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My“_assignment today is to peruée the questio{ﬁ,y Are thé COUI.‘tS determ~’

LR S M AR
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 ED1le3s7

4

ining (eduéatiénal) policy? ‘Since the.%nswer“is.obviously in the affirmativeg
L) 1Y ‘ » =
this session could be: ended at once by admitt1ng the heavy involvement of
. & .

/' judges in the decision-making processes. The program planners ; however  must

QJ ‘ o have ‘had. other questions in mind to occupy our time, At the risk of being
“4& - .
T .off-target I will presume that they had 1n ‘mind the following questions to

elaborate on the basic question: : SR )

1 Is the discretionary power of 1oca1 boards of education being

P . X ) . ‘n ,

o ? AR o ‘ ' L
. ‘ eroded? . L . e e 4 d
. . /

' . 2. If so, has some of that power been shifted upward to the state amd 5

]

-

A . . federal 1eg1s1ative branches of government7 ~ o ' ‘ STy

T .- " 3. What is the durrent status of involvement of the Judiciary in the

. making of educational decisions, particu1ar1y .as related to the running of

schools at the local level? and ’
; . . .l . - . ) 3
4. Is the involvement of the judges, given the present social setting

-

!innwhich educational depisions are being made, out ofgproportion with the

. . v\

fﬂ1;1.~ proposition that the thrAe co-equal div1s1ons of government (executive,

'\"leg{flative, Judi?ial) are supposed to act as a checks-and balarce system:
- . at all t1mes? ' . C N §FJ> 5

School Board Powets Eroded T e e T ' \

To begin. Is the discretionary power of loca1 boards of education

<

Prepared for presentation at the annual convention of the American Associatiom

S
7
-y - ,
iﬁrag:'1‘ be1ng eroded’ The- answer to this question is affirmative. local bqards
§, of School Administrators, Atlantic City, New 'Jersey, February 21, 1976, ) 3‘
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-,  the 1egis1ature. Should it become necessary to sit in judgment on what to R t

“] W1th1n reason, they were left alone to carry ‘out that

v . RS

) .. » ’ ) . to he
- ("‘» ) v . % \\(y - ’ 2«

.

were once quite autonomous, exercis ng their rule-making powers;in full

confidence that the courts would not intervene tq overthrow a decision

A ]

uniess it was patently u1tra v1res, arbitrary or capricious. Further, the. .

PN

board was: free within reason to carry out the rule in question--to exercise

Cits executive powers so long as it operated within its grant of power from.

do when a kﬁiﬁ_was violated fhe board Could convene as a quasi-Judicial

>

body to act as judge, prosecutor and Jury with little concern that its

findinos would be thrown out, by the courts. In short, locai boards\of éduca-

P “ f

tion were poWerful bodies, doing a vital and important state function, and  °

-

ﬁprpose.
Beginning in the 1050 s, however, it was plain that local board powers

<
wer€e being cha11enged For one thing, local: propertyStaxes were beg1nning to

reach conf1scatory limits, and the'districts were asking for additional help

from the ‘states to. foot mount1ng bills‘for education. It was decided that : .‘E
;ery child should be educatéd up to the limits of his or her capabilities. -

In the peaceful Eisenhower years, this seemed not too much to. expect of a

- "/ .
country..that had won a maJor war., Our resources seemed endless, our optimism

. 5 s
knew no bounds. Educators asked for and got more money from the state 1eve1.

