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The lack of evidence on reforms, such as determinants of principal salary, points to data 

and research deficiencies to be addressed in order to learn more about their effects and make 

sound public policies. The purpose of the study was to examine district and community 

determinants of principals’ salaries using a spatial econometric framework. The findings have 

implications for education policy development related to pay for contribution, rather than pay 

based on tenure, experience, or district wealth. The quantitative study used a spatial regression 

approach to model school, district, and community factors as determinants of Texas high school 

principal’s salary. Principal salaries are viewed from several lenses in this study by considering 

effective outcomes of pay defined by actual salaries and market considerations for pay as defined 

by community, organizational and human capital variables. Literature from the private sector as 

well as from the public school setting was used as a theoretical underpinning for the hypotheses 

set forth in this study. The findings provide empirical insights regarding how principal salaries 

are determined. The study found a statistically significant spatial autocorrelation relationship at 

p<.05 confirming geographic locations is a robust influence on principal salaries. After 

controlling for the spatial autocorrelation the study also found experience, gender, district wealth, 

and campus size significantly influence principal salaries. However, there was no statistically 

significant relationship between principal salary and student achievement. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The passage of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act focused the nations’ attention on 

the need to reform public education.  Since the initial implementation of NCLB, public education 

has seen significant advances in technology.  Students live in a globally interconnected world, 

and high school graduates must be able to think critically and work collaboratively to succeed on 

an international scale.  However, during the same time period, public school pedagogy has 

remained unchanged.  The federal government has leveraged NCLB funding to push states to 

implement teacher evaluation systems that include student academic achievement as a primary 

component.  

As a result of NCLB, state accountability systems have increasingly placed the burden of 

school success—and individual student achievement—squarely on the shoulders of school 

administrators.  School leadership is frequently described as the key element of high-quality 

schools, and stories of inspirational and effective principals are plentiful and oft-repeated (Carter, 

2000).  In a recent international study, Bloom, Lemos, Sadun, and Van Reenen (2015), found 

“robust evidence that management practices vary significantly across and within countries and 

are strongly linked to pupil outcomes. Management quality seems to matter for schools” (p. 672.  

Whitaker (2003) found substantial evidence that principal and teacher salaries have lagged 

behind the increased responsibilities associated with effective job performance and improved 

student academic achievement.   

According to Taylor and Huber (2010), economic and management theories that support 

the effectiveness of optimally designed incentive pay programs are catalysts behind developing 

incentive pay programs for teachers.  These programs acknowledge challenges to implementing 
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incentive pay in public education; however, when properly designed and effectively 

implemented, incentive pay programs can result in improved instructional practices that continue 

past the life of the program.  Hancock and Müller (2014) examined disincentives to remaining at 

a school campus, and found that teachers in the United States and Germany became less satisfied 

with their salaries after given opportunities to experience the increasing demands faced by school 

principals.  They concluded that regardless of the amount of compensation, principals can lose 

motivation to perform their required duties.  Further, they posited that incentives other than 

salary, such as recognition for job performance and reduced time demands, could be required to 

increase the tenure of successful principals.  

While ample discussions and proposals have addressed instituting merit pay plans for 

teachers, all have been staunchly opposed by teacher groups and unions in public education.  In 

contrast, little attention has been directed to pay-for-performance among educational 

administrators (namely school principals) or to the manner in which they are compensated and 

how that compensation is determined.  Further, greater attention has been paid to teacher labor 

markets and quality than to principal labor markets and quality, even though the two are highly 

interconnected.  This connection exists primarily because most principals rise from the ranks of 

teachers.  The primary purpose of pay-for-performance, or value-added, is to approximate the 

“causal effects” of teachers to determine how much “added value,” measured by student scores 

on standardized tests, can be attributed to a teacher (Rubin, Stuart, & Zanutto, 2004).   

Jacob and Lars (2008) proposed that when given additional authority and responsibility to 

assess teacher performance in the classroom, principals would be more effective in identifying 

qualities such as teacher characteristics and performance; therefore, a performance pay system 

for principal salaries should result in improved teacher performance and student academic 
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performance on state mandated standardized tests.  In a recent international study of principal 

management skills and student academic performance, Bloom et al. (2015) found the quality of 

campus principal leadership was significantly related to improving student academic 

performance. The results also supported the position that public, private, and charter campuses 

that provide campus leadership with increased autonomy are more likely to produce higher 

student academic achievement. 

Principals have significant influence over teacher assignments across schools, teacher 

hiring, and retention.  Goldhaber, Destler, and Player (2010) examined teacher incentive pay 

programs and found very little support, specifically veteran teachers and principals.  Considering 

the very low level of support for incentive pay initiatives among teachers, it is recommended that 

federal, state, and local policymakers proceed slowly with pilot incentive pay programs.  An 

evaluation of the results could enhance the understanding of acceptable and effective 

components of pay-for-performance plans (Goldhaber, Destler, & Player 2010). 

According to Jacob and Lars (2008), teacher evaluations conducted by principals that 

focus on identifying the best and worst teachers could have positive effects on student academic 

achievement.  Because significantly fewer principals—compared to teachers—are involved in 

public education systems and because school principals may exert considerable influence over 

teacher labor markets, one could infer that principals are critical factors to influencing student 

academic achievement and school improvement through state education policies (Baker, 

Punswick, & Belt, 2010).  

Statement of the Problem 

Given the importance of principals and the role of compensation in identifying quality 

teachers, it is striking how little is known about the structure of principal compensation.  
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Researchers have identified variables such as working conditions, demand by area residents for 

education, and student characteristics as strongly affecting teacher salaries (Martin 2010; 

Winters, 2009; Pijanowski & Brady 2009; Stoddard, 2005).  Rothstein (2006) discussed a 

number of potential impediments to such market forces and reported evidence consistent with the 

absence of strong demand for effective schools in some communities. As noted, research has 

identified variables influencing teacher and principal salaries; however there is a need to control 

for spatial autocorrelation when determining the statistical significance of the external influences 

on the salaries. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to examine district and community determinants of 

principals’ salaries using a spatial econometric framework.  The lack of evidence on reforms, 

such as determinants of principal salary, points to the need to address data and research 

deficiencies to learn more about their effects and make sound public policies.  The researcher 

suggested that school, district, personal, and community factors were determinants of principal 

salary.  

Principal pay is relative to teachers’ salaries on average and has changed over time. 

However, researches have only a scattershot picture of issues, such as the extent to which 

principal compensation is linked to specific credentials or characteristics; whether principals are 

financially rewarded for taking tough leadership assignments; and whether a link exists between 

compensation and performance measures (e.g., student achievement). The current study focused 

on the specific determinants of principals’ salaries by examining district and community factors 

that influence the principal base salary. A statistically significant (p < .05) spatial autocorrelation 

was found (Spatial Lag and Spatial Error), therefore this relationship was controlled in the 
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regression analysis of external influences to limit data contamination. This study is important, as 

compensation reform is a promising strategy to improve principal and school quality.  

Considering the importance of pay in determining the quality of people who pursue a principal 

position and the theoretical appeal of tying principal pay to performance, researchers know little 

about the structure of how principals are paid, namely how district and community factors 

influence the principal base salary.  Using a spatial econometric approach, the researcher 

examined external district and community factors that previous researchers have used in 

determining teacher salaries. 

Research Questions 

The researcher examined the relationships between principal pay and (a) district, (b) 

community, (c) personal, and (d) campus environment characteristics to answer the following 

research questions: 

1. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and district characteristics? 

2. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and community characteristics? 

3. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and personal characteristics? 

4. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and campus environment 

characteristics? 

Definition of Terms 

Comparable Wage Index. This variable is a district characteristic that measures wages in 

the local labor market of occupations comparable to teaching based on micro data from the 2000 

decennial census, which is available for every district.  
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District per pupil property tax value. This variable is a district characteristic that 

represents the total taxable property value in the school district divided by the total number of 

student in the district.  

Herfindahl Index. This variable is a district characteristic that measures the size of a 

school district (student enrollment) in relation to total enrollment of all school districts in a given 

county.  This index is an indicator of competition and is calculated as, 

Median income. This variable is a community characteristic that represents the average 

income of persons living within the boundaries of the district. 

Number of years’ experience as a principal.  This variable is a personal characteristic that 

represents the total number of years participants have served as campus principals. 

Percent commercial tax. This variable is a district characteristic that represents the 

percentage of total taxable value for real property that is not classified and residential or 

agriculture. 

Percentage business tax. This variable is a district characteristic that represents the 

percentage of total taxable value that is non-real property (e.g., industrial equipment and 

inventory). 

Percentage of homes owner occupied. This variable is a community characteristic that 

compares the number of owner-occupied homes against renter-occupied homes in a school 

district. 

Percentage of population over 25 years of age with a bachelor’s degree. This variable is 

a community characteristic that includes the population living within the boundaries of the 

district that is over the age of 25 and has earned bachelor’s degree or higher degree. 

∑ ⎟⎟
⎠

⎞
⎜⎜
⎝

⎛
−

i k

i

enrollment
enrollment

2

1



7 

Percentage of population unemployed. This variable is a community characteristic that 

represents those living within district boundaries who are unemployed. 

Percentage of population voting Republican in the 2012 presidential election.  This 

variable is a community characteristic that represents the voting age population living within the 

boundaries of the district that voted for the Republican candidate in the 2012 presidential 

election. 

Percentage of population with children under the age of 18 living at home.  This variable 

is a community characteristic that represents the population living within the district boundaries 

that have at least one child under 18 years of age living in the household.  

