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The focus of this study was to determine the unique 

contribution to administrative salaries of the following 

criteria: gender, ethnicity, total years' experience in 

education, district years' experience in education, degrees 

held, per pupil expenditure, and school size. The sample 

was comprised of 1,866 administrators in 27 Texas suburban 

school districts with an Average Daily Attendance (ADA) over 

10,000. The 1986-87 salaries of the following 11 

administrative positions were analyzed using a multiple 

regression equation: deputy superintendent, assistant and 

associate superintendent, business officer, personnel 

officer, senior high principal and assistant principal, 

junior high principal and assistant principal, elementary 

principal and assistant principal. 

Conclusions 

1. Years' of experience in education was the primary 

predictor of salary for building level administrators and 

lower level central office administrators explaining between 

49% and 19% of the variance in salary. 



2. There is limited financial award to administrators 

who hold the doctorate degree. 

3. The higher the district wealth, as measured by per 

pupil expenditure, the higher the salary for building 

administrators. 

4. A pattern of lower financial rewards exists for 

women and minority administrators. 

Recommendations for Research 

1. The relationship of salary to performance or merit 

should be explored. 

2. The study should be replicated using data from 

urban districts. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Determining appropriate wages and salaries has long 

been a concern of organizational theorists and managers of 

large organizations as well as economists. Employers 

in public as well as private organizations have based 

compensation on the goals of attracting qualified employees, 

retaining them, and motivating them (American Compensation 

Association, 1981; American Society for Personnel 

Administration, 1981). 

The growth of local and state government agencies and 

escalating costs of public service have led taxpayers and 

policymakers to demand more efficiency and accountability 

from public agencies. Since most public agencies are labor 

intensive, with 75% to 85% of the budget going to payroll 

related expenditures, salaries have been a focus of 

criticism for their role in driving up the costs of 

providing public service. 

The civil rights movement focused on equity in employee 

compensation. Legislation, regulation, executive orders, 

and judicial decisions consistently have rejected pay 

differentials based on sex and race/ethnicity. While there 

is legal consensus rejecting paying women less than men for 



the same job, it is legal to consider other factors such as 

seniority, merit, and productivity that produce different 

compensation for individuals in the same job (American 

Compensation Association, 1981). 

Salaries of teachers and administrators have not been 

immune from scrutiny. The educational reform movement has 

challenged the compensation practices in education. Merit 

pay and career ladder programs have been implemented in 

many states. House Bill 72 in Texas restructured the 

distribution of public educators' salaries. State 

organizations have provided encouragement and resources for 

school districts to change pay systems to ones that promote 

equity and attract and retain good employees (Texas 

Association of School Boards (TASB), 1985). 

Historically, salary schedules have been used in the 

public sector to determine personnel compensation. The 

Texas public school system, like the other state agencies, 

used a state salary schedule to compensate employees from 

1937 to 1984 (Texas Association of School Administrators, 

1985). 

The minimum salary schedule was a method of calculating 

state aid to school districts. It was based on personnel 

units. The schedule was designed as a matrix with 18 pay 

grades and 20 experience steps. Teachers were in pay Grade 

7 (bachelor's degree) or Grade 8 (master's degree). 

Administrator grades were at the upper end of the scale, 



while paraprofessionals fell below the teachers' grades 

(Texas Administrative Code, 1988). Determining basic salary 

was a simple procedure. Using the chart, the salary was 

found by finding the intersection of the position level and 

the years of experience. The only variability from district 

to district was from local effort. Districts were allowed 

to enrich salaries using local funds (Walker & Kirby, 1986). 

A major change came in the allocation of public money 

to Texas public schools in 1984. The special session of the 

Texas legislature met for the primary reason of addressing 

teacher salaries. The need to recruit and retain competent 

teachers in the profession was the motivating factor in 

increasing state taxes to provide more funds for public 

education in Texas (Walker & Kirby, 1986). 

The 68th Texas legislative session, through House Bill 

72, abolished the 47-year state-wide salary schedule. No 

longer would teachers, administrators, or other public 

school employees be paid according to the lock-step position 

and experience formula. 

The new state minimum salary schedule contains only one 

pay schedule. This represents the minimum pay for a 

teacher. Administrators, counselors, supervisors, and 

paraprofessionals were dropped from the schedule. House 

Bill 72 abolished the practice of providing funds through 

personnel units and guaranteeing school districts annual 



increases for employees' additional years of experience. 

Districts now design compensation plans based on the state 

salary minimum for each teacher and state funds money for 

nonteaching positions. The challenge the districts now 

face is to design new pay systems that are equitable, that 

provide control over the mangement of payroll budgets, 

and that are effective in attracting and retaining good 

employees. 

Literature on compensation practices has shown that 

experience (also called seniority) is a frequently used 

criterion and that sex and race discrimination affect 

salaries. Size and complexity of the school supervised have 

an impact on the salary of the administrator as do the col-

lege degrees held. In education literature there is a 

dearth of information on wage criteria and how they affect 

salaries. This study will add to the knowledge base of how 

districts reward personnel. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study examined policies and procedures used in 

selected school districts in Texas to compensate school 

administrators. It identified the wage criteria districts 

indicate that they use in designing salary schedules and re-

warding individual administrators. Actual salaries were 

reviewed to determine the extent to which practices re-

flected stated policy and wage criteria identified in the 

literature on employee compensation. 



Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to enhance understanding 

of wage criteria used to determine administrators' salaries 

in selected Texas public school districts. A concomitant 

purpose was to add to the knowledge base of how 

administrators are compensated. 

Research Questions 

Based on the problem and the purpose of the study, the 

following research questions were investigated: 

1. What wage criteria and salary policies are used by 

suburban Texas school districts to determine administrative 

salaries? 

2. What is the relationship between actual 

administrators' salaries and the following wage criteria: 

(a) gender, (b) degrees earned, (c) district years of 

experience in education, (d) total years' experience in 

education, (e) school size, (f) degrees held, (g) ethnicity, 

and (h) per pupil expenditure? 

Definition of Terms 

Actual salary. The total or entire salary for a person as 

listed on the Roster of Personnel that is submitted 

annually to Texas Education Association (TEA) by all 

school district superintendents. 

Average daily attendance (ADA). The aggregate days of 

attendance of eligible students divided by the number 

of school days in session. 



Administrative personnel. Persons who are primarily 

involved in the management of finances and personnel 

in a school; examples are principals, administrative 

officers, and superintendents. 

Available resources. The per pupil expenditure figure for 

the school district is used to measure available 

resources. 

Maior urban districts. The largest school districts 

located within the central city of each of the state's 

largest Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA); 

SMSAs are defined by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

For the purposes of this study, the urban areas will be 

limited to Dallas-Ft. Worth, El Paso, Houston, and San 

Antonio; Austin was excluded because no suburban school 

district over 10,000 ADA is located in Travis County. 

Professional status code. A number used to designate the 

general assignment of each school district employee. 

The following positions will be analyzed in this study: 

9201-Deputy Superintendent 

9202-Associate Superintendent 

9203-Assistant Superintendent 

9204-Administrative Officer, Business 

9205-Administrative Officer, Personnel 

5101-Principal, Elementary 

5102-Principal, Secondary 

5201-Assistant Principal, Elementary 



5202-Assistant Principal, Secondary 

Per pupil expenditure. The total school budget divided by 

the ADA. 

Personal characteristics. Criteria that reflect personal 

characteristics include: (a) total years of experience 

in education, (b) district experience in education, 

(c) degrees earned, (d) gender, and (e) ethnicity. 

Roster of personnel (FIN063-TEA). An annual report 

required of all Texas school districts by the Texas 

Education Agency that summairizes salary information of 

all full-time personnel. 

Salary schedule. The state compensation plan set forth in 

Section 16.056 of the Texas Education Code. The salary 

schedule, comprised of eight pay grades and 15 steps, 

is a matrix of indices which are converted to dollar 

amounts by the use of a multiplier. 

School level. Three different school levels will be 

examined: high school, junior high (to include middle 

schools), and elementary. 

Size. The criterion of size was operationalized as ADA. 

The size of the school was used to indicate the 

complexity of the position of principal and assistant 

principal. Central office positions used the district 

ADA. 

Step. Any of the 15 subdivisions of the salary schedule 

reflecting experience increments. 



Suburban district. School districts in residential 

communities adjacent to a major urban district. 

Wage criteria. A compensable factor that influences job 

salary (Berg, 1976). 

Limitations of the Study 

This study is limited to administrative personnel 

designated in the previously defined professional status 

codes in 27 suburban school districts with an ADA over 

10,000 in Texas. Central office staff such as directors, 

consultants, and supervisors were excluded because the 

responsibilities of the positions vary so greatly among 

districts that the positions are not comparable (Steiber, 

1973). Superintendents were excluded because a significant 

part of the salary is in benefits and perquisites not 

identifiable from the state date* base. 

This study is limited to analysis of actual salaries 

and will not address such compensation as benefits, 

automobiles, travel allowances, or other perquisites. The 

salary data is limited by the accuracy of the personnel 

reports submitted by the school districts to the Texas 

Education Agency. The scope of the study is limited by the 

types of data available from the Texas Education Agency. 

Significance of the Study 

To the extent that compensation influences the quality 

of those employed as leaders in public education, the 



understanding of how wage and salary decisions are made is 

critical. In light of the need of school districts to 

establish wage criterion-based salaries, and because of 

limited information available in education literature, this 

study provides a starting point for understanding how salary 

decisions are made in Texas public schools. 

This study will also add to the currently limited body 

of information concerning salary determination practices in 

public school systems. Additionally, it will provide sound 

research information concerning issues of discrimination in 

setting administrative salaries in Texas public schools. 



CHAPTER II 

SYNTHESIS OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Compensation practices are a major concern of the 

public and private sector. Establishing equitable pay 

practices is one of the most important activities of an 

organization (Hill, 1980). An effective compensation plan 

helps attract and retain qualified employees. Yet, in spite 

of the significance of a well-designed compensation plan, 

very little is known about how wage decisions are made or 

what criteria are actually compensated. 

A review of the literature on compensation practices 

shows a variety of practices used to determine 

compensation. Economic theory and management studies as 

well as tradition and legislation mold wage setting 

practices in both the public and private sectors. 

History of Wage Determination 

The earliest wage theory suggested that the purpose of 

wages was to maintain existing social relationships. 

Sociologists report the acceptance of the "just-wage" theory 

during the 15t:h century (Belcher, 1974; Wermel, 1939). 

Wages were based on the status the worker held in society. 

The higher the* status, the higher the wages paid. Wages 

were systematically regulated by the land owners to keep 

10 
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each class in its customary or '"right" place in society. 

During the 19th century, Malthus1 theory of population 

provided the raw material for the first economic wage theory 

(Belcher, 1987). Malthus argued that population is limited 

by the means of subsistence. Population increases 

geometrically, while the means of subsistence increases 

arithmetically. In 1817, Ricardo translated Malthus' theory 

into the subsistence theory of wages, later called the iron 

law of wages (Wermel, 1939). 

This iron law stated that wages, over time, tend to 

equal the cost of reproducing labor. Little could be done 

to improve the worker's lot because increasing wages led 

only to increasing the population beyond the means of 

subsistence. Any increase in the wage rates above 

subsistence level would trigger an increase in the birth 

rate and, therefore, the supply of labor. The expanded 

labor supply would force the wage rate back to subsistence 

level. Any decrease in the wage rate below the subsistence 

level would result in starvation and reduction in the labor 

supply (Belcher, 1964). 

In the late 18th century, Adam Smith's study of labor 

demand and wages contrasted with the previous understanding 

of supply and wages. The labor supply analyzed a result of 

demand for labor and wages were tied to the demand for the 

worker and his skill (Wermel, 1939). 
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Job analysis, originating with Fredrick Taylor in the 

late 19th century, changed compensation theory from a 

sociological to an economic perspective. Taylor (1911) 

proposed that workers could be more efficient and productive 

if trained for a specific job. This specialization of labor 

created the basis for the theory of job specificity. More 

production could be generated if every worker was skilled at 

his one job. The worker was paid for the requirements of 

the job. The Chicago Civil Service Commission in 1911 

analyzed jobs to establish a differentiated pay schedule 

(Belcher, 1964). This was the first systematized 

application of pay for job worth. 

Large-scale application of compensation theory to 

practice did not occur until after World War II. The 

evolution of personnel departments and organized 

compensation programs was sporadic prior to 1940. The 

depression of the 1930s dismantled most personnel 

departments and their programs. Labor union disputes during 

that time also contributed to a waning interest in 

compensation plans and wage determination policies. In the 

1940s, The Bureau of Labor Statistics, under the direction 

of the War Labor Board, accelerated development of wage 

policies with its nationwide wage salary surveys (Nash & 

Carroll, 1975). 
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Traditional Wage Practices 

A plethora of modern wage practices exists including 

setting wage criteria based on rank of the job in the 

hierarchy; skill, referred to as both experience and 

education; and breadth of supervision, to include number of 

employees supervised, also called "responsibility." The 

lists 93 pay determinants grouped as external factors such 

as supply and demand; geographic differences; industry 

patterns; and internal factors like, skill, preparation, 

effort, and personal characteristics (American Compensation 

Association, 1981; Berg, 1976; Dunn & Rachel, 1971; Rebore, 

1982; Reynolds, 1956). 

A tradition-driven theory for setting pay suggests that 

people should be paid the same for doing the same job. 

Individual differences, time in grade, efficiency, skill, or 

preparation should not be considered in compensation 

policies. Pay proportional to effort, cost, or sacrifice, 

is another traditionally used wage determination practice 

(Wood, 1978). This belief supports the conviction that 

people who have spent many years or forgone money in pursuit 

of a higher education deserve more pay. The compensation of 

physicians in the United States seems to reflect this 

thinking. 

Berg (1976) identifies a wage criterion as a 

compensable factor that influences job salary. It is the 
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criterion for determining the value of the job. In order to 

qualify as a compensable factor, the criterion must be found 

in all jobs but in different quantities. Several wage 

criteria are in use. 

Wage Criterion - Performance 

Research on private sector compensation reports mixed 

results in identifying the criteria in use. Albrecht and 

Jhin (1978) report in their study of executive salaries and 

wage criteria, that neither the level of executive's 

responsibility nor his performance strongly influences 

compensation. The study tested the relationship between pay 

and responsibility for the 148 highest paid executives in 

the United States. A multiple regression analysis of the 

variables of total assets, total sales, total number of 

shares of a company, total share value, and total corporate 

profits was completed. The data revealed little correlation 

between executive pay and performance. 

A traditional practice that is supported by theory is 

the practice of paying for performance. Expectancy theory 

links job performance to employee beliefs concerning the 

degree to which pay is related to job performance (Lawler, 

1981). 

One study reports that 38% of employees who 

perceived that performance would lead to higher pay 

were high producers. Of the employees who saw no 
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correlation between productivity and pay, only 21% were 

judged to be high producers (Georgopoulous, Mahoney & Jones, 

1957). Expectancy theory also suggests that in addition to 

tying important rewards to performance, organizations must 

do so in a manner that will lead employees to believe the 

relationship exists. Just how infrequently this is done is 

highlighted by the results of a national survey of randomly 

selected employed individuals. Only 27.2% of those surveyed 

said they were likely to get a bonus or pay increase if they 

did their job well (Quinn & Staines, 1979). 

In spite of these findings, Lawler (1981) suggests the 

most important reason for paying based on the criterion of 

performance is the potential this practice has for 

motivating effective performance. Additionally, there is 

evidence that individuals are more satisfied with their pay 

when they perceive it to be tied to performance (Lawler, 

1971). 

The goal of current research on salaries and wages is 

to identify wage criteria that, if rewarded, would enhance 

productivity and retain workers. Researchers have begun to 

identify criteria used to determine wages in the public and 

private sector. 

Wage Criterion - Seniority 

A criterion frequently used to establish salary is 

seniority. Rebore (1982) suggests that the length of time 
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in a particular position plays a significant role in 

allocating rewards in the public sector. The reason that 

seniority has been used by educational organizations to 

determine salaries is because the practice is so easy to 

apply and is easy for employees to understand. 

Dunn and Rachel (1971) issue a caveat on the use of 

seniority to determine salaries: "Wage policies based on 

seniority would seem to be related to the objectives of 

holding employees; however, practically no research work has 

been done that would convince us that these policies have 

this effect on behavior" (p. 326). 

Other authors question the usefulness of using 

seniority as a criterion for wage determination. Seniority 

as a wage criterion, whose goal is to retain and attract 

employees, has proved ineffective when it is the sole 

criterion for salary determination (Rebore, 1982; Taylor, 

1975). 

Wage Criterion - Education 

Education is regarded as a component of the employee's 

background. Certain jobs require a minimum level of 

schooling from a formal educational institution, while 

others substitute experience for education. While there 

appears to be a positive correlation between salary and 

education in white collar professions, additional education 

(graduate or post graduate studies), does not insure salary 
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increases unless the degree is in a high demand field 

(Berg, 1976). 

Gender as a Basis for Determining Wages 

Although much of the research done on the impact of 

wage criteria on salaries is limited, there is evidence in 

recent literature on the effect of gender on salaries. The 

persistence of a wide male-female earnings differential 

continues. Through 1978, women who worked full time 

continued to earn 60% as much as men (Hedges & Mellor, 

1978). Despite the rise in the feminist movement, the 

enactment of equal opportunity legislation, and the rapid 

increase in women in the labor force, a substantial 

difference has existed in salaries for the last four decades 

(O'Neill, 1986). A large number of studies have 

investigated the determinates of women1s earnings and the 

sources of the wage gap. 

As women increase their representation in managerial, 

professional, sales, and technical occupations, the wage 

criteria of gender will have less and less impact on their 

salaries (Bianchi & Rytina, 1986). In 1981 data from the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, national average pay of men in 

narrowly defined white collar jobs generally exceeded the 

earnings of their female counterparts, but the difference 

was smaller than the marked wage difference in 

nonprofessional jobs (Sieling, 1984) . 
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Some of the highly paid public sector occupations for 

women are characterized by relatively high wage ratios of 

women's to men's earnings. A sex-earnings ratio of more 

than 80% is reported for secondary school teachers (Rytina, 

1982). This suggests that while the public sector may not 

offer the most highly paid employment, the gender wage 

criterion may not affect salaries as critically as in the 

private sector. Further research is warranted to 

substantiate this supposition. 

Wage Criterion - Ethnicity 

Most research on racial discrimination focuses on 

problems of access and treatment discrimination against 

minorities in their fight to gain access to and be promoted 

within white, male-dominated professions (Terborg & Ilgen, 

1975). One recent study does report discrimination in 

awarding salaries to minority professors at a southwestern 

university (Ford, 1984). 

Legal Ramifications of Salary Differentials 

Both Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 

U.S.C. Sec 2000e et seg. and the Equal Pay Act of 1963, 29 

U.S.C. Sec 206(d), prohibit sex-based compensation 

discrimination. Title VII provides a vehicle for employees 

to challenge employment practices that discriminate based on 

sex, race, color, religion, and national origin. 
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The Equal Pay Act prohibits an employer from 

discriminating between employees on the basis of sex by 

paying wages to employees at a rate less than the rate at 

which he pays wages to employees of the opposite sex. But 

unequal pay can be based on a seniority system, a merit 

system, a quality of production system, or any other factor 

other than sex. 

