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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

The management team concept of school administration 
is being adopted by school districts throughout the state 
of Michigan as the logical design for effective school 
management. Considerable attention is being placed on the 
concept by various state associations and administrator 
groups. Especially active in this movement are the Michigan 
Congress of School Administrator Associations, The Michigan 
Association of Elementary School Principals and the Michigan 
Association of Secondary Principals. The Michigan Associa­
tion of School Boards is also interested in the movement 
towards adoption of the concept in local board actions.

The activity among the above mentioned groups seems 
to stem from the fact that in Michigan as a direct result 
of the passage of Public Act 379 in 1965, the legislation 
that permits collective bargaining by public employees, 
educators at and above the level of assistant principal 
were consistently excluded from bargaining units. The col­
lective efforts of these stated groups now seems to center 
around local and association adoption of resolutions in

1
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support of management teams. The team most often includes 
all principals, coordinators and central administration. 
In some instances also included in the team is the board 
of education.

Encouragement for study in.the area of. management 
team came from three significant groups. First the depart­
ment of administration at the University of Michigan, Ann 
Arbor was influential in counseling doctoral students to 
investigate this area. The executive secretaries of all 
three administrator associations in the state offered 
sssistâncs in gathering data and resources for study pur­
poses. The Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School Studies, 
Inc., initiated the first inquiry into areas needing study 
and did by executive board action endorse this particular 
study.

Statement of the Problem
This is a study to determine the effect of management 

team patterns of school organizational structure on the 
administrator's welfare. Special consideration will be 
given the elements of welfare including salary, fringe bene— 
fits, clerical assistance, administrative assistance and 
management bargaining units.

Significance of the Study
Mr. Robert Walker, Lansing, Michigan Public Schools, 

has described management team as the latest innovation in 
educational administration in Michigan Schools. In his un­
published article he indicates that there is no established
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blueprint for the Management team but that participation 
and involvement in the decision-making process is the es­
sential ingredient. He further states:

"Recognizing that each district is somewhat unique in 
its organization and structure even from those of comparable 
size and complexity and perhaps more important, in the com­
position of its staff and of staff attitudes, we could not 
expect to satisfy fully everyone's impression of or expecta­
tion for this concept. Reduced to its most basic element, 
however, the management team concept simply means the team 
approach to management rather than management by decree."1 2

1Robert Walker, "The Management Team Concept." An 
unpublished paper. Lansing Public Schools, Lansing, Michi­gan, 1970.

2Lester W. Anderson, "Management Team Concept", 
Michigan Journal of Secondary Education, X (Spring, 1969), 24-33.

Dr. Lester Anderson of the University of Michigan in 
a recent article in the Michigan Journal of Secondary Educa­
tion deals with the issues present in management team con­
cept. Anderson's article points out the four viewpoints 
included in concept are the principal's, the board of educa­
tion's, the superintendent's and the legal. On the whole, 
management team revolves around two main questions: 1) do 
all parties want a working relationship based on participa­
tion in policy formulation? and 2) is the formulation of 
organizational structure designed to keep communication 
open in the decision making process.%

The professional journals of the various Michigan 
school administrator organizations for the past two years
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have reflected this growing concern of the public school 
leader in the areas of structure and decision making. 
Heselton, Pinis, Walker and Hammel,writing in the Michigan 
School Board Journal in January 1969, presented various 
observations on the management team. Other writings in­
clude a position paper developed by David C. Smith reflect­
ing the position of the elementary principals in the manage­
ment team. In addition, the management team concept was 
the main topic of discussion at the July 23, 1969 First 
Annual Orientation Meeting for New School Board Members. 
The conference held at Eastern Michigan University, Ypsi­
lanti , Michigan was jointly planned by the Michigan Congress 
of School Administrator Associations and the Michigan 
School Board Association. I 

"Improving the Management Team" was the theme for 
the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School Studies fall 
conference called "School Administrators' Management Lab" 
held in October of 1969 at Waldenwoods in Hartland, Michigan. 
The Bureau has an abiding interest in this area as it is 
supporting this and two other studies regarding management 
team.

Perhaps the most important quasi-legal decision 
having significance to this study was the recent Michigan

1Frank Heselton, "Management Team Concept from Board 
Member's Viewpoint," Michigan School Board Journal, XV 
(January, 1969), 6, 23: Fritz Pinis, "The Management Team 
Concept Myth or Reality". Michigan School Board Journal, XV (January, 1969), 7: Robert Walker? The Management Team 
Concept," Michigan School Board Journal XV (January 1969), 8-9; Robert Walker and Eugene C. Hammel, Management by 
Design-Using the Team Approach," Michigan School Board Journal, XVI (February, 1969), 12-14.



Labor Relations Board's "Hillsdale Case". The board ruled 
that all the administrators of the Hillsdale Public Schools 
except the Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent and 
Business Manager may enter into collective negotiations 
with the Hillsdale Board of Education.1 Detroit, Michigan 
administrators and organized groups in several suburban 
Detroit districts have petitioned for recognition to 
bargain.

The movement is not limited to Michigan for the The 
Michigan Elementary Principal reports from the Government 
Employees Relations Report the following two significant 
items :

"Philadelphia school principals voted 
for Teamsters affiliation. The Associa­tion President, Daniel McGinley, said the action under consideration for several months was precipitated by the school board president, who was vague and not specific in his reply to the association’s request 
for bargaining rights. Affiliation with 
the Teamsters was chosen to open lines of communication with the administration." 
"Vermont Professional Negotiations Law 
provides the same organizational rights for supervisory personnel as for teachers provided supervisory personnel form sepa­
rate units from those of the teachers."2

. ^Hillsdale, Michigan, "Ruling Gives Administrators 
Rights to Bargain," Educators Negotiating Service-Complete Texts, (January 15, 1969) , 1-5. - -------

2Summary of Labor Relations Actions Affecting School 
Administrators" The Michigan Elementary Principal Volume 34 (January-FebruaryP, 1970“. 27. ’ . --
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This study of management team structure would appear 

to be timely if not overdue in that so much has taken place 
in the state of Michigan and nationally in the direction 
of bargaining by administrative groups. At this writing 
little has been done in the area of research regarding the 
structure of administration in districts practicing manage­
ment team. Charles E. Bidwell states :

....There are apparently no published studies of relationships between super­intendent and principal .... despite the 
central importance of middle-level ad­ministrative echelons in the function­ing of school systems. In addition, 
there are, it seems no inquiries into the articulation of school units and system-level administrative structures, 
despite the questions raised by the 
structural looseness of school systems.

The topic of welfare when applied to management seems 
also to be overlooked in the public sector.

This research is important for it approaches adminis­
trative structure from the "gut" issues of welfare. The 
professional welfare of the administrator is a necessary 
area of study for the recent ruling by the Michigan Labor 
Mediation Board that would interpret Michigan law to per­
mit middle management to bargain for wages, hours and 
working conditions. The principals of Hillsdale, Michigan, 
Public Schools petitioned the Labor Mediation Board for a 
ruling in order that a local election by administrators 
could be conducted to establish a bargaining unit of ad­
ministrators. The ruling permitting the principals to

ïcharlés E. Bidwell, "The School as a Formal Organiza­
tion" in Handbook of Organizations, ed, by James G. March 
(Chicago: Rand McNally & Company, 1965), pp. 10001-02.
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hold such an election was precedent setting in that from 
that one decision as of November 1970 as reported in 
publications of the Michigan Elementary Principals Assoc­
iation recognized unions of administrators have now ap­
peared in over twenty districts in Michigan. In almost every 
case the main thrust for a bargaining unit stems from a 
desire by the group to address the board of education in 
the local district in matters of welfare, that is : issues 
of salary, fringe benefits, length of contract and working 
conditions.

Historically in the literature of industrial unions 
the appearance of protest has come when economy was on the 
up-swing. The writing of the war years, 1942- .
45 indicates that at Ford Motor and Packard organizations I 
of foremen were created over the same fundamental issues.

F. J. Roethlisberger wrote in the Harvard Business 
Review in 1945:

Some of the reasons cited in the current situation for the increasing receptiveness 
of foremen to unionization in mass produc­
tion industries are:
1. The weekly take home of many foremen is less than that of men working under 
them: this condition has been aggravated under war conditions in those factories 
where foremen do not receive extra compensa­
tion for working overtime.2. The influx of inexperienced workers, under war demands, has made the foremen’s 

• jobs more difficult.3. The rise of industrial unions has stripped the foremen of most of their authority.
4. Many union-minded workers have been up­
graded to supervisory positions.5. Many production workers promoted to the 
rank of foremen during the war expansion face 
the possibility of demotion after the war and
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sacrifice of senority credits in the 
unions from which they came for the 
period spent as foremen.

These same fundamental concerns prompt the principal 
of 1970 to feel his weekly take home is less than the 
teachers, that greater demands are being made upon him in 
the era of bargaining by teacher unions, and the teacher 
unions have by contracts stripped him of authority in his 
administrative role. Many former leaders of the teacher 
organizations are administrators now and continue their 
"union" leadership as administrators.

Relationship to Other Studies
This study was one of three related dissertations by 

University of Michigan Ph.D. students focusing on the 
management team concept in the public schools. The first 
study was conducted by John Adams Beckwith and entitled 
"An Analysis of Management Team Patterns of School Organ­
izational Structure and the Leader Behavior of Superin­
tendents" . He analyzed the management team patterns of 
school organizational structure as it affects the profes­
sional welfare of administrators.

In consultation with the chairman of the three doc-

iReadings in Personnel Administration, Editors: 
Paul Pigors, CHarTes A. Myers and F. 71 Malm, McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, Inc., New York; 1959 Article The Foreman : Master and Victim of Double Talk, F. J. Roethlisberger, 
page 222.
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toral committeese an initial instrument was designed to 
obtain descriptions of the current management team patterns 
of school organizational structure. The Questionnaire - 
Patterns of School Organizational Structure focused on the 
extent of the various types of administrative teams or 
groups that meet with the superintendent in each school 
district to consider system wide problems.In addition, 
the questionnaire extracted the positions in the school 
district on each team or group and the frequency and average 
length of their meetings.

The forty-nine local school districts involved in 
this research were members of the Metropolitan Detroit 

2 Bureau of School Studies, Inc., on August 1, 1969. On 
August 12, 1969, a cover letter explaining the interest in 
the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School Studies and the 
Michigan Congress of School Administrator Associations, 
and the Questionnaire - Patterns of School Organizational 
Structure were mailed to the forty-nine Bureau superin­
tendents. On August 28, 1969, a similar cover letter and 
another questionnaire were mailed to the member Bureau 
school districts who had failed to return the first mail­
ing of the questionnaire.3 ‘

iThe Questionnaire - Patterns of School Organizational 
Structure is in Appendix A.

2a list of member organizations on August 1, 1969, 
is in Appendix A.

3The cover letters are in Appendix A.
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After the return of the questionnaires to the Bureau, 

the data were analyzed by the three researchers to identify 
school districts with common management team patterns of 
school organizational structure. All forty-six of the re­
sponding districts indicated the existence of some kind of 
administrative team of groups that meet with the superin­
tendent periodically in the consideration of system wide 
problems. The data revealed that four basic management 
team patterns of school organizational structure existed:

I. School districts where the superintendent meets with just one group that includes all the manage­
ment team members or their representatives were classified as employing "single" management team 
patterns of school organizational structure;

2. School districts where the superintendent meets 
with a group that includes all the management 
team members or their representatives as well as a group that includes just central administra­tors were classified as employing "dual" manage­
ment team patterns of school organizational struc­ture;

3. School districts where the superintendent meets 
with a group that includes all the management 
team members or their representatives and one or more other groups that include different 
segments of the management team members were classified as employing "multiple" management 
team patterns of school organizational struc­ture; and

4. School districts where the superintendent does 
not meet with a group that includes all the 
management team members or their representatives, but meets with one or more groups that include different segments of the management team members 
were classified as employing "divisional" manage- • ment team patterns of school organizational struc­ture . 1

A detailed analysis of the forty-six school districts according to the management team patterns of school organiza­tional structure, district size, members on each team or group and the frequency and average length of their meetings appears in Appendix A.
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A breakdown of the forty-six responding Bureau school dis­
tricts, according to the four common management team 
patterns of school organizational structure, and their re­
lationship to middle and large size school districts re­
sulted in the Table 1 below.

TABLE 1
CLASSIFICATION OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS ACCORDING TO 

THE MANAGEMENT TEAM PATTERNS OF SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND DISTRICT SIZE

Management Team Pattern of School Structure
Number of Middle size School Dis­
tricts (Less than ^000 Students)

Number of Large Size School Dis­
tricts (6,000 Students or more)

Total

1. Single 14 3 17
2. Dual 2 11 13
3. Multiple 3 8 11
4. Divisional 1 4 5

Total 20 26 46

As Table 1 indicates, fourteen middle size and three 
large size school districts (a total of seventeen) operated 
with the single management team pattern of school organiza­
tional structure; two middle size and eleven large size 
school districts (a total of thirteen) operated with dual 
management team patterns of school organizational structure; 
three middle size and eight large size school districts (a 
total of eleven) operated with multiple management team . 
patterns of school organizational structure; and one middle 
size and four large size school districts (a total of five) 
operated with divisional management team patterns of school



12
organizational structure.

Setting of the Study
The foundation for the study comes from the four 

structures described in the relationship to other studies. 
The service area of the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of 
School Studies including school systems in Macomb, Oakland, 
St. Clair, Washtenaw and Wayne counties was extensively 
surveyed and administrators personally interviewed.