Percentage of students identified as living in low-income households.  This variable is a 

campus characteristic that represents students enrolled in the district who qualify to participate in 

the free and reduced lunch program. 

Percentage of students scoring at or above minimum TAKS standards.  This variable is a 

campus characteristic that represents students enrolled in the high school who scored at or above 

the minimum standard for Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) tests 

administered during the spring of 2011.  

Percentage of students who are White. This variable is a campus characteristic that 

represents students enrolled in the high school who are identified as White based on information 

provided in student enrollment forms submitted to the district. 

Principal pay. This variable is a campus characteristic that represents the total actual 

salary for regular duties only and does not include supplemental payments for coaching, band 

and orchestra assignments, or club sponsorships. 
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Texas school district classifications. The State of Texas has six school district 

classifications based on county population size and district enrollment size. The classifications 

are as follows: 

• Major urban (10 districts in Texas). A district is classified as major urban if (a) it is

located in a county with a population of at least 775,000, (b) its enrollment is the

largest in the county or at least 75% of the largest district enrollment in the county,

and (c) at least 35% of enrolled students are economically disadvantaged.

• Major suburban (78 districts in Texas). A district is classified as major suburban if (a)

it does not meet the criteria for classification of major urban, (b) it is contiguous to a

major urban district, and (c) enrollment is at least 3% that of the contiguous major

urban district or at least 4,500 students.

• Central city (38 districts in Texas). A district is classified as other central city if (a) it

does not meet the criteria for classification in either of the previous subcategories, (b)

it is not contiguous to a major urban district, (c) it is located in a county with a

population between 100,000 and 774,999, and (d) its enrollment is the largest in the

county or at least 75% of the largest district enrollment in the county.

• Central city suburban (151 districts in Texas). A district is classified as other central

city suburban if (a) it does not meet the criteria for classification in any of the

previous subcategories, (b) it is located in a county with a population of between

100,000 and 774,999, and (c) its enrollment is at least 15% of the largest district

enrollment in the county.

• Independent town (68 districts in Texas).  A district is classified as independent town

if (a) it does not meet the criteria for classification in any of the previous
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subcategories, (b) it is located in a county with a population of 25,000 to 99,999, and 

(c) its enrollment is the largest in the county or greater than 75% of the largest district 

enrollment in the county.  

• Non-metropolitan stable (213 districts in Texas).  A district is classified as non-

metropolitan stable if (a) it does not meet the criteria for classification in any of the

previous subcategories, and (b) its enrollment exceeds the median district enrollment

for the state.

Total student enrolment. This variable is a campus characteristic that represents the total 

number of students enrolled in the high school. 

Limitations 

Like all studies, this study has certain limitations.  The findings from this study are 

limited to Texas high school principals with campus enrollments of 500 or more students.  

Without a doubt, additional research is needed to replicate and expand on these findings before 

any broad generalizations can be made relative to community and district determinants of 

principal pay.  

Organization of the Remainder of the Study 

Chapter 1 included a foundation and defined the purpose for this spatial econometric 

study to examine determinants of principal salaries.  Chapter 2 includes a discussion of the 

literature deemed pertinent to the study of determinants of principal salaries.  While the data 

analyzed in this study were limited to Texas elementary schools, the literature reviewed includes 

both domestic and international studies on principal performance and salary.  Chapter 2 also 

includes an in-depth look at the salary structures in education for instructional faculty and school 

leadership.  
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Chapter 3 includes a description of the methods used for this spatial econometric study.  

Chapter 4 includes the analysis of the data and research findings.  Chapter 5 includes a summary 

of the study, discussion of the research findings, and conclusions and implications concerning 

the findings of the study.  Chapter 5 also includes a review of the limitations of the study and 

recommendations for future research in the area of salaries for educational leaders. 
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CHAPTER 2  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Primarily due to the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation implemented in 2001, 

most states developed performance and accountability systems with significant emphasis on 

high-stakes standardized testing.  Student performance on these standardized tests result in 

varying rewards, sanctions, and publicized rankings (Rubin et al., 2004).  The implementation of 

accountability standards for educators, as established nationwide in NCLB, revealed an 

assumption that educators influence student outcomes.  Theories, empirical evidence, and 

common sense all point to principals as a factor, perhaps the key factor, in establishing 

conditions necessary for successful schools (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005).  However, 

Bloom et al. (2015) found that, domestically and internationally, principal effectiveness is 

maximized when they are held accountable by strong supervision in districts with coherent long-

term improvement plans.   

Literature on Teacher, Superintendent, and Principal Salaries 

Domestically and globally, the evidence suggests a move in the general workforce away 

from traditional pay structures and toward performance pay systems.  Therefore, it only seems 

reasonable to expect a similar transition in the field of education (Belfield & Heywood, 2008).  

Recent economic literature has given much attention to the salary determinants of chief 

executive officers at American industrial corporations.  Such research has included empirical 

tests on the relationship between executives’ salaries and market structure variables.   

Indeed, companies frequently employ workers across the nation, but how do they decide 

what to pay their employees located in different regions?  Should they focus on a set of fixed 

geographical pay offsets?  In other words, if pay for a software developer is 30% higher in New 
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York than Chicago, should the same pay difference exist for financial analysts?  A small but 

growing body of literature exists in the academic sector, including but not limited to, salary 

differences for teachers and principals by gender and ethnicity.  However, investigations of 

salary as a motivating factor for career advancement are largely confined to teachers and 

superintendents.  The following review includes a discussion on teacher, superintendent, and 

principal salaries in terms of traditional and performance pay systems.  

Teacher Salaries  

A number of factors contribute to challenges in recruiting and retaining effective 

teachers, including compensation and benefits, student accountability, time requirements, job 

stress, increased instructional responsibilities, and changes in student demographics (Burdette & 

Schertzer, 2005).  Education pundits and policymakers are often quick to criticize teacher 

compensation plans for being uniform and rigid with no reward for performance.  Traditional 

teacher compensation systems typically provide increased pay for experience or credentials.  

However, these systems tend to make teaching less attractive for high achievers with refined 

skills (Goldhaber, Dearmond, & Deburgomaster, 2011).   

Comparing teachers’ salaries internationally has also garnered attention.  Edwards (1989) 

compared teacher salaries, based on Gross National Product (GNP), between developed and less 

developed countries.  He found this was an impractical method for evaluating the appropriate 

level of teachers’ salaries.  Edwards concluded that teachers’ salaries should only be evaluated 

against domestic economic conditions.  

Individual employees have vested interest in pay (Heneman, 1985), and “pay matters to 

most employees” (Terpstra & Honoree, 2003, p. 67).  For employees, pay largely determines the 

quality of life enjoyed through the purchase of goods (e.g., housing) and services (e.g., 
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recreation).  In addition to the economic benefits related to quality of life issues associated with 

goods and services, pay has psychological implications.  For many organizations, pay is the 

largest line-item category in an operational budget.  In fact, researchers have suggested that pay 

may account for as much as 85% of a total operational budget, especially in public school 

districts (Owings et al., 2006; Webb & Norton, 2003). 

Traditional Pay Systems 

Traditional systems make difficult teaching assignments, or teaching assignments in 

content areas subject to state standardize testing, less attractive for practicing teachers 

(Goldhaber et al., 2010).  Goldhaber et al. (2010) argued that the current system does little to 

motivate and reward effective teaching.  They posited evaluating the direct effects of replacing 

single salary schedule compensation plans and determining the value teachers place on campus 

attributes.  They also proposed examining the effects of varying salaries between campuses 

within districts.  Such an evaluation would require show salaries within and between campuses 

depending on campus characteristics and teaching assignments in a district.  The study would 

also include observing the effects on teacher satisfaction and mobility.  

Incentive and Performance Pay Systems 

Freeman and Gerber (2006) found that determining the optimal structure for an incentive 

pay program depended on workers’ understanding of their skills and the abilities of their co-

workers related to job performance.  They took the position that because teachers are generally 

aware of the abilities of their campus counterparts and can accurately predict their chances of 

earning incentive pay and they would not respond to a “winner-take-all” program if they felt 

minimal opportunity existed to earn the incentive pay.  Assuming the principal has a good 

understanding of teachers’ abilities, the findings would also appear true for principals; that is, 
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principals would not be expected to respond to an incentive pay program if it was believed that 

little chance existed of earning the incentive pay.   

According to Taylor and Springer (2010) economic and management theories that 

support the effectiveness of optimally designed incentive pay programs are catalysts for 

developing these programs for teachers.  They acknowledged the challenges to implementing 

incentive pay in public education; however, when properly designed and effectively 

implemented, incentive pay programs could result in improved instructional practices that 

continue past the life of the incentive program.  

Stoddard (2005) examined cost of living wage adjustments for teachers and student 

academic achievement outcomes.  While proponents of performance pay systems believe it 

practical to assume a positive correlation should exist between teacher compensation and student 

outcomes, Stoddard’s findings did not support that position.  Specifically, the findings revealed 

no statistically significant relationship between the two variables.  Furthermore, the results 

identified a negative (but not statistically significant) relationship between student dropout rates 

and teacher salaries. 

Akiba, Chiu, Shimizu, and Lang (2012) posited that increased emphasis on public school 

accountability measured by student academic achievement, as a result of NCLB (2002) was a 

catalyst for refocusing on performance pay for teachers based on student achievement.  The 

researchers noted that beginning in 2006, the U.S. government allotted approximately $100 

million to the U.S. Department of Education (DOE) for the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF).  By 

2010, the annual funding allotment had increased to approximately $400 million.  The TIF 

provides competitively accessible monies to implement pay-for-performance systems.  Local 
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districts, states, and nonprofit organizations use TIF awards to fund pay-for-performance systems 

that reward teachers and principals for improved student academic achievement. 