Compensation Practices in Public School Systems 

The history of compensation practices in education 

dates to the beginning of community supported schools. 

Personnel policies concerning salary determination changed 

over the last 50 years. Prior to the 20th century, 

compensation was generally determined by individual 

negotiations between the administrator and the 

superintendent or school board. Rarely did two employees, 

even with similar qualifications, receive the same pay for 

the same job within a school district. Salary was based on 

personal characteristics of the employee. Married men were 

frequently paid more than single men, single women more than 

married women, parents more than nonparents (Greene, 1971). 

Nineteenth century placement files report some unusual 

compensation practices for educators. Teachers were 

expected to live with certain families, and room and board 

became part of their compensation. Supplemental income came 

from taking in orphans, tending the school furnace, cleaning 
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the building, and serving as the town sexton. Many 

administrators acted as part-time teachers. They also 

negotiated salaries. Factors considered in determining 

their salaries included district size, location, level of 

achievement of the school (as measured by the test score of 

the students), and the sex, age, experience, and connections 

of the administrator (Greene, 1971). 

The gradual transition from small rural schools to more 

complex urban systems brought change in the compensation 

policies of school districts. By the beginning of the 20th 

century a trend toward uniform salaries based on formal 

schooling or preparation and years of experience was 

evident. The single salary schedule appeared for teachers 

and administrators. The schedule had a matrix of graduated 

steps for years of experience and columns for academic 

preparation. Each administrative job cluster had its own 

salary schedule with assistant principals at a lower level 

than principals and elementary principals being paid less 

than secondary principals (Greene, 1971). These pay 

differentials for elementary, junior high, and senior high 

principals rewarded more complex schools. The older the 

students, the more complex the school (Steiber, 1973). 

Although the majority of school districts still use it, 

the single salary schedule has lost favor over the years 

because the assumptions upon which it was based are 
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unacceptable to most school personnel (Castetter, 1982). 

These challenged assumptions include: 

1. School employees should be paid solely on the basis 

of professional preparation and experience. 

2. The effectiveness of the employee increases with 

experience and preparation. 

3. All positions in each job cluster are equal in 

importance and responsibility. 

In spite of the fact that the single salary schedule 

has been criticized, it remains deeply entrenched in the 

American education system. It is easy to understand and 

facilitates easy administration by school boards. Unions 

have encouraged its use because it virtually guarantees 

salary increases regardless of performance (Castetter, 

1982) . 

Castetter (1982) reports that with the disenchantment 

with the single salary schedules, school systems are turning 

to an index or ratio salary schedule, "a technique by which 

a system of multipliers is used to establish experience 

increments and preparation differentials in relation to a 

base salary" (p. 329). Frequently the teachers' average 

salary in a district is used as the index of 1.00, and all 

other positions are a multiple of that salary. 

Paraprofessionals and classified personnel would be indexed 

at less than .999, and administrators would receive a salary 

greater than 1.01 times a teacher's salary. 
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Steiber (1973) reports that approximately half of all 

administrators' salaries are structured as an index of the 

teachers1 salary schedule. Fifty-seven percent of 

California school systems use a ratio or index of teachers' 

salaries to determine administrative salaries (Taylor, 

1975). 

Advantages to this technique include: 

1. Internal structure is readily understandable. 

2. The plan can be used for all personnel on the 

payroll. 

3. Planners can decide the job characteristics and 

values before establishing dollar values. 

4. Dollar amounts can be altered without modifying the 

established relationships for preparation and experience. 

Both single and indexed salary schedules rely primarily 

on experience as a criterion for compensation and receive 

the same criticism as does the practice of paying for 

seniority in business. A survey of 79 California 

administrators indicated they felt that pay based solely on 

longevity reduced incentives for better performance (Taylor, 

1975). 

A third salary system is the minimum/maximum range 

system. The minimum/maximum range systems are not lock-

stepped like the schedule techniques. A school system 

determines a hierarchy of positions and then places a 
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monetary value on each position. The hierarchy is 

established based on a job analysis. Selected wage 

criteria, such as knowledge, experience, education, and 

complexity of the job responsibility are analyzed. The 

value of the job is based on the criteria. Usually a wage 

range with a minimum, maximum, and midpoint is determined 

for each position. Salaries are set within the range of 

each position. This structure provides control over equity, 

competitiveness, and affordability (TASB, 1985). 

Teacher Salary Research 

Salary studies in educational administration have 

focused on teachers1 salaries. Researchers have been 

concerned with explaining salary differences among districts 

and the effect of those differences in attracting and 

retaining teachers. There is no commonly accepted economic 

theory of relationships between supply and demand of 

teachers and teachers salaries (Mathews & Brown, 1980). It 

has even been argued that traditional open-market 

explanations are inappropriate. Vaizy (1972) stated that 

teacher salaries are "administered prices, bearing little 

relation to market determined wage and salary levels . . . " 

(p. 71). 

However, research in educational administration 

provides some support for two theories on determinants of 

teacher salaries: the hedonic wage theory which reflects 
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open market assumptions and the social comparison theory, 

i.e., the orbit of coercive comparison. Hedonic wage theory 

addresses the teacher's decision to take a position and the 

districts decision to offer it from a traditional economic 

perspective. The hedonic wage theory views the teacher as a 

rational individual seeking to maximize personal benefits. 

Thus teachers select the place of employment that offers the 

best mix of monetary and nonmonetary rewards. As teachers 

evaluate job opportunities, they examine the mix of salary, 

benefits, working conditions, and community characteristics 

districts offer. Less attractive districts may have to 

offer higher salaries to attract teachers. School districts 

may have to design compensation packages to attract teachers 

with desirable characteristics, for example, paying for more 

advanced education or years of experience. Supporting this 

theory, Antos and Rosen (1975) showed that equalizing wage 

differentials on working conditions were important sources 

of teacher wage variation. Chambers (1980) argued that the 

wages a specific district offers a specific teacher are a 

function of the set of observed personal characteristics of 

a teacher, the job characteristics of the districts, and the 

unobserved tastes and characteristics of the teacher. By 

holding job characteristics constant, it is possible to 

examine the salary differentials associated with differences 

in personal characteristics. Similarly, by holding personal 
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characteristics constant, the salaries associated with 

variations in job conditions can be examined. 

Research based on the assumptions of this theory has 

examined the interaction between the mix of monetary and 

nonmonetary rewards and teacher characteristics. 

Researchers have been especially concerned with districts* 

varying ability to attract teachers. Swanson (1961) showed 

that districts with a more attractive mix of benefits, 

defined as level of expenditure, attracted teachers from 

districts spending less. Similarly, Pederson (1973) 

examined teacher mobility in Michigan in 1965-1966 and 1966-

1967 and found that the higher the salary differential 

between two districts, the higher the teacher migration from 

the lower to the higher paying district. Additionally, the 

higher the differentials in per pupil expenditure and state 

equalized valuation per pupil between districts, the higher 

the migration rate from the less wealthy to the more wealthy 

district. 

Teacher experience seems to affect teacher perceptions 

of the attractiveness of a position. Sewell (1971) found 

that experienced teachers in three California districts 

reported more willingness to remain in inner city schools if 

working conditions such as smaller classes, increased 

flexibility, increases in aides, staff specialists, release 

time, and better physical facilities existed. Pederson 
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(1973) reported an interaction between sex and experience. 

Men under the age of 30 were most likely to move to higher 

spending districts, while women in the same age group were 

more likely to move to districts with equal or lower 

expenditures. Bruno (1981) examined incentives attracting 

teachers to work in racially isolated urban schools. He 

found that an incentive plan offering an 11% salary 

differential for working in such schools was most attractive 

to beginning teachers, while experienced teachers were more 

concerned about work environment. 

Mathews and Brown (1980) used the concept of the orbit 

of coercive comparison which explains that organizational 

salaries are influenced strongly by salaries paid by 

organizations competing for the same workers. They 

confirmed the existence of the orbit of coercive comparison 

in public education. Their examination of the relationship 

between changes in beginning teachers' salaries and the cost 

of living in 19 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas 

(SMSAs) showed that the cost of living was not a significant 

factor in determining salaries. In their survey of 388 

superintendents, 253 indicated that the amount of money 

available in their district was the most important factor in 

determining salary schedules, while 79 identified salaries 

in other districts. 

In an earlier study, Gerwin (1973) examined practices 

of setting beginning teachers' salaries in Wisconsin and 
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found social comparison at work. When beginning salaries 

were increased in leading districts, other school systems 

responded by raising their salaries. 

Research has attempted to identify school district 

characteristics affecting salary with mixed results. 

Netusil and Manatt (1969) examined school districts in Iowa 

and concluded that variations in salary depended on a mix of 

economic, geographic, psychological, and political factors 

unique to each school district. However, King (1979) 

examined school district/community characteristics as 

predictors of teachers' salaries in New York State and found 

that a community's socioeconomic status is the strongest 

predictor of teachers' salary levels. Community ability and 

willingness to pay are strongly affected by socioeconomic 

factors. These factors condition the staffing and salary 

policies of districts rewarding teacher training and 

experience. King further notes that the construction of 

salary schedules within district rewards teachers on the 

basis of experience, training, tenure, and certification 

status, characteristics with weak and inconsistent 

relationships to student achievement. 

King (1979) cited an analysis of Equality of 

Educational Opportunity Survey data that found differences 

in the cost of living, quality of the local labor force, and 

the quality of teachers themselves to be insignificant in 
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explaining salary differences among districts. He reported 

that salaries were influenced by levels of per capita income 

and by salaries paid in competing occupations in the 

community. 

The policies and practices of setting administrators' 

salaries may reflect those policies and practices districts 

use to reward teachers. From this research, one might 

predict that district spending levels will affect 

administrator as well as teacher salaries. The level of 

administrator salaries may reflect the process of social 

comparison as districts in a given area attempt to maintain 

parity. If criteria for rewarding teachers are reflected in 

administrators' salaries, one would expect experience and 

level of education to affect administrators* salaries. 

Salary Research in Educational Administration 

Many salary surveys are related in the literature. 

Annually the Educational Research Service, sponsored by the 

American Association of School Administrators and the 

national elementary and secondary principals' associations, 

reports a nationwide survey of public school administrators' 

salaries. This system-by-system listing of over 500 school 

districts gives each system's minimum and maximum salary for 

each administrative position (Steiber, 1973). 

Two educational salary surveys of administrative 

salaries identify specific wage criteria that are used to 
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determine salaries. A California school system analyzed the 

compensation policy it used for administrative positions 

(Taylor, 1.975) . A management consultant team evaluated each 

administrative position using questionnaires and job audit 

interviews. Seventy-nine administrators' questionnaires 

were returned. These administrators reported disenchantment 

with the use of tenure as the sole criterion for pay. 

Although most agreed that longevity and academic credits 

were rational factors that could be included to determine 

pay, other wage criteria were suggested, including school 

size, student population characteristics, school location, 

and the existence of special programs. 

The recommendation of the audit in the Taylor (1975) 

study was to establish wage criteria common to all 

administrative positions. Each factor was weighted with 

approximately one half of the total job value assigned to 

traditional factors, such as years of experience, highest 

degree earned, and number of hours and months worked. Half 

of the pay was influenced by new criteria, including level 

of management responsibility (size and complexity of school, 

number of people supervised, and district-wide impact); 

consequence of errors (number of people inside and outside 

the district affected by errors); and effectiveness, also 

called performance. which was determined by the employee 

evaluation (Taylor, 1975). 
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Steiber (1973) analyzed administrative salary data from 

a stratified random sample of 562 school districts 

nationwide. Ninety-seven percent of the large districts 

(Average Daily Attendance [ADA] over 12,000) reported having 

salary schedules for administrators. Only 29% of the small 

districts (ADA less than 6,000) had schedules. 

The survey found the criteria used for compensation 

were similar to the Taylor study. Differentials were paid 

by principal's positions level (elementary, secondary), 

academic preparation (master's, doctorate), and the size of 

school based on number of teachers or students. 

The two empirical studies of salaries for educational 

administrators bring to light some interesting findings 

concerning the variable that influences salaries. Pounder 

(1985) selected 11 public school systems in a Midwestern 

state and matched them based on size, type, and location. 

The determinants of the elementary principals* salary in 

these districts were then analyzed. The data collected from 

the 20 women and 88 men included gender, degrees held, years 

in education, and salary. A multiple regression analysis 

was used to measure the unique contribution of each variable 

on the salary. 

Gender was found to be a statistically significant 

variable that accounted for 5.8% of the variance in 

salaries. Holding all other variables constant, gender 
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translated into $136 more per month for male elementary 

principals than female. 

Experience explained 16% of the salary variance while 

educational level had a negligible impact. Pounder (1985) 

found experience, degree held, and gender to account for 23% 

of the variance in administrative salaries. She suggests 

further studies are warranted to determine what other 

factors are used for making administrative salary decisions. 

Tracy (1987) found personal and professional 

characteristics of the job holder (gender, experience) to 

affect salary more than the characteristics of the job 

(level of responsibility, impact on decisions). Fourteen 

suburban Ohio school districts1 administrative salaries were 

studied to determine the factors that accounted for salary 

differences. A total of 293 administrators provided 

detailed information about their jobs. The administrators 

reported on a continuum, from extensive to occasional, the 

amount of involvement their job required of each: 

(a) accountability/impact on decision-making, (b) area of 

decision making, (c) knowledge and experience, 

(d) responsibility for students, (e) responsibility for 

staff, (f) percentage of decisions cleared with superior, 

and (g) public involvement and budget responsibilities. As 

a cross-check on this self-report, a detailed job 

description was collected on each position. Demographic 

data of age and sex were also collected. 



32 

Comparable positions were matched. Jobs of business 

managers and principals were found to vary little in 

position descriptions, but directors, consultants, and 

assistant superintendents were found to have very different 

positions descriptions and were not comparable. A multiple 

regression analysis determined significant variables as 

salary predictors. Reported in order of impact on salary, 

they are: (a) years in present position, (b) years in 

administration, (c) years in education, (d) number of 

students supervised, (e) number of staff supervised, 

(f) age, (g) total district budget, and (h) percent of 

decisions cleared with supervisor. 

The study also found gender to significantly affect 

salary, appearing ninth on the list of significant 

variables. When controlling for professional background and 

characteristics of the position, the average female 

administrator earned $2,431 less annually than her male 

counterpart. Tracy (1987) suggests a need for further 

research using a larger sample that is stratified by job 

categories to determine how selected criteria affect other 

administrative positions. 

Conclusions 

The literature provides a beginning for selecting 

criteria that influence salary. Teacher studies suggest 

school wealth to be a significant factor influencing 
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teachers' salaries. Experience appears to be a primary 

determinant of salaries in the private and public sector. 

Administrative salaries vary based on the size of the school 

supervised, the school level, and the degrees held. 

Discrimination also affects the wages of women and 

minorities. 

The limited information available concerning variables 

that influence administrative salaries and the increased 

interest in attracting and retaining personnel makes this 

study of particular importance to school systems. Further 

information is needed to add to the data base of which 

variables significantly affect administrative salaries. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION OF DATA 

The Population 

The 27 school districts chosen for the study are 

suburban districts with average daily attendance (ADA) over 

10,000. These districts are all located within the county 

of a major urban center in Texas, specifically Houston, 

Dallas-Fort Worth, El Paso, and San Antonio. Suburban 

districts have been chosen because they tend to be 

"lighthouse" districts (serving as "beacons" to other 

districts) and are perceived as early adopters of innovative 

practices. Sjogren (1980) notes that the term was 

originally applied to urban districts, but since the 1950s, 

the term now refers to districts with at least one of the 

following characteristics: 

1. They are model districts with model educational 

programs. 

2. They are suburban districts. 

3. They are characterized by high wealth or high per 

pupil expenditure. 

Research on diffusion of innovation also shows suburban 

districts to be early adopters of organizational innovation. 

34 
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The adoption pattern of innovations with organizations 

begins as the organization is introduced through the largest 

city in a region and disbursed to the smaller organizations. 

House (1974) demonstrated that this pattern shaped the 

statewide adoption of gifted education programs in Illinois. 

The research suggested that the suburban districts in 

this study would be the most likely to have implemented 

model compensation programs. In addition, Steiber's (1973) 

findings would suggest these districts are more likely than 

smaller districts to have formal salary policies and 

practices. 

Data Collection 

Determining Policies and Procedures 

The compensation policies and procedures of suburban 

school districts were analyzed. Criteria used to determine 

administrative salaries were reported. 

There are two data collection phases in this study. A 

telephone survey of the 27 personnel directors was 

conducted. A detailed interview protocol was designed to 

obtain information about what wage criterion and salary 

policies were used to determine administrative salaries 

(Appendix A). 

Twenty-seven personnel directors were contacted to 

request interviews. Four personnel directors declined an 

interview. In most cases the director of personnel provided 
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the information, but in one case an assistant director 

answered the questions. In another large district, the 

information concerning a new salary policy was provided by 

the person who designed the system—the superintendent. 

The purpose of the telephone interview was to provide a 

comprehensive description of the wage determination process. 

These interviews provided an indication of the typical 

criteria used by the suburban districts in determining 

administrative salaries. Copies of formal schedules and 

written policy, where available, were requested. 

Determining Significant Wage Criteria 

To determine what wage criteria influence salaries, the 

study utilized data from the school districts' 1986-1987 

Roster of Personnel, as reported to the Texas Education 

Agency. Districts are required to send this data to the 

Texas Education Agency annually. District reports are 

subject to audit under TEC 16.055. It is, therefore, 

assumed that this information is accurate. The analysis of 

the data will answer the question of what relationship there 

is between administrative salaries and specific wage 

criteria. The variables examined for each administrative 

position include: (a) gender, (b) degrees earned, (c) 

district years of experience in education, (d) total years 

of experience in education, (e) actual salary for the 1986-

1987 school year, (f) ethnicity, and (g) per pupil 
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expenditure. Data on school size came from the Texas School 

Directory, published annually by the Texas Education Agency. 

The following files were obtained from the Texas 

Education Agency's data base: (a) district code, (b) campus 

code, (c) assignment code, (d) gender, (e) ethnicity, 

(f) degree, (g) total experience, (h) district experience, 

(i) local salary, (j) 1986-1987 ADA (school), (k) 1986-1987 

ADA (district), and (1) district budget. 

The salaries of all administrators with the following 

professional status codes were examined: 

9201-Deputy Superintendent 

9202-Associate Superintendent 

9203-Assistant Superintendent 

9204-Administrative Officer, Business 

9205-Administrative Officer, Personnel 

5101-Principal, Elementary 

5102-Principal, Secondary 

5201-Assistant Principal, Elementary 

5202-Assistant Principal, Secondary 

A total of 11 positions were analyzed. The secondary 

principal and assistant principal are separated by school 

level by combining the local campus code with the position 

code so that the analysis was made on all high school 

positions separate from the junior high or middle school 

positions. 
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Data Analysis 

Qualitative data gathered from the telephone interviews 

have been quantified by percentage of sameness of response. 