The field testing of the interview questionnaire was 
done in non-member school districts, three of which were in 
Washtenaw county and one in Wayne county.

The support to all matters related to data gathering 
came from the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School Studies, 

I Inc.. The Bureau is a non-profit school study council dedi­
cated to cooperative development, research and service.
Also supporting this study with interest was the Executive 
Secretary of the Michigan Congress of School Administrator 
Associations.* 2

^Due to the common nature of the three separate yet 
related dissertations, the above four paragraphs of this section were written by John A. Beckwith, Karl 0. Buttenmiller 
and Waino E. Aukee.

2 A letter to this effect is in Appendix A.

Data Gathering Procedures

Two instruments were used to secure current data and 
opinion on the status of welfare for management team members 
in the Bureau service area.
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The first instrument was a part of the annual study 
conducted by the Metropolitan Bureau of School Studies 
and is entitled the annual study of Salaries of Administra­
tive and Supervisory Personnel.The first four pages of 
the form included the author's many questions regarding 
welfare elements other than salary and the balance of the 
form was a comprehensive study of current salary by posi­
tion. These forms were mailed to the forty some members 
of the Bureau. A cover letter by Executive Director Gerald 
Mansergh advised the members of the need for more complete 
information on the fringe benefit area and encouraged the 
support of the member superintendents in returning the com­

2 pleted forms. Thirty-seven districts that replied to the 
form were also a part of the sample from which the Ques­
tionnaire - Patterns of School Organizational Structure had 
been received. These thirty-seven districts therefore form 
the sample and the population for consideration of salary 
data and welfare benefits.

The second data gathering was obtained by personal 
interview. In order to insure a satisfactory response to

*The form mailed to the Bureau school districts on 
January 5, 1970, is found in Appendix B., entitled annual 
study of Salaries of Administrative and Supervisory 
Personnel.

2The cover letter written over Dr. Gerald Mansergh's 
signature can be found in Appendix B.
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the type of questions, be they routine or subjective, a 
field test of the interview instrument Management Team Wel­
fare Questionnaire^ was conducted in three Washtenaw county 
and one Wayne county school system. By random selection, the 
districts, a central office administrator and a building adminis­
trator were chosen. The form of management team structure was 
not known beforehand but was determined during the course 
of the interview. All districts in the field test re­
sponded that they had a management team structure and the 
size of the districts in Washtenaw county somewhat dictated 
that they were of the single management team structure.
The conclusions of this field test were in favor of con­
tinuing the same format. The interviewer, after proper in­
troductions, would hand the administrator being interviewed 
a copy of the questions. The interviewer/would retain a 
summary sheet with the questions and some of the probable 
answers available for a simple check off during the inter­
view. No questions were added or deleted from the field 
test instrument and the summary form^ was readily coded for 
punch cards and analysis of frequency and percentages.

The actual schedule of interviews and data gathering 
did not take place until after most public schools had clos­
ed for the summer recess in June, 1970. The central office 
administrators and building administrators had not left for 
the summer and interview appointments were easily made and

^The interview instrument Management Team Welfare 
Questionnaire is found in Appendix C.

2The summary Sheet for Management Team Welfare Ques­
tionnaire is found in Appendix C.
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usually kept. The school districts were chosen so as 
to give the widest geographic and county wide distribution. 
All five districts with Divisional structure were chosen 
for interview. In the other three categories of Single, 
Dual, and Multiple, the five representative districts 
were chosen randomly. Within each of the chosen districts 
administrators were chosen randomly1 and represented both 
central office and building level administrators in all 
but two districts where only central office people could 
be contacted. In total, twenty districts were inter­
viewed and thirty-eight separate interviews conducted by 
the author.

A comparison was made of basic salaries paid to 
administrators in the school year 1969-70 and salaries paid 
in the same Bureau schools in the pre-collective bargain­
ing year of 1964^65. All of these data were then 
compared with national means for maximum salary paid to 
central office and building administrators.

^The random selection was accomplished by obtaining 
the 1969-70 district directories of each of the selected 
school districts. The names and school addresses of all central administrators and building principals and assistants were identified for each district. 
In consultation with a set of random digits in "Table XII 10,000 Random Digits," Solomon Diamond Information and Error An Introduction to Statistical 
Analysis (New York: Basic Books Inc., 1959), p. 286, the sample for each district was chosen.
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The study follows a pattern of development that in 

Chapter 11 gives support to the acceptance of the manage­
ment team into the vocabulary of school administration. 
The term appears to be much misunderstood in the school 
setting. Therefore in reviewing the literature an emphasis 
is in the area of current and relevant writings. The re­
view pertaining to the management team also indicated the 
inter-relatedness of this concept in school administration 
to items of welfare. The data gathering, although report­
ed in two chapters, is in reality validating the concept 
that management team in school administration infers par­
ticipation in decision making and also increased salary 
and fringe benefit over the provisions for the instructional 
and non-instructional staff. ,

The two findings' chapters proceed in considering first 
basic salary and second other welfare benefits.

Scope and Limitations of the Study
The scope of this study is regional in that data 

gathered was from Southeastern Michigan School districts. 
There are many state wide inferences that will be reflected 
in the summaries but the nature of the Bureau service area 
(Detroit and its suburban area) will restrict salary and 
benefits analysis to metropolitan areas. National implica­
tions to some of the conclusions will appear in the 
final chapter.

The limitations to the study are four major considera­
tions and two minor considerations. A major consideration
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is that only member school districts of the Metropolitan 
Detroit Bureau of School Studies, Inc., on August 1, 1969 
were included. The data was somewhat restricted by the 
information secured in the Questionnaire - Patterns of 
School Organiazational Structure and the annual study of 
Salaries of Administrative and Supervisory Personnel. The 
second limitation was that historical data from pre-col- 
lective bargaining years could not be compared for the lack 
of knowledge of the administrative structure during that 
year. The third, a most important limitation, is that 
all data gathered regarding fringe benefits lacked a com­
monality that would lend itself to statistical analysis. 
The wide variety and costs of the various benefits could 
not be equated with any common factor other than perhaps 
were they provided or not provided. The fourth limitation 
was in that the number of administrative interviews con­
ducted did not permit complete analysis of variance for 
the small sample.

The minor limitations to the study stem from the fact 
that little research has been conducted in the area of 
management team administration of public schools and sec­
ondly that a review of the issues of salary become a study 
of "what was" because the data on salary paid changes 
annually.

The emerging time of bargaining by public adminis­
trators has arrived in Michigan and elsewhere. A study 
at this time of change should have long range implications 
for the public boards of education and the many professional 
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administrators seeking a clearer definition of "management 
team".

Questions to be Considered in the Study 
The questions are :
Major Question 1. Will there be a difference in the 
administrators' welfare of members of a management team of 
various levels in school districts with single, dual, mul­
tiple or divisional management team patterns of school 
organizational structure?

Related Question 1.• Will there be a difference in how basic salary is set for members of a management team of various levels in school districts with single, dual, 
multiple or divisional management team patterns of school organizational structure?

Related Question 2. Will there be a difference in the length of the work year when members of management teams of various levels in school districts with single, dual, multiple or divisional patterns of school organiza­tional structure are compared?
Related Question 3. Will there be a difference in the fringe benefits granted to members of the management team of various levels in school districts with single, 

dual, multiple or divisional patterns of school organiza­tional structure?
Related Question 4. Will there be a difference in the amount of secretarial assistance provided administra­tors of various levels in school districts with single, 

dual, multiple or divisional patterns of school organiza­tional structure?
Related Question 5. Will there be a difference in the posting of professional openings for members of manage­

ment team of various levels in school districts with single, dual, multiple or divisional patterns of school organiza­tion?
Major Question 2. Will there be a difference in the at­
titude of administrators as to the establishment in their 
districts of a bargaining unit for portions of the manage- 
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ment team of various levels in school districts with single, 
dual, multiple or divisional patterns of school organiza­
tion?

Definition of Terms
The terms defined below are for the purpose of 

clarity in the study of administrator welfare.
Central Administration — All administrators, super­

visors , directors; including assistant superintendent and 
superintendent who operate out of central office and have 
system wide responsibilities.

Elementary Schools — Include all schools where most 
of the students are less than twelve years of age.

Fringe Benefits — Include such items as insurance 
of various kinds, transportation allowance, conference ex­
pense account and leave of various kinds. -

Index — Indicates the ratio relationship of the 
salary to a prescribed schedule of established salaries.

Large School Districts — School districts with a 
student membership of six thousand or more on September 
27, 1968.

Management Team Members — Include the superintendent, 
central administrators, school principals, and assistants.

Management Team Patterns of Organizational Structure. 
— The administrative team or group in a school district 
that meet with the superintendent periodically in considera­
tion of system wide problems.

M.A. Maximum Salary — The last step on a salary 
schedule for experienced teachers with a Master's degree
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and a valid teaching certificate.
Middle Size School District -- Those school districts 

with a student membership of less than six thousand students 
on September 27, 1968.

Professional Welfare — Includes all the economic as 
well as the position and title benefits granted administrators. 
It includes such things as salary, fringe benefits, secre­
tarial help, administrative assistants, length of contract 
and length of work year.

Secondary Schools — Those schools where most of the 
students are more than twelve years of age. This includes 
junior high school and some middle schools.

Summary
The design of the study presented in this chapter included 

its relationship to two other studies namely, John Beckwith's 
Analysis of Management Team Patterns of School Organizational 
Structure and the Leader Behavior of Superintendents and Karl 
Buttenmiller's current research on the decision making process.

The three instruments pertinent to this study;
1. Questionnaire - Patterns of SchoolOrganizational Structure
2. Annual Study - Salaries of Adminis­

trative and Supervisory Personnel
3. Management Team Welfare Questionnaire 

have been reviewed and their purposes outlined. The regional 
nature of the study is one of its limitations. The 
problems of a small sample have been presented. The 
data lends itself only to a study by frequency tables and
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percentages and therefore lacks some statistical sophistica­
tion .

The development of the study follows a design that 
should lead to understanding of the management team concept 
as perceived by the public school administrator. All the 
data reported in Chapter III is in the form and vocabulary 
of the practicing administrator. The tables are inclusive 
of most all the areas of welfare considered practice in 
southeastern Michigan.

Chapter IV is the reported findings from interviews 
of line administrators. Some of the findings in Chapter IV 
are available in Chapter III but are personalized by the 
input from each person interviewed. Additional questions 
raised in the interviews add to the definition of the manage­
ment team as understood by the administrator.

Organization of the Study
In Chapter I the background of the study, the state­

ment of the problem, statement of the major questions and 
related questions, definition of terms and organization of 
the study are presented.

Chapter 11 includes the review of related literature 
as regards to the management team concept in school adminis­
tration, the management team concept in the indus trial-com- 
merical context and writings in the area of administrator 
welfare.

The findings of the three data gathering procedures 
will be reported in Chapter III and IV. The summary, con­
clusions and the implications will be reported in Chapter V.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

The "management team" concept is a recent addition 
to educational literature of today. In preparing a review 
of this literature three things become very evident :

1. Many books have been written on this topic 
reporting the research of business and 
industrial relations.

2. The writings in educational journals are all 
quite recent in date of publication. Most of 
the writings coming after 1965.

3. The elements of administrator welfare to be 
studied can best be found in research studies 
of various professional associations and 
bureaus. Much of which is not in the formal­
ly published book category.

The exploration of the literature will include definitive 
articles about the management team concept, interpretations 
of the concept as it relates to educational administration 
and a variety of dissertations and studies of salaries, 
bargaining, and professional welfare in general.

The related literature included in this chapter
22
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proceeds from the known writings in basic texts on school adminis­
tration to the description of ideal management and finally, to the 
concerns of administrator groups in Michigan. Elementary school 
principals and school board members consider the implementation of 
the management team concept their appropriate concern at this time.

Educators have only recently entered the area of collective 
bargaining and, therefore, a time of redefining of roles and rela­
tionships is going on. This chapter only touches briefly the 
wide ranging acceptance of newly changed behavior on the part of 
school board, superintendent and line administrator. The review 
of the literature provides the foundation for the investigation of 
participatory management as practiced in the public sector. In­
cluded are the ideal management team models of Likert and McGregor. 
Management prerogatives in salary and welfare determination, as 
suggested in these models, add to the basis for the study of school 
administrator participation in matters of welfare.

Management Team Concept in School Administration

A review of the basic texts in school administration indica­
ted that organization principles apply in industry as well as in 
the public sector. Although few of the basic texts speak of ' 
management team as such, they reflect on the underlying precepts 
from which the concept has evolved. Morphet, Johns and Relier 
indicate this fundamental relationship:

The effectiveness of an organization is enhanced when every person in the organization knows to whom and for what he is responsible.
The effectiveness of an organization is enhanced 
when superordinates delegate authority to subordinates. 
The effectiveness of an organization is enhanced by 
the development of standardized procedures for routine administrative operation.
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The effectiveness of an organization is enhanced 
by assigning to each administrator no greater a 
number of persons than he can directly supervise.
The effectiveness of an organization is enhanced• by continuing policies and programs until results can be evaluated.
The effectiveness of an organization is enhanced when it makes provision for innovation and change.
The effectiveness of an organization is enhanced when the organization provides security for its members.1

Edgar L. Morphet, Roe R. Johns, and Theodore L. Relier, Educational Organization and Administration (2nd ed.) Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1967, pp. 94-97.