Efforts to introduce merit pay into public education have been relatively unsuccessful 

because of the prospective demoralization of students and teachers exceeding the desired 

improvement in instruction and student academic achievement (Ballou, 2001).  Belfield and 

Heywood (2008) found that increased income derived from incentive pay programs effected job 

satisfaction negatively.  They pointed to perceived peer pressure, extra time and effort, and 

negative comparisons in performance between recipients.   

Taylor and Springer (2010) found no significant differences in student academic 

achievement between schools that implemented higher or lower incentive pay programs.  

However, the evidence also supported that the teachers earning incentives were the most 

effective in improving student academic achievement, even in those programs with the lowest 

levels of pay incentives.  Taylor and Springer also found compelling evidence that all incentive 

pay programs had positive influences on teacher turnover; that is, effective teachers receiving 

incentive pay were more likely to remain in the same school and less effective teachers were 

more likely to leave the school. 

Pay-for-performance is one of the most highly politicized, hotly debated, and constantly 

evolving aspects of education policy on teacher compensation, which is directly applicable to 

this study.  Hanushek and Rivkin (2007) examined Texas public schools and teachers and found 

salaries significantly influenced teacher retention and long-term student performance.  Based on 

these findings, the researchers advocated for compensation tied more closely to student 

performance, rather than traditional metrics such as education level and experience. 
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In a survey of public school teachers in the state of Washington, teachers who 

demonstrated the most trust in their principals were more likely to favor pay-for-performance 

programs (Goldhaber, 2007).  This finding suggests that teachers were more willing to be 

evaluated—via student achievement in this case—if they believed in the person leading them, 

which offers a strong case for the effect of principal leadership on faculty outcomes (Goldhaber 

2007).  Considering the very low level of support for incentive pay initiatives among teachers, it 

is recommended that federal, state, and local policymakers proceed slowly with pilot incentive 

pay programs.  An evaluation of the results could enhance the understanding of acceptable and 

effective components of pay-for-performance plans (Goldhaber, Destler, & Player 2010). 

Currall, Towler, Judge, and Kohn (2005) found that actual pay and pay satisfaction were 

related to academic performance of students in states that had common funding formulas for 

public school districts.  Given the outcomes of Currall et al.’s research, additional attention is 

warranted in this important area relative to actual pay, market value of employees, and 

satisfaction with pay of other employee groups within the public school setting who are 

responsible for student achievement, (i.e., building level principals).  

Lavy (2013) found evidence in support of pay-for-performance in schools.  Specifically, 

pay-for-performance increased teacher effectiveness.  While no gender differences were 

identified, women were less optimistic regarding the potential effectiveness of teacher 

performance pay.  Women also had more realistic expectations about earning additional 

incentive pay.   

Determining Teacher Pay 

According to Jacob and Lars (2008), evaluations conducted by principals that focus on 

identifying the best and worst teachers to determine bonuses and teacher dismissal may have a 
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positive effect on student academic achievement.  However, one reason public school teachers 

have staunchly opposed pay-for-performance systems is grounded in their belief that principal, 

or other evaluations of teacher performance, cannot identify good teaching qualities effectively.  

For example, Jacob and Lars found that principals could differentiate between teachers whose 

students achieved significant or minimal gains on standardized tests.  That is, principals were 

able to identify teachers in top and bottom 20th percentiles effectively.  However, they posited 

that principals could not differentiate quality of teaching in the middle grouping of teachers, 

which is problematic when designing and implementing any type of pay-for-performance plans 

for teachers.  

Various researchers have identified value added models (VAM) to estimate the effects of 

schools and teachers on student test scores (Ballou, 2001; McCaffrey, Lockwood, Koretz, Louis, 

& Hamilton, 2004; Tekwe et al., 2004).  The primary purpose of value-added models is to 

approximate the causal effects of teachers to determine how much added value, as measured by 

students’ scores on standardized tests, can be attributed to the teacher (Rubin et al., 2004).  Jacob 

and Lars (2008) proposed that when given additional authority and responsibility for assessing 

teacher performance in the classroom, principals would be more effective in identifying quality 

teacher characteristics and performance.  However, they also noted that principals could be 

influenced by social and political pressures resulting in “favoritism” toward certain teachers.  

Many states have attempted to use VAM to assess teacher quality.  While the formulas 

may vary, the foundation of the process is the decomposition of students’ test scores into 

variables attributed to heterogeneous student populations and teacher quality.  Embedded in the 

VAM are robust norms regarding the traditions of the educational production function and the 

assignment of students to classrooms (Rothstein, 2010).  A major concern about VAM, or 
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teacher merit pay, is that it is simply not operable to determine compensation based on 

performance evaluations that are directly linked to student achievement on standardized tests.   

According to Rubin et al. (2004), some of the most challenging aspects of VAM are 

accounting for year-to-year teacher and student differences in the longitudinal data.  They also 

recognized that student motivation is difficult to measure objectively.  In short, numerous factors 

influence student academic achievement; therefore, implementing a system that can differentiate 

between principal influence and other factors would be an extremely difficult task.  Grissom, 

Kalogrides, and Loeb (2015) recommended that state and local policymakers proceed with 

extreme caution when implementing a VAM designed to measure the effectiveness of campus 

principal performance.  

Clotfelter, Glennie, Ladd, and Vigdor (2008) examined a short-lived North Carolina 

incentive pay program for teachers and found evidence that supported the viability of teacher 

incentive pay.  Instead of connecting increased pay with improved student academic progress, 

the program provided increased pay for math, science, and special education teachers at 

secondary campuses identified as having high percentages of low-performing or high-poverty 

students.  Although there were troublesome flaws in the program that likely lessened its effects, 

the researchers maintained that salary incentive programs could be fiscally viable methods to 

improve the academic achievement of disadvantaged students.   

Superintendent Salaries 

Meier and O’Toole (2002) examined superintendents in Texas schools and found that 

revenue per pupil, experience, education, and past school performance on test scores were 

important salary determinants.  Ehrenberg, Chaykowski, and Ehrenberg (1988) revealed that 

New York superintendents moved between districts for salary increases more so than any other 
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reason, and their pay structure was surprisingly tied to tax rates more than anything else.  

Notably, Ehrenberg et al. demonstrated that student achievement, school performance, and 

standardized test scores had little to no bearing on superintendent mobility.  In fact, no measure 

of successful outcomes influenced superintendent mobility more than increases in salary.  Akiba 

and Reichardt (2004) revealed that Colorado principals were motivated to change schools for pay 

and advancement possibilities more so than to improve student performance.  Nevertheless, 

“student achievement” was a minor motivating factor in mobility of superintendents. 

Principal Salaries 

Principal pay is an important issue in Texas.  According to the data retrieved from the 

Texas Education Agency during 2011–2012 Fiscal Year, the 1,022 public school districts in 

Texas combined spent $42.8 billion on primary and secondary education, and principal salaries 

accounted for 5.6% of total expenditures.  The average salary for full-time public school 

principals in Texas was $81,184.12 during the 2011–2012 school year, which ranged from 

$56,203 in Cherokee Independent School District (ISD) to $167,425.00 in Highland Park ISD.  

The standard deviation of principal salaries in Texas for the 2011–2012 school year was 

$13,942.61, with most variation occurring within school districts.  For example, the standard 

deviation of principal salaries within individual school districts ranged from $96.42 to 

$43,470.80.   

Good principals know that daily school operations require considerable employee 

interaction.  Student achievement is also directly influenced by staff unity and commitment to 

improving student performance.  Additionally, schools that experience consistent high teacher 

turnover are far less likely to have the desired focus on improving student achievement (Owings 

et al., 2006).  While principals are not always directly involved in curricular decisions, their 
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abilities to function as effective leaders by recruiting, retaining, and motivating strong campus 

teams are more likely to result in higher student performance as measured by high-stakes 

standardized testing.  Graham and Messer (1998) proposed that the most commonly recognized 

characteristics to influence job satisfaction include supervisor feedback, supervisor leadership 

style, variety of responsibilities, and autonomy.  They found that principals who reported to 

district supervisors with high relationship behaviors were more satisfied in the areas of self-

esteem, professional development opportunities, accomplishments, perceived job expectations, 

and respect. 

Interestingly, relatively little change has occurred over time in factors that explain 

principal salaries, which provides suggestive evidence that there have been no major shifts in the 

structure of principal compensation.  Whitaker (2003) found substantial evidence that principal 

and teacher salaries have lagged behind the increased responsibilities associated with effective 

job performance or improved student academic achievement.   

Determinants of Salary 

Despite the range of investigations, little attention has been paid to the determinants of 

principals’ salaries.  Principals perform largely managerial functions within educational 

institutions.  However, prior research has demonstrated that determinants of business executives’ 

salaries are often different from those used to determine either teacher salaries or the wages of 

specific public education labor groups (Currall et al., 2005).  Previous research supports the 

position that school principals are essential to improving school quality and presumably to acting 

as agents for parents, school boards, and communities.  To align the interests of all constituents, 

many schools have implemented accountability standards and have tied compliance to school 

resources, reputation, and, at times, educator pay (Billger, 2007).  
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Gates (2004) emphasized extreme caution should be taken when attempting to use 

successful administrative characteristics to identify quality principals.  He also proposed that 

developing systematic data on preferred administrator qualities be a long-term process.  The 

researcher was concerned about potential gender and race discrimination with purely 

hypothetical correlations between administrator characteristics and student achievement.  Martin 

(2010) offers an example of this concern.  He found that, nationwide, schools with high 

concentrations of Black students offered principals lower salaries compared to schools with high 

concentrations of Latino students.  Therefore, in the short-term it would be highly inadvisable to 

use solely preferable characteristics in principal employment decisions.  