When Sputnik shocked us into rea1ity, we fhrthef 1mproved the educational

offerings in the Sixties by: emphasizing qua11ty for. every child A debate

rose on whether federal moneys shou1d be made available to 10ca1 districts.

doa

<
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- : federal,aid'was}typically categorical, local districts came into compli-
A5 o ? o ™
- ance in order to obtain the grantf, and local autonohy suffered. When a
district accepted federal moneys, it agreed to' certain considerations--to

. . ' ~F

. teach, to account for the money, to provide compensatory programs, and to

come into ﬁine with Congressional policies. In effect, then, some of the

)

s | choices once .enjoyed by local boards shifted upward to state and federal

‘levels of government, ‘and local boards had less decision-making power with o

¥ e - - N

‘which to Tun the schools. | o ' .

g
- ’ .o

Then came collective bargaining. From 1961 on, local boards either w7 ~

N » -

choice or by mandate agreed’to bargain with teachers *grbups on conditions‘

0 o of work wages, and hours of employment Since collective bargaining/pré-
. Suppoees that opposites across the table are guals, many\boards g’ve away ‘

°

T . « +the store. Only today are they vainly trying to get those prerogatives which

they gave away o freely back on the1r side of the table. Although the courts

A were 1nvolved in the absence\of a state statute mandating negotiations the

.

‘courts tended to protect the board s prerogat1ve, although not in every instance.

To say that the coutts made boards bargain would be stretching the facts. Out

S

of" the confusion created by bargaining with teachers, the boards emerged with

singed ‘feathers 1nsofar as their discretionary powers to have the last word

*  was concerned. ’i o L I

S ‘ ' Sometimes we,forget the further erosion of board powers by the voluntary -
1 memberships which .boards have with such organizations as the state'activities :
o - . - 1

associations, the nstional accrediting agencies, |such as North Central, and

E fwith the various study councils t, which most 1arger districts belong. In the

"end, although theoret1cally these memberships are voluntary, the end resulb

k] . v

 has been to further erode the final decision-makrhg power of local boards of

- i ¢

C v education. Now that these agencies are being controlled in no small way by

~

o Y i
S 4
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to relate thdt boards have suffered the loss of considerable power which i /L

. e e w— €

they_at one time exercised without outside'CGntrol. If quantity was the

- . f . .

issue in the Fifties, quality in the Sixties, then truly it must now be _ hd :

the Quesq for power and resources which. must characterize’ the Soberlng "

Seventies for most lTocal boards of education. _

- Centralization of Power Upward _ ‘ o o .Q )

My second question “was this"If boards have lost power has some of . . ¢ v
0

e e s

that power shifted upward to the state and federal legislative branches‘

—

éf the government? This question, too, can be~an%wered in the affirm=
. L - ! . Ve T
ative.'As boards asked for an

<

more money from both their legislature

and the -Congress,, it was obvious that they were giving ﬂvay what amounted.l .

- to- the right to make ndegendent decisions apart from Outside sources of

that power. In effect they- became™ f1scally dependent branches‘bf the

hierarchy, staking‘their educattﬁﬁa/-fut¢res on their continuing associ- e y:

i .

ations ‘with the centralized power. from whence came the dollars. Part of

the problem was the gntiquated syvtem by which local- educational bills are

paid, in practice, from the property taxes raised and spent within the local
/ N . N . .

district But mounting inflation, rising costs, a wave of‘pngt-war babies,
”

and war-created housing shortages plagued the board, and caused it to
. .

”"accede to constraints'which E would” neverhaVe’done“hadit_been'able‘t0'~”w“~~é“~—-“*f

-

1.stand on its own two fiscal feet. Absent that prerogative,-local boards } .

continued to operate but with more and more control from above. It would

-

seem therefore @nfair to lay all this loss of bower at the ‘feed of the

;Judiciary, even though the judges were deep into Judicial activism from™

BN [

the Brown case on.,. v
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: o Present Status of Judicibry i - ‘

: . . i
LN — : ° xS

My third question, then, is this. What is thelkurrent status oﬁ B

‘involvement of the judiciary in the making,of educational decisions, . -

ke . . .
- particularly as related to the running,of schools atéthe local level7
[]

Betwesn 1953 and 1969, the Warren Court decided some three dozen educatLpn'

©

cases, more than any&other court before it had handled Prior to the Brown

co- ~
- . he

dec1sion in 1954 the'High Court had held to a pattern of Judicial resrraLnt

a

on.the theory that states should be left alone in exercising their police | A

poWers of‘Which,educaiion was but one.— In 1873 the Court laid down .its

NSO

chieF lodestar. (We reJect any 1nterpretationof the Fourteenth Amendment)