Frequency of the same responses has been recorded. 

Percentages have been reported of these like responses. 

Nonquantifiable responses have been reported as summaries 

and case studies. 

The data gathered from the Texas Education Agency 1986-

1987 Roster of Personnel reports have been analyzed by 

computer using multiple linear regression. Using full 

models and reduced models, the relationships between gender, 

district experience, ethnicity, total experience, size of 

school, degrees held, and per pupil expenditure to 

administrative salaries in each job category have been 

determined. The unique contribution that each variable 

makes in predicting the other independent variables has been 

determined through a comparison of the full model to the 

reduced models (Ferguson, 1981). 

R 2 F X = b 0 + b 1 x 1 + b 2 x 2 + b 3 X 3 + b 4 x 4 

—2R — = — 0 + — 2 — 2 + — 3 — 3 + ^ 4 ^ 4 + f e 5 K 5 

Y = dependent variable (salaries) 

b Q = gender 

b ! = district experience in education 

b 2 = total experience in education 
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b 3 = school size 

b 4 = degrees held 

b 5 = ethnicity 

b 6 = per pupil expenditure 

Multiple regression has been used to analyze the data 

in order to determine the relationship of the variables to 

the administrative salaries of each professional status 

code. An analysis has been made of the unique contribution 

of each variable to the salary while holding the other 

variables constant. 

Multiple regression allows the researcher to measure 

the magnitude of the whole relationship of a variable to the 

dependent variable (salaries). Additionally, the analysis 

has the ability to measure the unique contribution of each 

variable independent of the others (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). 

In designing the regression analysis, the researcher 

suggests that the salary level is a function of several 

independent variables: (a) experience, (b) education, (c) 

gender, (d) ethnicity, and (e) school size. Each variable 

should explain part of the variation in salaries. The 

number of variables has been limited to criteria identified 

in the literature on compensation. Research shows that as 

variables are added, they tend to duplicate each other. 

Many variables that are correlated with a dependent variable 

are correlated among themselves (Buford, Burkhalter & 



40 

Wilmoth, 1983). Thus, there is limited usefulness in adding 

new variables to a regression equation. 

The dependent variable of administrative salary was 

operationalized as daily salary to control for variations in 

contract length. The independent variables of gender, years 

of district experience in education, total years' experience 

in education, school size (for principal and assistant 

principals), district size (for central office personnel), 

highest degree earned, and the district's per pupil 

expenditure were analyzed for each of the 11 positions. 

In order to use the variables of degree and ethnicity 

in the regression study, two transformations were performed 

on the data. First, both variables were collapsed into 

three categories. In degree, the nondegree and bachelor's 

degree were collapsed into one category and renamed 

"bachelor's or lower." The other categories were master's 

degree and doctorate. Because of the limited number in the 

sample (6), Asians and Indians were collapsed with the 

Caucasians to form one category called "White and Other." 

Blacks were dummy coded 1 and Hispanics were coded 2. When 

the effect of ethnicity and degree were tested in the 

regression studies, the two dummy variables were evaluated 

to determine their joint effect on the equation. The gender 

variable was coded female 0 or male 1. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

The results of the study of the criteria that affect 

administrative salaries in selected Texas school districts 

are reported in this chapter. The information obtained 

from the telephone interviews with the personnel directors 

is reviewed first. Included in the report are the types of 

salary structures or policies, followed by a descriptive 

example of each type. A summary of the variables that 

affect salary, as reported by the school district personnel 

directors, is detailed. 

The results of the multiple regression analysis for 

each position are reported. Significant factors are 

examined and reported. Data on nonsignificant variables is 

not reported but can be examined in Appendix A. 

Salary Schedules and Policies 

The purpose of the first research question was to 

determine what wage criteria and salary policies were used 

by suburban Texas school districts to determine 

administrative salaries. Information on formal salary 

policies was received from personnel directors in telephone 

41 
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interviews. Twenty-three of the 27 personnel directors 

agreed to be interviewed. Reasons given for refusing the 

interview included, "it's against board [Board of Trustees] 

policy" and lack of information by a new personnel director 

who was not familiar with his district's procedures. In 

most cases the director of personnel provided the 

information, but in one case an assistant director for 

personnel answered the questions. These interviews provided 

information on the formal and informal criteria the school 

district considers in making salary decisions. Formal, 

written salary policies were requested from each school 

district. 

Nineteen of the 23 districts participating in the 

interviews had a written salary policy. Fourteen of those 

forwarded their policies for further analysis. Of the 

districts with no written policy, two were in transition to 

a new compensation system and had not yet developed the 

written report on the new system. The school district's 

Board of Trustees determines individual salaries in the 

other two districts. 

The analysis of the interviews and the written policy 

revealed that the 23 school districts' policies can be 

categorized into 1 of 3 compensation practices: (a) formal 

salary schedule, (b) a form of minimum/maximum range 

schedule, or (c) other practices that do not conform to the 

constraints of the two previously mentioned schedules. 
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Examples and descriptions of these three types of 

compensation practices follow. 

Formal Salary Schedule 

Formal salary schedules were used by all school 

districts prior to the passage of the educational reform act 

of House Bill 72 (Texas Association of School Boards, 1985). 

Thirteen of the 23 reporting districts currently use the 

same type of formal salary schedule as had been used prior 

to HB 72. 

The formal salary schedule values experience in 

education as the paramount criterion for determining an 

administrator's salary. The number of years a person has 

taught and/or been an administrator is totaled to determine 

experience. Experience inside or outside the district is 

weighted equally. 

The formal salary schedule is easy to interpret and 

implement. Each administrative position has a column of 

years of experience, grouped into steps. A salary is listed 

for each corresponding group. Using the salary schedule, an 

administrator can predict his/her salary by finding the 

years of experience and locating the adjacent salary figure. 

Changing the schedule from year to year is easily done by 

increasing all steps by a set percentage, flat figure, or by 

an arbitrary amount that may vary from position to position. 

Case 1 - Formal Salary Schedule. 

District 1, like 13 of the 23 reporting districts, uses 
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a formal salary schedule. Each administrative position has 

the salary reported by experience. The following table 

shows the salary schedule for a senior high school assistant 

principal. 

Table 1 

Senior High Assistant Principal Salary Schedule 

Years1 experience Salary 

6 

7 

8 

2 8 , 5 7 3 

2 9 , 1 7 1 

2 9 , 8 6 5 

1 7 - 2 0 

21-22 

3 9 , 5 6 1 

4 0 , 1 8 4 

28+ 4 2 , 5 0 4 

Note. *Data omitted for brevity. 

This formal salary schedule provides for annual salary 

increases through the 8th year of experience. Between 17 

and 20 years of experience the administrator theoretically 

will receive the same salary, unless the Board of Trustees 

adjusts all salaries. Theoretically, an administrator could 
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predict his salary in the future by looking at the schedule, 

but in reality, the schedules are adjusted every year. The 

administrator will receive a step increase in salary and an 

increase for inflation. At 28 years of experience, the 

administrator has reached the salary ceiling and cannot 

receive a higher salary. 

A different salary schedule is devised for each 

administrative position. Positions considered more complex 

reflect higher salaries. The following table reports the 

mean daily salary by position. The higher salary implies a 

more complex job. 

Table 2 

Mean Daily Salary of Studied Administrative Positions 

Position Mean daily salary 

Deputy superintendent $286, .34 

Associate superintendent 262, .51 

Assistant superintendent 253, .99 

Senior high principal 227. .58 
Junior high principal 211. .92 
Personnel officer 206. .54 

Elementary principal 202. .71 

Senior high assistant principal 188. ,23 
Business officer 187. ,62 
Junior high assistant principal 178. ,34 
Elementary assistant principal 171. 32 
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Minimum/Maximum Range Schedules 

Seven of the 23 school districts that responded to the 

survey used a minimum/maximum range schedule. In most cases 

this procedure has been implemented within the last 3 years 

and was established after a district policy analysis by the 

Texas School Board Association or an independent accounting 

firm. Although touted by some of the reporting personnel 

directors as being more flexible and cost effective than the 

formal salary schedule, one personnel director reported that 

his district returned to the formal salary schedule after 

having tried the minimum/maximum schedule. 

The minimum/maximum schedule is not based exclusively 

on years of experience. A minimum and maximum salary is 

determined for each administrative position based on its 

"value" to the organization. The value to the organization 

is based on factors such as complexity of the position, 

number of people supervised, and the direct impact on the 

organization. A hierarchy of positions is established. 

Like jobs are grouped together in position grades and given 

the same minimum/maximum range. Each position grade has a 

number of "steps." Theoretically, any new person to a 

position will start at the first step, regardless of the 

total number of years of experience in education. 

Advancement through the steps is based on performance 

evaluations. An example of the use of a minimum/maximum 

salary schedule follows. 
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Case 2 - Minimum/Maximum Salary Schedule. 

District 2 initiated a change in its salary policy by 

requesting an analysis from a national accounting firm. 

Adopting a minimum/maximum salary policy required a series 

of procedures. 

First, a local school district committee evaluated all 

the administrative positions and wrote a job description for 

each position in the school district. The committee 

evaluated the positions based on the following criteria: 

(a) knowledge and skill required, (b) impact of the position 

on the organization, (c) contact with the public, 

(d) innovation, (e) level of management required, and 

(f) amount of judgement/decision making/problem solving 

required. Based on this input, the committee grouped jobs 

with similar requirements together into a pay grade. Based 

on this analysis, a hierarchy of jobs was established. 

Salary data was determined using state and national 

wage and salary surveys. By using business and education 

salary surveys, the committee determined the market value of 

each position. A minimum and maximum salary was set for 

each position and pay grade. A new person entering the 

position would receive the minimum salary. The maximum 

salary would be the most paid to anyone holding that 

position. Advancement through the steps is based on the 

administrator's performance evaluation. The following is 
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the minimum/maximum salary schedule for a senior high school 

assistant principal. 

Table 3 

Senior High Assistant Principal Salary Schedule 

Step Minimum Maximum 

0 $29,887 $29,887 

1 29,887 32,689 

2 32,689 35,491 

3 35,491 38,293 

4 38,293 41,095 

The minimum/maximum salary schedule is not as easy to 

interpret as the formal salary schedule. District 2 

publishes a report for administrators explaining how a new 

position administrator's salary is determined. 

If the current salary for an individual moving from one 

pay grade to another pay grade is less than the midpoint of 

the new pay grade, the new assignment salary is calculated 

by identifying the difference between the minimum daily 

rates of the two pay grades. Then, the pay increase on the 

old pay grade is determined from the salary schedule. Next, 

the difference between the minimum daily rates of the two 

pay grades, plus the increase on the old pay grade, yields 
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the per diem adjustment. The annual salary for the old 

position is then divided by the number of days worked. Add 

the per diem adjustment to the daily rate just calculated; 

this provides the daily rate for the new position. The 

annual salary for the new position is then derived by 

multiplying the daily rate times the number of days worked. 

Other Salary Determination Procedures 

Three school districts surveyed used a compensation 

plan different from both the formal salary schedule and the 

minimum/maximum range schedule. One district uses a point 

system, partially based on performance to determine job 

worth. This system will be described in the following case. 

Of the remaining two districts, one uses a Management by 

Objectives compensation plan and awards salaries based on 

performance. The final school district uses the subjective 

decision of the personnel director who reports he "pays them 

what they•re worth." 

Case 3 - Other Salary Determination Procedures. 

District 3 includes performance as only one aspect 

of the administrator's salary. The newly appointed 

superintendent recently revised the entire salary structure 

to reflect pay for factors based on evaluation of 

performance and level of responsibility. 

The salary schedule established five base pay levels 

for administrative personnel beginning with Level 1 which is 
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indexed to the teacher's salary schedule. The possible 

salary range within each level is 33%. This 33% spread is 

determined by points allocated based on five criteria. The 

number of points received on the responsibility/performance 

index is converted to a percentage increase in the daily 

rate salary. The annual salary is then determined by 

multiplying the daily rate times the number of contract 

days. The following chart details the criteria used and the 

points allocated. 

Table 4 

Responsibility/Performance Index 

Category Allocation Allocation basis 

Position tenure 0 - 5 

Position complexity 0 - 8 

Special responsibility 0 - 3 

Professional growth 0 - 5 

One point per 2-
year period 

Number of employees 
supervised 

Unusual work load/ 
assignment 

Determined by action 
plan 

Performance 0 - 1 2 Determined by per-
formance evaluation 

Total .33 
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Other Criteria Influencing Salary 

Experience. 

Twenty-two of the 23 school districts in this study 

used experience as one part of their procedure for 

determining salary. Those districts who use the minimum/ 

maximum method for determining salaries, reported placing 

administrators with experience at or near the midpoint of 

the range, thereby using experience as one of the wage 

criteria. Only the district using a Management by 

Objective, performance-based plan did not compensate for 

years of experience in education. Although experience was 

the most frequently cited criterion used in compensation 

decisions, other factors were reported that impacted 

administrators1 salaries. 

Advanced Degrees. 

Districts were asked if they paid additional salary to 

administrators who held a master's degree or doctorate. 

Only 9 of the total 23 districts used advanced degrees as a 

criterion for additional pay. Within those nine districts 

was a wide range of compensation practices. Although the 

doctorate is the most frequently compensated education 

variable (in all nine districts that compensate for 

degrees), the supplements vary. The increases in salary for 

a doctorate varies from an additional $500 to $3,000, to an 

additional 5-s of base pay, to moving up one step on the pay 
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schedule. No district reports compensation bonuses given 

for a master's degree, since a master's is required for 

administrative certification. 

Personnel directors in 14 districts that did not pay 

for an advanced degree stated that in the hiring process, 

the applicant with the PhD was frequently given more 

consideration for a position than candidates without the 

doctorate. 

School Size and Complexity. 

All 23 reporting districts used school type and 

complexity as criteria for determining salaries. The older 

the student and the larger the faculty or student body the 

more complex the school. Senior high principals are paid 

more than junior high principals, and junior high or middle 

school administrators receive higher wages than elementary 

principals. 

Ten of the school districts pay school administrators 

based on the size of the school they supervise. In five 

districts, size is based on the Average Daily Attendance 

(ADA) of the student population. Five other suburban 

districts use the number of faculty supervised to determine 

school size. Compensation practices varied from one 

district giving an additional $1,000 for schools with an ADA 

of 500+, to an extra $600 for high school principals and 

$500 for junior high school principals. In other districts 
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no specific criteria was given for compensating based on the 

size of the faculty. Either the superintendent or the 

school board determined the size that deserved extra 

compensation. 

Minorities. 

When interviewed concerning providing incentive pay to 

attract or retain minority administrators, one personnel 

director reflected the response of the majority, stating, 

"We don't have to pay more [to attract minorities]. We have 

a waiting list of people wanting jobs here." None of the 23 

reported paying any additional salary to attract or retain 

minority administrators. 

Salary Surveys. 

All the school districts surveyed compared their 

district salaries to those of other school districts. 

Ninety-one percent of the reporting districts used formal 

surveys conducted by the school district staff or an outside 

agency. 

Summary 

Research question one asked what wage criteria and 

salary policies are used by suburban Texas school districts 

to determine administrative salaries. The results of the 

telephone survey and an analysis of the districts' written 

policies reveal that a majority of the districts use a 

formal salary schedule indexed to the criterion of years of 
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experience in education. The next most commonly occurring 

procedure was the use of the minimum/maximum salary 

schedules. A small number of school districts use a 

procedure different from both the formal schedule and the 

minimum/maximum schedule. 

Personnel directors report, in addition to paying for 

experience, some provide additional pay for advanced 

degrees, school complexity, and school size. None of the 

reporting districts pay to attract or retain minority 

administrators. 

The previous information summarized what criteria 

suburban Texas districts say they compensate for when 

determining administrative salaries. The following data 

gives a statistical analysis of what criteria actually 

affect the salaries of the administrators in the 23 suburban 

school districts in Texas. 

Significant Wage Criteria 

The multiple regression analyzed the relationship 

between administrators' salaries and the wage criteria of: 

(a) gender, (b) degrees earned, (c) years of experience in 

the district, (d) total years of experience in education, 

(e) school size, (f) ethnicity, and (g) per pupil 

expenditure. 

Data available from the Texas Education Agency was used 

to determine the impact of seven variables on 
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administrators' salaries. Complexity of the position was 

operationalized as Average Daily Attendance (ADA). The size 

of the school was the criterion used to measure complexity 

of the position for the principals and assistant principals. 

Central office positions used the district enrollment 

figures. It is assumed that the larger the organization, 

the more complex the job of the administrator. 

Available resources were measured by the district per 

pupil expenditure figure. This shows resources available 

through local and state sources and federal funds 

administered by the state. 

Personal characteristics were measured by the years of 

experience in education, both within and outside the 

district, advanced degrees, gender, and ethnicity. The 

impact for each of these three sets of variables was 

examined for each position (Table 5). 

Table 5 provides means for all the variables of 11 

positions studied. The table shows the majority of the 

administrators in all positions except the elementary 

principalship and assistant principalship are male. 

Minorities occupy a small percentage of administrative 

positions. Reflecting requirements for the mid-management 

and superintendency certification, the majority of the 

administrators in all positions hold a master's degree. 

Fewer hold the doctorate, with the deputy superintendents 

holding the largest percentage of doctorates (39%). 
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As would be expected, the assistant principals have 

fewer years of experience than principals. Business 

officers have the fewest years of experience in education, 

possibly because teaching experience is not required for 

these positions and many are recruited from the private 

sector. With the exception of the personnel officer and 

business officer, the average daily salary of the building 

principals was less than those of the central office 

positions. The principals' salaries suggest a hierarchy 

with the assistant principals paid less than the principals, 

and the elementary principals earning less than the 

secondary principals. In the central office, the salary of 

the deputy superintendent was consistently higher than the 

associate or assistant superintendent. 

Wage Criteria 

Regression analysis was used to determine the impact of 

selected wage criteria on the salary for the following 

positions: elementary principal, middle school/junior high 

principal, senior high principal, elementary assistant 

principal, middle school/junior high assistant principal, 

senior high assistant principal, assistant superintendent, 

associate superintendent, deputy superintendent, personnel 

officer, and business officer. 

The wage criteria selected proved to have a significant 

impact on administrative salaries. With the exception of 
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the variables of total experience and in-district 

experience, the criteria tended to be independent of each 

other. Correlations between total experience and in-

district experience ranged from .228 to .879. The 

significance of the overall regressions was determined using 

the F test. The regressions for all positions but associate 

superintendent were significant. They explained from 15% to 

50% of the variance in salaries. All criteria had some 

effect on at least one position; however, the effects of 

wage criteria were not consistent across positions. 

Table 6 shows the variance in salary explained by the 

equation and the wage criteria with significant coefficients 

(t test, E =.05) for each position. 

Elementary Administrators 

Principals. 

The average daily salary for the elementary principals 

was $202.71 with a standard deviation (SD) of 21.27. 