Meier and O’Toole (2002) found that the influence on student performance, as controlled 

by the quality of management, is at least partially the result of increased support from parents 

and community members.  Necessary quality management attributes to increase organizational 

performance (e.g., student academic achievement).  These attributes must extend beyond basic 

management skills and include the ability to inspire the support of parents and community 

members. 

Building-level principals, like classroom teachers, are responsible for student 

achievement (Cunningham & Cordeiro, 2006).  Carlson and Johnson (2010) conducted empirical 

research has been conducted using national data to investigate principals and their salaries to 

determine whether significant shifts have occurred in the way principals are paid.  The findings 

over a 10-year period from the 1993–1994 school year to the 2003–2004 school year showed that 

principals are rewarded for having more experience, leading a secondary school, leading an 

urban or suburban school, leading a larger school, and being in a larger school district (Carlson 

& Johnson, 2010).  These findings supported Stone (1985) who also found that principals with 
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more experience, in urban and suburban areas, in larger districts or schools, and in secondary 

schools earned more compared to their counterparts.   

Accountability and Student Achievement 

The campus principal is pivotal in establishing the school culture, teachers’ attitudes and 

perceptions of their work environments, overall quality of the campus teaching staff, and most 

importantly, student outcomes as measured by academic achievement on standardized tests.  

Campus principals are the formal leaders in closest proximity to the classroom.  Researchers 

have indicated that principals achieve the highest success, as measured by student academic 

achievement, when they feel they are working collaboratively toward common goals with district 

personnel, other principals, and teachers.  Seashore, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, and Anderson 

(2010) found that such principals were confident in their leadership skills and experienced 

greater effectiveness.  

Billger (2007) explored the relationship between school accountability and principal 

salaries and found that principals received lower salaries in schools required to meet state, local, 

and district accountability goals.  A number of explanations could account for this finding, 

namely that lower performing schools are often located in lower funded districts.  Billger also 

believed that incentive pay models and accountability systems should not only focus on the 

academic achievement of the lower performing students, or closing the achievement gap; but 

should also assess performance of average and academically strong students, including 

rewarding high school principals for graduates moving on to college.  

Lavy (2008) examined Israeli high school headmasters and found that increasing the pay 

of school principals should be take priority over increasing that of teachers.  The researcher 

concluded that, unlike previous findings that increased teacher pay had no statistically significant 
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influence on student academic achievement, a positive relationship existed between principal pay 

and student academic achievement.  The results also indicated that campus autonomy and 

accountability resulted in improved student academic achievement.  

Cullen and Mazzeo (2008) investigated the link between principal salary growth, 

employment transitions, and principal effectiveness as measured by state accountability ratings, 

achievement, and productivity using Texas administrative data.  They found a positive 

relationship between salary, accountability rating, and student achievement.  They also reported 

that principals of highly rated and high-achieving schools were more likely to persist in their 

current positions.  These results suggest that higher accountability rating and achievement yield 

higher salaries and increased job security.  However, possible influences of confounding factors, 

such as peer composition, suggest caution in interpreting these results. 

Coelli and Green (2012) measured the influence of high school principals on student 

achievement in British Columbia.  They found that when allowing for time, or years on a 

campus, principals could be expected to have a statistically significant influence on both 

graduation rates and student academic achievement.  It is to be noted that the researchers used 

only Grade 12 English exams to measure student academic performance.  Bloom et al. (2015) 

conducted an international study of school management and found that improving school 

management produced positive effects on student academic achievement.  Considering these 

findings, state and local policymakers should devote more time and resources to recruiting and 

retaining qualified and effective campus principals.  

Establishing the relationship between teachers and student learning is far more complex 

than test scores.  The literature supports the position that successful school reforms and 

improvements depend on principals’ abilities to implement strategies at the campus level 
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(Goldhaber, 2007).  These strategies generally include, but are not be limited to, management of 

instructional staff, curriculum evaluation, and improved parental involvement.  According 

Hanushek and Rivkin (2007), principals are often unprepared to make difficult decisions 

regarding teacher compensation, evaluation, promotion, and initial employment.  Therefore, they 

tend to choose the less confrontational route when managing campus personnel.  Hanushek and 

Rivkin concluded that an efficient pay-for-performance plan for principals should result in better 

management of the campus instructional staff and produce measurable improved student 

academic performance. 

If stakeholders choose to consider basing principal pay on student achievement, we must 

first understand the correlation between principal performance and student academic 

achievement.  Marzano et al. (2005) conducted a meta-analysis based on their 21 leadership 

responsibilities.  According to the researchers, the 21 leadership responsibilities explain the 

knowledge, skills, strategies, and tools necessary for principals to master to produce the 

maximum positive affect on student academic achievement.  Marzano et al. found a significant 

statistical relationship between effective school principals and student achievement.  

Specifically, as principal effectiveness improved by one standard deviation above the norm, 

student academic achievement increased by 10%.  

Bloom et al. (2015) posited that a direct relationship existed between campus 

management/leadership and student academic achievement.  The findings provided ample 

evidence to support the position that campus management practices differ noticeably across and 

within countries.  However, the researchers found a statistically significant relationship between 

campus management practices and student academic achievement (Bloom et al., 2015).  
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Fuller and Hollingsworth (2014) found that no strategy accurately measured principal 

effectiveness or correlated with student academic achievement as measured by test scores.  

According to the researchers, all current principal effectiveness measurement systems and 

strategies produce invalid and inaccurate data.  They concluded that these systems should not be 

used for making decisions about principal performance.  

Effectively measuring and analyzing the influence of principals on student academic 

achievement is a complicated process.  Branch, Hanushek and Rivkin (2013) indicated that 

considerable variances exist in principal effectiveness, and the top percentile of principals can be 

expected to produce significantly higher student academic achievement.  Research on the role of 

the principal has indicated measurable differences in qualifications across campus levels and 

geographical locations.  One significant finding is the higher probability of successful principals 

from low-income campuses being promoted to district-level positions, which lowers the 

experience and quality of leadership at the campus level (Baker et al., 2010).   

In high performing schools, principals play a crucial role in establishing high 

expectations for students and teachers, communicating clear plans for student achievement and 

teacher cooperation, and setting expectations for state and federal standards (Young & 

Castaneda, 2008).  Furthermore, a study of principals and job satisfaction found that the lack of 

clarity in job description and expectations could result in increased job dissatisfaction and 

lowered self-esteem and, therefore, poor response to teacher incentive pay programs (Graham & 

Messner, 1998).   

Successful principals effectively create campus environments where everyone has a stake 

in school improvement; specifically, improved student academic performance.  According to 

Lárusdóttir (2014), literature on school leadership indicates that principal knowledge and values 
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are significantly linked to the effectiveness of the teaching staff and level of student academic 

achievement.  Lárusdóttir posited that a large percentage of a principal’s influence on student 

academic performance is directly correlated to his or her ability to recruit, evaluate, motivate, 

and retain a high-quality teaching force. 

Tracing the effects of principals on student achievement is difficult because multiple 

avenues exist through which their actions may influence.  For example, principals may directly 

affect the quality of teachers in their schools through hiring.  Brewer (2005) found that principal 

selection of teachers was a key influencing factor to student achievement.  He noted that student 

achievement increased when a greater share of teachers were appointed to the school during a 

principal’s tenure.  Specifically, he predicted that a 10% increase of teachers appointed during a 

principal’s term would result in a 10% or higher gain in student achievement.  Given the 

important connections between principals and teachers, researchers who focus on teacher pay 

should also pay attention to the structure of principal pay. 

According to Marzano et al. (2005), principal and teacher quality account for nearly 60% 

of the total influence on student achievement, while principals alone account for a full 25% of 

the variance in student achievement.  A plausible explanation for these findings is that many 

critical issues within the area of professional development involve principals acting as strong 

instructional leaders, prioritizing and providing resources, and allowing teachers to direct their 

own learning (Emerick, Hirsch, & Berry, 2005; Hirsch, 2004).  However, school districts 

nationwide face daunting and unprecedented challenges in recruiting and retaining able and 

competent school administrators. 

Young, Reimer, and Young (2010) proposed that academic achievement could be 

maximized in schools populated with high concentrations of the most challenging student 
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demographics with the most qualified principals.  Carlson and Johnson (2010) examined 

principal pay and student academic performance and found that principal pay was positively 

related to student academic achievement.  However, the variable with the most influence over 

student academic achievement was the percent of students who qualified for the national free and 

reduced lunch program.  The policy implication related to a lack of control by the principal, as 

performance pay systems must account for differentiated income levels of students when using 

standardized test scores to determine principal effectiveness. 

Job Satisfaction 

Hancock and Müller (2014) found that job expectations and satisfaction also differed 

between principals in the United States and Germany.  They identified four primary areas of job 

dissatisfaction compared to pre-employment expectations, including actual salary, time 

commitment, time lost with family, and recognition of accomplishments on the job.  They also 

found that teachers pursuing campus administration positions in both Germany and the United 

States understood that they would have less time to spend with their families, and tenured 

principals in both countries were dissatisfied with the amount of lost family time.   