2Don O. Tatroe, "Management Team Leadership," The Michigan Elementary Principal, XXXXIV (January-February, 
1970), p. 9.

Don Tatroe speaking to the Michigan Association of
Elementary Principals in October, 1969, made the following 
remarks regarding the state of the "management team" concept.

What is this "will-of-the-wisp" management team concept we're talking of anyway? How would we know if we had it in our districts? The answers to this question have yet to be 
effectively written and I suspect a continu­ous refinement process will be underway for years. But to me it includes a genuine 
delegation of managerial responsibility, authority and accountability to the adminis­
trative office most appropriate to carry on the management activity. And it involves an administrative and communicative system which produces effective understanding and at least representative involvement in the overall decision-making apparatus.2

This reference to the decision making process and the 
clarification of the definition of team management is the 
partial purpose of this and several studies underway in the 
area of management team in Michigan. Perhaps this is the 
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refinement process that the late Dr. Tatroe was speaking 
to. He continued in his address as recorded in the The 
Michigan Elementary Principal to identify those roles in 
management he felt most appropriate to the concept. He 
included the principals role in district wide affairs such 
as negotiating, contract administration, budget making, par­
ticipation in councils for policy making, goal setting. He 
also sensed the need for principal involvement in the det­
ermination of conditions of employment for administrators 
and a free opportunity to express one1s views on salary 
and contract matters.

^Ibid., p. 9.

2Francis Reynolds, "A Model for the Management Team 
Concept", The Michigan Elementary Principal, (March-April, 
1969), 10.

In another article recorded in the Michigan Elementary 
Principal in the spring of 1969 a simple but accurate defi­
nition of the management team appears. Francis Reynolds, 
an elementary principal in Alpena, Michigan, states :

The Management Team Concept in simply the recognition that a person has a certain job responsibility and then being allowed 
to do that job. The individual's responsi­
bility is then integrated into an overall scheme of operations which allows for a blending of individual responsibilities with others in the school administration.2

It therefore appears that the definition for management team 
as presently regarded by school administrators in the 
Michigan area at least includes the elements of working
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together, shared participation in decision making, recogni­
tion of various roles contributing to the overall good and 
the uniqueness of public school administration over other 
elements of the public sector. It is also apparent that 
we must look to the writings of commerce and industry if 
we wish to more clearly define a concept of industry when 
used in the public sector.

The Management Team Concept in the 
Industrial-Commercial Context

The single most helpful reference in defining of the 
management team concept is Douglas McGregor's The Profes­
sional Manager.1 This text follows an earlier work entitl­
ed The Human Side of Enterprise which presented exception­
ally well his ideas on values of people in organization. 
McGregor's theory "X" and theory "Y" have formed the basis 
for much of the academic and industrial writings on the 
management theory of today.2

Douglas McGregor f The Professional Manager (New York :
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967), p. 162.

2Douglas McGregor, The Human Side of Enterprise (New York : McGraw-Hill Book Company, 196(7)
30p. Cit. pp. 162-167.

An effective managerial team included the following 
elements :2
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1. Understand, mutual agreement, and identification with respect to the 
primary task.2. Open communications.

3. Mutual trust. 4. Mutual support. 5. Management of human differences. 
6. Selective use of the team.7. Appropriate member skills. 
8. Leadership.

McGregor in this outline of his effective managerial team 
is very close to the guide to administration in Morphet, 
Johns, and Relier. The first seven elements of McGregor's 
outline are all interdependent much as the elements as des­
cribed in Educational Organization and Administration are 
dependent one upon the other. The eighth however, is 
worthy of separate consideration. The "manager" of the team 
has as leader a significant effect on the behavior and suc­
cess of the other seven elements. The leader alone cannot 
by his own power effect all the variables. He along with 
the members of the team interacting with each other can when 
all attitudes are taken into consideration, become effective 
in the communications area so basic to the team effort. 
Built into our culture is a strong emphasis on the individual 
worth of each team member. This ÿ in team development, 
must (because of the complexity of our goal structure) in­
clude some form of teamwork and team building. McGregor 
completes his discussion of team development by describing 
four conclusions:1

1Ibid. pp. 181-182.
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1. As in other processes of development, time and historical continuity are important. There is no reason to 

expect that a new committee or task force will function efficiently at its inception.
2. Groups and teams, like other organisms, require internal communication and leader functions and, in addition to 

time, the development of a common lan­guage and culture.
3. Teams have to interact and cope success­

fully with an environment and, like other open systems, to process and store large amounts of information necessary for sur­vival .
4. Finally, teams have to succeed in master­

ing their tasks and achieving competence.
Complimentary to the elements of management team 

found in McGregor's Professional Manager, Likert, in The 
Human Organization, developes a system 4 which incompasses I 
many of the same elements of team management in a table of 
organizational variables. The table in part is quoted 
below:1 

Table 2-1
Table of Organizational and Performance Characteristics of Different Management Systems.2
Organizational Variable ' System 4^
1. Leadership Complete confidence and

trust in all matters. Subordinates feel com­pletely free to discuss 
things about the job with their superior. Always 

• gets ideas and opinions andalways tries to make con­
structive use of them.

1Rensis Likert, The Human Organization (New York: 
McGraw Hill Book Company, 1967),~pp. 4-11.

2Ibid. pp. 4-7.
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2, Character of motivational forces

3. Character of communication 
process

Direction of informational flow
Extent to which downward 
communications are accepted by subordinates
Accuracy of upward com­munication via line
Psychological closeness

4. Character of interaction 
influence process. Amount and character of inter­action
Amount of cooperative 
teamwork

5. Character of decision making process At what level in organiz­
ation are decisions formal­
ly made?

To what extent are decision 
makers aware of problems, particularly those at lower 
levels in the organization?

Economic rewards based on 
compensation system develop­ed through participation; 
group participation an in­
volvement in setting goals, improving methods, apprais­
ing progress toward goals. Personnel at all levels feel real responsibility for organization’s goals 
and behave in ways to im­plement them.
Much (interaction and com­
munication) with both individuals and groups.
Down, up and with peers.

Generally accepted but, if 
not, openly and candidly questioned.
Accurate.

Knows and understands pro­blems of subordinates very 
well.
Extensive, friendly inter­action with high degree of 
confidence and trust.

Very substantial amount throughout the organiza­
tion.
Decision making widely done 
throughout organization, although well intergrated through linking process 
provided by overlapping 
groups.
Generally quite well aware 
of problems.
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6. Character of goal setting or ordering

Manner in which usually done
Are there forces to accept, resist, or reject

7. Character of control pro­cesses
Extent to which the review and control functions are concentrated

Extent to which there is 
an informal organization present and supporting or 
opposing goals of formal organization

Except in emergencies goals are usually established 
by means of group participa tion.
Goals are fully accepted both overtly and covertly.
Quite widespread responsi­bility for review and con­trol, with lower units at times imposing more rigor­ous reviews and tighter controls than do manage­ment.
Informal and formal organiz 
ation are one and the same ; hence all social forces 
support efforts to achieve organization's goals.

Extent to which control Used for self-guidance and data are used for self for coordinated problemguidance or group pro- solving and guidance; notblem solving by managers used punitively.1 -and nonsupervisory em­
ployees ; or used by super­
iors in a punitive, policing manner

Likert in his various research studies used the for­
mat of a table with the four systems in a continuum. The 
various organizations evaluated tended to rate themselves 
below the near ideal system 4 for actual practice. When 
asked to rate the structures for where they would like the 
organization to be, ranking in system 4 was chosen by all 
levels of the management structure.

In comparing the writings of Likert and McGregor, the 
models used, the ideals set and the testing conducted would 
lead the author to conclude that management teams as de­

llbid. pp. 9-10.
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scribed are heavily dependent on the human resources of the 
leader and the various team members. It is also obvious 
that at the industrial-commercial research level, ideals of 
management team are still sought after goals. Heavy em­
phasis on the leader behavior in all of the readings gives 
support of other research in the area of leader behavior^ 
and decision-making. Because of known research in these 
areas the author will consider writings in the area of 
salary studies and welfare research.

Current Issues in the Area of Administrator Welfare 
The most complete resource for data regarding the 

salaries paid and the benefits provided administrators come 
from the national research offices of our major teacher and 
professional associations. The most comprehensive reports 
are published annually by the Research Division of the 
National Education Association. Their data gathering is 
national in scope and well documented. The various profes­
sional journals of the administrator organizations also 
quote the authority of this research division of N.E.A.

Other sources of data are the various state associa­
tions be they associations of school boards, teachers, or 
the several administrator groups. By far the most authori­
tative of these are the various bulletins of the American 
Association of School Administrators and its many state

Ijohn Adams Beckwith, "An Analysis of Management Team 
Patterns of School Organizational Structure and the Leader 
Behavior of Superintendents" Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1970.



32
groups. In addition to the above are various regional bur­
eaus such as the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School 
Studies, Inc., (a voluntary association of school systems, 
colleges and county boards of education) dedicated to the 
collection and distribution of financial and salary data of 
regional and state significance. In addition to the above 
are the various management periodicals such as School Manage­
ment.

The review of published reports by the Research Divis­
ion National Education Association for the years 1964-65^ 
and 1969-70^ indicate as regards to salaries of school adm­
inistrators several consistencies in reporting and process.

1. The salaries paid can be classified by size of district.
2. When using the maximum salary paid for position 

such as principal a ratio relationship to the teacher salary at the M.A. maximum can easily be established. This has over the years become the yardstick for most of their reporting.
3. Salaries paid are reported as scheduled or un-scheduled.
4. The mean maximum appears to be the measure most often used for district comparison.

1Research Report 1965-R2, "Salary Schedules for Adm­inistrative Personnel," 1964—65, Washington: Research 
Division-National Education Association, 1965.

Research Report 1970-R2, "Maximum Salaries Scheduled for School Administrators," 1969—70, Washington : Research Division-N tional Education Association, 1970.
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5. As is true for classroom teachers, the regional 

differences in maximum salaries scheduled for 
principals are still very marked. For example « 
the average maximum scheduled salary for senior high-school principals in the Mideast in 1969-70 
is $20,954 compared with an average of $14,890 in 
the Southeast, and with $15,112 in the Southeast. 
For the Far West, the average is $20,423. These 
averages are based on information from reporting systems with enrollments of 6,000 or more.

6. For central-office administrators-supervisors, 
directors, assistant superintendents, and super­intendents—marked differences are apparent in 
relation to size of school system. The average maximum salaries are higher in the larger sys­tems .1

7. Increases in the salaries of administrators can 
be studied in the light of what has happened to the salaries of teachers.

8. It appears from the most recent data that salaries 
of administrators in school districts of more than 25,000 enrollment having an increasing proportion 
of non index of "independent" schedules from the more traditionally practiced teacher ratio or index.2

9. The greatest difference in salaries paid is in 
the range of superintendent salaries when com­pared to size of district.

10. Because of the many variables from schedule to 
schedule to schedule, including various combina­tions of school sizes, preparation levels, rel­
ationships to teacher's salary schedules and alike, it is difficult to find a common ground for comparison of minimum salaries for various administrative positions.

XIbid. p. 5.
20p. Cit. p. 8.

The annual and biennial reports when considered together 
from the National Education Association Research Division 
provide a substantial base for local and state analysis of 
the salary being paid.

In Michigan the elementary principals have separated
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from the state Michigan Education Association and formed 
their own state group (Michigan Association of Elementary

' Principals). Two items in the report of the state con- 
vention^ of the association held in Grand Rapids in October
1969, are of importance to this study and are included.

The first item is the complete text of the position 
paper on the Management Team adopted by the Association in 
1968. In brief this statement from the position paper is 
significant and is quoted below in full:

The position of the Michigan Association of Elementary School Principals with re­
spect to collective negotiations and the management team concept are clear. We 
velieve that elementary principals should have an inherent right to have a voice in the determination of their professional 
destiny. As one means, but certainly not the only one, toward this end elementary principals must have the right to take part in the determination of their wages 
and conditions of employment. Since Public Act 379 (Michigan Law providing for collec­
tive bargaining by public employees) stipulates the conditions and mutual responsibilities of the affected parties under the law, it would appear that elementary principals are entitled to the protection and benefits which other public employees enjoy.2

The position of Michigan elementary principals is 
clearly one of caution in approaching the bargaining table 
as a recognized group. The position paper links the status 
of bargaining with the emerging management team concept.

2Ibid. p. 122.

1Report of the Forty-Fourth Annual Conference, 
"Leadership-Dimensions Awareness Dynamics" Lansing: 
Michigan Association of Elementary School Principals, 1969.
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Included in the position statement is the following para­
graph under the heading of Implications :

Second, within the management team concept, the MAESP recommends the use of formal bar­gaining procedures with restraint, and only to the degree necessary for elementary princi­pals to achieve and maintain a significant 
role in matters vitally important to them.
As a result, within the concept of the manage­ment team, militancy is not encouraged—but then, neither is blind obedience.I

The implications go on to link even further the many deci­
sion making obligations inherent in management team struc­
tures .