Average experience was 20.7 (SD = 6.9) years, and average 

in-district experience was 16.1 (SD =7.3) years. Slightly 

more than half of the elementary principals (52%) were 

women, and 87% were white. Hispanics were 9.3%, and blacks 

3.7% of the elementary principals. 

The equation for the prediction of the elementary 

principals daily salary is as follows: 
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Y = (.02214 X PerPup$) + (1.26148888 X ExpTot) + (.12532 X 

ExpDist) + (-13.31368 x Ethl) + (-6.40660 x Eth2) + (4.83306 

x Sex) + (18.2116 x Degl) + (9.68561 x Deg2) + (.0038 x 

Enroll) + 87.54269. 

The adjusted multiple correlation squared is .38874 with a 

standard error of 16.63203. Coefficients with a t 

significant at the .05 level were sex, ethnicity (both 

Hispanic and black), total experience, and per pupil 

expenditure. 

The equation predicts that, holding other variables 

constant, for every dollar per pupil spent in a district, 

the elementary principal's daily salary increases by an 

average of $.02. For every year's increase in total 

experience, the daily salary increased by an average of 

$1.26, while each additional year of in—district experience 

is worth an additional $.125. On the average, being black 

rather than white reduces an elementary principal's daily 

salary by $13.31, while being Hispanic rather than white 

reduces the daily salary by $6.41. Being male rather than 

female is worth $4.83 a day. The elementary principal with 

a master's degree earns $18.21 a day more than would be 

earned if the highest degree were the bachelor's. Holding 

the doctorate is worth an additional $9.69. For each 

additional student enrolled in the school, the elementary 
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principal earns $.004 a day. 
\ 

The strength of the prediction is indicated by the 

coefficient of multiple correlation of .63206. That is, if 

we were to use the equation to predict the daily salary of 

every elementary principal, the correlation between the 

predicted salaries and actual salaries would be .63206. 

The standard error shows about how far the predicted 

salaries would vary from the actual salaries. Approximately 

two thirds of the actual salaries would fall within plus or 

minus $16.63 of the predicted salaries. 

The unique contribution of each variable to the 

prediction is also of interest. The adjusted multiple 

correlation squared of .38874 shows that the equation 

explains roughly 39% of the variance in daily salary. Table 

7 shows the reduction in the multiple correlation squared 

that occurs as each variable in the equation is eliminated. 

The variables are listed in order of impact. All variables 

except enrollment, degrees, and district experience were 

significant at the .01 level. 

If per pupil expenditures were eliminated from the 

equation, the amount of variance explained drops to 24.029%. 

Elminating total experience reduces the explained variance 

to 31.41%. The variables of per pupil expenditure and total 

experience alone account for nearly one fourth of the 

variance in daily salaries. The variance explained by 
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Table 7 

Significant Variables Affecting 

Elementary Principal1s Salary 

R sq change Source Significance 

.14845 PerPup$ .0000 

.07464 ExpTot .0000 

.01825 Ethl + Eth2 .001 

.01191 Sex .001 

.01085 Degl + Deg2 * 

.00189 Enroll * 

.00078 ExpDist * 

Note. *Not significant at the .,05 level, 

ethnicity and gender, though significant, is relatively 

small. 

To determine if the ethnicity significance is the same 

or different for Hispanic principals and black principals, 

an analysis of covariance was performed using ethnicity as 

the independent variable. In the comparison, there was a 

significant difference between the salaries of the white and 

black principals and between the white and Hispanic 

principals, with white principals receiving a higher salary 
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in both cases. There was no significant difference between 

the salaries of the black and Hispanic elementary 

principals. 

Table 8 

Per Dav Salary bv Levels of Ethnirity 

Code Obs. mean Ad j . mean Std, . dev. N 

Black 190, .748 188. .691 13. 271 16 

Hispanic 191. .156 195. ,595 15. 769 48 

White & other 204. ,375 201. ,992 21. 519 448 

Entire sample 202. ,710 21. 273 512 

Tests of Significance for PERDAYS Using 

UNIQUE Sums of Sguares 

Source of 

variation SS DF MS 

Sig. 

of F 

Within cells 

Regression 

Constant 

Ethnic 

138869.08 

82444.96 

1163.38 

4217.58 

503 

6 

1 

2 

276.08 

13740.83 

1163.38 

2108.79 

49.77 

4.21 

7.64 

. 000 

.041 

.001 

(table continues^ 
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Contrast Coeff. Std. err. t value Sig. t lower 

1 vs 2 

1 vs 3 

2 vs 3 

-6.9040820 

-13.300903 

-6.3968213 

4.84289 -1.42561 .155 

4.23741 -3.13892 .002 

2.57223 -2.48688 .013 

Assistant Principals. 

The average daily salary for elementary assistant 

principals was $171.32 with a standard deviation of 20.39. 

Average experience in education was 14.8 (SD = 6.1) and in-

district experience was 11.2 (SI) =6.8) years. Two thirds 

of the elementary assistant principals were women, while 

blacks and Hispanics each comprised 10% of the sample. 

The regression equation for the elementary assistant 

principals is as follows: 

X = (.01382 x PerPup$) + (16.90054 x Degl) + (.0049 x 

Enroll) + (-5.467 x Eth2) + (1.75 x ExpTot) + (5.059 x Sex) 

+ (-2.686 x Ethl) + (2.686 x Deg2) + (.329 x ExpDist) + 

88.49478. 

The adjusted multiple correlation square is .43377 with a 

standard error of 15.34323. Coefficients significant at the 

.05 level were sex, holding the master's degree, per pupil 

expenditure, and total experience. 
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The equation predicts that, holding other variables 

constant, the daily salary of the assistant elementary 

principal increases by an average of $.01 for every dollar 

per pupil spent in the district. Having a master's degree 

increases daily salary by an average of $16.90. Each 

additional year of experience as a teacher or administrator 

increases the daily salary by an average of $1.75. Holding 

all other variables in the equation constant, being male 

increases daily salary by an average $5.06. 

Table 9 shows the unique contribution of each variable 

to the total variance. The variables are listed in order of 

impact. 

The adjusted multiple correlation square of .43377 

shows that the equation accounts for 43% of the variance in 

daily salaries. When total experience is removed from the 

equation, only 31.31% is explained. When district per pupil 

expenditures is eliminated from the equation, 36.87% is 

explained. The combination of Degl and Deg2 reduces the 

multiple correlations square by about 1-1/2%, and sex 

reduces the R2 by approximately 1%. None of the remaining 

variables are significant at the . 05 or lower level. 
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Table 9 

Significant Variables Affecting 

Elementary Assistant Principal's Salary 

R sq change Source Significance 

.12065 ExpTot .0000 

.06510 PerPup$$ .0000 

.01492 Degl + Deg2 .02 

.01290 Sex .02 

.00737 Ethl + Eth2 * 

.00660 Enroll * 

.00496 ExpDist * 

Note. *Not significant at the .05 level. 

Junior High/Middle School Administrators 

Principals. 

The average daily salary for junior high/middle school 

principals was $211.92 (SD = 20.58). The average experience 

as educators was 21 years (SD = 6.6), and the average in-

district experience was 17 years (SD = 7.1). Eighty-six 

percent of the 162 junior high/middle school principals were 

men, 86% were white, 9% were Hispanic, and 4% were black. 
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The equation for the prediction of the junior high/ 

middle school administrators' daily salary is as follows: 

Y = (.02569 x PerPup$) + (-15.12523 x Ethl) + (45.79912 x 

Degl) + (2.39846 x Sex) + (.78938 x ExpTot) + (-1.59764 x 

Eth2) + (.00788 X Enroll) + (.29306 x ExpDist) + (38.52458 x 

Deg2) + 57.84644. 

The adjusted multiple correlation squared is .35609 with a 

standard error of 16.51649. 

The equation predicts that, holding other variables 

constant, for every dollar per pupil a district spends, the 

average junior high/middle school principal salary increases 

$.02. Having a master's degree increases the daily salary 

an average of $45.80, and holding the doctorate increases 

salary an average of $38.52. Each year of experience as a 

teacher or administrator raises average daily salary by 

$.79, while each year in—district experience contributes an 

additional $.29. Being black reduces the daily salary by 

$15.13. 

The strength of the prediction is indicated by the 

multiple correlation of .626. That is, if the equation were 

used to predict the salary of every principal in the sample, 

the correlation between the predicted and actual salaries 

would be .626. The standard error shows how far the 
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predicted salaries would vary from actual salaries. 

Approximately two thirds of the actual salaries would fall 

within plus or minus $16.52 of the predicted salaries. 

The unique contribution of each variable to the 

variance is of interest. The adjusted multiple correlation 

squared of .356 shows that the equation explains about 36% 

of the variance in daily salary. Table 10 shows the 

reduction in explained variance that occurs when each 

variable in the equation is eliminated. The variables are 

listed in order of impact. Only the first three are 

significant at or below the .05 level. 

Table 10 

Significant Variables Affecting 

Junior High/Middle School Principal's Salary 

R sq change Source Significance 

.208 PerPup$ .0000 

.036 ExpTot .003 

.030 Degl + Deg2 .03 

.022 Ethl + Eth2 * 

.011 Enroll * 

.006 ExpDist: * 

.002 Sex * 

Note. *Not significant at the .05 level 
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The districts' per pupil expenditure explains the largest 

part of the variance. If removed from the equation, the 

amount of explained variance drops to 15%. 

ANCOVA was performed to explain the relationship 

between degree and salary. The difference was significant 

for the one principal in the sample whose highest degree was 

the bachelor's. The junior high/middle school principal 

whose highest degree was the bachelor's earned significantly 

less than principals with a master's degree and principals 

with the doctorate. However, the difference between the 

salary of administrators with the master's degree and those 

with the doctorate was not significant. 

Assistant Principals. 

The average daily salary for junior high/middle school 

assistant principals was $178.34 (SD = 24.40). Average 

experience was 16.17 years (SD = 6), and average in-district 

experience was 11.8 years (SD = 6.5). Eighty-four percent 

were white or other, 9% were Hispanic, and 7% were black. 

Sixty-four percent were male. 

The equation for the prediction of junior high/middle 

school assistant principals' daily salary is as follows: 

Y = (.01739 x PerPup$) + (1.905 x ExpTot) + (16.454 x Degl) 

+ (.34863 X Sex) + (-5.089 X Eth2) + (-.1368 X Ethl) + 

(.00397 x Enroll) + (10.49 x Deg2) + (.45505 x ExpDist) + 

71.478. 
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The adjusted multiple correlation squared is .39815, and the 

standard error is 18.93. 

The equation predicts that, holding other variables 

constant, for every dollar per pupil spent in the district 

the average junior high/middle school assistant principal's 

daily salary increases by $.02. Each year of experience 

increases daily salary an average of $1.90. Holding a 

master's degree adds $16.45, while the doctorate adds 

$10.49. Being Hispanic reduces daily salary by $5.09, while 

being black reduces salary by $.14. Holding all variables 

in the equation constant, men receive an average $.35 a day 

more than women. 

The strength of the prediction is indicated by the 

coefficient of multiple correlation of .6463. That is, if 

the equation were used to predict the daily salary of every 

assistant principal in the sample, the correlation between 

the predicted and the actual salaries would be .6463. The 

standard error shows that approximately two thirds of the 

actual salaries would fall within plus or minus $18.93 of 

the predicted salaries. 

The unique contribution of each variable to the 

explained variance is of interest. The adjusted multiple 

correlation squared of .398 shows that the equation explains 

about 40% of the variance. Table 11 shows the reduction in 

explained variance that occurs as each variable is 
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eliminated from the equation. The variables are listed in 

order of impact. Only total experience and per pupil 

expenditure are significant at the .05 level. 

Table 11 

Significant Variables Affecting 

Junior High/Middle School Assistant Principal's Salary 

R sq change Source Significance 

.11443 ExpTot .0000 

.06657 PerPup$ .0000 

.00776 ExpDist * 

.00756 Degl + Deg2 * 

.00340 Ethl + Eth2 * 

.00159 Enroll * 

.00004 Sex * 

Note. *Not significant at the .05 level. 

If total experience were eliminated from the equation, the 

explained variance decreases to .28372. When per pupil 

expenditure is eliminated, the explained variance drops to 

.33158. These two variables account for nearly half the 

explained variance. 
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Senior High School Administrators 

Principals. 

The average daily salary of senior high school 

principals was $227.59 (SD = 24.19). Average total teaching 

and administrative experience was 22.8 years (SD = 6) with 

an average in-district experience of 17 years (SD = 8). 

Ninety percent of the 96 principals were men, 90.6% were 

white or other, 6% were Hispanic, and 3% were black. 

The equation for predicting the senior high principals' 

salary is as follows: 

Y = (-.000738 x PerPup$) + (1.49 x ExpTot) + (-15.782 x 

Ethl) + (-4.54 x Deg2) + (.00667 x Enroll) + (-8.48 x Sex) + 

(-1.245 x Eth2) + (-.19422 x ExpDist) + 198.778. 

The adjusted multiple correlation squared is .14973, and the 

standard error is 22.31. The regression equation is 

significant at the .05 level (.0041); however, only two of 

the coefficients (total experience and campus enrollment) 

are significant at that level. 

The impact of district per pupil expenditures on senior 

high principals' salary is a minuscule six tenths of a cent 

per day, too small to be statistically significant. Total 

experience adds an average of $1.49 to the daily salary. 

The direction of both ethnicity variables follows the 
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pattern of other levels; however, the smaller number of 

senior high principals in the sample makes the salary 

benefits of being white statistically insignificant for this 

group. The impact of gender is of interest, although not 

statistically significant. Women in this group of senior 

high administrators earn more than men. 

The adjusted multiple correlation squared is only 

.1497. When total experience is eliminated from the 

equation, the explained variance decreases to .06. 

Eliminating campus enrollment from the equation decreases 

the explained variance to .10457. When both variables are 

eliminated, the explained variance is .015. 

Assistant Principals. 

The average daily salary of senior high school 

assistant principals was $188.23 (SD — 26.94). Average 

years of experience was 18 (SD == 6.6) with average in-

district experience 12.4 (SD = 7.6). Sixty-nine percent of 

the 346 high school assistants were male, 86.7% were white 

or other, 6.94% were black, and 6.36% were Hispanic. 

The equation for prediction of senior high school 

assistant principals daily salary is: 

Y = (.0072 x PerPup$) + (-10.216 x Ethl 1) + (.62501 x Sex) 

+ (1.49 x ExpTot) + (14.38 x Degl) + (.00607 x Enroll) + 

(10.34 X Eth2) + (12.04 X Deg2) + (.42258 X ExpDist) + 

107.15. 
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The adjusted multiple correlation squared is .23112, and the 

standard error is 23.62. 

For each dollar increase in per pupil expenditure, 

senior high assistant principals' salaries increase by an 

average of seven tenths of a cent. Being black rather than 

white or other decreases daily salary by an average of 

$10.21. Each year's experience as a teacher or 

administrator increases the average daily salary by $1.49, 

with an in-district experience adding $.42. For each 

additional student on campus, the average senior high 

assistant principal receives an additional six tenths of a 

cent a day. Holding other variables in the equation 

constant, the average Hispanic receives $10.35 more than the 

average white or other assistant principal. The level of 

significance for this coefficient is .0545, barely outside 

the acceptable level for this study. 

The adjusted multiple correlation squared is .23112. 

When total experience is eliminated from the equation, the 

explained variance is reduced by .08084 to .15028. 

Eliminating the combination of ethnicity variables reduces 

the explained variance by .019. Eliminating enrollment 

reduces the explained variance by .015. 

ANCOVA was used to examine the relationship between 

ethnicity. As seen in Table 12, all three comparisons were 

significant. Hispanics made significantly more than blacks 

or whites, and whites made significantly more than blacks. 
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Table 12 

Salary bv Levels of Ethnicity 

Code Obs. mean Ad j . mean Std. dev. N 

Black 180 .484 Ill .115 19, .899 24 

Hispanic 192 .995 197 .712 43. .818 22 

White & other 188 .502 187 .153 25. ,793 300 

Entire sample 188 .231 26. ,936 346 

Tests of Significance for PERDAYS 

Using UNIQUE Sums of Srpiarpg 

Source of Sig. 

variation SS DF MS F of F 

Within cells 187741. ,91 337 557.10 

Regression 60606. ,44 6 10101.07 18, .13 .000 

Constant 1758. 96 1 1758.96 3, .16 .076 

Ethnic 4761. 12 2 2380.56 4. .27 .015 

Comparison Coeff. Std. err. t value Sig. t 

1 vs 2 •
 

o
 

CM
 596747 7. 05090 2.92115 • 004 

1 vs 3 10. 038102 5. 02722 1.99675 • 047 

2 vs 3 •10. 558645 5. 35137 -1.97307 • 049 
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Central Office Administrators 

Five central office positions were examined. 

Significant regression equations were obtained for the 

positions of Deputy Superintendent, Assistant 

Superintendent, Business Officer, and Personnel Officer. 

The equation for the position of Associate Superintendent 

was not significant at the .05 level. 

Deputy Superintendent 

The average daily salary for deputy superintendents was 

$286.81 (SD = 38.45). Average total experience was 24 years 

(SD = 6), and average in-district experience was 11 years 

(SD = 8.5). Twenty-one of the 23 deputy superintendents 

were white, and 2 were black. Three were women. 

The equation for the prediction of the deputy 

superintendents' salary is as follows: 

Y = (.0286 x PerPup$) + (1.049 x ExpDist) + (4.949 x Sex) + 

(1.14 X ExpTot) + (-7.298 x Ethl) + (9.282 X Deg2) + (.00212 

x ADA) + (39.67 x Degl) + 67.04181. 

The adjusted multiple correlation squared is .48927, and the 

standard error is 27.47958. Only one of the coefficients, 

district average daily attendance, is significant at the .05 

level. As shown in Table 13, when ADA is removed from the 

equation, the explained variance decreases from 48.92% to 
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36.206%. For every 100 students, the deputy 

superintendent's daily salary increases by an average of 

$2.86. 

Table 13 

Significant Variables Affecting Deputy 

Superintendent's Salary 

R sq change Source Significance 

.12721 RADA .03 

.09883 Degl + Deg2 * 

.0666 PerPup$ * 

.03260 ExpDist * 

.01758 ExpTot * 

.00184 Ethl + Eth2 * 

.00137 Sex * 

Note. *Not significant at the .05 level. 

Assistant Superintendent 

The average assistant superintendent's daily salary was 

$253.99 (SD = 33.97). These administrators had an average 

25.56 years of total experience (SD = 7.23) with an average 

of 18.54 years of experience in the district (SD — 9.23). 

Of the 71 assistant superintendents, 60 were male, 58 were 
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white, 8 were Hispanic, and 5 were black. 

The equation for prediction of assistant 

superintendents' salaries is as follows: 

Y = (.004256 x PerPup$) + (-13.233 x Ethl) + (1.012 x 

ExpTot) + (15.31 x Degl) + (-9.46 x Eth2) + (-.000167 x 

RADA) + (25.12 X Sex) + (-16.25 X Deg2) + 206.77123. 