Hancock and Müller (2014) posited that new principal candidates in both countries did 

not understand the significant time commitment required of campus principals.  They noted that 

these findings were line with Locke’s range of affect theory that two factors are the primary 

influences on worker job satisfaction; namely, pre-employment job expectations and actual on 

the job experiences.  They also conclude that, regardless of the amount of compensation, 

principals can lose motivation to perform their required duties.  Further, they posited incentives 

other than salary, such as recognition for job performance and reduced time demands, could 

lengthen the tenures of successful principals.  
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Examining principal compensation may help researchers understand reports of principal 

shortages even though there continues to be more certified administrators than there are principal 

jobs (Pijanowski & Brady 2009).  Pijanowski and Brady (2009) revealed that the average 

principal salary in the United States is approximately 30% more than the average teacher salary.  

However, in Germany teachers who become principals generally see only incremental increases 

in pay.  Additionally, salary is not the only factor to principal job satisfaction.  DiPaola and 

Tschannen-Moran (2003) found that the time commitment required of campus principals was 

also a primary contributing factor to job satisfaction.  In their study, 84% of principals reported 

working an average of over 50 hours per week.  

Turnover 

Campus principal turnover rate, increased emphasis on student academic achievement, 

and the important role campus principals play in student academic achievement have driven local 

districts and states to recruit new principals (Gates et al., 2006).  Considering the continually 

increasing expectations for student academic achievement and the fiscal resources invested in 

public school payrolls, specifically for campus administrators, it is critical to understand the most 

influential variables that affect principal salaries (Young & Castaneda, 2008).  Given the 

importance of principals, and the role of compensation in determining the quality of people who 

opt to pursue this career path, it is shocking that so little is known about principal compensation 

beyond average salaries and how these salaries compare to those of teachers (Goldhaber, 2007).  

Factors that influence teacher performance, mobility, and labor markets have received the most 

attention in contemporary literature; however, a limited body of research exists on school 

principal salaries (Baker et al., 2010).   
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Gates et al. (2006) found that variations in campus characteristics significantly influenced 

principal mobility and turnover among North Carolina and Illinois principals.  They found that 

principals serving large campuses were less likely to leave for similar positions at another 

campus or leave for district-level positions.  Additionally, principals serving large campuses 

were less likely to leave education completely for other career opportunities.  The researchers 

concluded that higher compensation for principals at the larger campuses, that also generally face 

more problems, could be the controlling variable for the lower rate of turnover on these 

campuses.  

Partlow (2007) examined several variables hypothesized to influence principal turnover 

and found only one variable, student achievement on Ohio fourth-grade reading and math 

standardized tests, statistically predicted principal turnover.  Higher scores resulted in lower 

turnover and vice versa.  The researcher emphasized that considering the influence principal 

leadership has on student achievement, a definite need exists for additional studies to focus on 

principal turnover and retention.  

In line with previous research findings, Tekleselassie and Villarreal (2011) found that 

higher salaries could be connected to lower principal turnover, even in schools perceived as 

having less desirable characteristics such as limited autonomy, undesirable working conditions, 

and a concentration of economically disadvantaged students.  They also acknowledged that while 

higher principal salaries may reduce turnover, this strategy has serious fiscal implications.  

Therefore, it would be imprudent to disregard the influence of salary when considering the 

recruitment and retention of quality principals.  

It is impractical to generalize all principal turnover as negative events for schools and 

student academic achievement.  Gates et al. (2006) presented ample evidence supporting the 
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position that schools with higher rates of principal turnover were significantly more efficient at 

identifying, removing, and replacing ineffective principals.  They also suggested that the actual 

turnover rate for principals was more likely low because schools were more inclined to allow 

ineffective principals to remain in these positions instead of removing and replacing them.  

Gates (2004) proposed that considering the increased emphasis on school accountability, 

educational leaders could expect an increase in principal turnover rates in the near future.  

Without accurate job performance measures, researcher cannot concluded whether schools that 

experience high administrative turnover are at a disadvantage compared to those with lower 

turnover rates.  Gates posited that while consistent campus leadership has a positive influence on 

student academic achievement, it would be incorrect to assume that all principal turnover 

negatively influences student achievement.   

Indeed, stable leadership at a school has a positive influence on school performance 

(Seashore et al., 2010).  Unfortunately, the lowest performing schools serving the most 

disadvantaged students have the least stable environments and the least experienced, qualified, 

and effective principals (Loeb, Kalogrides, & Horng 2010).  Loeb et al. (2010) found that 

principal preferences for certain school characteristics were closely related to principal location 

and mobility patterns.  Specifically, principals preferred working in schools they believed to 

have the most favorable work environments.  The researchers purported that once principals in 

these schools gained experience and became more effective; they transferred to higher 

performing schools with fewer disadvantaged students and higher salaries.  Such frequent 

turnover negatively influences student achievement and teacher turnover.  Providing stable, 

effective school leadership for the most disadvantaged and low-performing school would likely 

have a significant effect on the outcomes of students attending those schools.  
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Baker et al. (2010) found that within a common labor market, principals with higher 

salaries had significantly longer tenure and more stability compared to their lower-paid principal 

peers.  They purported that a large body of literature on the teacher labor market substantiated 

policies to promote universal retention, thus, retaining poor teachers is not always desirable, and 

the same should be true for principals.  Local and state policies developed to increase principal 

stability are desirable only when principals are viewed as effectively influencing student 

achievement.  However, it is also very probable that ineffective principals should be destabilized 

and ultimately removed.  

Detractors of Performance Pay 

Adamowski and Petrilli (2007) analyzed performance pay for principals and found that 

principals identified a lack of campus autonomy as a major detractor to the performance pay 

systems based on student academic achievement.  Specifically, principals believed that minimal 

authority over campus operations (e.g., managing the teaching staff) would result in ineffective 

performance pay systems.  To clarify, principals were less receptive to principal performance 

pay systems because of their perceived limited authority over teacher selection, restrictions in 

teacher assignments, and the inability to remove incompetent teachers.  Principals also believed 

it critical that campus leaders have autonomy in these areas considering their importance in 

increasing student academic achievement. 

Papa et al. (2002) tracked and indexed principal salaries over a period of 25 years using 

the Consumer Price Index.  They found that over a period of 10 years, principal salaries 

remained flat in real terms.  During the same period, the pressures placed on campus principals 

to provide effective instructional leadership in the era of standardized tests and increased 

accountability soared.  Papa (2007) found evidence that campuses with high percentages of at-
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risk students and low to moderately effective teaching staff experienced more difficulty 

attracting and retaining quality principals.  He suggested that schools could use increased 

compensation to offset these detractors.  

Compounding the problem of recruiting and retaining effective campus principals is the 

finding that, over time, has caused the salary gap between veteran teachers and beginning 

principal salaries to narrow significantly (DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2003).  Pijanowski and 

Brady (2009) found that increased compensation could make a difference in offsetting detracting 

factors that influence the recruitment and retention of campus principals.  The detracting factors 

most widely acknowledged include significant increases in job-related time requirements, 

teacher quality, and student population characteristics.  Graham and Messner (1998) found that 

the school principal is one of the most challenging “middle management positions” in America.  

Therefore, education policymakers at all levels should recognize the need to consider increased 

pay, fringe benefits, and increased opportunities for promotion and advancement of successful 

principals.  Furthermore, concerted efforts are needed to recognize successful principals and 

strengthen relationships between building principals and their supervisors. 

Summary 

The literature also supports the position that state and local policymakers should consider 

increased pay and additional incentives to recruit the most qualified principals for the most 

challenging schools.  The literature also supports the ability of the campus principal to influence 

student outcomes as measured by performance on mandated standardized assessments.  While 

the literature also acknowledges difficulties associated with accurately assessing the 

effectiveness of school principals, it is considerably lacking in basic information about the 

current structure of how principals are paid, namely how principal salaries (base pay) within 
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districts are determined.  If local districts, states, the federal government, and private entities are 

to develop and implement student performance based incentive pay plans for school principals 

successfully, it is essential to understand current principal pay structures and variables that 

influence these pay structures.  The lack of evidence on the efficacy of reforms, such as 

determinants of principal salary, points to research deficiencies that must be addressed to learn 

more about their effects and to make sound public policies.  Therefore, the current study focused 

on the specific issue of the determinants of principal salary by examining district and community 

factors that influence principal base salary.  This study is important, as compensation reform is a 

promising strategy to improve principal and, subsequently, school quality. 
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CHAPTER 3  

METHODS 

The purpose of the study was to examine district and community determinants of 

principals’ salaries using a spatial econometric framework.  The researcher examined the 

relationships between principal pay and (a) district, (b) community, (c) personal, and (d) campus 

environment characteristics to answer the following research questions: 

1. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and district characteristics? 

2. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and community characteristics? 

3. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and personal characteristics? 

4. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and campus environment 

characteristics? 

Design of Study 

Participants 

Participants included 611 principals from all Texas high school campuses that enrolled at 

least 500 students in Grades 9 through 12.  The researcher isolated the datasets to only those 

individuals who were active principals, not assistant principals or otherwise.  Among 

participants, 199 (32.6%) were female and 415 (67.4%) were male.  The majority of participants 

were White (N = 389, 63.7%), 135 (22.1%) were Hispanic/Latino, 69 (11.3%) were Black or 

African American, 5 (.8%) were American Indian, 3 (.5%) were Asian, and 10 (1.6%) were of 

two or more races.  Regarding educational background, 26 participants (4.3%) held bachelor 

degrees, 536 (87.7%) held master’s degrees, and 48 (7.9%) held doctorates.  Related to district 

location, the majority of participants (N = 186, 30.40%) were high school principals in districts 

classified as major suburban, 118 (19.3%) were in central city suburban districts, 111 (18.2%) 
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were in major urban districts, 91 (14.9%) were in central city districts, 52 (8.5%) were in districts 

located in independent towns, and 53 (8.7%) were in districts classified as non-metropolitan 

stable.  