In another part of that convention report a study con­
ducted by the MAESP Professional Standards Commission in­
dicates some of the difficulty in gathering data on matters 
of administrator welfare. Many of the questionnaires were 
not adequately filled out or answers were incomplete. For 
example incomplete returns made it impossible to determine 
if term life insurance, an important fringe benefit, was or 
was not provided. Items identified as fringe benefits but 
not completely reported were :

1. Hospitalization insurance2. Life insurance
3. Liability insurance
4. Sick leave5. Emergency leave6. Sabbatical leave
7. Professional dues8. Retirement pay 9. Disability pay 

10. Travel expenses

llbid. p. 124.
2Ibid. pp. 108-109.
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11. Conference expenses12. Mileage
13. Graduate credit courses (paid by the board) 

Paul Horn, chairman of the committee reported :
In conclusion, some other kind of reporting must be devised if we are to get useful in­formation . When talking with their boards f principals need better information than is offered here. We must double our efforts to procure complete information for our members.I

Worthy of noting in the summation of salaries report­
ed was a table with three categories for the method used to 
determine the salary. The three identified were (1) In­
dividual agreement (2) Determined by the board (3) Agree­
ment by involvement of administrative group. Another table 
of note was interesting for the variable was the weeks 
worked.

The Michigan Association of Secondary School Princi­
pals have also been active in developing guide lines to 
implement the management team concept. In a Model Team 
Management Agreement (Total copy in Appendix A) the sec­
ondary principals suggest a format for written agreement of 
board of education with the management team. In his cover 
letter to the model agreement, Theodore Southerland, Ex­
ecutive Secretary, affects the similar restraint of the 
MAESP position paper when he states:

"We also would underscore the fact that this (Ed. Management) Concept is new to 
all involved parties and should therefore 
be approached carefully with tact and under­standing . There are two involved parties, namely the Board, whose responsibility is policy-making, and the Management Team

1Ibid. p. 109.
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(Administrators - Superintendent, 
Assistant Superintendent, Principals, 
Assistant Principals, êtes.), whose major 
responsibility is carrying out established policies. It is clear that a very close harmonious working relationship to these two parties is vital to the successful 
operation of a good educational program for the boys and girls in your school district. The Management Team should be 
encouraged by the Board to lend its pro­fessional knowledge to the Board in assist­ing in the development of Board policy. 
Further, the Management Team is not only 
expected to loyally support the final board policies and act as its representative in the buildings, but is also expected to implement the negotiated contracts with other 
employee groups in the school district as the Board representative."I

The model itself is indeed a notable document in the 
evolving of the team management concept and only the list­
ing of the articles will be included at this point.
The Preamble (which includes as the fifth WHEREAS, both 
the Board and the Management Team agree to cooperate and 
work in good faith to develop salaries commensurate with 
the Management Concept as applied in the business and in­
dustrial world:)
Article I Recognition (including this paragraph; The term
Management Team" when used hereinafter in this Agreement 
shall refer to those persons employed by and authorized by 
the board to recommend for hiring, firing, and/or supervis­
ing professional staff members and other personnel.)

Model Team Management Agreement, Appendix A
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Article II - Management Team Rights (Local administrator 
organization rights)
Article III - Professional Compensation (Attendance of Team 
members at conferences)
Article IV - Working Conditions
Article V - Leave of Absence
Article VI - Termination of Services
Article VIII - Insurance Protection
Article VIII - Evaluation of Administrators
Article IX - Vacancies, Promotions and Transfers
Article X - Creation of New Positions
Article XI - Protection of Administrators
Article XII - Grievance Procedure
Article XIII - Miscellaneous Provisions
Article XIV - Duration of Agreement

It should be readily discernible to the reader that 
this outline closely parallels the master agreements of the 
various teacher association contracts and that as such it 
brings to the front the close tie in of the management team 
concept and bargaining by administrators.

The Detroit Metropolitan Bureau of School Studies, 
Inc., has for a number of years provided regional salary 
data and pupil cost analysis for the member school districts 
of the Metropolitan Detroit area. A review of their past 
reports indicates the need for an increased amount of data 
gathering in the area of welfare benefits paid various mem­
bers of the administration of the bureau schools. This 
past year the Bureau school systems were asked considerably 
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more questions than the routine vacation and travel allow­
ance recorded in the earlier reports. These questions and 
the answers reported will appear later in this study for 
they reflect the complete range of welfare elements.

Frank PicheI1 in his dissertation regarding the ques­
tion of the financial affects of teacher strikes has com­
pleted and summarized the impact on selected Michigan 
school districts. Pichel found little related research on 
the topic of the effects of striking on professional wel­
fare. Even less can be found on the impact of management 
team or bargaining by administrators for that matter. Com­
parative data as regards the various fringe benefit areas 
was the most difficult to assemble and analyzed.

1Frank Marcel Pichel, "The Financial Effects of 
Teachers’ Strikes in Selected Michigan School Districts", Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1969.

Several dissertation studies are currently investigating 
various aspects of management team. Studies dealing with the 
welfare of administrators in a management team structure are- 
not available.

Summary of the Review of the Related Literature
The relationship of the management team concept and 

the impact on the administrators’ welfare was the intent of 
the review of related literature.

The ideals of the management team and the parallels 
of industrial and educational administration writings was
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for the necessary purpose of defining the term "management team." 
The almost total absence of university research in the topic 
lends additional significance to this study and others in process.

The activity of Michigan school administrators must be 
looked upon as a possible example and model for other states to 
consider. Michigan has been first in many of the innovations 
as regards the arena of collective bargaining by teachers and 
this continued militancy in these matters of professional wel­
fare may well be an outgrowth of the success granted the teachers.

The limitations on this review of literature stem from 
the lack of published work in the area of professional welfare 
and management structure.

The review of the literature presented in this chapter 
ranges from the theoretical ideals of democratic and participatory 
management to the model management team contract. The linking 
of theory to practice in the literature is necessary to con­
sideration of welfare that follows in the findings of Chapters 
III and IV.



CHAPTER III

FINDINGS — SALARY AND WELFARE STUDIES

Introduction
The findings to the study will be in three distinct 

forms of reporting. The first will be the reporting of 
findings from the historical review of salaries paid ad­
ministrators in the school districts that are members of 
the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School Studies, Inc.. 
The second portion of the findings will be the complete 
tables of reported welfare benefits paid administrators in 
the Bureau schools for the 1969-70 contract year. These 
data will be reported according to the various management 
team structures of organization be they Single, Dual, Multi­
ple, or Divisional. The third will be the frequency and 
percentage tables of the data gathered by personal inter­
view and will be found in Chapter IV.

Many school administrators equate welfare with salary. 
This chapter reviews Southeastern Michigan salaries before 
and after collective bargaining. Salaries are changed 
annually and therefore specific salaries are not so 
relevant as a comparison of means and mean maximums.

41
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The tables of the many benefits are in an arbitrary 

priority that is orginial with the author. The insurance 
benefits are grouped in a sequence of tables. All the 
other benefits are more individual in character and amount. 
The wide range of benefit within some of the areas and the 
total absence of benefit in some districts can be seen by 
close study of the tables.

The constant in the reporting of this data is that 
it was responded to directly by the superintendent or his 
designate. In most instances the data was reviewed and 
submitted over the superintendent's signature.

The four structures, having been established four 
months before the salary data was gathered, re-emphasizes 
what was stated in Chapters I and II in that the definition 
of management team is evolving. These findings support the 
fact that all districts reported practicing management team 
but by responses to questions on benefits paid have in­
equities in amount and form of benefit provided members of 
the team.

Administrator Salaries 1964-65 and 1969-70
The salaries paid administrators in the southeastern 

Michigan region served by the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau 
of Schools has for a number of years been well documented 
in the annual reports of the Bureau. The almost one hun­
dred percent responses of the members to the requested 
data had made the report particularly dependable and the 
format has not changed drastically over the years.

In like manner to the Bureau the Research Division
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of the National Education Association has not changed 
their basic reporting style over the past few years. It 
is, therefore, possible to compare the salary of selected 
administrative positions in Bureau schools with national 
figures. The NEA findings for mean maximum are from 
districts of twenty-five thousand students or more.

The impact of bargaining on increased teachers’ 
salaries is apparent in the research of the NEA. A 
comparison of administrator salaries before and after 
bargaining by teachers in Michigan is included in this 
study of welfare. Collective bargaining by administra­
tors is a reality in Michigan and the relationship to 
increased salaries experienced by the teachers is 
helpful to understanding this movement.

The ratio relationship of elementary principals' 
salary to classroom teachers' salary has remained quite 
constant over the five year period 1964-1969. Given the 
teacher mean maximum of 100.0, the elementary principals' 
salary ratio was 136.2 in 1964-65 and 135.7 in the year 
1969-70. The median salary for elementary principals 
in Bureau member school districts reporting in 1964-65 
was $11,114. The new median for 1969-70 was $18,018 
for a total of 62 0 elementary principals. The 
percentage of increase reflected was 62.1 per cent and 
over $6,000 in that five year period.
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The ratio relationship to the classroom teacher 
during this period has remained relatively constant 
for junior high and senior high principals. Given 
the teacher mean maximum ratio of 100.00 the junior 
high principals were 142.9 in 1964-65 and 142.7 in 
1969-70. Senior high principals were 153.7 in the 
1964-65 year and 152.6 in the 1969-70 contract year. 
The median salary for junior high principals in 
Bureau schools reporting in 1964-65 was $12,922. The 
new median for 161 junior high principals is $19,483. 
Senior high salaries climbed from $13,409 to a new 
median of $20,583. The junior high increase was, 
therefore, a 50.6 per cent increase. The senior 
high increase in percentages came to 53.5. These in­
creases reflect almost twice the increase of the five 
years preceding 1964-65.

Given the classroom teacher mean maximum ratio 
of 100.0, the superintendents in the NEA report were 
273.3 in 1964-65 and 247.7 in 1969-70. Central office 
directors on the same index were 164.7 in 1964-65 and 
159.8 in 1969-70.
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The per cent of salary increase for superintendents was 
45.9. Central office administrators with responsibility 
for administrators salaries. The average salary paid super­
intendents of schools with total student population of 
6,000 or more was $25,134 for the year 1969-70. The range 
was from a low of $13,000 to the high of $51,450. The 
national average paid in 1964-65 was $22,914 for school 
districts with an enrollments of over 25,000 while in 1969­
70 this had reached an average of $30,398.1

The same March report indicated that in 1964-65 re­
porting districts with enrollments of 6,000 or more 27.9 
had independent salary schedules while 57.1 had a ratio 
or index relationship to the teachers schedule for adminis­
trators. In 1969-70 with over 800 school districts re­
porting 24.9 had independent schedules while 62.4 per cent 
were in ratio or index relationship to the teacher salary 

2 schedule.
The close similarity of findings in the report of 

the Salaries of Administrative and Supervisory Personnel

^NEA Research Bulletin Volume 48, Number 1, Washing­
ton: National Education Association, Research Division, 
1970), p. 19.

2ibid. p. 7.
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in Metropolitan Detroit Schools and the NEA Research report 
Maximum Salaries Scheduled for School Administrators adds 
support to the significance of the consideration of 
welfare of members of Management team members in the dis­
tricts that are members of the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau 
of School Studies.

Welfare and Fringe Benefits Reported for 1969-70 
This portion of the findings incorporates the most 

complete range of administrator benefits all organized so 
as to indicate the four management team organizational 
structures to which the local districts of the Bureau 
attest. The tables include : vacations, transportation, 
sick leave, term life insurance, hospitalization (Medical- 
Surgical) , long term disability insurance, personal lia­
bility, tax sheltered annuities, sabbatical leave, confer­
ence attendance and membership in professional organiza­
tions .

The tables were prepared by the author from replies 
to the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau annual study question­
naire Salaries of Administrative and Supervisory Personnel. 
The questions were directed to the various superintendents 
and their responses were first for the office of the super­
intendent and then for other administrative and supervisory 
personnel.

In all the Tables regarding benefits provided the 
members of the management team at the various levels the 
data and responses to the questions was so set up as to 
reflect the initial question of the superintendent, the
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benefit and then the difference for other administrative 
and supervisory personnel. In most of the superintendent's 
responses the differences for other administrators was 
nil, however, if the superintendent did not respond the 
table did not presume but left the column blank. Where 
the superintendent responded that the benefits were the 
same the indication "Same" was placed in the column for 
specified differences. A complete table of weeks worked 
by building administrators is included for reference in 
the Appendix C.

In Table 2 the column entitled superintendent in­
dicates the responses to the question "Does the super­
intendent have a specified vacation benefit2? Only two 
districts responded that this was not specified in the 
contract. The mean and the median for each structure 
would indicate four weeks of vacation. Sometimes spelled 
out as twenty days the amount of time can not be deter­
minded from this evidence to be different in the various 
teams.