The adjusted multiple correlation squared is .19655, and the 

standard error is 30.44692. The variables Degl + Deg2 and 

Sex had coefficients significant at the .05 level. As shown 

in Table 14, education accounts for most of the explained 

variance. When the Degl and Deg2 variables are removed from 

the equation, the explained variance drops by .11122 from 

.19655 to .08533. When sex is removed from the equation, 

the explained variance is reduced by .05436. 

The combination of sex discrimination and contempt for 

academic achievement explains 16.6% or approximately one 

sixth of the variance in assistant superintendent salaries. 

Holding other variables in the equation constant, men 

received an average of $25.12 a day more than women. 

Assistant superintendents with the master's egree earned an 

average of $15.31 more than those with only a bachelor's 

degree. However, the assistant superintendent without the 

doctorate received an average of $16.25 a day more than 

those with the doctorate. 
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Table 14 

Significant Variables Affecting 

Assistant Superintendent's Salary 

R sq change Source Significance 

.11122 Degl + Deg2 .000 

.05436 Sex .03 

.02450 ExpTot * 

.01322 Ethl + Eth2 * 

.00174 PerPup$ * 

.00226 RADA * 

.00015 ExpDist * 

Note. *Not significant at the .05 level 

The analysis of covariances showed that the significant 

difference occurred between the daily salaries of those 

holding the master's degree and those holding the doctorate. 

The difference between those holding the bachelor's degree 

(— = ^) and those holding the master's degree was not 

significant. 
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Table 15 

Per Dav Salary bv Levels of Degree 

Code Obs. mean Adj. mean Std. dev. N 

Bachelor 258.000 260.926 62.536 3 

Master1s 247.584 244.398 33.220 53 

Doctorate 275.842 276.101 20.997 15 

Entire Sample 253.994 33.967 71 

Tests of Significance for PEPDAVS 

using UNIQUE Sums of Scmargg 

Source of Sig. 

variation SS DF MS F Of F 

Within cells 56586. 17 62 912.68 

Regression 14792. 91 6 2465.48 2 .70 .021 

Constant 11864. 04 1 11864.04 13 .00 .001 

Degree 9121. 55 2 4560.78 5 

o
 

o
 • .010 

Comparison Coeff. Std . err. t value Sig. t 

1 vs 2 •16 .527687 19. 87476 -.83159 .409 

1 vs 3 15 .174840 20. 44720 .74215 .461 

2 vs 3 31 .702528 10. 05257 3.15367 .002 
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Business Officer 

The average daily salary for the 56 business officers 

in the sample was $187.82 (SD = 40.5). Their average total 

experience in education was 12.3 (SD = 9.2) years, and 

average in-district experience was 9.8 (SD = 9.2) years. Of 

the 56, 77% were male, 84% were white or other, 11% were 

Hispanic, and 5% were black. Five held the doctorate, and 

14 had a master's degree. 

The equation for the prediction of the daily salary for 

business officers is as follows: 

Y = (.0026 x PerPup$) + (17.06 x Sex) + (-4.07 x Ethl) 

+ (-1.212 x ExpDist) + (-6.98 x Deg2) + (-36.1 x Eth2) 

+ (-.000044 RADA) + (3.61 x ExpTot) + 141.703. 

The standard error for the equation is 30.28, and the 

adjusted B squared is .44. Variables with a significant t 

at the .05 level were total experience and being Hispanic, 

not white or other. Holding other variables in the equation 

constant, each year of total experience adds an average of 

$3.61 to the daily salary, while being Hispanic rather than 

white reduces the daily salary an average of $36.09. 



82 

Table 16 

significant Variables Affecting Business Officer's Salary 

R sq change Source Significance 

.10307 ExpTot .002 

.06873 Ethl + Eth2 .02 

.02868 Sex * 

.01265 ExpDist * 

.00469 Degl + Deg2 * 

.00039 PerPup$ * 

.00011 RADA * 

Note. *Not significant at the .05 level. 

ANCOVA with ethnicity as an independent variable was 

performed to explore the relationship of ethnicity to salary 

while holding the other factors constant. Results show that 

the overall significant effect for ethnicity was due to a 

significant difference in salary level between Hispanics and 

whites. Differences between blacks and Hispanics and whites 

and blacks were not significant. 
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Per Day Salary bv Levels of Ethnicity 
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Code Obs. mean Adj. mean Std. dev. N 

Black 

Hispanic 

White & other 

Entire sample 

158.008 

152.435 

194.242 

187.821 

165.881 

151.196 

187.607 

2.765 

30.351 

39.951 

40.488 

3 

6 

47 

56 

Tests of Significance for PERDAYS 

Using UNIQUE Sums of Scruares 

Source of 

variation SS DF MS 

Sig. 

of F 

Within cells 

Regression 

Constant 

42333.32 

35708.75 

4042.44 

47 

6 

1 

900.71 

5951.46 

4042.44 

6.61 .000 

4.49 .039 

3.54 .037 

Comparison Coeff. Std. err. t value Sig. t 

1 vs 2 

1 vs 3 

2 vs 3 

14.684802 

-21.725682 

-36.410484 

24.97957 

18.70623 

15.61352 

.58787 

-1.16141 

-2.33198 

.559 

.251 

.024 



84 

Personnel Officer 

The average daily salary for the 52 personnel officers 

was $206.55 (SD = 36.2). Their average years of experience 

in education was 20.3 (SD = 7.9), with an average in-

district experience of 13.6 years (SD = 8.2). Fifty-two 

percent of the personnel officers were male, and 94% were 

white. Forty-four (85%) held a master's degree, and 8 (15%) 

held the doctorate. 

The equation for the prediction of the salary for 

personnel officers is as follows: 

Y = (.00803 x PerPup$) + (1.73 x ExpTot) + (-31.55 x Deg2) 

+ (5.76 X Ethl) + (4.19 X Eth2) + (1.1 X Sex) + (-.00000071 

X RADA) + (1.15 X ExpDist) + 156.28217. 

Coefficients with a t significant at the .05 level are total 

experience in education and holding the doctorate rather 

than the master's degree. The standard error for the 

equation is 31.25296, and the adjusted R squared is .25620. 

The equation shows that an increase of 1 year in total 

experience in education raised the average salary by $1.73. 

On the average, holding the doctorate rather than the 

master's degree reduced daily salary by $31.25. The 

educational variable explains 8.6% of the total variance. 

Total experience explains 7% of the total variance. 
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Table 18 

Significant Variables Affecting Personnel Officer's Salary 

R sq change Source Significance 

.08596 Degl + Deg2 .01 

.07087 ExpTot .03 

.03126 ExpDist * 

.00650 PerPup$ * 

.00075 Ethl + Eth2 * 

.00055 Sex * 

.00030 RADA * 

Note. *Not significant at the .05 level. 

Significant Wage Criteria 

Per Pupil Expenditure 

Available resources that districts can spend on 

administrative salaries were operationalized as per pupil 

expenditure. Average per pupil expenditure in the sample 

ranged from $2,775 a year to $4,075 a year (SD = 389). 

Per pupil expenditures had a significant impact on the 

salaries of all building level positions except the senior 

high principalship; however, expenditures did not affect 

salaries for any of the central office positions. The 
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impact of each additional dollar per pupil on the average 

daily salary ranged from $.007 for senior high assistant 

principals to $.03 for junior high assistant principals. 

Assuming each building level administrator has a minimum 

contract of 200 days a year, the yearly impact of each 

dollar per student ranged from $1.40 to $6.00. Given the 

variation in district expenditures, the expenditure effect 

could produce a difference as great as $7,800 a year between 

the salaries of junior high principals in the highest and 

lowest spending district. 

Enrollment 

The size of the organization administered was 

significant for senior high school principals, assistant 

principals, and deputy superintendents. Each additional ADA 

on a senior high school campus added $.007 to the daily 

salary of principals and $.006 to the salary of assistants. 

On a 200 day contract year the annual impact of each 

additional student would be $.14 and $.12 respectively. For 

deputy superintendents, each additional ADA in the district 

increased daily salary by $.002. 

Experience 

Total experience as an educator had a significant 

impact for all positions but the assistant, associate, and 

deputy superintendents. The impact on daily salary of each 

year's additional experience ranged from $.79 for junior 
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high school principals to $3.61 for business officers. 

Assuming a minimum 200-day annual contract, this means an 

annual impact of each additional year of experience of $158 

for junior high principals to $722 for business officers. 

Experience in the district was significant only for 

senior high school assistant principals whose daily salary 

on the average increased $.42 for each additional year's 

experience in the district. The rewards for remaining in 

the district appear to be too small to be statistically 

significant for the other positions. 

However, multicollinearity—the correlation between 

total experience and in-district experience—may have 

produced an underestimation of the independent effects of 

the experience variables. Correlations ranged from .879 to 

.228 making it impossible to distinguish the separate 

influence of total experience and in-district experience 

(Appendix B). 

Education 

Education had an impact on four positions: junior high 

principal, elementary assistant principal, assistant 

superintendent, and personnel officer. The direction of the 

effect was not consistent. 

At the building level, increased education was 

associated with increased salary, although the coefficient 

for the doctorate was not significant. For elementary 
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assistant principals, holding the master's degree rather 

than the bachelor's increased daily salary by an average of 

$16.90. Junior high principals with the master's rather than 

the bachelor's earned an average of $45.00 more than those 

holding only the bachelor's. 

At the central office level, holding the doctorate 

rather than the master's was associated with lower salary. 

Assistant superintendents with a doctorate received $16.25 a 

day less than those without the doctorate. Personnel 

officers with the doctorate received $31.55 a day less than 

those with the master's degree. 

Ethnicity 

Ethnicity had a varied impact. Blacks received less 

than whites in the elementary principalship and the senior 

high school assistant principalship. Hispanics in the 

elementary principalship received less than whites; however, 

Hispanics who were senior high assistant principals received 

significantly higher salaries than whites. Hispanic 

business officers made less than whites. 

Among elementary principals, being black rather than 

white on the average cost an individual $13.31 a day, while 

being Hispanic cost $6.40 a day. For senior high assistant 

principals, blacks on the average made $10.22 less than 

whites, and Hispanics made $10.34 more than whites. Being 

Hispanic lowered the business officers' daily salary by 
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$36.09. When multiplied over the length of the contract 

year, the dollar impact of ethnicity is meaningful. 

The direction of the ethnicity impact is clear. While 

ethnicity coefficients for other positions were not 

significant at the .05 level, being black or Hispanic rather 

than white lowered the salaries. Clearly, sample size 

influenced the effects. The sample was largest for 

elementary principals (n = 516) and senior high assistant 

principals (n » 349). The discriminatory impact had to be 

very large, as occurred with Hispanic business officers, to 

be significant for positions with a smaller sample size. 

Sex 

Being female had a significantly negative impact for 

elementary principals and assistant principals and for 

assistant superintendents. Holding other variables in the 

equation constant, women in the elementary principalship 

received an average of $4.83 a day less than men, while 

women in elementary assistant principalships received $5.06 

less than men. Female assistant superintendents received an 

average of $25.12 a day less than men. 

Conclusion 

Experience and per pupil expenditure proved to be the 

strongest predictor of building administrator's salaries 

with degrees, gender, and ethnicity having somewhat of an 

impact. Central office positions did not report consistent 

predictors of salaries. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

The two research questions examined administrative 

salary policies both quantitatively and qualitatively. By 

examining the district policies and the answers given by the 

personnel directors on the questionnaires, conclusions were 

drawn about how districts compensate administrators. The 

analysis of the actual salaries and the variables that 

affected those salaries provided a statistical report of the 

actual criteria that provided more or less salary. 

The findings of both the statistical research and the 

reported district policies are discussed for each wage 

criterion. Literature that supports the findings is 

reported. Conclusions based on this analysis are made and 

recommendations for future research enumerated. 

Discussion 

Experience 

Research on compensation practices shows that 

experience continues to be a major determinant of salaries 

in the private sector (Rebore, 1982; Dunn & Rachel, 1971) 

and in public school systems (Pounder, 1985; Tracy, 1987). 

90 
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In this Texas sample, 13 of the 23 reporting districts used 

experience steps in their salary schedule. Reflecting this 

policy, the regression analysis showed that experience 

affected 8 of the 11 positions at a significant level. No 

other criterion affected so many positions. 

The impact of experience on salary was not surprising 

since prior to 1984 and House Bill 72 all public school 

administrative salaries in the state of Texas were 

determined using a simple step salary schedule based on 

experience. However, House Bill 72 is beginning to have an 

effect. This study shows that salary determination 

procedures are changing. Nine of the districts are 

experimenting with compensation systems that reward 

administrators on the basis of value of the position and 

individual performance. As these suburban districts are 

frequently early adopters of innovations, if these schedules 

prove successful, the practices will spread. The Texas 

Association of School Boards (1985) expressed concern about 

the economic impact of salaries based only on experience, 

since increased years of experience may not lead to 

increased productivity. 

The multiple regression analysis found all building 

level administrators and the business and personnel 

directors' salaries were positively correlated with their 

total experience in education. However, the salaries of the 
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top central office line positions were not affected by 

experience. The higher central positions of assistant, 

associate and deputy superintendent must be determined by 

criteria other than experience. 

Throughout the study, there is a high correlation 

between district experience and total experience in 

education. This multicollinearity makes it difficult to 

state conclusions about the relative impact of in-district 

or out-of-district experience. In fact, a significant 

finding based on district experience is a very powerful 

indicator of significance. In only the case of the high 

school assistant principal does the district experience 

positively affect salary. Some reasons for this limited 

reward for staying in a district for the other positions 

could be that once employed, the administrator has little 

bargaining power for salary. The administrator may also not 

be so dissatisfied with the salary that he would move. When 

new to a district, the administrator can negotiate the 

salary prior to accepting the position or can reject the 

employment offer based on an inadequate salary. 

Education 

Education is the business of school districts, yet the 

educational level of the administrators in this study is not 

valued consistently. The higher degree does not necessarily 

result in higher pay. 
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Only 9 of the interviewed personnel directors reported 

districts that paid extra for advanced degrees, with the 

doctorate holder being paid more than the administrator with 

a master's degree. The quantitative data from this study 

contradict this for two of the central office positions. 

In all cases, the master's degree paid more than the 

bachelor's, but this is the likely result of the master's as 

a requirement for administrative certification. A 

surprising result of this analysis was that the personnel 

director and assistant superintendent doctorate holders made 

less money than administrators in the same position with a 

master's degree. 

It does not appear that the school districts value the 

doctorate enough to reward it financially. Or, as the 

personnel directors indicated in their interviews, the 

person holding the PhD may have an edge on obtaining a job, 

but the advance degree is not considered when assigning 

salary. 

Per Pupil Expenditure 

While not in the reported district policies and 

practices, the higher the district financial effort, as 

measured by per pupil expenditure, the higher the salary for 

the building principal. Available resources affect salary 

with higher spending districts paying more. This practice 

mirrors the teacher salary studies which report a 
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correlation between compensation and community willingness 

to pay (King, 1979). 

Size 

The larger the district in average daily attendance 

(ADA), the higher the salary for the assistant and deputy 

superintendents and the high school principals. Larger 

student populations seems to translate into greater 

responsibility which is rewarded with a higher salary. 

Additionally, these positions have greater mobility, and 

school districts would have to offer competitive salaries to 

attract administrators to the jobs. The fact that most 

building level administrators' salaries are not affected by 

the ADA contradicts the report of the personnel directors 

who claim to pay more for supervision of larger student 

populations. Possibly, the building principals are paid 

based on the level (elementary, junior high, high school) 

rather than the number of students. 

Ethnicity 

Despite formal Equal Employment Opportunity 

legislation, with the exception of the senior high assistant 

principal, ethnicity is associated with lower salaries. In 

this study, education conforms to the pattern shown in the 

private sector salary research (Ford, 1984). Black 

elementary principals and high school assistant principals 

earned less than their white counterparts. Hispanic 
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business officers and elementary principals also earned less 

than whites. 

Gender 

Private sector salary studies show women receive less 

than men in the same position (Hedges, 1978; O'Neill, 1986). 

The literature also shows that female dominated jobs tend to 

provide lower salaries for anyone, male or female, in those 

positions (Rytina, 1982). Elementary administrators made 

less than secondary. In addition, women in those positions 

made less than men. Women not only tended to be placed in 

the lower level, lower paid positions, but were also paid 

less than the men in the same positions with the same level 

of education and experience. It would appear the school 

districts do not value the women in these positions as 

highly as men. 

Conclusions 

The variables examined in this study explain up to half 

of the variance in administrative salaries. However, there 

is a large portion of the salary that is determined by other 

criteria. Therefore, a limited number of conclusions can be 

drawn and many recommendations made for further research. 

1. Total experience in education is the major 

determinant of administrative salaries in suburban districts 

in Texas. 

2. Higher spending districts, as determined by per 

pupil expenditure, pay higher administrative salaries. 
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3. There is limited financial reward for the doctorate 

degree. 

4. A pattern of lower rewards exists for women and 

minorities. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

This study helps explain the criteria on which 

administrative salaries are based. Although experience was 

the determinant for salary, other criteria also had a 

significant impact. Even more important was the discovery 

that between 50% and 80% of the variance was unexplained by 

the national factors of the study. This opens the doors to 

a wide range of studies on what other factors do affect 

salaries including merit, as evaluated by the proposed Texas 

administrative evaluation instrument. Other ideas of merit 

follow. 

1. The effect of performance or merit on salaries 

should be investigated. 

2. The study should be replicated in urban, small, and 

rural districts to see if the variables that influence 

salaries are the same. 

3. Longitudinal analysis of the trend of suburban 

districts' compensation systems would provide information 

about the continued use of experience as the main predictor 

of salary. 

4. Further study is warranted to determine the 

variables that affect upper level central administrative 
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positions, such as deputy superintendent, and associate and 

assistant superintendent. 

5. Negotiation as a variable that affects salary could 

be investigated. 

6. Since experience and district expenditure are the 

primary variables that affect salary, a study correlating 

these to performance would be interesting. 

7. This study should be replicated using only those 

districts that do not use a formal salary schedule tied 

exclusively to experience. 
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Appendix A 

Telephone Interview with Personal Directors 

Date School District . 

Mailing Address. 

Superintendent 

Personnel Director. 

Who answered questions?. 

1. Since HB 72 eliminated salary schedules for non-

teaching personnel, how does your school district determine 

administrative salaries? 

la. Are you doing anything different now than before 

HB 72 in determining administrative salaries? 

2. Do you have a written policy that you could mail to 

me? 

3. Is your administrative salary policy indexed to 

teacher salaries? If it is not indexed to teacher salaries, 

is it indexed to any other salary? 

99 
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4. What criteria are used to determine salaries? 

Experience: Din district • teaching 

• out of district • administrative 

Degrees held: B M Ph.D. 

School size: 

School complexity: 

special programs 

type of population 

other 

5. Tell me how you would set the salary for the following 

scenarios: 

A teacher within your district is promoted to an 

elementary assistant principal. 

A high school assistant principal is promoted to a 

junior high principal. All his experience is within 

your district. 