Variables 

The dependent variable was principal salary, which was defined as the total actual salary, 

or amount of pay, for regular duties only and did not include supplemental payments for 

coaching, band and orchestra assignments, or club sponsorships.  Base salary was measured as a 

continuous variable.  The independent variables were drawn from analyses of teacher labor 

market behaviors (see Table 1).  

Table 1 

Independent Variables Examined by Characteristic Category  

District Community Personal Campus 
    
Spatial Lag (ρ) % Homes Owner 

Occupied 
Experience % Low SES 

    
Spatial Error (λ) % > 25 Years old 

with Bachelor's 
Degree 

Doctorate % White 

    
% Business Tax Log Median Income White Log Student 

Enrollment 
    
% Commercial Tax %  Voted Republican 

in 2012  
Male Student Achievement 

    
Log Per-Pupil 
Property Tax 

% Unemployed  Constant 

    
Herfindahl Index % Children Under 18 

at Home 
  

    
Log Comparable 
Wage Index 
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In the current study, larger districts are expected to pay higher salaries, and the log of 

district enrollment was included and expected to have a positive coefficient (Walden & 

Newmark, 1995).  Some researchers have suggested that districts with a greater property tax 

bases pay higher salaries (e.g., Lentz, 1998; Winters, 2009).  Lentz (1998) posited that tax-base 

producing revenues would have a significant influence on public sector salaries; specifically, 

school district salaries.  Property taxes are a major source of school financing and a measure of 

the wealth in a district.  One might also suspect that the property tax base would have an 

important effect on principal salary.  Therefore, the log of the per-pupil property tax base and the 

percentage of tax base related to business and commercial properties in the district were included 

and expected to have a positive coefficient.  

The Herfindahl Index was included as a measure of competition among districts to attract 

quality principals.  The researcher anticipated that districts in areas with increased competition 

(greater Herfindahl Index values) would pay higher salaries to attract and retain quality 

principals (Hanushek & Rivkin, 2003).  Therefore, the Herfindahl Index was expected to have a 

positive influence on principals’ salaries.   

The log of the Comparable Wage Index (CWI) was included to control for the relative 

cost of living in a particular labor market and to serve as a proxy for the opportunity cost of 

teaching in a given market (Stoddard, 2005).  The CWI measures wages in the local labor market 

of occupations comparable to teaching based on micro data from the 2000 decennial census, 

which is available for every district.  A higher level of comparable wages was expected to 

increase principals’ salaries.  

More educated residents are thought to have greater demand for education; therefore, the 

share of adults (age 25+) living in the district with at least a high school degree and the share of 
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adults with at least a bachelor’s degree were expected to have positive coefficients (Taylor & 

Springer, 2010).  Further, residents with children are expected to demand greater spending on 

education.  Therefore, the share of households with at least one child under the age of 18 was 

expected to have a positive effect on principals’ salaries (Easton 1988).  Renters are thought to 

be more likely than are homeowners to support spending on education, perhaps in part because 

renters do not believe that they bear the burden of local property taxes to finance education.  

Therefore, the share of homeowner-occupied households was expected to have a negative effect 

on principals’ salaries (Martinez-Vasquez & Sjoquist 1988).  

The unemployment rate in the county in which each school district was located was 

included to capture local labor market conditions.  Higher unemployment is likely to make it 

more difficult to find a well-paying career outside of working in the school district and is 

expected to have a negative effect on principals’ salaries (Taylor, 2008).  In recent presidential 

elections, Republican and Democratic voters have shown differences in their preferences on 

school spending and teacher salaries.  Specifically, a larger percentage of Democrats are for 

increased spending and raising educator salaries compared to Republicans (Howell, West, & 

Peterson, 2013).  Therefore, the percentage of registered voters who voted Republican in the 

2012 presidential election was expected to have a negative effect on principals’ salaries.   

In addition to race and education level, the number of years as a principal was expected 

to have a positive relation to principals’ salaries (Carlson & Johnson, 2010; Meier & O’Toole, 

2002; Stone, 1985).  Principal gender was also included, as prior research has found that female 

principals continue to be underrepresented among public school administrators (Gates, 2004).  In 

terms of compensation, differences in annual salaries between female and male principals are not 
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statistically significant; however, it takes women longer to become principals, and they are less 

likely to be paid as highly as are their male counterparts (Zheng & Carpenter-Hubin, 1999).  

Student characteristics examined included the percentage of low socioeconomic, special 

education, at-risk, and White students.  The researcher anticipated that principals working in 

high-need campuses (e.g., greater number of English language learners and students classified as 

at-risk of dropping out of school) would earn greater base salaries (Jacobson, Johnson, Ylimaki, 

& Giles, 2005).  Finally, student results on the state-mandated assessments (i.e., the percentage 

of all students passing reading, math, science, social studies, and writing tests) were included to 

determine whether principal base pay was linked to student outcomes (Billger, 2007; Cullen & 

Mazzeo, 2008;  Currall et al., 2005; Goldhaber et al., 2007).   

Data Collection and Analysis 

Initially, primary data that included principal base salary and campus-level demographics 

for the 2011–2012 academic year were obtained from the Texas Education Agency (TEA.  The 

researcher also obtained county-level data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Local Area 

Unemployment Statistics (LAUS), U.S. Census Bureau, and the National Center for Education 

Statistics Comparable Wage Index (CWI; Taylor & Fowler, 2010).  Principal salary and campus-

level demographic data were linked using the state assigned campus identification number.  

Next, county-level data were merged with the campus data using a unique county number as the 

yoke variable, which was common in both datasets.  Once the data were merged, the researcher 

calculated descriptive measures to examine the distribution and shape of the data, determine 

whether data transformations were needed, and screen for erroneous data entries.  Following this 

process, bivariate correlations were examined.  



39 

The researcher considered the possibility that principal salaries were spatially correlated 

after controlling for other determinants.  The primary concern was that principal salaries in one 

district might be affected by those in neighboring districts.  That is, there might be wage 

spillovers.  This type of spatial dependence is likely to occur as school districts in close 

proximity to each other compete for quality principals.  Therefore, if one district offers salary 

levels substantially below that of nearby districts, district leaders would likely have greater 

difficulty hiring and retaining quality principals.  Thus, school district administrators have 

incentives to keep principals’ salaries competitive with those in nearby districts. 

Prior studies of teacher and principal salaries have not accounted for the effect of 

principal salaries in nearby districts.  The usual estimation equation in these studies is given by,  

(1) Y = Xβ + u,  

where Y is an n x 1 vector of teacher salaries (usually measured in logs), X is an n x K matrix of 

explanatory variables, β is a k x 1 vector of parameters, and u is a mean zero error term assumed 

to be independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) across observations.  If a spatial correlation 

exists in the dependent variable, then methods that do not account for this are likely to produce 

inconsistent coefficient estimates (Anselin 1988).  

A second concern was that a spatial correlation might exist in the error term, possibly 

from spatially correlated unobservable characteristics or spatially correlated measurement error 

in the explanatory variables (Kalenkoski & Lacombe 2008).  Failing to account for this in the 

error term might result in inconsistently estimated standard errors.  Although a spatially 

correlated dependent variable and a spatially correlated error term are similar, there are important 

differences.  Spatial correlation in the dependent variable would suggest that districts directly 

respond to each other either through competition or in an attempt to maintain comparability.  
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Spatial correlation in the error term is more indirect and results from nearby districts responding 

similarly to common nearby forces.  The spatial model in this paper was represented by, 

(2) Y = ρW1Y + Xβ + u 

u = λW2u + ε, 

where Y is an n x 1 vector of teacher salaries that appears on both the left- and right-hand sides 

of the equation; X is an n x k matrix of explanatory variables, including union activity variables; 

W1 and W2 are n x n weighting matrices that specify the structure of the spatial correlation for 

the dependent variable and the error term; ρ and λ are spatial autocorrelation coefficients for the 

dependent variable and the error term; and ε is a mean zero error term that is i.i.d. across 

observations.  Some spatial econometric studies have only modeled spatial correlation in the 

dependent variable (by assuming that λ = 0) or in the error term (by assuming that ρ = 0).  After 

conducting numerous spatial econometric tests suggested by Anselin, Bera, Florax, and Yoon 

(1996), the researcher determined that it was appropriate to account for spatial correlation in both 

the dependent variable and in the error term. 

In determining district neighbors, the researcher specified the weight matrix (W1) based 

on the distance between school districts.  For row i of the W1 matrix, districts that were more 

than 50 miles away from i are given zero weight.  In other words, districts were only considered 

neighbors if their centroids, that is, their geographic centers, were within 50 miles of each other.  

Districts within 50 miles of i were weighted based on their inverse distance to i, so nearer 

districts were given more weight than districts farther away.  The researcher explored several 

additional weight matrices for W1, such as altering the distance cutoff to 30 and 100 miles and 

equally weighting all districts within the cutoff.  Ultimately, a 50-mile cutoff was selected to 

keep the group of neighbors as tight as possible and to minimize the number of districts that must 
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be excluded because they did not have any neighbor in the sample.  Figure 1 displays the spatial 

distribution of the high school principals investigated in this study.  

