue to stand by their rationale of using incentive pay to motivate teachers 

and improve student outcomes, then they must restore the award amount to the original 

$100 per unweighted FTE and ensure the availability of adequate funding for future 

school years.  

Conclusion 

This study culminates in three conclusions that add to the body of scholarship on 

school accountability and the employment of incentive pay schemes in public education. 

First, there is a relationship between participation in financial incentive programs that are 

designed to reward productivity in public schools and student academic outcomes. 

However, it did not determine whether the academic performance was attributed solely to 

the financial inducement or to other yet to be determined factors, such as the threat of 

punitive measures or teacher and leadership characteristics. In other words, the study did 

not establish that merit pay increased student achievement, only that there was a 

correlation between participation in the FSRP and the percent of AYP criteria met and a 

correlation between participation in FSRP and the average number of years 100% of 

AYP criteria were met.  

The second conclusion is that the correlations between participation and AYP 

criteria are influenced by student demographics and school level. Those schools that 

maintain participation in the FSRP and meet higher percentages of AYP criteria are 

usually elementary schools and schools with low numbers of minority students and of 

students who receive free or reduce-priced lunches. In other words, the more successful 

the school is in terms of student achievement and sustained participation in the merit pay 

program, the more likely it is to have small numbers of minority and poor students.  
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Third, this study also suggests that the state‘s incentive pay program is not 

assisting schools in meeting AYP criteria under NCLB mandates. The evidence suggests 

that with differentiated accountability and the advent of including AYP criteria and other 

academic indicators that the number of schools, especially middle and high schools, 

eligible for FSRP funds will decrease. 

The findings of this study has confirmed much of what is already know about 

politically devised educational reform movements – they have failed to significantly 

improve academic outcomes for poor and minority students in our country over the past 

50 years, regardless of the rhetoric pledging to do otherwise. Conservative political 

ideology that emphasizes a private enterprise model for public schools, applying tools 

such as competition, standards-based outcomes, and merit pay, continue to reward those 

schools that are serving students who traditionally do well, regardless.  

Reams of research over decades have told policymakers and educators that 

minority and poor students are at a disadvantage in schools for a multitude of complex 

reasons that go beyond teaching and learning (Borg et al., 2007; Hunter & Bartee, 2003; 

Mintrop & Trujillo, 2005; Orfield, 2002; Owens & Sunderman, 2006). Yet, politicians 

continue to ignore the scientifically based evidence and continue to drain vital resources 

from instruction into unproven or ineffective strategies like merit pay. Schools that are 

faced with educating the most challenging students continue to be on the losing side of 

any reward or recognition scheme and are often subjected to punitive measures. 

Specifically, federal and state school accountability programs continue to 

contribute to the widening achievement gap between schools that serve high minority, 

low socioeconomic student populations and those that enroll majority white and 
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economically affluent student bodies. In addition, the provision for school choice options 

in these accountability plans further exacerbates school resegregation. As a result, 

youngsters in failing schools continue to be minority students from low-income 

households.  

Recommendations to Policymakers 

This study set out to determine the relationship between participation in the FSRP 

and AYP. Its findings determined that there was a significant relationship between 

participation in the FSRP and the percentage of AYP criteria met, as well as school 

characteristics like socioeconomic status, minority level, school level, and school grade 

that moderated this relationship, in addition to predicting maintenance of participation in 

the program. The statistical analyses also identified some outcomes that were not 

consisted with the literature. As a result of this research, the following recommendations 

are made to Florida policymakers. 

1. The current FSRP rewards schools for making progress towards meeting the 

state‘s schools accountability standards. Even though all schools must meet AYP by 

2013-14, eligibility requirements for the program do not consider the progress that 

schools are making to meet this federal mandate. Yet, annual AYP designations include a 

provision for school grades, which are used to determine FSRP awards. This research 

determined that there is significant evidence to support a relationship between 

participation in the FSRP and average AYP criteria met. Therefore, it is recommended 

that state lawmakers add an AYP criterion to the FSRP eligibility requirements. At 

minimum it should be consistent with DA Program‘s 80% of AYP criteria met measure. 

To do so would provide a more transparent picture of which schools are ensuring all 
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students are succeeding in school. In addition, it would align the state‘s school 

accountability plan with federal expectations for student achievement. Table 20 provides 

a comparison of AYP designations and FSRP participation during AY 2004-2008, for the 

schools included in the study.  