A high school principal is hired from outside your 

district. She has had previous experience as a high 

school principal. 

A deputy superintendent is hired from outside your 

district. He was most recently a director of curriculum. 
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6. What criteria are given most consideration when 

determining salaries for administrative personnel? 

7. Are there any other criteria you take into 

consideration that have not been addressed? 
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Appendix B 

Analysis of Data 

Selected wage criteria were used as predictors of 

administrative salary in a multiple regression study. The 

dependent variable for administrative salary was per day 

salary. The independent variables were gender, years of 

district experience, years of total experience, school size 

(for principals and assistant principals), district size— 

refinded average daily attendance (RADA [for superinten-

dents and administrative officers]), highest earned degree, 

ethnicity, and per pupil expenditure of the district. 

Eleven analyses were carried out, one for each level of ad-

ministrative position. The following tables present the 

characteristics of the entire sample of administrators 

studied. 
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Table 19 

Characteristics of Sample - Categorical Variables 
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Variable Frequency Percent 

Administrative assignment 

Elementary principal 516 27.65 

Junior high principal 165 8.84 

Senior high principal 98 5.25 

Elementary assistant principal 34 12.54 

Junior high assistant principal 81 15.06 

Senior high assistant principal 349 18.70 

Deputy superintendent 23 1.23 

Associate superintendent 21 1.13 

Assistant superintendent 71 3.80 

Business officer 56 3.00 

Personnel officer 52 2.79 

Total 1,866 100.00 

Sex 

Female 

Male 

Total 

730 39.12 

1136 60.88 

1,866 100.00 

(table continues^ 
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Variable Frequency Percent 

Ethnicity 

Black 109 5.84 

Hispanic 161 8.63 

White 1590 85.21 

Indian 2 0.11 

Asia 4 0.21 

Total 1,866 100.00 

Degree 

Non-degree 

Bachelor1s 

Master1s 

Doctorate 

Total 

2 

84 

1671 

109 

1,866 

0.11 

4.50 

89.55 

5.84 

100.00 
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Table 20 

Characteristics of Sample - Continuous Variables 

Variable Mean SD High Low 

Total experiencea 18-• 95 7, .33 43 0 

District experiencea 14 < .09 7. . 80 39 0 

Campus enrollment*5 1157, .26 723 < .68 3415 18 

Per pupil expenditure3 $3,294, .44 $389, .39 $4,075 • 41 $2,775,08 

Per day salarya $197« .81 $34, .01 $438 • 00 $104.34 

RADAa 
26,109, .70 10,686, • 75 45,651 .92 10,268.70 

Note. aN = 1,866. 

Campus enrollment was reported for principals and assistant principals 

only. There were a total of 1,643 in these categories indicating that 

information on campus enrollment was missing from 14 cases. 

In order to use the variables of degree and ethnicity 

in the regression studies, two transformations were 

performed on the data. First, both variables were 

collapsed into three categories. In degree, non-degree 

and bachelor's were collapsed into one category and renamed 

"Bachelor's or lower." In ethnicity, Asians and Indians 

were collapsed with the whites to form one category, "White 

and other." Second, the two variables were dummy coded for 

inclusion in the regression equations. Ethnicity was coded 

as two dummy variables: (a) Black or not and (b) Hispanic 
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or not. Degree was coded as two dummy variables: 

(a) Master's degree or not and (b) Doctorate or not. When 

the effect of ethnicity and degree were tested in the 

regression studies, the two dummy variables were evaluated 

to determine their joint effect on the equation. 

The gender variable was coded female = 0 and male = 1. 

Following are the 11 regression studies. In each case, 

the descriptive statistics are presented, followed by a table 

of zero order correlations and then the regression statistics. 

The effects of each of the variables is tested while holding 

constant the other predictors. 
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Table 21 

Deputy Superintendent 

Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .870 .344 Gender 

Degl .391 .499 Doctorate or not 

Deg2 .565 .507 Master's or not 

Ethla .087 .288 Black or not 

Exp.Tot 24.000 6 .135 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 11.348 8 .531 District experience 

PerDay$ 286.813 38 .452 Per day salary 

RADA 25775.016 8945 .507 Refined average 

daily attendance 

PerPup$ 3547.830 419 .559 Per pupil dist. expenditure 

Note. N of cases = 23. 

a 
Since there were no Hispanics, only one dummy variable, ethl 

(black = l or not black = 0) was needed for this analysis. 

(table continues^ 
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Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

2 

0 

21 

23 

8 . 7 0 

0 . 0 0 

9 1 . 3 0 

100.00 

Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor's or lower 

Master•s 

Doctorate 

Total 

1 

13 

9 

23 

4 . 3 5 

5 6 . 5 2 

3 9 . 1 3 

100.00 

Correlation 

Sex.N Degl Deg2 Ethl Exp.Tot Exp.Dist 

Sex.N 1.000 .311 -.340 -.339 .108 .078 

Degl .311 1.000 -.914 -.247 .208 -.396 

Deg2 -.340 -.914 1.000 .271 -.088 .362 

Ethl -.339 -.247 .271 1.000 -.437 -.124 

Exp.Tot .108 .208 -.088 -.437 1.000 .228 

Exp.Dist .078 -.396 .362 -.124 .228 1.000 

PerDay$ .383 .473 -.416 -.511 .567 .059 

RADA .396 .268 -.238 .442 .323 -.119 

PerPup$ -.100 -.115 .036 -.065 .150 -.025 

(table continues^ 
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PerDay$ RADA PerPup$ 

Sex.N .383 .396 -.100 

Degl .473 .268 -.115 

Deg2 -.416 -.238 .036 

Ethl -.511 -.442 -.065 

Exp.Tot .567 .323 .150 

Exp.Dist .059 -.119 -.025 

PerDay$ 1.000 .575 .118 

RADA .575 1.000 -.323 

PerPup$ .118 -.323 1.000 

(table continues1 
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DF 

Sum of 

squares Rsq chg S Sig F Source 

2 3214.73261 .09883 2.12860 .1559 Degl Deg2 

1 59.88075 .00184 .07930 .7824 Ethl 

1 571.67496 .01758 .75706 .3989 Exp.Tot 

1 4137.86002 .12721 5.47968 .0346 RADA 

1 1060.53892 .03260 1.40445 .2557 Exp.Dist 

1 2166.42271 .06660 2.86895 .1124 PerPup$ 

1 44.70529 .00137 .05920 .8113 Sex.N 

8 21955.64524 3.63443 .0170 Regression 

14 10571.78521 Residual 

22 32527.43045 Total 

Multiple R .82158 

R Square .67499 

Adjusted R Square .48927 

Standard Error 27.47958 

(table continues^ 
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Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

PerPup$ .02855 .01686 .31155 1.694 .1124 

Exp.Dist 1.04918 .88531 .23278 1.185 .2557 

Sex.N 4.94919 20.34064 .04432 .243 .8113 

Exp.Tot 1.14119 1.31157 .18207 .870 .3989 

Ethl -7.29765 25.91490 -.05468 -.282 .7824 

Deg2 9.28177 31.76750 .12235 .292 .7744 

RADA 2.123767E-03 9.07254E-04 .49408 2.341 .0346 

Degl 39.66952 34.08168 .51482 1.164 .2639 

(Constant) 67.04181 80.30981 .835 .4179 

Summary of Findings for Deputy Superintendent 

As the above tables indicate, RADA was the only 

independent variable to have a significant effect in 

predicting administrative salary. Higher RADA was found to 

be associated with higher administrative salary. 
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Table 22 

Associate Superintendent 

Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .857 .359 Gender 

Degl .190 .402 Doctorate or not 

Deg2 .762 .436 Master's or not 

Eth2a 
.048 .218 Hispanic or not 

Exp.Tot 25 .810 5 .972 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 18 .143 7 .572 District experience 

PerDay$ 262 .510 22 .415 Per day salary 

RADA 28171 .461 12722 .288 

PerPup$ 3161 .056 357 .398 Per pup. dist. expend. 

Note. N = 21. 

aBecause there were no blacks, only one dummy variable for 

ethnicity was needed. 

(table continues^ 
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Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

0 

1 

20 

21 

0 . 0 0 

4 . 7 6 

9 5 . 2 4 

100.00 

Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor's or lower 

Master1s 

Doctorate 

Total 

1 

16 

4 

21 

4 . 7 6 

7 6 . 1 9 

1 9 . 0 5 

100.00 

Correlation 

Sex.N Degl Deg2 Eth2 Exp.Tot Exp.Dis* 

Sex.N 1.000 -.149 .091 .091 .080 .045 

Degl -. 149 1.000 -.868 -.108 -.005 -.305 

Deg2 .091 -.868 1.000 .125 .020 .192 

Eth2 .091 -.108 .125 1.000 -.069 -.004 

Exp.Tot .080 -.005 .020 -.069 1.000 .358 

Exp.Dist .045 -.305 .192 -.004 .358 1.000 

PerDay$ .035 .070 -.234 .014 .189 -.048 

RADA .300 -.116 -.014 .242 -.180 .099 

PerPup$ .051 .162 -.053 -.193 .176 -.497 

(table continues^ 
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PerDay$ RADA PerPup$ 

Sex.N .035 .300 .051 

Degl .070 -.116 .162 

Deg2 -.234 -.014 -.053 

Eth2 .014 .242 -.193 

Exp.Tot .189 -.180 .176 

Exp.Dist -.048 .099 -.497 

PerDay$ 1.000 .098 - 028 

RADA .098 1.000 -.412 

PerPup$ -.028 -.412 1.000 

(table continues^ 
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DF 

Sum of 

squares Rsq chg £ Sig F Source 

2 1261.92743 .12558 .96320 .4093 Degl Deg2 

1 4,73519 .00047 .00723 .9336 Eth2 

1 824.07952 .08201 1.25800 .2840 Exp.Tot 

1 10.80434 .00108 .01649 .8999 RADA 

1 442.04695 .04399 .67481 .4274 Exp.Dist 

1 115.92948 .01154 .17697 .6814 PerPup$ 

1 1.19631 .00012 .00183 .9666 Sex.N 

8 2187.75514 .41747 .8891 Regression 

12 7860.83520 Residual 

20 10048.59034 Total 

Multiple R .46660 

R Square .21772 

Adjusted R Square -.30380 

Standard Error 25.59433 

(table continues^ 
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Variables in the Equation 

V a r i a b l e B SE B B e t a T Z 

PerPupS - 9 . 6 0 1 5 0 E - 0 3 .02282 - . 1 5 3 0 9 - . 4 2 1 .6814 

Sex.N - . 7 4 5 2 3 17 .43850 - . 0 1 1 9 2 - . 0 4 3 .9666 

Deg2 - 3 8 . 2 2 6 7 1 2 7 . 6 4 8 3 3 - . 7 4 4 3 0 - 1 . 3 8 3 .1920 

E x p . T o t 1 .29709 1 .15646 .34557 1 .122 .2840 

E th2 2 . 3 5 6 4 1 27 .71569 .02294 .085 .9336 

RADA 7 .098284E-05 5 .52711E-04 .04029 .128 .8999 

E x p . D i s t - . 8 9 3 0 4 1 .08713 - . 3 0 1 6 6 - . 8 2 1 .4274 

Degl - 3 5 . 4 4 5 2 9 31 .02418 - . 6 3 6 2 8 - 1 . 1 4 3 .2755 

( C o n s t a n t ) 309 .98967 8 7 . 0 6 0 3 3 3 . 5 6 1 .0039 

Summary of Findings for Associate Superintendents 

As the above tables indicate, no significant predictors 

were found for administrative salary for Associate Superintendents. 
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Table 23 

Assistant Superintendent 

Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .845 .364 Gender 

Degl .211 .411 Doctorate or not 

Deg2 .746 .438 Master's or not 

Ethl .070 .258 Black or not 

Eth2 .113 .318 Hispanic or not 

Exp.Tot 25 .563 7 .234 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 18 .535 9 .225 District experience 

PerDay$ 253 .994 33 .967 Per day salary 

RADA 24897 .048 10790 .178 

PerPup$ 3279 .063 365 .371 Per pup. dist. expend. 

Note. N = 71. 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

5 

8 

58 

71 

7.04 

11.27 

81.69 

100.00 

(table continues\ 
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Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor's or lower 

Master•s 

Doctorate 

Total 

3 

53 

15 

7 1 

4 . 2 3 

7 4 . 6 5 

2 1 . 1 3 

100.00 

Correlation 

Sex.N Degl Deg2 Ethl Eth2 Exp.Tot 

Sex.N 1.000 -.160 .108 -.339 .153 .245 

Degl -.,160 1.000 .888 -.142 -.184 -.122 

Deg2 .108 -.888 1.000 .160 .208 .267 

Ethl -.339 -.142 .160 1.000 -.098 -.137 

Eth2 .153 -.184 .208 -.098 1.000 -.009 

Exp.Tot .245 -.122 .267 -.137 -.009 1.000 

Exp.Dist .131 -.339 .433 .074 .008 .587 

PerDay$ .283 .335 -.326 -.262 -.132 .224 

RADA .022 -.119 .136 -.186 .107 .026 

PerPup$ -.179 .050 -.101 -.024 -.195 -.050 

(tables continues) 
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Exp.Dist PerDay$ RADA PerPup$ 

Sex.N .131 .283 .022 -.179 

Degl -.339 .335 -.119 050 

Deg2 .433 -.326 .136 -.101 

Ethl .074 -.262 -.186 -.024 

Eth2 .008 -.132 .107 -.195 

Exp.Tot .587 224 .026 -.050 

Exp.Dist 1.000 -.007 .267 -.234 

PerDay$ -.007 1.000 -.088 .044 

RADA .267 -.088 1.000 -.220 

PerPup$ -.234 .044 -.220 1.000 

(table continues^ 
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DF 

Sum of 

squares Rsq chg Z Sig F Source 

2 8982.43202 .11122 4 .84482 .0111 Degl Deg2 

2 1067.64992 .01322 .57585 .5653 Ethl Eth2 

1 1978.42674 .02450 2 .13419 .1492 Exp.Tot 

1 182.52051 .00226 .19689 .6588 RADA 

1 11.97781 .00015 .01292 .9099 Exp.Dist 

1 140.83119 .00174 * 15192 .6981 PerPup$ 

1 4390.74644 .05436 4 .73644 .0334 Sex.N 

9 24217.40327 2.90268 .0063 Regression 

61 56547.89581 Residual 

70 80765.29908 Total 

Multiple R .54758 

R Square .29985 

Adjusted R Square .19655 

Standard Error 30.44692 

(table continues^ 
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Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta 1 Sig T 

PerPup$ 4.255624E-03 .01092 .04578 .390 .6981 

Ethl -13.23297 16.36816 -.10039 - .808 .4220 

Exp.Tot 1-01239 .69300 .21562 1 .461 .1492 

Degl 15.30880 20.61769 .18528 .743 .4606 

Eth2 -9.46382 12.16402 -.08872 - .778 .4396 

RADA -1.66737E-04 3.75768E-04 -.05297 - .444 .6588 

Sex.N 25.12338 11.54389 .26953 2 .176 .0334 

Exp.Dist .06473 .56949 .01758 .114 .9099 

Deg2 -16.24652 20.07797 -.20955 - .809 .4216 

(Constant) 206.77123 47.61961 4 .342 .0001 

Summary of Findings for Assistant Superintendent 

Two variables, gender and degrees held, were found to 

be significant predictors of administrative salary. Gender 

(coded 0 = female, 1 = male) was found to have a positive 

beta weight indicating that being male was associated with 

higher salary than being female. 

Degree (coded as two dummy variables) was found to have 

a significant relationship with salary. The effect is seen 

in the table where the two variables are tested together. 

Separately they did not have a significant effect. 

However, degl had a positive beta weight indicating that 

(table continues^ 
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higher salary is associated with having rather than not 

having a master's degree. Deg2 had a negative beta weight 

indicating that not having a doctorate was associated with 

higher salary. 

An ANCOVA procedure with degree as independent variable 

was performed to explore this relationship further. The 

following information pertains to the ANCOVA analysis. 

Per Dav Salary Broken bv Levels of Degree 

Code Obs. mean Ad j . mean SD N 

Bachelor1s 258 .000 260. .926 62 .536 3 

Master1s 247 .584 244. .398 33 .220 53 

Doctorate 275 .842 276. ,102 20 .997 15 

For entire sample 253 .994 33 .967 72 

(table continues) 



124 

Tests of Significance for PerDavS 

Using UNIQUE Sums of Squares 

Source of Sig 

variation SS DF MS F of F 

Within cells 56586. 17 62 912 .68 

Regression 14792. 91 6 2465 .48 2. 70 .021 

Constant 11864. 04 1 11864 .04 13. 00 .001 

Degree 9121. 55 2 4560 .78 5. 00 .010 

Comparison Coeff. Std. err • t value Sig. t 

1 vs 2 -16.527687 19.87476 -.83159 .409 

1 vs 3 15.174840 20.44720 .74215 .461 

2 vs 3 31.702528 10.05257 3.15367 .002 

Overall ANCOVA indicated a significant effect for 

degree. The pairwise contrasts indicated a non-significant 

difference between the adjusted means of per day salary 

between bachelor's versus master's and bachelor's versus 

doctorate but indicated a significant difference between 

the per day salaries of those holding master's and 

doctorate * s. 
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Table 24 

Administrative Officer. Business 

Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .768 .426 Gender 

Degl .089 .288 Doctorate or not 

Deg2 .250 .437 Master's or not 

Ethl .054 .227 Black or not 

Eth2 .107 .312 Hispanic or not 

Exp.Tot 12 .268 9 .160 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 9 .821 9 .163 District experience 

PerDay$ 187 .821 40 .488 Per day salary 

RADA 27017 .067 12793 .870 

PerPup$ 3248 .039 376 .239 Per pupil dist. expend. 