 
Figure 1.  Spatial distribution of high school principals with campus enrollment of 500 students 
or greater (N = 611). 
 

Based on the results displayed in Figure 1, principal salaries in neighboring districts were 

hypothesized to be simultaneously determined.  For example, salaries in District J would affect 

salaries in District I, just as salaries in District I would affect salaries in District J.  Preliminary 

evidence on the presence of spatial autocorrelations in the log of principals’ salaries were 

obtained from Moran’s (1950) I statistic.  In the current study, the log of principal salaries 

returned an “I” statistic of 0.031 (z = 24.45, p = .0001), which means that the null of no spatial 

autocorrelation could be rejected at the .01 level of significance. 
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Because of the simultaneity involved, as indicated by the statistically significant Moran’s 

I, using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) to estimate the spatial model was inappropriate.  Instead, 

instrumental variable methods were used.  Specifically, the researcher estimated the spatial 

models by the Generalized Method of Moments (GMM) estimator (Kelejian & Prucha, 1998) 

using the Generalized Spatial Two-Stage Least Squares (g2sls) command in Stata.  W1X and 

W12X were used as instruments for W1Y in the GMM estimator.  In other words, the estimator 

instruments for salaries in nearby districts used the distance-weighted averages of the other 

explanatory variables in nearby districts along with the distance-weighted averages of their 

neighbors’ neighbors’ characteristics.  Stata Version 11.2 was used for all analyses. 
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CHAPTER 4  

RESULTS 

The researcher examined the relationships between principal pay and (a) district, (b) 

community, (c) personal, and (d) campus environment characteristics to answer the following 

research questions: 

1. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and district characteristics? 

2. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and community characteristics? 

3. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and personal characteristics? 

4. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and campus environment 

characteristics? 

Descriptive Variables  

Average base pay among principals was $99.619.74 (SD = $14, 265.27) and ranged from 

a low of $64,859 to a high of $167.125.  The median income in the counties where participant 

high schools were located averaged $49,826.40 (SD = $12, 498.67) and ranged from $20,525.00 

to $80,638.00.  High schools included in the study were quite diverse in terms of campus 

characteristics.  The percentage of low socioeconomic (SES) students enrolled in the campuses 

ranged from 0% to 99.9%, with an overall average of 51.6% (SD = 24.03%).  The percentage of 

White students ranged from 0% to 92.4%, with an overall average of 34.49% (SD = 27.27%).  

Campuses varied in size from 510 to 4,492 students enrolled in Grades 9-12; average enrollment 

was 1,685 (SD = 834).  The percentage of students passing the high-stakes exams ranged from a 

low of 41% to a high of 99%, with an overall average of 71.25% (SD = 11.31; see Table 2).  
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Table 2 

Descriptive Measures of Continuous Variables Investigated 

Characteristics  N M SD Min Max 
      

Principal Pay 611 $99,619.74 $14,265.27 $64,859.00 $167,125.00 
      
District      

% Business tax 611 32.94 14.55 0.00 85.00 
% Commercial tax 611 .69 .76 0.00 9.00 
Dist. per-pupil property tax 
value 611 $355,269.59 $220,405.70 $38,377.00 $2,177,701.00 

Herfindahl Index 611 .69 .21 .00 .89 
2005 comparable wage index 611 1.221 .15 .85 1.39 

      
Community      

% Homes owner occupied 611 65.31 8.52 45.20 85.30 
% > 25 years old with 
bachelor's degree 611 24.49 8.89 7.00 47.00 

Median Income 611 $49,826.40 $12,498.67 $20,525.00 $80,638.00 
% Voted Republican in 2012 
presidential election 611 61.88 9.06 50.20 91.70 

% Unemployed 611 6.92 1.57 3.30 15.00 
% Children under 18 at home 611 39.65 5.69 18.30 57.60 

      
Personal*      

Years’ experience as 
principal 611 21.79 8.70 1.00 48.00 

      
Campus      

% Low SES 611 51.61 24.03 .0.00 99.90 
% White 611 34.50 27.27 .00 92.40 
Student enrollment 611 1685.00 834.00 510.00 4492.00 
% Passing all TAKS 611 71.25 11.31 41.00 99.00 

*Note: Categorical personal characteristics, including gender, highest degree earned, and race, 
are discussed in Description of Participants’ section. 
 

Findings from the Data Analysis   

District Characteristics 

High school principals’ salaries in neighboring districts were related (rho (ρ) = .269, p < 

.01; see Table 3).  Rho reflects the spatial dependence inherent in the sample data.  In this study, 
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rho, and measured the average influence on observations by neighboring observations.  

According to this estimate, a 1% increase in the distance-weighted average of high school 

principals’ salaries in nearby districts increased salaries in a given district by ~0.27%.  

Data for external predictors (outside district control) of high school principal base salary 

revealed that principals in high schools located in districts with higher property values (per-pupil 

property tax value) earned higher salaries.  Property taxes are a major source of school financing 

and a measure of wealth in a district; therefore, one might expect property tax base to have a 

significant effect on principal salary.  While the percentage of the district tax base related to 

commercial property was not statistically significant, an increased business tax base was 

associated with lower high school principals’ salaries.  This finding suggests that residents were 

largely able to escape the burden of property taxes levied on commercial properties, but less able 

to escape the burden of taxes on business properties.  

A statistically significant Herfindahl Index suggested that districts in areas with increased 

competition for employees paid higher salaries to attract and retain quality principals.  As for the 

CWI, Taylor (2008) found that comparable wages had a positive effect on principal salaries.  

However, the current data for the CWI was positive, but not statistically significant.  To some 

extent, the small and insignificant coefficient on comparable wages may result from including 

principal’s salaries in nearby districts in the regression equation.  In other words, the wages of 

principals in nearby districts appeared to be a better measure of the cost of employing principals 

than the wages of non-principals in comparable occupations as indicated by the statistically 

significant rho coefficient. 
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Table 3 

Log Salary Regression: District, Community, Personal, and Campus 

     95% CI 

Characteristics  Coefficient 
Std. 

Error z p > z Lower Upper 
District       

Spatial Lag (ρ) 0.2694 0.1217 2.21 0.027 0.0308 0.5080 
Spatial Error (λ) 0.1816 0.0874 2.08 .038 0.0103 0.3530 
% Business Tax -0.0010 0.0003 -3.40 0.001 -0.0016 -0.0004 
% Commercial Tax 0.0006 0.0061 0.10 0.923 -0.0113 0.0125 
Log Per-Pupil 
Property Tax 0.0704 0.0096 7.37  p < .01 0.0517 0.0891 
Herfindahl Index 0.0586 0.0255 2.30 0.022 0.0086 0.1086 
Log Comparable 
Wage Index  0.0904 0.0579  .56 0.119 -0.0231 0.2040 

       
Community        

% Homes Owner 
Occupied -0.0028 0.0009 -3.06 0.002 -0.0045 -0.0010 
% > 25 Years old 
with Bachelor's 
Degree -0.0007 0.0010 -0.69 0.489 -0.0025 0.0012 
Log Median Income 0.0722 0.0430 1.68 0.093 -0.0121 0.1564 
%  Voted Republican 
in 2012  0.0011 0.0006 1.60 0.109 -0.0002 0.0023 
% Unemployed -0.0036 0.0042 -0.85 0.396 -0.0118 0.0047 
% Children Under 18 
at Home 0.0002 0.0010 0.23 0.818 -0.0017 0.0022 

       
Personal        

Experience 0.0028 0.0004 6.52 p < .01 0.0019 0.0036 
Doctorate 0.0173 0.0134 1.29 0.197 -0.0090 0.0436 
White 0.0091 0.0092 0.99 0.324 -0.0090 0.0271 
Male 0.0178 0.0078 2.28 0.023 0.0025 0.0332 

       
Campus        

% Low SES 0.0003 0.0004 0.73 0.468 -0.0004 0.0009 
% White -0.0008 0.0003 -2.50 0.012 -0.0014 -0.0002 
Log Student 
Enrollment 0.1433 0.0083 17.32 p < .01 0.1271 0.1595 
Student Achievement 0.0005 0.0005 0.90 0.368 -0.0006 0.0015 
Constant 8.7439 0.4637 18.86 p < .01 7.8351 9.6529 
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Community Characteristics 

The percentage of owner-occupied homes was associated with lower salaries.  A 

plausible explanation is that renters are more likely than are homeowners to support spending on 

education because they believe they do not bear the burden of local property taxes to finance 

education.  The regression model also included the percentage of the adult population 25 years 

and older with bachelor degrees.  The coefficient had an unexpected negative sign and was not 

statistically significant.  

The log of median income in the district was positively related to principal pay, which 

suggests that wealthier wage earners demand greater spending on education, and thus, higher 

principal salaries.  However, the coefficient was not statistically significant.  Additionally, the 

political composition of each county was included and measured by the percentage of voters in 

the county who voted for the Republican Party ticket in the 2012 presidential election.  Previous 

research has suggested that political liberals might support higher educator salaries compared to 

Republicans (Howell et al., 2013).  The coefficient estimate for the percentage of the adult 

population voting Republican was positive but not statistically significant.  The share of 

households in a district with children under the age of 18 was associated with higher principal 

pay as expected.  However, the coefficient was not statistically significant.  The coefficient 

associated with the percentage of residents unemployed and principal salary was negative, as 

expected, but was not statistically significant. 

Personal Characteristics 

Principal race was not related to salary; however, gender was related to salary.  