° °

Whlch would constitute th1s Court a perpetual censor upon all 1egis1ation o

-

j&ﬁzir:*,of the states." Slaughter-House Cases, 16 Uallace 36, 1873. Again and again,

-

///’fhe Court in the late 19th century he&d that "the legislatures are the ex-

- -

clusive Judges.of what is right and proper" (Munn Vo People of fllinois,

’

94 U.s. 113, 1877), ‘and opined that "we know that' ‘this (legislative power”

s ® v

. "of the states) may be abUsed but that is no argument against it{\existence. NC
- : NS

For protectlon against abuses by legislatures, the people must resort to - .

4 ’

N ' , the polls, not to the courts." (Id )v

‘ The doctr1ne of non- interference had to g1ve way, however, before the

~need-te~regulate~big~busine581—ln»subsequent—caseswéﬁurLado_vs_People_oﬁ_w_wccn-wﬁmw_.r

i
¥

.. California, 1100, §.-516, 1884; Muller v. Oregon; 208U S+ 412,-1908) thew”—--r-w—rﬁm——‘-

? 4 . _—

~ Supreme Court put, the states on notice that "every species of State legislation,
o % . ,
' N whether dealing with procedural or substantive matters,' was subJect to .

.«

rd * \ H .. . ‘ ‘-.
scrutiﬁy when the question of essential justice is’ raised." 8 .

W . Y Some of¢the cases strengthened the hand of ‘school administrators. In
o R . . . v S e

1922, for éxample, the Court declared that ‘that it is within the police

i
¢

poWers of a state "to prov1de by law for compulsory vd%cination." Zucht V.. "

N . - - . . L <7

“ R v v. . . - .
R . : ~“ /‘
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King 260 ﬁ S. 174, 1922, Hence, a citizen could assert no constitutional

: ‘ rlght to have his_chil d attend séﬁbol witﬁout'”hE“Eertificafe*of“vaccination
which a city ordinance ;equired a ) .
.Beginning in the early 1920'6, and perhaps influenced by the World War,’

L i the Court entered 1nLo a, line of cases which amount in effect to t?& right

‘of children to learn, to know to be informed and to pursue knowledge for

-

‘ knqwledge s sake. In Meyer V., Nebraska; 26 U.5. 390, 1923, the’ Court held

- . 5 v ~ ) . i
1 = - ' ‘ g . N

ie T that a Nebraska statute convicting a~teachen for'teaching German language '

»

to a student was unconstitutional--an infring\\ent of the student 's Four~

.
s

teerith- Amendment rights. Two years 1ater, reacting to an Oregon statut

°
.

<
also based on 1ntolerance exemp11f1ed by the slogan "Native, White, Protestant" ’

’ ~the _Court held that no -state could interfere with the-.parental right to

. R .

_determine whethers.his child could be educationvin public schools only. \

- VI ' o ST 2N : '
., - The child is not the "mere creature of the State," sa{d the Court,."The State °

B} f-~i - lacks the general power to st?ndardiZe its childrén by forcinguthem'to accept

instruction from public teachers only." Other cases'asserting the "chiidﬂ
\ ' beneflt" theory and released time for religious instruction followed in ,
the 1930 s and 1940 S. The remark—of V1ctor Hugo comes to(mind Greater

e : than the tread.of.mighty armies fswan idea'whose time has come." Thus,.

‘”whenmthe ngrpﬂ Court conﬁened in 1953 the time had come to settle once

" “;f“f_“'and for all\three,maJor questions rélated to the poWer of the State over
! 1ts c1tlzens' l) Does a requirement thaiwblacks attend separate but equal 'y
"'" schools deprive them of their consti utional rights? 2) May the state compose
", b and require a drayer as a condition of school attendance‘7 and 3) May a State

. . . _ .
\ - - 4
N - . . - .