Note. N = 56. 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

3 

6 

47 

56 

5.36 

10.71 

83.93 

100.00 

(table continues^ 
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Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor1s or lower 

Master's 

Doctorate 

Total 

37 

14 

5 

56 

66.07 

25.00 

8.93 

100.00 

Correlation 

Sex.N Degl Deg2 Ethl Eth2 Exp.Tot 

Sex.N 1.000 -.124 .122 -.057 .054 .226 

Degl -.124 1.000 -.181 -.074 -.108 .253 

Deg2 .122 -.181 1.000 .046 -.067 .237 

Ethl -.057 -.074 .046 1.000 -.082 -.121 

Eth2 .054 -.108 -.067 -.082 1.000 -.112 

Exp.Tot .226 .253 .237 -.121 -.112 1.000 

Exp.Dist .166 .041 .302 -.083 -.184 .879 

PerDay$ .313 .199 .072 -.177 -.306 .632 

RADA -.142 -.095 -.088 -.259 .454 .008 

PerPup$ .044 .055 -.213 .136 -.324 -.201 

(table continues\ 
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Exp.Dist PerDay$ RADA PerPup$ 

Sex.N .166 .313 -.142 .044 

Degl .041 .199 -.095 .055 

Deg2 .302 .072 -.088 -.213 

Ethl -.083 -.177 -.259 .136 

Eth2 -.184 -.306 .454 -.324 

Exp.Tot .879 .632 .008 -.201 

Exp.Dist 1.000 .506 .045 -.151 

PerDay$ .506 1.000 -.143 .005 

RADA .045 -.143 1.000 -.472 

PerPup$ -.151 .005 -.472 1.000 

(table continues^ 
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DF 

Stun of 

squares Rsq Chg F Sig F Source 

2 422.70294 .00469 .23045 .7951 Degl Deg2 

2 6196.27950 .06873 3 .37817 .0428 Ethl Eth2 

1 9293.04019 .10307 10 .13299 .0026 Exp.Tot 

1 9.95975 .00011 .01086 .9175 RADA 

1 1140.19560 .01265 1 .24325 .2706 Exp.Dist 

1 35.16041 .00039 .03834 .8456 PerPup$ 

1 2586.16862 .02868 2 .81992 .0999 Sex.N 

9 47972.20248 5 .81202 .0000 Regression 

46 42186.92835 Residual 

55 90159.13083 Total 

Multiple R .72944 

R Square .53208 

Adjusted R Square .44053 

Standard Error 30.28378 

(table continues1 
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Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

PerPup$ 2.634495E-03 .01345 .02448 .196 .8456 

Sex.N 17.59625 10.47857 .18515 1.679 .0999 

Degl -4.06634 17.04362 -.02890 -.239 .8125 

Ethl -21.21170 18.91953 -.11904 -1.121 .2680 

Exp.Dist -1.21305 1.08792 -.27454 -1.115 .2706 

Deg2 -6.98217 10.48429 -.07535 -.666 .5088 

Eth2 -36.09616 15.77464 -.27824 -2.288 .0268 

RADA -4.40837E-05 4.23023E-04 -.01393 -.104 .9175 

Exp.Tot 3.60839 1.13356 .81638 3.183 .0026 

(Constant) 141.70292 51.91682 2.729 .0090 

Summary of Findings for Business Officer 

Two variables were found to be significant predictors 

of salary for this group: total experience and ethnicity. 

Positive beta weight for total experience indicates that 

more experience is associated with higher salary. Negative 

beta weights for both of the ethnicity dummy variables 

indicate that higher salary is associated with not being 

black and not being Hispanic. 

ANCOVA with ethnicity as independent variable was 

performed to further explore the relationship of ethnicity 

to salary while holding the other factors constant. 

(table continues^ 
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Per Dav Salary bv Levels of Ethni ni t-y 

Code Obs. mean Adj. mean SD N 

Black 158.008 165.881 2.765 3 

Hispanic 152.435 151.196 30.351 6 

White & other 194.242 187.607 39.951 47 

For entire sample 187.821 40.488 56 

Tests of Significance for Pernavs« 

Using UNIOUE Sums of Souares 

Source of Sig 

variation SS DF MS F of F 

Within cells 42333.32 47 900.71 

Regression 35708.75 6 5951.46 6.61 .000 

Constant 4042.44 1 4042.44 4.49 .039 

Ethnic 6383.15 2 3191.57 3.54 .037 

Comparison Coeff. Std. err. t value Sig. t 

1 vs 2 

1 vs 3 

2 vs 3 

14.684802 

-21.725682 

-36.410484 

24.97957 

18.70623 

15.61352 

.58787 .559 

•1.16141 .251 

•2.33198 .024 

(table continues l 



131 

Results of the ANCOVA indicated that the overall 

significant effect for ethnicity was due to a significant 

difference in salary level of white and Hispanics. The 

other two pairwise comparisons were not significant. 
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Table 25 

Administrative Officer, Personnel 

Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .519 .505 Gender 

Deg2a .846 .364 Master1s or not 

Ethl .019 .139 Black or not 

Eth2 .038 .194 Hispanic or not 

Exp.Tot 20 .250 7 .941 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 13 .577 8 .214 District experience 

PerDay$ 206 .545 36 .238 Per day salary 

RADA 26770 .271 11148 .385 

PerPup$ 3353 .203 417 .654 Per pupil dist. expenditure 

Note. N = 52. 

aBecause there were no administrators in this analysis with 

bachelor's degrees, only one dummy variable for degree was 

needed. 

(table continues) 
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Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

1 

2 

49 

52 

1 . 9 2 

3 . 8 5 

9 4 . 2 3 

100.00 

Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor's or lower 

Master•s 

Doctorate 

Total 

0 

44 

8 

52 

0 . 0 0 

8 4 . 6 2 

1 5 . 3 8 

100.00 

(table continues\ 
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Sex.N Deg2 Ethl Eth2 Exp.Tot Exp.Dist 

Sex.N 1.000 .016 -.146 -.208 .280 .125 

Deg2 .016 1.000 .060 -.192 .108 .292 

Ethl -.146 .060 1.000 -.028 -.004 .059 

Eth2 -.208 - 192 -.028 1.000 -.006 -.088 

Exp.Tot .280 .108 -.004 -.006 1.000 .673 

Exp.Dist .125 .292 .059 -.088 .673 1.000 

PerDay$ .162 -.219 -.006 .025 .509 .400 

RADA .166 .088 .089 .306 .322 .350 

PerPup$ .143 -.156 -.179 -.219 -.124 -.193 

(table continues^ 
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PerDay$ RADA PerPup$ 

Sex.N .162 .166 .143 

Deg2 -.219 .088 -.156 

Ethl -.006 .089 -.179 

Eth2 .025 .306 -.219 

Exp.Tot .509 .322 -.124 

Exp.Dist .400 .350 -.193 

PerDay$ 1.000 .140 . 048 

RADA . 140 1.000 -.400 

PerPup$ .048 -.400 1.000 

(table continues^ 
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DF 

Sum of 

squares Rsq chg I Sig F Source 

1 5756.89639 .08596 5.89395 .0195 Deg2 

2 50.48290 .00075 .02584 .9745 Ethl Eth2 

1 4746.07933 .07087 4.85907 .0329 Exp.Tot 

1 20.02817 .00030 .02050 .8868 RADA 

1 2093.27948 .03126 2.14311 .1505 Exp.Dist 

1 435.26631 .00650 .44563 .5080 PerPup$ 

1 37.15374 .00055 .03804 .8463 Sex.N 

8 24972.03914 3.19582 .0062 Regression 

43 42000.13204 Residual 

51 66972.17118 Total 

Multiple R 

R Square 

Adjusted R Square 

Standard Error 

.61063 

.37287 

.25620 

31.25296 

(table continues^ 



137 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

PerPup$ 8.030630E-03 .01203 .09256 .668 .5080 

Exp.Tot 1-73192 .78569 .37951 2 .204 .0329 

Deg2 -31.55143 12.99619 -.31721 -2 .428 .0195 

Ethl 5.75744 32.58988 .02203 .177 .8606 

Eth2 4.18647 25.99477 .02243 .161 .8728 

Sex.N 1.91589 9.82339 .02667 .195 .8463 

RADA -7.05517E-05 4.92695E-04 -.02170 - .143 .8868 

Exp.Dist 1.14773 .78400 .26014 1 .464 .1505 

(Constant) 156.28217 49.01115 3 .189 .0027 

Summary of Findings for Personnel Officer 

Two variables were found to be significantly related to 

administrative salary: degree and total experience. 

Examination of the beta weights indicates that higher 

salary was associated with more total experience. Also, 

higher salary was associated with not having a doctorate; 

that is to say, administrators with master's degrees 

receive higher pay than those with doctorate's. 
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Table 26 

Principal. Elementary 

Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .479 .500 Gender 

Degl .066 .249 Doctorate or not 

Deg2 .928 .259 Master's or not 

Ethl .031 .174 Black or not 

Eth2 .094 .292 Hispanic or not 

Exp.Tot 20 .717 6 .942 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 16 .127 7 .289 District experience 

PerDay$ 202 .710 21 .273 Per day salary 

Enroll 654 .982 245 .485 Campus enrollment 

PerPup$ 3297 .708 395 .203 Per pupil dist. expenditure 

Note. N = 512. 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

16 

48 

448 

512 

3.13 

9.38 

87.50 

100.00 

(table continues^ 
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Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor's or lower 

Master1s 

Doctorate 

Total 

3 

475 

34 

512 

0.59 

92.77 

6.64 

100.00 

Correlation 

Sex.N Degl Deg2 Ethl Eth2 Exp.Tot 

Sex.N 1.000 .011 .011 -.037 .054 .136 

Degl .011 1.000 -.956 -.048 -.005 -.072 

Deg2 .011 -.956 1.000 .050 .012 .089 

Ethl -.037 -.048 .050 1.000 -.058 .032 

Eth2 .054 -.005 .012 -.058 1.000 -.170 

Exp.Tot .136 -.072 .089 .032 -.170 1.000 

Exp.Dist .177 -.166 .179 .043 -.104 .733 

PerDay$ .093 .115 -.097 -.101 -.175 .450 

Enroll .001 -.114 .111 .020 -.001 -.049 

PerPup$ -.211 .120 -.134 -.011 -.061 -.031 

(table continues^ 
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Exp.Dist PerDay$ Enroll PerPup$ 

Sex.N .177 .093 .001 -.211 

Degl -.166 .115 -.114 .120 

Deg2 .179 -.097 .111 -.134 

Ethl .043 -.101 .020 -.011 

Eth2 -.104 -.175 -.001 -.061 

Exp.Tot .733 .450 -.049 -.031 

Exp.Dist 1.000 .279 -.008 -.184 

PerDay$ .279 1.000 -.055 .376 

Enroll -.008 -.055 1.000 -.159 

PerPup$ -.184 .376 -.159 1.000 

(table continues1 
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DF 

Sum of 

squares Rsq chg F Sig F Source 

2 2510.22801 .01085 4.53725 0111 Degl Deg2 

2 4220.54621 .01825 7.62865 .0005 Ethl Eth2 

1 17261.25309 .07464 62.39957 .0000 Exp.Tot 

1 436.04931 .00189 1.57632 .2099 Enroll 

1 181.08019 .00078 .65461 .4189 Exp.Dist 

1 34328.72874 .14845 124.09863 .0000 PerPup$ 

1 2754.54982 .01191 9.95772 .0017 Sex.N 

9 92386.59113 37.10870 0.0 Regression 

502 138865.53023 Residual 

511 231252.12136 Total 

Multiple R .63206 

R Square .39951 

Adjusted R square .38874 

Standard Error 16.63203 

(table continues^ 
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Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta £ Sig T 

PerPup$ .02214 1.98730E-03 .41128 11 .140 .0000 

Ethl -13.31368 4.24308 -.10900 -3 .138 .0018 

Exp.Tot 1.26148 .15969 .41166 7 .899 .0000 

Degl 18.21109 10.06464 .21336 1 .809 .0710 

Eth2 -6.40660 2.57621 -.08787 -2 .487 .0132 

Enroll 3.839332E-03 3.05797E-03 .04430 1 .256 .2099 

Sex.N 4.83306 1.53159 .11360 3 .156 .0017 

Exp.Dist .12532 .15490 .04294 .809 .4189 

Deg2 9.68561 9.69578 .11800 .999 .3183 

(Constant) 87.54267 12.44868 7 .032 .0000 

Summary of Findings for Elementary Principals 

Four variables were found to be significantly related 

to administrative salary: per pupil expenditure, 

ethnicity, total experience, and sex. Beta weights 

indicate that higher salary is associated with larger per 

pupil expenditure and with more total experience. In 

addition positive the beta weight for gender indicated that 

males were paid more than females. Also, the beta weights 

for both ethnicity dummy variables were negative indicating 

that higher salary was associated with not being black and 

not being Hispanic. 

(table continues1 



143 

ANCOVA was performed using ethnicity as independent 

variable to further explore the relationship of salary and 

ethnicity. 

Per Day Salary bv Levels of Ethnicity 

Code Obs. Mean Ad j . Mean SD N 

Black 

Hispanic 

White & other 

For entire sample 

190.748 

191.156 

204.375 

202.710 

188.691 

195.595 

201.992 

13.271 

15.769 

21.519 

21.273 

16 

48 

448 

512 

Tests of Significance for PerDavS Using UNIQUE Sums of Squares 

Source of 

variation SS DF MS F 

Sig 

Of F 

Within cells 138869. 08 503 276.08 

Regression 82444. 96 6 13740.83 49.77 .000 

Constant 1163. 38 1 1163.38 4.21 .041 

Ethnic 4217. 58 2 2108.79 7.64 .001 

(table continues^ 
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Contrast Coeff. Std. err. t value 

Sig. t 

lower 

1 vs 2 

1 vs 3 

2 vs 3 

-6.9040820 

-13.300903 

-6.3968213 

4.84289 

4.23741 

2.57223 

-1.42561 

-3.13892 

-2.48688 

. 155 

.002 

.013 

Pairwise contrasts indicated that the overall 

significant ANCOVA was due to two significant comparisons. 

There were significant differences between the salary of 

blacks/whites and Hispanics/whites with whites receiving 

the higher salary. 
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Table 27 

Principal. Junior High 

Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .821 .385 Gender 

Degl .074 .263 Doctorate or not 

Deg2 .920 .273 Master's or not 

Ethl .043 .204 Black or not 

Eth2 .093 .291 Hispanic or not 

Exp.Tot 21.340 6 .586 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 17.167 7 .091 District experience 

PerDay$ 211.921 20 .583 Per day salary 

Enroll 894.790 278 .930 Campus enrollment 

PerPup$ 3315.157 387 .020 Per pupil dist. expenditure 

Note. N = 162. 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

7 

15 

140 

162 

4.32 

9.26 

86.42 

100.00 

(table continues^ 
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Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor's or lower 

Master•s 

Doctorate 

Total 

1 

149 

12 

162 

0.62 

91.98 

7.41 

100.00 

Correlation 

Sex.N Degl Deg2 Ethl Eth2 Exp.Tot 

Sex.N 1.000 -.052 .099 .099 .094 .142 

Degl -.052 1.000 -.958 -.060 .154 .108 

Deg2 .099 -.958 1.000 .063 -.141 .154 

Ethl .099 -.060 .063 1.000 -.068 .081 

Eth2 .094 .154 -.141 -.068 1.000 -.101 

Exp.Tot .142 -.108 .154 .081 -.101 1.000 

Exp.Dist .170 -.113 .142 .111 -.122 .635 

PerDay$ .069 .019 .051 -.097 -.057 .361 

Enroll .010 -.066 .058 -.080 .108 -.035 

PerPup$ -.068 -.072 .090 .056 -.085 .075 

(table continues\ 
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Exp.Dist PerDay$ Enroll PerPup$ 

Sex.N .170 .069 .010 -.068 

Degl -.113 .019 -.066 -.072 

Deg2 .142 .051 .058 .090 

Ethl .111 -.097 -.080 .056 

Eth2 -.122 -.057 .108 -.085 

Exp.Tot .635 .361 -.035 .075 

Exp.Dist 1.000 .210 -.027 -.099 

PerDay$ .210 1.000 -.006 .464 

Enroll -.027 -.006 1.000 -.212 

PerPup$ -.099 .464 -.212 1.000 

(table continues^ 
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Hypothesis Tests 

DF 

Sum of 

squares Rsq chg F Sig F Source 

2 2033.38046 .02981 3 .72695 .0263 Degl Deg2 

2 1497.27146 .02195 2 .74432 .0675 Ethl Eth2 

1 2472.44762 .03625 9 .06341 .0031 Exp.Tot 

1 723.80579 .01061 2 .65330 .1054 Enroll 

1 388.65132 .00570 1 .42470 .2345 Exp.Dist 

1 14195.10021 .20812 52 .03587 .0000 PerPup$ 

1 126.14205 .00185 .46241 .4975 Sex.N 

9 26743.10262 10 .89265 

o
 • 

o
 Regression 

152 41464.76579 Residual 

161 68207.86841 Total 

Multiple R .62616 

R Square .39208 

Adjusted R Square .35609 

Standard Error 16.51649 

(table continues\ 
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Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta 1 Sig T 

PerPup$ .02569 3 .56097E-03 .48300 7 .214 .0000 

Ethl -15.12523 6.48872 -.14988 -2 .331 .0211 

Degl 45.79912 17.58792 .58455 2 .604 .0101 

Sex.N 2.39846 3.52713 .04481 .680 .4975 

Exp.Tot .78938 .26221 .25260 3 .011 .0031 

Eth2 -1.59764 4.63746 -.02257 - .345 .7309 

Enroll 7.876104E-03 4 . 83524E-03 .10673 1 .629 .1054 

Exp.Dist .29306 .24552 .10096 1 .194 .2345 

Deg2 38.52458 17.08345 .51007 2 .255 .0256 

(Constant) 57.84644 20.73394 2 .790 .0059 

Summary of Findings for Junior High Principals 

Three variables were found to be significantly 

associated with administrative salary: per pupil 

expenditure, degrees held, and total experience. Higher 

salary was associated with larger per pupil expenditure and 

with longer total experience. The beta weights for degl 

and deg2 were both positive indicating that higher salary 

was associated with having a master's degree and with 

having a doctorate. 

ANCOVA was performed to further explore the 

relationship between degree and salary. 
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Code Obs. mean Ad j . mean SD N 

Bachelor1s 

Master's 

Doctorate 

For entire sample 

149.068 

212.232 

213.292 

211.921 

162.816 

201.857 

209.919 

0.0 

20.191 

18.792 

20.583 

1 

149 

12 

162 

Tests of Significance for PERDAYS Using UNIQUE Sums of Squares 

Source of Sig 

variation SS DF MS F of F 

Within cells 41781. ,86 153 273. 08 

Regression 22438. ,58 6 3739. 76 13 .69 .000 

Constant 2366. ,51 1 2366. 51 8 .67 .004 

Degree 2235. ,48 2 1117. 74 4 .09 .019 

(table continues^ 
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Comparison Coeff. Std. err. t Value Sig. t 

1 vs 2 

1 vs 3 

2 vs 3 

39.0404966 

47.1033456 

8.0628490 

17.08580 

17.55558 

5.04683 

2.28497 .024 

2.68310 .008 

1.59761 .112 

Pairwise comparisons indicated that the overall 

difference in salary based on levels of degree was based on 

two significant contrasts: bachelor's/master's and 

bachelor's/doctorate, where the administrator with a 

bachelor's degree had a salary significantly lower than 

that of the administrators with master's or doctorate 

degrees. However, difference between the salary of 

administrators with master's and doctorate degrees was not 

significant. 