Table 3 is a complete table of the amounts provided 
for the expense of transportation of the various members of 
the administrative team. In three districts no allowance 
was provided. In all twenty two districts provided and 
maintained an auto for the superintendent's use. All the 
districts in the one category of districts with multiple 
team management provided the superintendent an auto. The 
table would indicate that in the other administrative posi­
tions the allowance varied considerably from no allowance
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TABLE 2

Vacation Provisions for Administration and Supervisory Personnel on Twelve-Month Contracts 1969-70

SINGLE MANAGEMENT

School System Superintendent Weeks Specified Differ­
ences for Other Ad­
ministrative and Supervisory_____ ____________________ Personnel__________

1 No 42 Yes 4 Asst. Supt. 5 weeks3 Yes 5 4 weeks4 Yes 4 Benefits vary from12-20 working days5 Yes 4 or 206 Yes 47 Yes 38 Yes 49 Yes 410 Yes (1)11 Yes 312 Yes 4 (2)13 Yes 4
DUAL MANAGEMENT

14 Yes 2015 Yes 2 or 1016 Yes 417 Yes18 * Yes
19 Yes20 Yes21 Yes
22 Yes23 Yes24 Yes

110: Years of Service 
Less than 1 year 1-910-14
15 and over

4 or 20 No difference4 or 20 Other central office
3 weeks or 15 daysOne Month 4 weeks34 or 20

4 44 or 20

Number of Vacation Days 
Üio^y of 1 da? for each 
2 weeks 
3 weeks 
4 weeks
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TABLE 2 - Continued

School System Superintendent Weeks' specified biffer-
ences for Other Ad­ministrative and Supervisory Personnel

25
MULTIPLE

Yes
MANAGEMENT

426 Yes 1527 Yes 628 Yes 5 or 25 Same29 Yes 430 Yes 6 8 weeks31
32 Yes Yes 4 or 20

3 or 15 Assistant to Super-
33 Yes 4

intendant (1 paid week) others 3 
All others 3 weeks

34
DIVISIONAL

No
MANAGEMENT

12 months admin -
35

36

Yes

Yes

4 or 20

3

25 working days^ 
5 Superintendent 
people/benefits the same as super­intendent

37 Yes 4 or 20 Same—4 weeks after

38 • Yes 21

10 years for 52 
weeks administra­tors

34: month administrators, 25earned rate or .85 days for each two plus 3 days as an adjustment work year 30 week administrators

working days 
weeks service



50

m

I

2
o

I 
m 
so 
os

m
<u

&
to

QI<M

in 
to

to

M to
3

8
0 0) g

0)
<U H 
Pt E

O M H 
sag

O
S3

to to
to to
X X

to 
to 
to 
G 
to

«

0)

3
Q<

to

e
to 
Pl

to

to 
to

dP 
N

m

to
to

to

to to 
O to to

a
to

g
M M to 
to to *O  
Pi Pi H

tn
0) o o 5

S PH H Ô

l
to

n

to-

to
a x a

to
x S â

in in in
» o o <u to
x a a x x

jg§
Qi fd H 
9 M 
to <

in in % in in
o to Oto to to to
ax a x xxx

tn in in tn in in<u to to <u to to
X X

in
to

o

I to H cm m v m so r* co m o h cm n



51
MM 

O
i 
n

* * •
H W to

to

Mi
le
- Am

ou
nt
 Ce

nt
s S

pe
ci
fi
ed
 D
if
fe
re
nc
es
 f
 

ag
e Per

 Per 
Ad
mi
ni
st
ra
ti
ve
 a

nd
 S
up
e 

Al
lo
w.
 Ye

ar
 Mil

e vi
so
ry
 P
er
so
nn
el
__
__
__

1

*0 0 h m 
8Ï

<u to
9 •*  to M 
is 
O to m to H«Ü
SCO)

J*  e 
to — >4 
to O 0) 
«°-

MOO 
•H CM O 
Q to M

g

i 
to u to A
1

to
& to
4 to
•o O fl) o 1
A
* u

to s

In
st
ru
ct
io
n, 

an
d 
Di
r.
 o

f 
Ad
mi
n.
 S

er
vi
ce

Ot
he
rs
 1

04
 p
er
 m
il
e

Ye
s 

10
4 

Sa
me

*
•M
M 
to
M 
O 
to

6 
M&
O

<N> O

2

5 

e

to 
Q<
*> 
o

o 
in 
ID 
w
»5 £ 

O G *>  
SH

M
* 0 M 

O Q, to 
O Qi 
CO o 
«•’em 

wr»
. «• 

to to
4*  to J

worn

4J M -P to to to to to cn < x<
o o 
o o 
O CM* *
W to

to to to to X X Ca
bi
ne
t 
me
mb
er
s 

$7
5 
pe
r 
mo
nt
h;
 o

th
er
s 

10
4 
pe
r

mi
le
 u
p 
to
 8
00
 m
il
es
 o
n 
a 
re
po
rt
in
g 
ba
se
s

o 
o 
co

M 
g

o 
in

I Pr
ov
id
ed
 &
 

Ma
in
ta
in
ed 1

Ye
s 1 a

to s to 

X g g 2 to to to to X X

Su
pt
. 

Tr
an

s. 
Al
lo
w.

co S to to to to % « to to to to x >< ><
to 
g

to to to to to to to to x X X X

m id r*  oo <yi o 
h h h n

H N m
CM CM CM CM



M 
O

0>
§
W

en- o -H 
to

g
pop 
HUO

g
Cum

<n- 0)

% 
8

8 3 B

to co

in 
in­

*> to

P co •
to

3 

N
O

& B «
tn v W

to 
to

to o

B

to 
A

to9 to m h m to o v>

g me 
* to o 

m to o
8

to
0

t) H5
to 
to 
to 
to

to 
to

s
I > 0 o H 0H 2 Ï3

to to to to
to to to to
►< >4 >4 >H

to to to to to to
to to to to to to
>4 >< >4 >« >< >4

in to r* co ox 
NNN NN

N m 
m m



S
I
M 
W

O D CN 
» in v>

to 
4J fl)
C k H
to to «H
u a z

■M
S M Eh
O M «J Z
i to to 
Sax ME

M

*
1 > g
to o Z
i-i to «-4
d D'H 
Z to < ALZo

H
«a «0 W

to H
*o e >to -H H
*o to Q
•H *>

o > c
*> O -H
p m to
CAS

U) <y o
>* Z

O 
O 
O o 

o 
n 
w

œ co
0) to
X X

to to 
to O to 
x a x

it in 
m m

id r*  co
m m m



A4 
to fully maintained autou for assistant superintendents♦ 
in districts where a flat transportation figure was in­
cluded the amount varied from as low as amount in these 
several instances may reflect money set in the budget for 
travel expense other than basic transportation.

Table 4 summarizes the answers to the following 
questions.

Does the superintendent have a specified sick leave 
benefit in his contract?

What is the number of days allowed per year?
May the days accumulate over the length of the 
contract?
If yes, what is the maximum benefit?
If other administrative and supervisory employees 

do not recieve the same benefit, please specify the dif­
ferences :

Six districts in the single management team structure 
responded that they had no provision for sick leave in the 
contract, however each did list a number of days allowed 
and in all but one district did allow days to accumulate. 
It would appear that when it was not clearly indicated the 
provision of the existing teacher contract was applied to 
administrators as contractual to all certified personnel.

The range of accumulated benefit was from none to 
unlimited. Only the divisional could be clearly ahead of 
the others in that of five districts three indicated some 
degree of unlimited accumulation.

Additional benefits as regard to long term illness
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will appear in Table 7 where the questions regarding long 
term disability are answered.

Term life insurance is the topic of Table 5 and is 
one in which the numbers indicate readily the variety of 
and range of benefit granted to various management team 
members. In each structure except divisional a few dis­
tricts did not grant this benefit to the superintendent or 
other administrators.

In the single management team structure the nine dis­
tricts provided the median amount of $10,000 and a range of 
from $5,000 to $25,000. In dual management the range was 
$6,000 to $44,850 with a median amount of $15,000. In the 
multiple management team the range was from $2,000 to two 
times the annual salary. The median however was only $4,000. 
In the divisional management team the median amount was the 
highest at $20,000 and the range was from $1,000 to $35,000.

A provision for double indemnity for accidental death 
was included in eighteen of the responses from thirty one 
districts which provided the insurance.

Specified differences were not always indicated, but 
insurance to an amount to the nearest $1,000 or salary was 
the most interesting variable.

Hospitalization and medical surgical benefits are re­
ported in Table 6. These data were unique in that with but 
one exception they were granted and paid in full for the 
administrative staff. In many instance the benefit was. for 
the administrator and his family fully paid for.
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TABLE 6
Hospitalization (Medical-Surgical) Provisions 
For Administrative and Supervisory Personnel 

1969-70

School System Supt. Fully 
Paid Other Benefit Specified Differ­ences for Other 

Administrative and Supervisory Person­nelSINGLE MANAGEMENT --------------------- -
1 Yes Yes2 Yes Yes3 Yes Yes4 Yes Yes Same5 Yes Yes Does not apply6 Yes Yes7 Yes Yes $275 Stipend for own carrier8 Yes Yes9 Yes Yes Option to buy additional$5,000 group plan10 Yes Yes11 Yes Yes12 Yes Yes13 Yes Yes

DUAL MANAGEMENT
14 Yes Paid for employee; 1/2 for dependents15 Yes Yes16 Yes Yes17 Yes Yes Same18 Yes Yes Same19 Yes Yes20 Yes Yes21 Yes Yes22 Yes No Less than half paid23 Yes Yes24 Yes Yes Full Family
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TABLE 6 - Continued

School System Supt. Fully Paid Other 
Benefit Specified Differ­ences for Other 

Administrative and Supervisory Person­nelMULTIPLE MANAGEMENT
25 Yes Yes
26 Yes Yes
27 Yes Yes Same
28 Yes Single Sub-scriber, semi-

private - BlueCross-Blue Shield
29 Yes Yes Full Family
30 Yes Yes
31 Yes Yes
32 Yes Yes
33 Yes Yes

DIVISIONAL MANAGEMENT
34 Yes Yes Paid for employee; 1/2 for 

dependents
35 Yes Yes Same
36 Yes Yes
37 Yes Yes Same
38 Yes Yes Same
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TABLE 7

Long Term Disability Insurance Provisions for 
Administrative and Supervisory Personnel 

1969-70

School System Supt. Length and Specified Differences 
Conditions for Other Administra­

tive and Supervisory 
PersonnelSINGLE MANAGEMENT

Fully paid - Not bers only 
over $1000 per month

1 No2
34
56
78
91011

12

13

14
15
16
1718
1920

Yes up to 1/2 a year’s salary - illness;fully paidNo
Yes After 90 days, 50% of

salary - Fully paid SameNoNo ‘
NoNo
NoNo
Yes 90 day waiting period Maximum

- 75% Subsidy $1000 per
monthYes Full pay first 6

months ; half pay Fully paid50 65No
DUAL MANAGEMENT

NoNO
Yes 60% of income to Half paid65 for total disabilityYes Full Paid
No Guaranteed
No one year salaryNo21

2223

Yes A 60%-40% Board Payroll insur-
Subsidy - Fully ance availablePaidNoNo

24 Yes 60% gross salary Cabinet mem-
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TABLE 7 - Continued

School System Supt. Length and SpêcTETêd^ITTêrêncës^Conditions for Other Administra­
tive and Supervisory Personnel

MULTIPLE MANAGEMENT
25 Yes 39 weeks at salary 

Fully paid 70% of base (after sick lee
Same

ive)
2627 NoYes 60% of current salary
28 No

to age 65 Same
2930 NO Yes $12,000 per year -
31 No

Full paid after 180 days
32
33

No 
Yes After six months • Less other

34
35
36

1/2 salary to age 
65 - Fully paid

DIVISIONAL MANAGEMENT
No
NoYes $50 for 1-13 weeks;

government 
benefits

37 Yes
$90 next 39 weeks; 
$25 next 52 weeks60% to age 65 Not to exceed

38 Yes
Fully Paid
Fully Paid

$1500 per month benefit
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The provision for paid long term disability for 

administrators is relatively new in the area of public 
schools. In only fifteen districts of this part of 
the study did the question of subsidized long term dis­
ability insurance receive a positive response. The amount 
paid by the board of education varied from half of the cost 
to fully paid. The benefit ranged from one half year 
salary fully paid to sixty percent of salary paid until 
age sixty five. Various plans had waiting periods of from 
ninety days to a calendar year.

Divisional management structure had three of the 
five districts reporting with this benefit provided for 
the superintendent. The wide range of possible options 
for the board of education in this one category of benefit 
is a factor in making the value of this benefit hard to 
assess. The district with an excellent sick leave policy 
may not necessarily be improved with the addition of this 
benefit. New administrators without a bank of sick days 
may find such a benefit an important welfare item.

It would appear that this item is one in which the 
boards of education having approached it in various ways 
may find an experience factor to lead them to explore 
price advantages for the increasing size of the insured 
group.
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Table 8 records the response of the questions re­

garding personal liability. Twenty of the thirty eight 
, districts responded that this item was provided for the 

superintendent and members of the management team. The 
amount of coverage ranged from a low of $100,000 to a 
high of $2,500,000. The administrators in the dual 
management team structure with one exception had this 
provision. The median maximum benefit in the dual struc­
ture was three hundred thousand, however, there were four 
districts in which the maximum amount was one million 
dollars or more. In only one instance was an amount of 
deductible portion indicated.

This particular coverage, which slightly more than 
fifty percent of the superintendents and management team 
members receive seems to be one which the profession of 
school administration will be looking at closely. Many 
associations of administrators presently provide amounts- 
of protection as a part of the membership to the organiza­
tion.
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. TABLE 8

Personal Liability Provisions for Administrative and Supervisory Personnel 
1969-70

bcnooi system Supt. Maximum Deductible Specified Dif-Benefit Portion & ferences forAmount Other Adminis­trative and Supervisory Personnel
. SINGLE MANAGEMENT

1 NO2 Yes 300,000 No3 Yes 200,000 No4 No5 No Covered under 
district P.I.P.

6 No policy
7 No8 No9 No10 No11 Yes 1,000,000 No12 Yes 1,300,000 No13 Yes 1,000,000 No

DUAL MANAGEMENT
14 Yes 1,000,000 No15 Yes 100,000 No16 Yes 1,000,000 No17 Yes .100,000 No Same18 Yes 2,500,000 Same19 No All covered under regular
20 liability for districtYes 100,00021 Yes 300,000 No22 No23 Yes 1,000,000 No24 Yes 100,000 Yes ($15,000)Same
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TABLE 8 - Continued

School System Supt. Maximum Benefit Deductible Portion & Amount
Specified Dif­
ferences for Other Adminis­trative and 
Supervisory PersonnelMULTIPLE MANAGEMENT

25 No26 No27 No2829 Yes 1,000,000 No30 Yes No31 No32 Yes 1,300,000 No33 Yes 500,000 No All the same
DIVISIONAL MANAGEMENT .