R A t
»

o * 7

4

‘demand that its teachers remain'loyal to it on pain of dismissal from

=,

o their jobs? . It 1is “the peculiar genius of the Constitution that these

i squestions could all be satisfactoéaly handled by the Supreme Court without
1 %
rqvolution‘in a peaceful and authoritative manner.

’

Article III of the Constitution provides for the judicial power of

-1

thé United States to be .vested in one Supreme Gourt, and in such_inferior

é ' ;.vﬁourts a;Athe Congress;shall frgm'timé-to timeﬁordain.andestablish; Students

E ; ‘fl'c of the art gf go$ernment point t? Aﬁticle'III ;ashthe most*original of all

‘ the'parts of the)éonstitution." ZEEcholomew:‘p. 2). "Here We have America's
greatest contribhtionkto the.science of government. We havela government

'[of.laws'and not of mené The-%ack of a judiclary was one of the prime defects

\'. v ‘ “ ,4 .‘L ) ‘: . ’ ’ ’ ¢ . .
of the Articles of Confederation." (Id.) W o . | \
|

i' .' -~ K ﬁ;lheﬁeviis%which Artic1e III T against are the overpowering auth- .
‘; * A 1 1, . \

ority of the State over its subJects, a fear which was not :ureal at- the time |

~the Bill of Rights was hammered out’, But the Bill of Rights appllied at x', \

r

o o
° first_only’to the powers of federal government' it-remained for the Fourteenth
S 3 )

i

Amendment to extend this’ 11m1tation to the various States as Well. The\

B

colonists sought to replace an” infallible king with an/infallible document

»

and in many"respects they_succeeded, fortunately, beyond their fondest dreams.
> | " By setting up~the‘judiciary as a natchdog‘over the rights of'individuals,~
. . . V N - ) ' . '1v . . » '
. ' thev‘succeeded in balancing the interests of the State in law andorder over
S , \

against the freedoms of the individual in any point in time. Without such

a provision, the freedoms of 1ndividual choice “would long ago have been T

A

Encroached upon, and big gOVernment would most surely have taken over the.

& s
g N d‘ ' powers which our people so religiously worship as our 1ndividualq rerogatives
TR - e .
. ) ag free-born, 1ndependent citizens of the gleatest nation on the.face of the

/

earth,'the United States of America.

nli - e . S » - .
o [ : - [t . . . R .




I cannot say with certainty that they ar®w

Qut of'Propnrtion?

" This brings me to my fourth and finalvquestion: Is the involvement

of theAJudgestpiven the present social setting,in which educational decisions

are being made, out 'of proportion with the prOposition that the three ~co-~ equal

branches of government are supposed to act as checks-and—balances upon

¥

each other at all timesg? The key words here are- "out of proportion." Are

the court's powers dominating the other tub branches of govermegﬁ to the
detriment of individual freedoms at the expense of governmenta1 power? -

In 1943 ‘fhe Supreme Court considered the case of a school board
requirement that any ch11d who refused to salute the flag would be excluded

’ L

from the. pub11c schools. West Va.St. Bd. of Educ. V.. Barnette, 319 U.S. 624

1943..Writing for the majority (6-3) Mr. JustiCe Jackssn/put it this way:

Must a government of necess ity be too strong for the liberties of N

its people, or too weak to maintain its own existence’ The answer in

the past has been in favor of strength But thé Fourteenth Amendment

as now appliedto the States, protects the citizen against the State
itself and all of its creatures, boards of education being no exception.
That. boards areedueating the young for citizenship is reason for .
scrupulous protection of Constitutional freedoms of the individual, if
we are not to strangle the free mind at its source and taach youth

~to discount important principles ‘of -our government as mere ‘platitudes.