Table 28 

Principal. Senior High 

152 

Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .896 .307 Gender 

Deg2 .938 .243 Master's or not 

Ethl .031 .175 Black or not 

Eth2 .063 .243 Hispanic or not 

Exp.Tot 22 .771 6 .045 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 16 .990 8 .135 District experience 

PerDay$ 227 .588 24 .190 Per day salary 

Enroll 1952 .906 805 .672 Campus enrollment 

PerPup$ 3285 .624 384 .426 Per pupil dist. expenditure 

Note. N = 96. 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

3 

6 

87 

96 

3.13 

6.25 

90.63 

100.00 

(table continues1 
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Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor's or lower 

Master1s 

Doctorate 

Total 

0 

90 

6 

96 

0 . 0 0 

93.75 

6.25 

100.00 

Correlation 

Sex.N Deg2 Ethl Eth2 Exp.Tot Exp.Dist 

Sex.N 1.000 -.088 .061 -.194 .231 .130 

Deg2 -.088 1.000 .046 -.289 .069 .287 

Ethl .061 .046 1.000 -.046 -.063 -.059 

Eth2 -.194 -.289 -.046 1.000 -.198 -.180 

Exp.Tot .231 .069 -.063 -.198 1.000 .521 

Exp.Dist .130 .287 -.059 -.180 .521 1.000 

PerDay$ -.044 -.027 -.162 -.073 .365 .136 

Enroll -.066 .010 -.091 -.165 .205 .103 

PerPup$ -.129 -.122 .019 .116 .014 -.224 

(table continues\ 
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PerDay$ Enroll PerPup$ 

Sex.N -.044 -.066 -.129 

Deg2 -.027 .010 -.122 

Ethl -.162 -.091 .019 

Eth2 -.073 -.165 .116 

Exp.Tot .365 .205 .014 

Exp.Dist .136 .103 -.224 

PerDay$ 1.000 .311 .030 

Enroll .311 1.000 .029 

PerPup$ .030 .029 1.000 

(table continues^ 
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DF 

Sum of 

squares Rsq chg F Sig F Source 

1 94.32975 .00170 .18959 .6643 Deg2 

2 708.48496 .01274 .71198 .4935 Ethl Eth2 

1 4956.34663 .08916 9.96156 .0022 Exp.Tot 

1 2508.55764 .04513 5.04185 .0273 Enroll 

1 147.81889 .00266 .29710 .5871 Exp.Dist 

1 6.88367 .00012 .01384 .9066 PerPup$ 

1 554.27716 .00997 1.11402 .2941 Sex.N 

8 12304.16091 3.09120 .0041 Regression 

87 43286.62618 Residual 

95 55590.78709 Total 

Multiple R .47046 

R Square .22133 

Adjusted R Square .14973 

Standard Error 22.30577 

(table continues^ 
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Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

PerPupS -7. 38091E-04 6 . 27505E-03 -.01173 .118 .9066 

Exp.Tot 1,48963 .47197 .37222 3 .156 .0022 

Ethl -15.78189 13.24484 -.11411 -1 .192 .2367 

Deg2 -4.54018 10.42716 -.04567 - .435 .6643 

Enroll 6.677071E-03 2 . 97366E-03 .22238 2 .245 .0273 

Sex.N -8.48132 8.03558 -.10767 -1 .055 .2941 

Eth2 -1.24538 10.36859 -.01253 -.12 .9047 

Exp.Dist -.19422 .35632 -.06531 - .545 .5871 

(Constant) 198.77817 26.65663 7 .457 .0000 

Summary of Findings for Senior High Principals 

Two variables, total experience and campus enrollment, 

were found to be significantly related to administrative 

salary. Higher salary was associated with higher total 

experience and higher campus enrollment. 



Table 29 

Assistant Principal. Elementary 

157 

Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .329 .471 Gender 

Degl .030 .171 Doctorate or not 

Deg2 .897 .304 Master's or not 

Ethl .098 .298 Black or not 

Eth2 .098 .298 Hispanic or not 

Exp.Tot 14 .812 6 .115 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 11 .179 6 .770 District experience 

PerDay$ 171 .315 20 .390 Per day salary 

Enroll 863 .295 349 .480 Campus enrollment 

PerPup$ 3270 .262 394 .106 Per pupil dist. expenditure 

Note. N = 234. 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

23 

23 

188 

234 

9.83 

9.83 

80.34 

100.00 

(table continues) 
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Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor's or lower 

Master's 

Doctorate 

Total 

17 

210 

7 

234 

7.27 

89.74 

2.99 

100.00 

Correlation 

Sex.N Degl Deg2 Ethl Eth2 Exp.Tot 

Sex.N 1.000 .037 -.063 -.017 .105 .054 

Degl .037 1.000 -.519 -.058 .026 -.110 

Deg2 -.063 -.519 1.000 .064 -.078 .149 

Ethl -.017 -.058 .064 1.000 -.109 .093 

Eth2 .105 .026 -.078 -.109 1.000 -.070 

Exp.Tot .054 -.110 .149 .093 -.07 1.000 

Exp.Dist .076 -.201 .124 .100 -.051 .742 

PerDay$ .142 .041 .044 .072 -.131 .587 

Enroll .180 -.077 -.041 .054 .002 .125 

PerPup$ -.080 .008 -.024 .184 -.098 -.104 

(table continues^ 
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Exp.Dist PerDay$ Enroll PerPup$ 

Sex.N .076 .142 .180 -.080 

Degl -.201 .041 -.077 .008 

Deg2 .124 .044 -.041 -.024 

Ethl .100 .072 .054 .184 

Eth2 -.051 -.131 .002 -.098 

Exp.Tot .742 .587 .125 -.104 

Exp.Dist 1.000 .453 .175 -.171 

PerDay$ .453 1.000 .186 .188 

Enroll .175 .186 1.000 .041 

PerPup$ -.171 .188 .041 1.000 

(table continues^ 
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DF 

Sum of 

squares Rsq chg F Sig F Source 

2 1444.95233 .01492 3 .06895 .0484 Degl Deg2 

2 713.7(5544 .00737 1 .51597 .2218 Ethl Eth2 

1 11687.57007 .12065 49 .64672 .0000 Exp.Tot 

1 639.61000 .00660 2 .71695 .1007 Enroll 

1 480.44377 .00496 2 .04084 .1545 Exp.Dist 

1 6305.84466 .06510 26 .78611 .0000 PerPup$ 

1 1249.77583 .01290 5 .30883 .0221 Sex.N 

9 44138.21859 20 .83237 

o • 
o Regression 

224 52732.90449 Residual 

233 96871.12309 Total 

Multiple R .67501 

R Square .45564 

Adjusted R Square .43377 

Standard Error 15.34323 

(table continues^ 



161 

Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta I 

PerPup$ .01382 2 .67041E-03 .26713 5.176 .0000 

Degl 16.90054 7.07277 .14150 2.390 .0177 

Enroll 4 • 933489E-03 2 . 99305E-03 .08456 1.648 .1007 

Eth2 -5.46698 3.43376 -.07999 -1.592 .1128 

Exp.Tot 1.75001 .24837 .52486 7.046 .0000 

Sex.N 5.05921 2.19575 .11683 2.304 .0221 

Ethl -2.88828 3.47776 -.04226 -.831 .4071 

Deg2 2.68583 3.94105 .04005 .682 .4963 

Exp.Dist .32947 .23063 .10939 1.429 .1545 

(Constant) 88.49478 10.30139 8.591 .0000 

Summary of Findings for Elementary Assistant Principals 

Four variables, per pupil expenditure, degree, total 

experience, and sex, were found to be significantly related 

to administrative salary. Higher per pupil expenditure and 

more total experience were associated with higher salary. 

In addition having a master's degree and having a doctorate 

were associated with higher salary. Finally being male was 

associated with higher salary than being female. 

ANCOVA was used to explore further the relationship 

between degree and salary. Results follow. 

(table continues^ 
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Code Obs. mean Ad j . mean SD N 

Bachelor's 

Master's 

Doctorate 

For entire sample 

165.561 

171.621 

176.122 

171.315 

164.416 

167.422 

181.465 

15.884 

20.500 

26.650 

20.390 

17 

210 

7 

234 

Tests of Significance for PerDavS Using UNIQUE Sums of Squares 

Source of 

variation SS DF MS F 

Sig o] 

F 

Within cells 53007. 85 225 235. 59 

Regression 43119. 10 6 7186. 52 30.50 .000 

Constant 9282. 96 1 9182. 96 39.40 .000 

Degree 1444. 91 2 722. 46 3.07 .049 

Comparison Coeff. Std. err. t value Sig. t 

1 vs 2 

1 vs 3 

2 vs 3 

3.0062615 

17.0491019 

14.0428405 

3.93134 

7.07408 

6.05082 

.76469 .445 

2.41008 .017 

2.32081 .021 

(table continues 
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Comparisons indicated that overall significant ANCOVA 

was due to differences between salary of bachelor's/ 

doctorate and master's/doctorate. 
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Table 30 

Assistant Principal. Junior High 

Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .640 .481 Gender 

Degl .014 .119 Doctorate or not 

Deg2 .946 .226 Master's or not 

Ethl .072 .259 Black or not 

Eth2 .090 .287 Hispanic or not 

Exp.Tot 16 .169 6 .009 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 11 .831 6 .528 District experience 

PerDay$ 178 .339 24 .401 Per day salary 

Enroll 939 .525 259 .592 Campus enrollment 

PerPup$ 3279 .958 383 .744 Per pupil dist. expenditure 

Note. N = 278. 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

20 

25 

233 

278 

7.19 

8.99 

83.81 

100.00 

(table continues^ 
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Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor's or lower 

Master1s 

Doctorate 

Total 

11 

263 

4 

278 

3.96 

94.60 

1.44 

100.00 

Correlation 

Sex.N Degl Deg2 Ethl Eth2 Exp. To" 

Sex.N 1.000 -.035 -.079 .006 .131 .045 

Degl -.035 1.000 -.506 .200 -.038 .017 

Deg2 -.079 -.506 1.000 -.118 -.092 .142 

Ethl .006 .200 -.118 1.000 -.088 .152 

Eth2 .131 -.038 -.092 -.088 1.000 -.078 

Exp.Tot .045 .017 .142 .152 -.07 1.000 

Exp.Dist -.030 -.029 .131 .146 -.090 .677 

PerDay$ .020 .050 .140 .113 -.137 .574 

Enroll -.112 -.087 .061 .053 -.039 -.073 

PerPup$ .070 .062 -.024 .049 -.062 .021 

(tables continues^ 
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Exp.Dist PerDay$ Enroll PerPup$ 

Sex.N -.030 .020 -.112 .070 

Degl -.029 .050 -.087 .062 

Deg2 .131 .140 .061 -.024 

Ethl .146 .113 .053 .049 

Eth2 -.090 -.137 -.039 -.062 

Exp.Tot .677 .574 -.073 .021 

Exp.Dist 1.000 .431 -.028 -.083 

PerDay$ .431 1.000 -.073 .268 

Enroll -.028 -.073 1.000 -.285 

PerPup$ -.083 .268 -.285 1.000 

(table continues^ 
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Hypothesis Tests 

DF 

Sum of 

squares Rsq chg F Sig F Source 

2 1247.41401 .00756 1.74047 1774 Degl Deg2 

2 561.24403 .00340 .78308 .4580 Ethl Eth2 

1 18873.20760 .11443 52.66617 .0000 Exp.Tot 

1 262.04557 .00159 .73124 .3932 Enroll 

1 1279.45083 .00776 3.57034 .0599 Exp.Dist 

1 10979.86860 .06657 30.63961 .0000 PerPup$ 

1 7.38612 .00004 .02061 .8860 Sex.N 

9 68891.61410 21.36043 0.0 Regression 

268 96039.24513 Residual 

277 164930.85923 Total 

Multiple R .64630 

R Square .41770 

Adjusted R Square .39815 

Standard Error 18.93028 

(table continues^ 
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Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta 1 Sig T 

PerPup$ .01739 3 .14079E-03 .27341 5 .535 .0000 

Exp.Tot 1 •90511 .26251 .46913 7 .257 .0000 

Degl 16.45445 11.37318 .08045 1 .447 .1491 

Sex.N .34863 2.42837 6.8691E-03 .144 .8860 

Eth2 -5.08947 4.07059 -.05978 -1 .250 .2123 

Ethl -.13679 4.59394 -1.451E-03 -.03 .9763 

Enroll 3.974616E-03 4 . 64797E-03 .04228 .855 .3932 

Deg2 10.48977 6.00536 .09730 1 .747 .0818 

Exp.Dist .45505 .24082 .12173 1 .890 .0599 

(Constant) 71.47799 13.91018 5 .139 .0000 

Summary of Findings for Junior High Assistant Principals 

Two variables, per pupil expenditure and total 

experience, were found to be significantly related to 

administrative salary. Both higher expenditure and more 

experience were associated with higher salary. 
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Assistant Principal, Senior High 
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Mean SD Label 

Sex.N .685 .465 Gender 

Degl .014 .120 Doctorate or not 

Deg2 .951 .216 Master's or not 

Ethl .069 .254 Black or not 

Eth2 .064 .244 Hispanic or not 

Exp.Tot 18 .009 6 .597 Total experience 

Exp.Dist 12 .425 7 .640 District experience 

PerDay$ 188 .231 26 .936 Per day salary 

Enroll 2176 .535 555 .675 Campus enrollment 

PerPup$ 3292 .214 380 .614 Per pupil dist. expenditure 

Note. N = 346. 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

Black 

Hispanic 

White or other 

Total 

24 

22 

300 

346 

6.94 

6.36 

86.71 

100.00 

(table continues^ 
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Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor's or lower 

Master's 

Doctorate 

Total 

12 

329 

5 

346 

3 . 4 7 

9 5 . 0 9 

1 . 4 5 

100.00 

Correlation 

Sex.N Degl Deg2 Ethl Eth2 Exp.Tot 

Sex.N 1.000 -.022 -.039 -.011 .100 -.032 

Degl -.022 1.000 -.533 -.033 -.032 -.026 

Deg2 -.039 -.533 1.000 .062 .059 .122 

Ethl -.011 -.033 .062 1.000 -.071 .043 

Eth2 .100 -.032 .059 -.071 1.000 -.099 

Exp.Tot -.032 -.026 .122 .043 -.099 1.000 

Exp.Dist -.052 -.134 .146 .074 -.007 .609 

PerDay$ .008 -.006 .124 -.079 .046 .444 

Enroll .043 -.034 .078 -.003 -.084 .117 

PerPup$ .041 .115 -.094 -.033 -.117 -.053 

(table continues) 
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Exp.Dist PerDay$ Enroll PerPup$ 

Sex.N -.052 .008 .043 .041 

Degl -.134 -.006 -.034 .115 

Deg2 .146 .124 .078 -.094 

Ethl .074 -.079 -.003 -.033 

Eth2 -.007 .046 -.084 -.117 

Exp.Tot .609 .444 .117 -.053 

Exp.Dist 1.000 .337 .068 -.103 

PerDay$ .337 1.000 .163 .046 

Enroll .068 .163 1.000 -.118 

PerPup$ -.103 .046 -.118 1.000 

(table continues^ 
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DF 

Sum of 

squares Rsq chg Z Sig F Source 

2 1667.74984 .00666 1.49481 .2258 Degl Deg2 

2 4753.78541 .01899 4.26083 .0149 Ethl Eth2 

1 20235.06931 .08084 36.27351 .0000 Exp.Tot 

1 3770.89233 .01506 6.75972 .0097 Enroll 

1 2180.80015 .00871 3.90932 .0488 Exp.Dist 

1 2456.65613 .00981 4.40382 .0366 PerPup$ 

1 28.46952 .00011 .05103 .8214 Sex.N 

9 62873.38427 12.52302 0.0 Regression 

336 187436.61597 Residual 

345 250310.00024 Total 

Multiple R .50118 

R Square .25118 

Adjusted R Square .23112 

Standard Error 23.61879 

(table continues^ 
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Variables in the Equation 

Variable B SE B Beta T Sig T 

PerPup$ 7 . 202911E-03 3 . 43236E-03 .10178 2 .099 .0366 

Ethl -10.21606 5.03635 -.09650 -2 .028 .0433 

Sex.N .62501 2.76667 .01079 .226 .8214 

Exp.Tot 1.49059 .24749 .36505 6 .023 .0000 

Degl 14.38031 12.73553 .06380 1 .129 .2596 

Enroll 6 .079478E-03 2 . 33831E-03 .12542 2 .600 .0097 

Eth2 10.34763 5.36256 .09387 1 .930 .0545 

Deg2 12.04389 7.05312 .09679 1 .708 .0886 

Exp.Dist .42258 .21372 .11986 1 .977 .0488 

(Constant) 107.15428 14.91901 7 .182 .0000 

Summary of Findings for Senior High Assistant Principals 

Five variables were found to be significantly related 

to administrative salary: per pupil expenditure, 

ethnicity, total experience, district experience, and 

campus enrollment. Per pupil expenditure, total 

experience, district experience, and campus enrollment were 

higher when salary was higher. The two dummy variables for 

ethnicity worked in opposite ways: ethl (black or not) had 

a negative beta weight and eth2 (Hispanic or not) had a 

positive beta weight. This finding indicates that not 

being black is associated with higher salary than being 

(table continues^ 
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black, but being Hispanic is associated with higher salary 

than not being Hispanic. 

ANCOVA was used to explore further the relationship 

between ethnicity and salary. Results follow. 

Salary bv Levels of Ethnicity 

Code Obs. mean Ad j . mean SD H 

Black 180 .484 177. .115 19 .899 24 

Hispanic 192 .995 197. .712 43 .818 22 

White & other 188 .502 187. .153 25 .793 300 

For entire sample 188 .231 26 .936 346 

Tests of Significance for PerDavS 

Using UNIQUE Sums of Squares 

Source of 

variation SS DF MS F 

Sig 

of F 

Within cells 187741. 91 337 557.10 

Regression 60606. 44 6 10101.07 18 .13 .000 

Constant 1758. 96 1 1758.96 3 .16 .076 

Ethnic 4761. 12 2 2380.56 4 .27 .015 

(table continues) 
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Comparison Coeff. Std. err. t value Sig. t 

1 vs. 2 

1 vs. 3 

2 vs. 3 

20.596747 

10.038102 

-10.558645 

7.05090 

5.02722 

5.35137 

2.92115 .004 

1.99675 .047 

•1.97307 .049 

All three pairwise contrasts were significant 

indicating that the salary levels of all three ethnic 

groups were different than each other with Hispanics 

receiving the highest salaries, followed by whites then 

blacks. 
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Number Name Countv 

015-905 Edgewood ISD Bexar 

015-908 South San Antonio ISD Bexar 

015-910 North East ISD Bexar 

015-915 Northside ISD Bexar 

015-916 Judson ISD Bexar 

057-903 Carrollton-Farmers Branch ISD Dallas 

057-909 Garland ISD Dallas 

057-910 Grand Prairie ISD Dallas 

057-912 Irving ISD Dallas 

057-914 Mesquite ISD Dallas 

057-916 Richardson ISD Dallas 

071-905 Ysleta ISD El Paso 

101-911 Goose Creek ISD Harris 

101-920 Spring Branch ISD Harris 

101-903 Alief ISD Harris 

101-907 Cypress-Fairbanks ISD Harris 

101-909 North Forest ISD Harris 

101-910 Galena Park ISD Harris 

101-913 Humble ISD Harris 

101-914 Katy ISD Harris 

101-915 Klein ISD Harris 

101-917 Pasadena ISD Harris 

101-919 Spring ISD Harris 

101-902 Aldine ISD Harris 

220-901 Arlington ISD Tarrant 

220-902 Birdville ISD Tarrant 

220-916 Hurst-Euless-Bedford ISD Tarrant 
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