Specifically, male high school principals earned, on average, higher salaries compared to their 

female counterparts.  Previous researchers have studied gender equity with mixed findings with 
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regard to total salary (Gates, 2004; Zheng & Carpenter-Hubin, 1999).  Additionally, years’ 

experience as a principal was positively associated to base salary, which suggests that principals 

are rewarded for tenure.  The data also revealed that earning a doctorate degree was not 

statistically significantly associated with determining the principal base salary.  It would be 

logical to assume this finding could be attributed to the fact that only 48 study participants 

(7.9%) held doctorate degrees compared to 536 (87.7%) who held master’s degrees.  

Campus Characteristics  

The regression model included two measures of student characteristics—the percentage 

of students enrolled in participating high schools that were eligible for free or reduced lunch and 

the percentage of students who were White.  The percentage of students receiving free or 

reduced lunch yielded a positive coefficient, while the percentage of students who were White 

returned a negative coefficient.  Only the percentage of White students was statistically 

significant.  This finding is in contrast to Martin (2010) who found that educators require 

positive compensating wage differentials to work in districts with higher percentages of minority 

students.  Nonetheless, the results indicate that an increase in the percentage of White students is 

associated with lower principal salaries.  If one assumes that campuses with high populations of 

White students will also have higher academic achievement scores, then it would also be logical 

to assume that principals are paid higher salaries in high-need campuses.  

The results of the current study established that total campus enrollment was positively 

related to high school principals’ salaries.  The study results indicate that high school principals 

in larger districts, as measured by enrollment, received higher salaries.  The analysis also 

revealed that principal base pay was not related to student achievement.  Considering that public 

schools operate in an era where student academic achievement and pay-for-performance is at the 
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forefront of school reform debates, it is somewhat surprising, if not disappointing, that student 

academic achievement is not associated with principal pay.  This finding is especially concerning 

considering that principals’ livelihoods are based on accountability ratings and student academic 

achievement as measured by performance on numerous high-stakes state-mandated assessments.  

A plausible explanation for the lack of a statistically significant relationship between student 

academic performance and principals’ salaries could be that numerous difficulties arise when it 

comes to linking principal pay to student academic performance.  For example, principals’ jobs 

are multi-dimensional and linking pay to specific performance objectives may not align with the 

measure of student achievement in the current study.  

Further, the limited set of student, school, and district controls leaves open the possibility 

that unobserved student or school characteristics contribute to higher achievement or 

accountability ratings.  Consequently, the outcomes (namely principal salary) may not provide 

meaningful measures of actual principal effectiveness.  Nonetheless, student achievement was 

not a statistically significant predictor of high school principals’ salaries. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Ample data are available that document an accurate timeline on how much principals are 

paid at the state and national level as measured against teacher salaries.  However, limited 

information exists to quantify principal compensation related to specific principal credentials, 

district and community characteristics, or other outside influences.  Additionally, limited 

research is available on the relationship between principal compensation, difficult high-needs 

campus assignments, and measurable job performance objectives. 

Given the importance of principals and the role of compensation in determining the 

quality of people who pursue this career path, it is striking how little is known about the structure 

of principal compensation.  State accountability systems increasingly place the burden of school 

success—and individual student achievement—squarely on the shoulders of school 

administrators.  School leadership is frequently described as the key element of high-quality 

schools, and stories of inspirational and effective principals are plentiful and oft-repeated (Carter, 

2000).  

The implementation of accountability standards for educators as established in No Child 

Left Behind (NCLB, 2002) revealed an assumption that educators influence student outcomes.  

Theories, empirical evidence, and common sense all point to principals as a factor, perhaps the 

key factor, in establishing the conditions that form successful schools (Marzano et al., 2005).  

Bloom et al. (2015) postulated there is “robust evidence that management practices vary 

significantly across and within countries and are strongly linked to pupil outcomes. Management 

quality seems to matter for schools” (p. 672).  Whitaker (2003) found substantial evidence that 
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principal and teacher salaries have lagged behind the increased responsibilities associated with 

effective job performance and improved student academic achievement.   

A number of studies have identified that variables, such as working conditions, demand 

by area residents for education, and student characteristics, strongly affect teacher salaries 

(Stoddard, 2005).  However, scarce evidence exists regarding how market forces related to the 

choice of neighborhood and school provide strong incentives for principals to act in ways to 

foster highly effective schools.  Previous research supports the position that school principals are 

essential to improving school quality, and they presumably act as agents for parents, school 

boards, and communities.  To align the interests of all constituents, many schools have 

implemented accountability standards and have tied compliance to school resources, reputation, 

and at times, educator pay (Billger, 2007). 

The literature and the current findings vary regarding high school principal pay when 

compared to low-performing schools as determined by student academic achievement on state 

mandated standardized tests.  Billger (2007) found a salary differential for principals working in 

high-need campuses, with principals receiving lower salaries in schools struggling to meet 

national, state, and local accountability standards.  However, the literature points to the level of 

funding as a factor that acknowledges low-performing schools are often in low-funded districts.  

Lower performing schools in large metropolitan areas that use common funding formulas may 

not experience the deficits in funding and may still not meet the accountability standards set for 

the school (Currall et al., 2005).   

Cullen and Mazzeo (2008) posited a positive link between principal salary and 

effectiveness as measured by school academic accountability ratings.  From a policy perspective, 

at the local, state, and federal levels, Young (2008) noted that pay system structures for non-
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unionized principals are determined unilaterally by a presiding school board, unlike pay for 

teachers, which in some states is bilaterally determined with unions through intense and 

contentious negotiations.  Therefore, current pay structures for public school administrators are 

subjectively determined on an individual basis within the setting of individual school districts. 

Summary of Findings 

Using a spatial econometric framework, high school principals’ salaries were viewed 

from several lenses by considering effective outcomes of pay using actual salaries and market 

considerations as defined by community, organizational, and human capital variables.  For all 

approaches, literature from the private sector as well as from the public school setting was used 

as a theoretical underpinning for this study on variables that influence Texas high school 

principals’ salaries.  The researcher examined the relationships between principal pay and (a) 

district, (b) community, (c) personal, and (d) campus environment characteristics to answer the 

following research questions: 

1. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and district characteristics? 

2. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and community characteristics? 

3. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and personal characteristics? 

4. Does a relationship exist between principal pay and campus environment 

characteristics? 

By focusing on district, community, and personal factors that affect principal base salary, 

the current findings provide a different and important perspective from which conclusions 

regarding factors that determine principal base salary can be drawn.  For example, the data 

analysis revealed that principals located geographically close to each other could expected to 

earn similar salaries.  Specifically, a 1% increase in the distance-weighted average of high school 
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principals’ salaries in nearby districts increased salaries for high school principals in a given 

district by ~0.27%.  It is important to note that previous research has ignored spatial 

dependencies and is likely to be incorrectly specified and prone to misleading conclusions.   

In addition to geographical proximity, principal tenure, or years of experience, was 

rewarded with increased compensation.  Districts with greater property wealth also paid 

principals substantially higher salaries than those in property poor schools.  Principals in larger 

districts and schools also earned higher salaries.  Finally, males earned higher salaries than 

females, regardless of their influence on student achievement.  The results of this study closely 

parallel Stone’s (1985) findings. 

Conclusion 

The results of this study have significant implications for principal pay and student 

academic achievement as measured by performance on state-mandated standardized assessments. 

The findings for market factors may well produce a quandary for the recruitment and retention of 

high-quality principal candidates at the high school level.  Specifically, the data analysis yielded 

a statistically significant spatial lag with a positive sign, which indicates that high school 

principal pay is positively related to principal pay in neighboring districts.  The analysis also 

revealed a negative statistically significant result for the percentage of White students enrolled 

on a campus, and no statistically significant relationship between principal pay and student 

achievement.  

The results suggest that local, state, and federal policymakers should make principal pay 

more performance and less market-driven within the context of a formulaic, schedule-based 

system.  Policy changes could include pay-for-performance based on value-added test score 

growth, higher pay for working in hard-to-staff schools, or any number of other approaches to 
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pay principals for their contributions to the schools rather traditional variables such as tenure, 

years of experience, and wealth of district.  Such changes would make the baseline system of 

principal compensation more likely to attract and retain effective principals and ensure quality 

principals are located on campuses where they are needed the most. 

Considering the availability of ample student test score data that can be linked 

longitudinally down to individual classroom teachers it is now more feasible to consider using 

student academic performance as a primary determinant of teacher and principal salaries. 

However, the move to performance pay systems for principals should be a methodical long-term 

process. Identifying and measuring the econometric variables necessary to account for campus, 

student, staff and community differences must be refined before implementing pure principal pay 

for performance systems. For example, there is evidence identifying variables other than salary 

that influence principals to remain in their positions. Most notable is increased overt recognition 

for time and effort committed to the job.    

Limitations and Delimitations of the Study 

Like all studies, this study had certain limitations.  The findings are limited to Texas high 

school principals with campus enrollments of 500 or more students.  It is understood that other 

research is necessary to replicate and expand on these findings before any broad generalizations 

can be made. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Given the strong relationship between principal leadership, teacher effectiveness, and 

student academic achievement, a need exists for additional research on effective pay systems for 

campus principals.  The findings of the study present specific opportunities for further research 

concerning the influence of market factors on pay structures for public school principals in 
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elementary and middle schools.  Additionally, there should be additional research regarding the 

necessary skills to successfully provide campus leadership, and are these skills appropriately 

emphasized in principal certification programs. This study should also be replicated nationally 

and internationally to validate potential broad generalizations.  
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