When we reca11 that in the past our English heritage of law has‘saddled

us with a jurisprudence which values property rights over human rights in
r,_ g\ ‘
every aspect of human existence, we are ‘reminded that as t1mes change, the,

BLA]

A

1aw mus t be dynamic and*change with'it Given the“imperativeS”inherent in

. ,?'PﬂF

\
the ClVLl rights movement, we canconly be thankful in theend that the Con-
stitution permits change, and even encourages it, through he medium of the

4

courts df lustice under 1aw. We have indeed come & long wa

hd —

since Blackstone

husband.'”




. v.v ~ -
Would be we far worse off as Americans if the- Court had not intervened
; " on behalf of the individuaﬂ(&1tizen9 I be1ieve it can be amp1y demonstrated
- . .
.- ) that we would be. The Court has now taken the position as a- prime defender

of all democratic processes, principles, and institutions--in effect, the
‘ guardian of the national conecience in three major.areas: integzation and

~ ’ - R . . R e v

o ‘ the rights of large classes,of,people in‘our society, in state criminal

idings. and the rightd of pr1soners, and in reapportionment of the

oy Nt
state 1egis1atures. The conscience is bottomed on the natural law contained’

in the Declaration of Independence, that all men are creaied equal and that
\

3

each is endowed by his Creator with cermain unalienable rights wh1ch cannot;

Nhi) o e

_ be taken away from him'or her-through governmental action. . o -

~

What would it be like if the Supreme Court had not cha11enged‘Richard ‘

-

- Nixon to turn over the tapes’ What would have happened if the Court had not
mandated fairness in| the punlshment aceorded children by -the State acting
AN

“.through its school offic” als° Uhere would we. be now if'church and state had

t

been allowed to intq rm1ng1e7 What if the Court had not checked. the professional

Commun1st hunters in the 1950's by its close scrutiny of antisubvers1ve

. [
&

legislation and loyalty oaths’ And what would it .be like if the Supreme
5

‘Court had not* appea1ed to our consciences-to permit s11ent protesters‘to

wear black armbapds to. show their concern about’the war in Vietnam?, Clearly,4

-

1t'wou1d be a different world entirely.‘ <{

k4 . i

Inthe end“~someone~or~some-institutien must act«to keep the_nation

‘on its social course, to rem{nd us as Americans that freedom mus t* be re-born .

with each bassing_generation, and that thatrgogernment.of the peoplé, by .-

" the people, and for -the people, must in the words of Abraham Lincoln,
. ] L 4 ’ .
" not be allowed to perish from the earth.




- I R » R
in the words of Clark Spurlock,ia'nationally recognized scholar

' of the effect of courts on education, !The ébun\\nas always been an arbiter’ |

of American soc1a1 destiny; today it is an acce1erator of that destiny.
. B ¢
'“"Still contrary to frnquent complaint, it has hardly become the~nationa1

. ® ‘ - >

1te the frequency of dts desegregatiqn orders, the Court

school boérd Agide 'from its deep concern with personal rights and
-f~freedoms and ded@

- remains as reluc ant as' evér to interfere in most matters subject to the wi11

of state legisla ures and loca1 school boards "
I echo Spurloé&\s sentiments, and add on1y that we Americans should
: v ~ e . £
be thankful,that the experiment which our forefathers launched in 1776

L N

"to bring forth uRon this contin@ht a new nation7 conceived in 1iberty,

and dedicated to %he .propositionthat a11 men are created equal" should

'surviVe 200 years ather than four-score and seven. When the history of .,)

@ -

democracy Jis f1na11y written, 1 am sure that it will contain glowing reports
of that govermen tnat survived . because it was founded on the God-given
propos1tion that one\should treat his- nelghbor as himself and that in

a11 matters between a c1tizen and his/her goyernment the rule of fundamental

wfairness sha11 previll. . ‘
f \ : '

N ; o » -~ 30 - .
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~This report presents results of a study comparing the

number and average salaries of male andvfemale adﬁinistrators
employed in Michigan public schools during the 1973-1974 school

year.