Table 20 

Comparison of AYP Designations and FSRP Participation for AY 2004-2008 

Category 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Schools that met AYP and FSRP 

participation 

  575   918   776   919   691 

 

Schools that did not meet AYP, but 

received FSRP award monies 

   

  880 

 

  581 

 

1023 

 

  694 

 

1269 

 

Schools that met AYP, but did not 

received FSRP award monies 

 

    99 

 

  164 

 

    96 

 

  126 

  

   60 

 

Schools that neither met AYP or  

FSRP participation 

 

1219 

 

1163 

 

 1004 

 

1222 

 

  981 

Note. Met AYP is defined as 100% of AYP criteria met. 

 

2. Financial inducement schemes like the FSRP are predicated on the assumption 

that the money alone will encourage teachers and schools to perform at high levels 

(McDonnell & Elmore, 1987). These tactics also suggest that all teachers and schools 

should not be expected to yield the same outcomes. Furthermore, these methods should 

not be utilized to solicit outcomes that all are expected to display (Fowler, 2004).  

Undoubtedly, all schools are charged with increasing student achievement for all 
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learners under the state‘s A++ Plan for Education, in addition to meeting federal APY 

mandates by the close of the 2013-14 school year. While millions of dollars have been 

allocated for FSRP awards, it has not been determined whether it was the financial 

inducement or the internal capacity of the schools‘ stakeholders (students, teachers and 

administrators) who produced the desired student outcomes, which then led to the 

monetary reward. To this end, it is recommended that the state legislature request a 

comprehensive study of the employment of inducement programs to determine the 

effectiveness and appropriateness of financial schemes originally designed for the 

corporate culture in the field of education. 

The evaluation should incorporate protocols to determine the extent to which the 

FSRP is aligned with successful merit pay programs. Effective programs are transparent, 

easy to understand and clearly communicate how eligibility for participation will be 

determined (Buddin et al., 2007). They include a process for soliciting and integrating 

employee input while developing the plan as well as a monitoring system to avoid 

discrimination and the effects of staff morale and jealousy (Unison, 2001). The plan must 

also have an available pool of money that will make the incentive attractive to all 

employees (Walters, 2003). Finally, the incentive pay program is not used to produce 

outcomes that everyone or all schools are expected to achieve (Fowler, 2004). 

3. The current FSRP statute does not include language to evaluate the program‘s 

effectiveness in increasing student achievement or its contributions to school inequalities 

(FSRP, 2008). Since the inception of the program in 1997, over $100 million are 

allocated each year to fund the program. Two prior studies have indicated that the 

program does indeed contribute to school inequalities among affluent and low 



 

 126 

socioeconomic schools (Gayles, 2007; Marchman, 2004). Moreover, the research affirms 

that this kind of total school award (potential monetary awards to all of the school‘s 

employees, instead of the teachers and other employees who directly impact instruction) 

does not accurately reflect the performance of all teachers. Rather, some are rewarded 

based on the work of others (Lavy, 2004). In addition, it is predicated on the results of 

standardized test scores, which poor and minority students score lower on when 

compared to non-minority peers (Borg et al., 2007). Subsequently, it is recommended that 

state lawmakers add a provision for regular evaluation of the program under the FSRP 

statute to ascertain its effectiveness in moving schools toward achieving desired school 

outcomes and it potential contributions to schooling inequalities. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

One of the functions of public policy research is to provide alternatives to 

lawmakers (Fowler, 2004). This study capitalized on and responded to one of the 

recommendations of a prior examination of the FSRP that called for the school to be used 

as the unit of analysis (Gayles, 2007). While the outcomes of that research supports this 

work, the findings of this study also leads to areas for additional investigation.  

1. According to NCLB guidelines, states are required to report student AYP 

outcomes my major subgroups enrolled in schools (Broward County Public Schools, 

2009; FLDOE, 2008e). The study sought to determine the relationship between FSRP 

participation and AYP percentages of the total school. It did not disaggregate AYP by 

subgroup. As a result, the findings are limited to only one of the AYP criteria, total 

school. Therefore, additional research is needed to establish the relationship between 

FSRP participation and the average percentage of AYP criteria met for each of the 



 

 127 

subgroups, in particularly students with disabilities, limited-English proficient students, 

and the major racial groups represented in the school. 

2. According to the FSRP statutory language, the award dollars may be used for 

one-time, nonrecurring bonuses to employees, hiring of temporary personnel to support 

student achievement, or the purchase of instructional materials to enhance the educational 

program (FLDOE, 2008a). A study of the actual disaggregation of the distribution of the 

award dollars should be conducted. It could examine the relationship between aggregate 

years of participation in the program and which employee groups in the school actually 

receives the incentive dollars (all staff members or teachers only). 