34 No35 No36 No37 Yes 1,000,000 No ,38 Yes No Principals donot have cover-age
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Table 9 shows that in all but two of the thirty 

eight districts included in this study tax sheltered an­
nuities are provided as an administrator•s welfare item. 
The optional number of carriers ranges from one to seven. 
In most instances the maximum deduction is the amount al­
lowable under Internal Revenue Service regulation.

The benefit was granted to all multiple and division­
al management team districts. Although the amount of cost 
to the board of education is not easily discerned, the 
benefit is worth much to the administrator who would like 
to postpone earnings for later years to gain certain tax 
advantage. The fact being that the amount of the benefit 
depends so much on the individual program of deductions 
established by the school administrator the net value of 
this benefit can not be easily measured. Board of educa­
tion costs are in reality the amount of bookkeeping re­
quired for the contract provision. The more numerous the 
possible carriers the more costly the board's portion.
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TABLE 9

Tax Sheltered Annuity Provisions for Administrative and Supervisory Personnel, 1969-70

School System Supt. Maximum Number or of
Minimum Choice
Amount of

Carriers

Specified Differ­ences for Other 
Administrative and SupervisoryPersonnel

12

SINGLE MANAGEMENT
Yes Yes Max. 12% 1

3 Yes
of salary 
Not specifi-

4 Yes edI.R.S. Regula-
5 Yes tion l

1 SameDoes not apply6 Yes 1/6 of annu- 2

7 Yes
al salary maximumNone 28 Yes I.R.S. Regula-

9
10 No

Yes
tion 7
No policy 111 Yes 112 Yes 113 Yes 4 Same

DUAL MANAGEMENT
14 Yes Set by 115 No Carrier16 Yes 317 Yes None 218 Yes 5% of cont- 4 Available to all

19 Yes

ract minimum

None

staff. Supt. annuity in addi­
tion to salary

20 Yes Legal Limit 1621 Yes By law Unlimited22 Yes By law 323 Yes 124 Yes 4 Same
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TABLE 9 - Continued

bcnooi System Supt. Maximum Number Specified Differ-or of ences for OtherMinimum Choice AdministrativeAmount of and SupervisoryCarriers PersonnelMULTIPLE MANAGEMENT
25 Yes $10 per 

day min; no maximum
3 Same

26 Yes27 Yes 5 Same28 Yes No Policy29 Yes 130 Yes Only same as all 
other employees with board con-
tribution being $100 in lieu of Blue Cross­Blue Shield31 Yes I.R.S.

Regulation 3
32 Yes None 333 Yes Legal Limit 2 Same

DIVISIONAL MANAGEMENT
34 Yes None 135 Yes None 2 Available36 Yes 337 Yes None 3 Same38 Yes Limit by 

Carrier 1
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Provision for sabbatical leave for administrative 

and supervisory personnel is the information provided in 
Table 10. Only eleven districts reported that this wel­
fare item was provided for superintendents and other mem­
ber of the management team. In that only about one fourth 
of the districts reported positively to this item, it is 
notable that all did require the seven years of continuous 
service as prerequisite for the leave provision. Half pay 
is the standard salary to be paid to the administrator on 
leave. The number of years of service upon return from 
sabbatical was a range of one to three years. The median 
being two years for the eleven districts. Multiple and 
dual management team each had four districts in which the 
benefit was provided.

Table 11 summarizes the amounts of money and districts 
that provide conference attendance to the members of the 
management team members. With four exceptions the districts 
all provide conference allowance and expenses. The provi­
sions are difficult to compare for some districts provide 
the benefit as a general conference budget amount while 
others merely pay all expenses for the conferences approved 
by the board of education. Some respondents indicated the 
per day allowance and others provided the amount for the 
entire administrative team. Each district's response is 
so individual as to require scrutiny of each to determine 
the total benefit provided.
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The payment of membership for members of the manage­

ment team in various professional associations is indicated 
in Table 12. In twenty-six of the thirty-eight districts 
the board of education assumes the responsibility for some 
memberships for superintendents and certain central office 
administrators. The most prevalent organization in all 
structures of the study for which the dues were paid was 
the Association of School Administrators and it various 
state and county affiliates. Although no dollar limit was 
reported it can be assumed from the list of organizations 
reported that the benefit to team members could easily 
exceed one hundred dollars per year for the many organiza­
tions listed.

From the differences indicated in that column theI 
various levels of the management team are definitely 
allowed membership depending upon their specific board 
office role.
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Summary of Findings Regarding Fringe Benefits Granted to 
Superintendents and Other Supervisory Personnel

Table 13 includes the review of the contractual provisions 
for superintendents and other supervisory personnel. There were 
thirteen districts reporting in the single management structure, 
eleven in the dual management, nine in the multiple management, 
and five in the divisional management.

In these totals are reflected the percentage out of the 
possible number of districts granting the benefit. The dual
management team structure has a slight percentage lead over 
divisional in this overall summary of benefits. Multiple is 
third with 74.7 per cent and single is fourth with 60.8 
per cent. ,

The eleven items including everything from vacation 
time to board of education paid professional dues, encompasses 
the more easily identified elements of administrator welfare. 
This list of items as indicated in Chapter 11 reflects the 
bargainable areas of welfare. Few districts included in 
Table 16 have arrived at these benefits by the bargaining pro­
cess and negotiating. In the future, a comparison of this 
table and the benefits provided as a result of administrator 
bargaining would be of some relevance.

Many of the benefits granted are merely the extension 
of the current fringe benefits granted teachers by contract. 
An exception would be professional dues. In some instances,
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as term insurance the benefit far exceeds the teacher con­
tract.

The tables included in this chapter of fringe bene­
fits forms a major portion of the reporting of school dis­
tricts that are members of the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau 
of School Studies, Inc.. They have been published in a 
report entitled Salaries of Administrative and Supervisory 
Personnel In Metropolitan Detroit Schools, April, 1970. 
The forms for gathering the data and the tables as publish­
ed were the work of the author. The report is used widely 
by boards of education, superintendents, teacher unions 
and administrative groups in evaluating their position as 
regards to salary and fringe benefits. The tables were 
developed in a priority from high to low as perceived by 
the author as a practicing administrator.

Without the actual cost analysis being done and a 
measure of the ability of a district to grant benefits, the 
tables become a tally by management team structure of what 
is present practice. The comparison of benefit by adminis­
trative management team structure refines the reporting to 
indicate some difference that may be attributed to struc­
ture .

Although it is difficult to compare fringe benefits 
as to costs of value received, the tables included in this 
chapter of findings does reveal some differences among the 
four management team structures that can be evaluated.

When comparing the data from Table 2 as regards to 
weeks of vacation for superintendents the median for all



89
four structures was four weeks. The difference are not all 
so designated in the superintendent's contract. Table
3 reveals the number of districts which provide and maintain 
an auto for the superintendent. A tally of the number of 
districts in each of the management team structures would 
indicate that single team structure is more rewarding 
until we examine the number of other key administrators 
who are also granted the same benefit. Therefore an er­
roneous supposition that single team structure is more re­
warding in this area is not truly accurate.

Table 4 reviews the number of sick days granted to 
the administrators of the various management team struc­
tures. The median days allowed range from twelve days in 
single structure to fifteen days in divisional. This can 
not be taken as completely valid for a number have un­
limited sick leave and a median of fifteen does not in­
dicate how many actually are granted the benefit.
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Conclusions of Findings of The Annual Survey of The ’ 
Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School Studies

The author has concluded that the summary of the data 
gathered in the Tables 2 — 12 have importance for they 
reveal accurately the wide range of welfare benefits grant­
ed to the various members of the management team in the 
thirty eight reporting districts. A statistical analysis 
of the data was not possible for the one constant that 
might be applied to the four variables of structure is not 
available. That is, of course, the cost to the board for 
each benefit. The size of the management team would 
strongly influence the board of education cost for each 
benefit. Many options available in term insurance make 
the equating of benefit near impossible.

Table 13, which is a tally of benefits granted by 
contract,indicated that the differences that exist among 
the four management team structures would favor dual and 
divisional management team members in benefits reported 
and granted.

The findings in this chapter need to be considered 
in the light of responses to personal interview with a 
random sample of administrators as reported in Chapter IV. 
The granting of benefits as reported here take on new con­
sideration when the interviewed administrator reflects on 
management team as practiced or perceived in his local dis­
trict.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS—INTERVIEWS

Introduction

The findings reported in this chapter will be the 
summary in table form of data gathered by personal inter­
view conducted in twenty Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of 
School Studies member districts. The interviewed adminis­
trators had been randomly selected from randomly chosen 
school districts. Included are various levels of central 
office administration and in all but two districts a 
building administrator.

The data was converted to punch card form, and the 
computer program Contingency Table Analysis BMD2S has 
been applied. The computer program was written by Health 
Sciences Computing Facility, UCLA as revised and adapted 
by the Statistical Research Laboratory of the University 
of Michigan. The version used was dated July 1, 1968. 
This particular form was used in that the sample was small 
but the reliability was high due to the random selection 
within the Bureau membership and the availability of back 
up data from earlier salary and fringe benefit studies.

The first seven tables describe more fully the

91
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sample for they include such facts as : Table 14, the 
Management Team pattern of organization and size of dis­
trict. Table 1 5, the Management Team pattern of Organiza­
tion and the individual position of the administrator 
interviewed. Table 16 indicates the number of various 
teams the administrator is a member of in the specific 
pattern of organization in the district. Tables 17, 18, 19, 
and 2 0 cover the number of years in the position, in the 
district, in the profession and the highest degree held. 
Table 21 and 22 summarize the formulas for setting salaries 
and the responsibility for setting salary. Tables 23 and 
24 are important for they summarize the status of a bar­
gaining unit for administrators and the possibility of 
such in the near future. Tables 2 5 and 26discuss the

I

assignment of secretarial help and administrative assis­
tants. The work year in weeks, justification for the 
differential and the actual weeks worked are included in 
Tables 27-28. Interview reaction to the question of job 
posting and informal advancement are in narrative summary. 
Included in Appendix C is a complete table on the actual 
weeks worked and specified vacation by position of building 
administrator in all the member districts of the Metropoli­
tan Detroit Bureau.

All of the data gathered by interview is reported 
and included in the table and narrative for the purpose of 
giving a full description of the interview sample. Tables 
17 -20 assist in this description as do tables 14-16.

The reporting proceeds as the interviews did from
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basic factual data to open-ended questions about management 
team. The findings thereby follow the author's concern 
that the randomly chosen administrators, as experienced in 
the field test of the instrument, move more readily from 
known materials such as years in the profession, and role, 
to the more personal inquiry about the status of bargaining 
and management team. .

TABLE 14
Interview Summary Size of District

Management Team Middle Size Large Size Totals
Structure Dist. Admin . Dist. Admin. Dist. Admin.Single 4 8 1 i 6 10
Dual 1 2 4 8 5 10
Multiple 1 2 4 7 5 9
Divisional 1 2 4 7 5 9

Total 7 14 18 24 20 ■ 38

The random selection of districts resulted in the 
above described table of interviewed districts according to 
their size of student population. A middle size district 
is defined for study purposes as one that has a student 
membership of less than 6,000 students on September 27, 
1968. Large districts would be those with a larger than 
6,000 membership on the same date. It is readily dis­
cerned that single management team and small districts are 
reasonable expectation and that divisional is a mark in 
most instances of the large more complex organizational 
structure.
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For this study districts of larger than six thou­

sand students were interviewed in percentage ratio of 63.1 
percent to 36.9 percent of the middle size school districts.

TABLE 15
Interview Summary 

Administrative Position

Management Team
Structure

Supt

Central OfficeOther
• C • 0 • Sec. 

Prin

Building Administrators
Ass't. Elem. Ass *t. Prin. Prin. Prin. Total1 _____ 2 3 4 5 6

Single 3 2 0 1 4 0 10
Dual 2 3 0 0 4 1 10
Multiple 0 5 2 0 2 0 9
Divisional 1 4 1 0 3 0 9

Total 6 14 3 1 13 1 38

Column one of the above table indicates the number 
of superintendents interviewed, column two the number of 
other central office administrators, column three secon— 
dary principals, column four the number of assistant sec­
ondary principals, column five the elementary principals 
and column six the number of assistant principals. Elem­
entary principals were the largest number of building ad­
ministrators interviewed for they constitute the largest 
single group of administrators in the area of the study. 
A total of twenty central offices and eighteen building 
administrators were interviewed.

In the random selection superintendents were not 
chosen for interview in the category of the multiple
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management team structure. Of the many interviews con­
ducted the superintendents appeared to be most interested 
in the topic and interested in the final outcome of a 
study of the management team.

Interviews were conducted in all twenty districts of 
the study area, however, building administrators were not 
available in one multiple management team district and in 
one divisional district.