Procedure ) - ’ -
| Thé source of data fdr this sfudy was the_ProfesSioﬁé]
Personnel Register, which is collected and maintained annually ‘
by the Tgaéher Eéu@at1qn 5ﬁa Professional Service Dépgrtment‘
of the M1ch1§an Department of Educafion. He obféined a é;;puter
tape copy-of the 1973-1974 Register and wrote programs to anal-
yze the_data to produce various parts of this report.
P for each teacher or administrator fhe Register contains
the person's social security number, maéor assignment, sa]ary;
highest degree_earhed, years of experience, seg} and other
deécriPt1vé information. We se]ected'all'persons‘whq'had an . -~
adminjstfatfve aSsignmgnt as their Pajorﬁrespons1b1iity during
the H973-[974 school year. A comparison of the average salaries |,
of male and female administrators was que in relation to assign-

ment, hjghes; degkee earned, professional experience.

Compar1sbn by Major Assignments:

In the group of 99,142 teachers employed in 1973-1974, there
.were 62,865 (63%) females and 36,277 (37%) males. In the groggir
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of 83071 adm1n1strators, there were 6,701 (83%) males and 1,370 ‘ﬁ?//
(17%) females. If onel;ccepts thé proposition that school ad-
‘m‘in1strators should be se]ected from the ranks o'teachers
then it is str1k1ﬂg to see the Juxtaposition of the numbers

N . of female or male teachers with the numbers of female or male

administrators.
‘ - : Valn
Table 1 compares the number and~aéerage salaries of male :ﬁ'

ant fema]e-adm1n1strators.by major~és ment. It is clear -
that less than 2% ofyfhe,genera] superintendents were femd]es‘
and less than 5% of the assistant superintendents were females.
Average salaries of general superinteﬁdenf§¢wg(§ $1;8qp lower
for females and av%raée sa]arieg'of”assistant superintendents

are $372 lower for females.

—

51p11ar conditions occur in the employment of male and

. female adminigtrators for finarice and business, instruction,

personne] research, special education directors, state and
federa] program consultants, communﬁty schoo] directors,
vocational education d1rectori, and,continu1ng or a}u1t

4

education directors. The general pattern is a preponderance

’

of males employed with average salaries substant1a11y higher

B
than their female counterparts

Among seqonda%& school principals, fewer ‘than 3%-were

fqma]@?with average salaries about $500 greater than male

secondary school principals. Fewé}ﬁthan 8% of the assista;t
’ /
secondary principals were females with average salaries over
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\ $1,000 greater than their male canter@arts.
| Abéﬁt 20% of the elementary school principals in.Michigan

were females with average sa]ariqs about $400 greater than male

elementary principals. : : .

.-
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More than 50% of the assistant ‘elementary: pr1nc1pa1§ were
" females with average salaries about $300 greater tHan“ﬁélg

assistant elementary principals.

Over 40% of the subject area consultants were fe aVés but
/A— their average salaries were more than $4,000 below thein male

counterparts.

There were twice,asgmany female elementary consultants as
here were male elementdry consultants, but the average salary

.0f the females was about $1;700 below the averpge salaries of
. —

~

male elementa}y consultants.

7
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There were no females classified as secondary consultants.
About 40% of the elementary super&isors were females and
about 25% of the sécondary supervisors were females. Although
the dverage salaries were similar for males and females at the
secondafy school 1evi1,,the average salary of male elementary

supervisors was almost $3,000 great%r than the average salary

\
of the females.

I_The data indicate a ciear pattern favoring appéintment of

. males to administrativé'positﬁons in the puﬂ11b schools of
Michigan. Average salary differentials may be explained by
regional differences in salaries, but this remains to,bé

established.
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Compar1son by Degree

,){ . Table 2 compares the averagefsalar1es of ma]e and female -
adm1n1strators in terms of the. hfghest degree ach1eved Oﬂ’
those administrators without a ¢ollege degree, female adm1n1;
strators received an average s‘1ary $3,000 below their ﬁale
. counterpart. . / |
. , " Female administrators with a bachelor's degree received
an average salary $2,000 be/low their male counterpart. Female
adm1n1strators with master‘ degrees° spec1a11st certificates,
or doctorates recefved average salaries that weré less than:
males' average sa]ar1es.,y amounts of $800, $2,300, and $1,700. .
for.ehe respective deg?ées. : ' 5.