3. Building the internal capacity of the school‘s stakeholders is the key to 

succession planning and sustaining high levels of student achievement (McDonnell & 

Elmore, 1987). The results of this study can be expanded, through a mixed methods 

approach, to determine the effects of specific teacher and school administrator qualities 

on the FSRP and AYP relationship. The educator and school leader characteristics could 

include, but are not limited to years of experience, certification, advanced degrees and 

training, professional motivation, and self-efficacy. 

4. The passage of the ESEA of 1965 came with a promise for the country‘s most 

impoverished students (DeBray, 2006). Supplemental services are provided to students in 

schools with high percentages of economically disadvantaged students as determined by 

the percentage of youngsters approved for free and reduced priced lunches through the 

federal Title I program. Yet, under the current reauthorization of the Act, NCLB, Title I 

schools, the schools with the most minority and poor students, are subjected to sanctions 

for failing to meet annual AYP targets that are not taken against non-Title I schools 



 

 128 

(Owens & Sunderman, 2006). This study did not include Title I status as one of its 

variables. As a result, additional studies are needed to determine the relationship between 

Title I status and FSRP participation. 

5. This study found that minority rate and socioeconomic status do indeed 

moderate the relationship between FSRP participation and AYP criteria met as well as 

predict maintenance of participation in the FSRP. It has also been noted in the literature 

that lower performing schools tend to serve higher percentages of minority and low 

socioeconomic students (Orfield, 2002). According to NCLB guidelines, school choice 

options must be provided to parents if their children‘s school has not met AYP for 2 

consecutive years. In addition, school choice options must be provided to parents whose 

children are enrolled in schools that are graded ―F‖ twice in a 4-year cycle. In other 

words, parents have the right to transfer their youngsters to higher performing schools 

that are in low minority and high socioeconomic areas (Owens & Sunderman, 2006). It 

has been suggested that an unintended consequence of NCLB is school resegregation as a 

result of parents exercising their school choice options (Kim & Sunderman, 2004). 

Subsequently, a study on the effects of NCLB school choice options to confirm or dispel 

this speculation is warranted. 

6. This study determined that elementary schools are more likely to meet 

eligibility requirements for the FSRP and achieve higher percentages of AYP criteria than 

middle schools, high schools, and combination schools. Moreover, some of the 

elementary schools that meet AYP under NCLB guidelines and are graded ―A‖ under the 

A++ Plan for Education serve high minority, low socioeconomic student populations. 

While the students are meeting academic proficiency at the elementary level, some of the 



 

 129 

middle and high schools that they matriculate to are not meeting annual AYP targets 

neither are the schools recipients of FSRP incentive dollars. As result, further 

investigation is needed to determine why the high levels of student achievement in 

elementary schools are not evident in the middle and high schools that the students 

transfer to. 

Reflections 

The use of financial inducement schemes in public education like the FSRP 

continues to be of great interest to me as an educational leader. My initial concern grew 

over frustration with the exclusion of alternative education centers from participation in 

the program. When this provision was made in 2008, my interest then shifted to the 

schools that were meeting annual AYP targets, yet they were not recipients of the award 

dollars. 

Many of the assumptions that I had about the FSRP were confirmed through this 

study. Although the program does reward the efforts of some schools, it also ignores the 

progress that is being made in some of the most academically fragile settings, which 

typically have high minority and low socioeconomic student populations. Moreover, 

there are schools that I supervise in more affluent areas of my school district that have 

been recipients of FSRP award monies since the inception of the program, yet they have 

never met annual AYP targets. Conversely, there are Title I schools in some of the poorer 

areas of my school district that have met AYP or meet greater percentages of the annual 

criteria, but they do not qualify for the incentive pay dollars. Additionally, secondary 

schools that I supervise, in particularly high schools, continue to struggle in meeting the 

demands of today‘s high-stakes school accountability policies. 
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However, the study did reveal to me that further exploration of the FSRP and 

AYP relationship and its effect on teacher motivation and school culture is needed. 

Additionally, I believe that my findings support the need for additional research on this 

topic. I have come to understand how my study can be expanded through a mixed 

methods approach to determine not only the root causes of the relationship, but also 

school employees‘ perceptions of this relationship. The effect of a school‘s internal 

capacity on the FSRP and AYP relations can be examined by applying qualitative 

methods to the findings of this study. 

I want to commend the FLDOE for making all of the data relevant to this study 

easily accessible on its website. I would also like to thank staff in the Evaluation and 

Reporting Office for understanding the need to annually publish AYP statistics in the 

same manner as it does socioeconomic status and minority rate figures. It is my hope that 

this study will assist lawmakers in setting policy and state staff in providing technical 

assistance that is intended to improve the quality of public education and the 

effectiveness incentive programs. 
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