TABLE 16 
Interview Summary Membership in Various Teams Within The Administrative Structure

Management Team Structure Number of various teams within the Structure Total1 2 3 4 , 5 6
Single 5 3 1 0 1 0 10
Dual 5 3 0 1 0 0 9
Multiple 2 5 2 1 0 1 9
Divisional 0 5 2 1 0 1 9

Total 12 16 4 3 1 1 37

In total thirty seven administrators responded to 
this portion of the interview confirming their participa­
tion in the management team process by serving on various 
teams within the structure. Thirty-two and four tenths 
percent were members of only one team, forty-two and two 
tenths percent were active in two teams and balance were 
active in three or more. The highest number of teams par­
ticipated in was reported in one district each of the
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divisional and multiple structure of team mangement as 
being six. These various groups were entitled by locally 
definitive names such as administrative cabinet, adminis­
trative council, advisory council, curriculum council, 
central administrative staff, superintendent's advisory 
committee, bargaining team, secondary principals associa­
tion, and elementary principals association. The most 
common term, however, was simply administrative staff.

TABLE 17 
Interview Summary 

Administrator's Number of Years in Present Position

ManagementTeam Number of years in present position Total
Structure 1- 2 3-4 5--6 7-8 9-10 11-12 13-14 15-16
Single 4 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 10
Dual 3 4 1 0 0 0 0 2 10
Multiple 3 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 9
Divisional 2 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 9

Totals 21 14 4 2 1 1 0 3 38

Interview Table 17 is significant in identifying the 
length of time each of the interviewed administrators has 
been in the present position. Probably the most significant 
part of these responses is the fact that twenty six of the 
thirty eight administrators has been in the role less than 
five years. Almost seventy percent have been in their 
titled positions less than five years. Only three had 
been in their assignment for fifteen or sixteen years.
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The Table 18 gives a profile of the years of service 

to the local district by the thirty-eight administrators in 
the twenty districts. Most of the representatives of ad­
ministrative teams had been in the present district six­
teen years or less. When this data is compared with Table 
17 the interviewed administrators years in position and 
Table 19 it is easy to see that many have been in the same 
district their entire career and that many have been in 
their administrative position only a short time.

The percentage evaluation of the data in Table 19 
reveal that 65.8 percent of the administrators interview­
ed had eighteen years or less in the profession and that 
only six individuals had over thirty years of service.
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TABLE 20

Interview SummaryHighest Degree Held by Administrator

Management Team Highest Degree Held by Administrator
Structure 1M.A. % Spec.

Ed. % Ph.D. % Other
Single 6 21.4 4 66.7
Dual 9 32.1 1 33.3
Multiple 7 25.0 2 33.3
Divisional 6 21.4 2 66.7 1 100.

Totals 26 100 6 100 5 1ÔÔ 1 100

The educational level of the administrators inter­
viewed revealed the doctorate to be the exception and the 
masters to be the norm in the various management team 
structures.

The first seven tables of this part of the chapter 
of the findings were in the form of data gathering for the 
purpose of establishing the competence in terms of years 
of service,degrees held, role in the various teams of the 
district. They also serve as an aid to establishing rap­
port with the administrator before asking the more discern­
ing questions regarding the status of bargaining and the 
formula for salary setting. Some of the more nearly sub­
jective type responses to questions regarding the pos­
sibility of a bargaining unit, criteria for the appoint­
ment of secretaries and assistants, the posting of posi­
tions and the informal advancement procedures were the 
ones that stimulated the most discussion.
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The eight tables that follow take up these issues in detail.

TABLE 21
Interview Summary Formulas for Setting Administrators' Salaries

Table 21 indicates that within the group of administrators 
interviewed, the variety of responses is somewhat significant. 
Index was defined as the fixed ratio to teachers maximum M.A. 
salary. Merit indicated subjective merit evaluation. Schedule 
indicated a previously agreed to range of salary. Formula 
indicated a computation including index, size of school and 
other factors. The large number of merit responses - thirteen,
can be understood for twenty of this number of thirty-eight 
held central office positions.

The variety described above also is indicative of the 
practice in the randomly selected twenty districts. No one 
pattern is discernible with the exception of the response 
by seven administrators in the multiple structure reflect-

Management Team Structure
Formula for Setting Salary -Column Percents

In­dex % . Mer­it % Sche­dule % For­
mula % To­tal %

Single 4 40.0 2 15.4 2 33.3 2 26.3 10 26.3
Dual 4 40.0 4 30.8 2 33.3 0 0 10 26.3
Multiple 2 0 1 7.7 1 16.7 7 77.8 9 23.7
Divisional 2 20.0 6 46.2 1 16.7 0 0 9 23.7

Total 10 13 6 . 9 38
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ing 77.8 percent.of the total respondents in the "formula” 
category.

TABLE 22
Interview Summary 

Responsibility of Setting Administrator Salary

Management Team 
Structure

Responsible droup or Position

Superintendent
. Superintendent and Board. . Board Alone
. . . Management Team Committee. . . . Negotiations. . . . . Other
. . . ._____ . . Total

Single 0 0 4 3 0 0 10
Dual 2 3 2 2 0 1 10
Multiple 1 4 0 4 0 0 9
Divisional 1 4 1 1 i 1 9

Total 4 14 7 id 1 2 38

In twenty-five of the thirty-eight interviews the 
response indicated that the salary was set by the super­
intendent, superintendent and board,or board alone. In 
that both central office and building administrators are 
included in this data it appears that at the time of the 
interviews as they reflect on the salaries paid for the 
school year 1969-70 the board and superintendent hold the 
major responsibility for the final decision. A total of 
eleven reported the salary to have been set by management 
team committee or by formal negotiations. This is notable 
in that as many as eleven would involve a committee and a 
few bargain for their salaries.
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TABLE 23

Interview SummaryStatus of a Recognized Bargaining Unit July 1, 1970

Management Team 
Structure Status of Recognized Unit and Percent

TotalsYes Per­cent No Per­cent Other Per­
cent

Single 0 0 10 100.0 0 0 10
Dual 4 40.0 4 40.0 2 20.0 10
Multiple 1 11.1 7 77.8 1 11.1 9
Divisional 6 66.7 3 33.3 0 0 9

Total 11 24 . à 36

This question when asked of both building administra­
tors and central office personnel indicated that in six districts 
formal bargaining had begun. However, in one instance, 
the administrators of the same district disagreed that a 
position of recognition existed at the time of the inter­
view.

In districts that reported no recognized unit ex­
isted, a further question was asked as to the possibility 
of such a unit. The results of this are reported in Table 
24 .
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Responses of Administrators Concerning the Recognition 
of a Bargaining Unit for Administrators

TABLE 24

Management 
Team 
Structure

Possibility of Recognizing Administrator 
Bargaining Unit
Number %

No Possibility of Recognizing Administrator Bargaining Unit
Number % Total %

Single 4 57.1 4 23.5 8 33.3
Dual 2 28.6 3 17.6 5 20.8
Multiple 1 14.3 7 41.2 8 33.3
Divisional 0 0 3 17.6 3 12.5

Total 7 17 24

To this question only twenty-four administrators replied.
The others eigher already had established units or felt some 
other middle position was under study or in the future. It could
be determined by the responses received that the number of dis­
tricts from those interviewed which may possibly be bargaining in 
the near future may increase at least by three if not more. A 
few of these interviewed went beyond the question to state that 
in their opinion, administrators in their respective districts 
would "never" bargain collectively with the board of education.

This question elicited the most subjective responses 
and touches the real heart of the study. Consistently, the 
building administrators, whether in the field test of the 
instrument or in the actual study sample, wished to discuss 
this item beyond the content of the interview question. It 
is evident from the responses in Table 24 that of those in-
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terviewed a high percentage indicated no possible unit. 
However, other conditional statements by the administrators 
would lead the author to believe otherwise. Assuming the 
status quo of salaries and fringe benefits as they related 
to teacher maximums need for bargaining for administrators 
welfare would possibly not exist.

The definition of management team and the question 
raised about possible bargaining by administrators are in 
contradiction. Management team carries, by its present 
definition by field administrators, attitudes of loyalty, 
team work and shared decision making. To ask the question 
is there a possibility of a unit appeared to cause some 
discomfort in the administrator being interviewed. Many 
in response to the question regarding positive and nega­
tive elements of management team reflected negatively on 
the rapport between central office and building admini­
strators .

Certain central office administrators indicated some 
status anxiety in discussing commitment to management team. 
Building administrators were on the other hand more militant 
in expressing feelings positively toward bargaining.

In the number of districts interviewed of the six 
that have established units only three had bargained for 
the benefits reported in Chapter III of this study. It is 
not, therefore, possible at this time to accurately assess 
the relationship between welfare benefits obtained by 
bargaining and those not bargained for.

It is possible to conclude that in the area of sick
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leave, hospitalization insurance and other leave benefits 
the existing, contractual agreements with the instructional 

are in general extended to the various management 
team members. Structure of these teams does not appear 
to be the major factor in these welfare decisions.

TABLE 25
Interview SummaryCriteria for Assignment of Secretarial 

Assistance to the Administrators

TABLE 26

Management Team 
Structure Size of School

Criteria
Level of School 
or Board Office Role

Supt1s. Recom. Other Total

Single 4 1 4 1 10
Dual 4 0 2 4 10
Multiple 1 3 4 1 9
Divisional

Total
3

12
0
4 "

3
TV

3 
A

9
---TS—

Interview SummaryCriteria for Assignment of Administrative Assistance to Administrators

Management Team 
Structure Size of School

Criteria
Level of School or Board OfficeRole

Supt * s. Recom. Other Total

Single 3 1 1 4 9
Dual 1 0 1 6 8
Multiple 1 2 1 5 9
Divisional 2 1 0 4 7

Total 7 4 3 19 33
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Table 25 and Table 26 have been grouped together 

for closer study. These two areas, secretarial and ad­
ministrative assistance were answered by the administrators 
interviewed as low priority items. Few of the administra­
tors considered these areas as major problems. The basic 
assignment of one secretary for each elementary school and 
two or more for secondary schools seems to have general ac­
ceptance as the norm. Central office administrators re­
flected more frequently that the question had budget im­
plications and often the answer "I defend the need of an 
assistant to the superintendent and he carries my request 
to the board in budget preparation". No one in a building 
capacity indicated a numerical figure of students as criteria 
for additional secretaries, but several mentioned the 
number of students dictated the assignment of additional 
building assistant principals.

The number of actual weeks of work seems to be a 
true indicator of the status and role enjoyed by members 
of the management team at different levels. The question 
directed to the various team members was "Is there a dif­
ferential in the number of actual work weeks for the vari­
ous members of the management team?" The Table 27 shows 
the responses of the administrators to that question. 
Table 28 that follows is a review of the answers to the 
question "On what is the differential of weeks worked 
predicated upon?"
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TABLE 2 7

Interview Summary 
Administrators Weeks of Work Differential

Management Team 
Structure

Yes

Indication

Percent

of Differential and

No Percent

Percent

Totals
Single 8 80.0 2 20.0 10
Dual 7 70.0 3 30.0 10
Multiple 9 100.0 0 0 9
Divisional 9 100.0 0 0 9

Total 33 • 5 38

TABLE 28
Interview Summary Administrators Weeks of Work 

Differential Predication

Total 5 15 n 2 5 Ts

Management Team 
Structure

Basis for Differential

TotalSize of 
School Level of School Board 

Office Role
Title Other

Single 0 4 3 0 3 10
Dual 0 4 2 1 0 7
Multiple 0 4 5 0 0 9
Divisional 0 4 4 1 o . 9
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ADMINISTRATIVE POSTINGS

Two additional questions raised in the interview:
How are administrative openings posted? What, if any, is the 
informal advancement procedure from 
building level to central office?

In answering these two somewhat related questions all 
thirty eight administrators replied that positions were 
posted by notification of the teacher bargaining unit and 
communication from the superintendent's office to the 
present administrative staff. The question of an informal 
advancement procedure to central office from the buildings 
was answered in the negative with one exception where the 
answer indicated that every other appointment made came 
from outside the district. In related discussion with

I 

the persons being interviewed the position of most was 
that only major administrative positions such as assistant 
superintendent and alike were widely advertised in the 
university placement centers. Additional comments revealed 
a dependence upon locally oriented intern programs and 
promotion from within as the general guideline.

Summary of Positive and Negative 
Elements of Management Team

' At the close of the interview two general questions 
were asked. The first question, "What are positive ele­
ments of management team?" resulted in the following 
summary of comments.

The comments on the positive aspects of management
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team fall into four general areas, the first is communica­
tion, the second decision making, the third make up of the 
team or definition of the team, and fourth the general or 
descriptive terms as expressed by the various management 
team members.

this first category the comments included such 
statements as "communication is better", "more heads 
better than one", and "total communication when all are 
involved." The second series of comments followed the line 
such as this "In management team recommendations are seri­
ously considered," and "involvement results in positive 
decision." A summary of the second type comment might be 
the one that stated simply that in management team more 
alternatives are brought to light.

The third area of answers to this question resulted 
in the most interesting review of the team concept. Al­
though they responded to this as positive comment the 
various administrators were often contradictory in the 
statement of their team structure responses. Some said the 
board must be a part of the team others said only people 
who must implement should be on the team. Team meant bar­
gaining with teachers as management and others said being 
on a team strengthened their position when dealing with 
the board. Consistently the positives identified involve­
ment in decisions as criteria for membership in the 
management team. A very insightful comment reflected on 
the fact that what was really needed was several teams in 
the district to accomplish the tasks of administration.
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The fourth area of positive commentary includes the 

more general nature. The adjectives used include: worth­
while, needed, unifying, stabilizing, very good, suppor­
tive of trust and loyalty.