! .
Compar1son bx,Profess1ona1 Experience \ »

~ Table 3 comparesfthe average salary of male and female
'adm1;1strators in terms of years of professional e/pér1énce.
The average salary éf'feMaTe admin1strator§ with 1 to 10 years
profess1ona1 exper{ence was $2;100 less than the average
salarj of male administrators with the sa;e range of exper1en6e.

Female administrators with 11 to 20 years of prbfessional exper-

ience had average salaries $1,500 below their male counterparfsf

Female administrators with more than 20 yearslprofe§sidna1

exper1encé%:;d average salaries $2.]00 beTow the average salaries -
. of their malje counterparts in the Michigan public schools.
)
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TABLE 1
N\
™
\\\ o COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATIVE POSITIONS IN MICHIGAN
PUBQ}C SCHOOLS HELD BY MALES OR FEMALES
DURING 1973-1974
’ ) Average Average
Administrative go No.OF No.OFf = ~ Male Fema?e
Assignment . Males Females ‘ Salary Salary
General Superintendent 553 [1¢ - 24,767 22,925
General Assistant ‘ ‘ '
Superintendent 269 13 - A 25,288 24,916
' Admin.- of Finance and » ' ‘ .
Business 174 14 22,406 17,500
Admin. of Instriction 162 55 : 23,975 21,281
Admin, of Plant and . . ) |
Facilities 63 8 / 24,030 ,994
Admin. of Employed . . X
Personnel - 94 12 23,652 22,394
Admin. of Research 55 12 . 24,193 21,451
Secondary Principal 1,025 30 21,321 21,815
Elementary Principal 1,625 456« 19,927 50,330
Asst. Secondary Principal 967 80 19,668 20,770
Asst. Elemeptary \
Principal ! 209 119 19,524 19,865
Subject Area Consult. 87 68 20,454 . 15,882
Elementary Consult. ' 19 - 44 . 17,895 16,183
'Secondary Consult. 3] 0 21,05953 0
Subject Area Coordinator 231 151 118,791/ 17,511
’ Elementary Supervisor 37 24 | 22,120 19,171
Se;ondary Supervisor 316 102 _ 19,739' 19,684
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Adm1n1strét1ve
Assignment

Special Education
Director

State and Federal
K\' Programs Consultant

. Community School -
Director
/
Vocational Education
Director
-Data Processing
Director

BN

Transportation Director

: ¢
Continuing or Adult
Education

No.Of

No.Of
Males Fe@g1es
147 24
100 0
e 0
108 0
15 0
}9 | 0
1]
47 .0

Average

Average

- Male Female
Salary Sa1ary
20,910 20,217
18,800
16,343 0

19,639 0
20,958 0
19,440 0
19,300 ° 0
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TABLE 2. . o
TN
COMPARISON OF MALE AND FEMALE ADMINISTRATQR v
WITH SAME HIGHEST DEGREE (1973- 1974)
. A _ . Average Average
Highes & No.Of No.Of Male Female
Degree ¥ : Males Females Salary Salary
No Degree C 3] 8 19,508 16,164
Bachelors : 489 141 16,914 7 14,563
- Masters - ’ 5,094 1,006 20,762 19,921
° Specialist 473 ' 49 22,628 20,268
Doctorate 414 69 25,563 23,825
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TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF MALE AND, FEMALE ADMINISTRATORS WITH
SIMILAR NUMBER OF YEARS EXPERIENCE (1973-1974)

Years Of ‘> | ' ‘Average Average
Professional No.Of No.Ofs ° - Male Female
Experience Males Females Salary Salary

1 -10 ) 1,429 196 17,713 15,518

11 - 20 2,892 423 20,948 19,390

* Over 21 2,180 654 22,950 20,821
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