In summary, the positive comments most frequently 
reflected the involvement of various members of management 
in the making of decisions. The responses indicate a lack 
of clear definition in the team concept and who should be 
included in the team. Most all administrators had some 
positive reflections on management team as they perceived 
it. •

Negative comments can also be categorized into sev­
eral general areas. The areas are: the role of the super­
intendent , decision making, involvement, board of education 
role, and the large number who responded that there were no 
negative aspects to the management team concept.

Three responses indicated concern for the super­
intendent realistically surrendering legal or position 
authority. Concern was expressed for the difficulty the 
superintendent would have as team member where often the 
strength of the team depends on the leadership of the 
superintendent. One saw the team as an erosion of the role 
of the superintendent and another saw the central office 
unable to or willing to share all decisions with the team.

Criticism of the decision making process followed 
the lines of these comments; communications must improve, 
some will not support the decisions of the team, cumber­
some for decision making, and major decisions will still
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be handed out. .

In regards to involvement the negative responses 
are typified by such blunt statements as, "size lets 
things bog down", "cabinet level team too narrow", "time 
consuming and inefficient", others expressed concern 
over willingness of building administrators to be involv­
ed with district concerns, the expense and time involved, 
and the problem of changed behavior necessary in manage­
ment team. One single comment summarizes the comments 
regarding the area of involvement by indicating the dif­
ficulty in maintaining the definition of the management 
team.

Harsh criticism of the board of education could best 
describe this fourth kind of a response. The board should 
not be included for turnover would prevent normal progress, 
and the board does not accept the management team role 
assignment. The one response that sums up the attitude ex­
pressed in this area was simply "the board is not to be in­
volved in the management team".

A total of six interviewed stated that they had none 
when asked to suggest negative aspects of management team. 
Again as in the positive response a few indicated that what 
was really needed was a definition.

Although a number of the administrators interviewed 
did respond to this question the single most consistant 
answer given was "None". The negative responses seem to 
cover much of the same ground covered by others in positive 
comments. In reviewing the answers of superintendents and
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central office compared to building administrators the 
negative responses and positive are about equal in number 
and conviction. Each element of the various team struc­
tures seem to have similar concerns and positive reactions. 
No pattern prevails when all are compared.

Summary of the Findings by Interview
The summary tables of the data gathered by personal 

interview would indicate a few patterns of difference that 
can be summarized. Team as interpreted by the various ad­
ministrators interviewed varied in definition from the 
total management structure to bargaining by administrative 
groups. The first Tables 14-20 served to identify the ad­
ministrator being interviewed and revealed some differences 
from structure to structure as to experiential and prepara­
tion background of the sample. Table 16 would indicate 
that the median number of teams within the structure was 
two, but that some administrators served on as many as six 
and twelve of thirty-seven served on only one.

Table 22 indicated that out of thirty-eight admini­
strators interviewed twenty-five had their salary set by 
the superintendent, superintendent and board or board 
alone and only thirteen had salary set by management team 
committee, negotiations or other means. When compared to 
the responses on Table 22 where only six districts have 
bargaining units it would appear that in this sample some 
modification of salary negotiations is in existence by 
committee. It is also of note that many of the central 
office people interviewed would not be a part of a bar-
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gaining unit for they are superintendents or assistant 
superintendents.

Table 24 indicates that the replies in the single 
management structure are evenly divided as to the pos­
sibility of a bargaining unit in their respective district. 
Dual management team administrators split with two re­
sponding yes and three saying none possible. The multiple 
group was margin of seven to one none possible. Divisional 
reported only three and they stated none possible. The 
totals of seven "possible" and seventeen "none possible" 
are an evidence of the feelings of this group that the 
bargaining by administrators is not about to take a hold 
in this sample area.

Tables 25 and 26 when studied revealed that the 
assignment of secretaries and assistants split almost 
evenly between the responses of building administrators 
and central office. The criteria being size of school 
for principals and the superintendent's recommendation for 
central office personnel.

Tables 27 and 28 summarize the conclusion that in 
the districts interviewed there is a differential in the 
number of weeks worked by various members of the manage­
ment team and that it is predicated on level of school or 
central office role.

Data gathered about posting for advancement in the 
interview area is very much the same and with one exception 
there is no informal advancement procedure.

Summary statements about the management team concept 
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would reveal a fairly even distribution of positive and 
negative comments by both central office and building 
administrators. The concerns both positive and negative 
seem to revolve around concerns for communications, de­
cision making, and role of the superintendent and board. 
The most consistent answer was that they had nothing 
negative to say as regards to the management team concept.

The findings in this chapter must be compared with 
the basic information reported in Chapter III. The inter­
views were conducted to gain an accurate sensing as to 
whether or not the administrator was a spectator or a par­
ticipant in the management team and to determine if he 
was consulted in establishing the welfare benefits in his 
district. The number of administrators interviewed is too 
small a sample to be evaluated on a test for statistical 
significance. The reporting, however, clearly indicates 
differences.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
The Study

The purpose of the study was to determine the effect of 
management team patterns of school organization on the adminis­
trators' welfare. The term professional welfare was defined 
for study purposes as all the economic as well as position and 
title benefits granted administrators such as salary, fringe 
benefits, secretarial help, administrative assistance, length of 
contract and length of work year.

The data for the above was gathered from research bulletins, 
an extensive survey of the member school districts of the 
Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School Services, INC., and per­
sonal interviews with central office administrators and build­
ing principals. Initially, in cooperation with two other 
doctoral students, criteria for describing four structures of 
management team evolved from a survey of Bureau member school 
districts in southeastern Michigan. The four structures 
derived were: Single management team - where the superintendent 
meets with just one group that includes all the management team 
members or their representatives ; Dual - management team where 
the superintendent meets with a group that includes all the 
management team members or their representatives as well as a 
group that includes just central administrators; Multiple - 
where the superintendent meets with a group that includes all the

116
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management team members or their representatives and two or more 
other groups that include different segments of the manage­
ment team; Divisional - where the superintendent does not meet 
with a group that includes all the management team members or 
their representatives, but meets with one or more groups that 
include different segments of the management team.

Scope and Limitations of the Study

The scope of the study was regional in that the data 
gathering was restricted to the member school districts of the 
Metropolitan Detroit Bureau located in southeastern Michigan. 
State and national trends are possible inferences but the 
data is limited by the regional nature of the Bureau's service 
area.

Limitations on the study included first the fact that 
only Bureau school districts were included and data comes mostly 
from three instruments: the Questionnaire - Patterns of School 
Organizational Structure, the Annual Study of Salaries of 
Administrative and Supervisory Personnel, and Management Team 
Welfare Questionnaire.

A second limitation was that the historical data from 
pre-collective bargaining years could not be compared for lack 
of knowledge of the administrative structure during that year.

A third limitation to the study was the fact that the data 
gathered regarding fringe benefits lacked a commonality that 
would lend itself to statistical analysis.
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A fourth limitation was that the number of administrative 

interviews conducted did not permit complete analysis of variance 
for the small sample. The minor limitations to the study stem 
from the fact that little research had been conducted in the 
area of management team administration of public schools, and 
secondly that a review of the issues of salary become a study of 
"what was" because the data on salary paid changes annually.

• Sources of Data

The data were accumulated from three instruments. The 
first was the Questionnaire - Patterns of School Organizational 
Structure, the second was the Annual Study of Salaries of 
Administrative and Supervisory Personnel. The third instrument 
was the summary sheet which included the responses of thirty­
eight administrators to an interview format.

I. Questionnaire - Patterns of School 
Organizational Structure

This instrument, developed jointly by John Beckwith, 
Karl Buttenmiller, and Waino E. Aukee, was sent to the super­
intendent of each of the member school districts of the 
Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School Studies, Inc., in August 
of 1969. From the responses to this questionnaire came the 
four basic structures of Single, Dual, Miltiple and Divisional 
management team organization. From this early sample the 
second two data gathering instruments had a basic form over 
which their input was then evaluated. This instrument 
determined which school districts would form the basis for 
further study and interview.
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II. Annual Study of Administrative 
and Supervisory Personnel

This study conducted annually by the Metropolitan Detroit 
Bureau of School Studies, Inc., among its member school dis­
tricts in southeastern Michigan provides the basic salary and 
fringe benefit data for administrators in the Detroit Metro­
politan area. The various items of fringe benefit were the 
specific form and design the author developed for study purposes.

Ill. Summary Sheet for Management Team 
Welfare Questionnaire

This item is the tally sheet or form on which the author 
accumulated the responses to the thirty-eight interviews con­
ducted with central office and building administrators. The 
data gathered on these forms were converted to punch card data 
and submitted to the University of Michigan Terminal System 
(Model PR220) for analysis. The program applied was the BMD 2S- 
Contingency Table Analysis - Version of July 1, 1968 written by 
Health Services Computing Facility, UCLA as revised and adapted 
by the Statistical Research Laboratory, University of Michigan. 
The analysis was limited to frequency tables as well as row and 
column percentages for the various responses.

- Related Literature
Chapter 11 contains references to related literature 

in a variety of source material. The inclusion of material 
regarding the foundations of the management team concept is 
necessary for a clearer understanding of the structures 
developed as part of the study design. The four management
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team structures are the author's approach to describing an 
operational structure as reported in practice by Southeastern 
Michigan school districts.

Support for administrator participation is found in . 
Likert's system four where he states this as a character of 
motivation - "Economic rewards based on a compensation system 
developed through participation.The identification with 
the manager's role in leadership of a team is present in both 

2 3 -the writings of Likert and McGregor.
The absence of research in education to identify the 

welfare concerns of management was reported. This need will be 
supplied as additional research regarding management team 
includes this facet.

Other related literature from the administrator associa­
tion journals points out the urgency of the study of welfare 
as it relates to structure. The concerns of school administra­
tors focus on welfare as critical to the evolving of the manage­
ment team in the local districts. The reference to associa­
tion convention reports and the lists of identified fringe 
benefits support the development of the study around similar 
welfare concerns.

1Rensis Likert, The Human Organization, New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967, p. 5.

2Ibid.
3Douglas McGregor, The Professional Manager, New York: 

McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967.
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The final inclusion in the related literature of the 
Model Team Management Agreement bridges the theoretical 
writings with the practical politics of school administration, 
1971.

Conclusions
Two principal conclusions are drawn from the data of 

this study. Concomitant conclusions are placed in a subordinate 
position as they amplify support, limit, or are corollary to the 
principal conclusions discussed. The pertinent findings follow 
the conclusions.

Conclusion I - There is little substantive difference in 
administrators' welfare of members of a management team of 
various levels in school districts with dual, single, multiple 
or divisional management team patterns of school organizational 
structure.

The comparison of salaries and fringe benefits paid to the 
various members of the four structures indicate that administra­
tors of the same structure were granted no special salary or 
advantage.

In Table 13 of Chapter III the percentage of all welfare 
benefits provided superintendents and other administrative person­
nel in the two structures of Dual, 80.9 per cent, and Divisional, 
80.0 per cent, are appreciably higher than the 60.8 per cent 
for Single and 74.7 per cent for Multiple.

The difficulty of making more than an observation of this 
percentage difference stems from the fact that equating 
benefits must be normed on some criteria.
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The most reasonable criteria seems to be cost to the 
board of education. When attempting the analogy however, the 
task is most difficult. The cost per individual or cost per 
administrative group is not a separate budget item for each of 
the elements of welfare defined in this study. The individual 
administrator's net salary is easily retrieved for study. But 
the cost to the board per individual administrator is not easily 
obtained in dollars and cents for the optional pay roll de­
duction for tax sheltered annuities. When costs for term life 
insurance may be obtained for the district or individual, the 
amount and method of analysis when comparing districts of dif­
ferent size and administrators of varying age, as indicated in 
the interview summary tables, the task is near impossible.

The salary paid to various members of the management team 
in school districts with single, dual, multiple, or divisional 
management patterns of school organizational structure is dif­
ferent in the various structures. The findings of the salary 
survey would indicate that perhaps the salary paid the highest 
paid teacher may be more significant for many salaries of 
administrators are predicated on this element of salary structure.

The districts in the various management team structures 
differ in size, number of administrators, and taxable wealth 
behind each child but still maintain a constant ratio or rela­
tionship as to salary structure for the levels of the management 
team. Major salary increases have occurred over the past five 
years. The research of the NEA and the member districts of the
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Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School Studies report such in­
creases. The increases in the Bureau service area closely 
parallel the national figures for large (25,000 students or more) 
districts. The data of the Bureau, although a small sample, is 
accurately reported and presents a respectable sample for a 
model of Michigan and midwest salaries.

When the length of work year of members of management 
teams of various levels in school districts with single, dual, 
multiple or dividional patterns of school organizational 
structure are compared, there is little difference. The median 
and average for elementary principals was forty-four weeks for 
all four structures, the median and average for secondary school 
administrators was forty-eight weeks. The forty-eight actual 
weeks was also true of central office administration. Most 
high school principals and central office administrators indicated 
a fifty-two week contract, but in reality work forty-eight weeks 
with twenty to twenty-five days of vacation or holiday. The 
one rather notable exception is school district thirty-four 
in the divisional structure where the elementary principals have 
a thirty-nine week contract. This district is the largest in the 
state and in numbers employs more elementary principals than any 
other.

The data gathered by interview indicate that the assign­
ment of secretarial assistance was not a great concern of the 
administrators studied. The survey of elementary school ad­
ministrators reported that the formula of one secretary at each 
school was the norm.
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Secondary administrators agreed that two secretaries plus some 
assistance for the counseling office was the norm for the 
secondary school. The difference in responses to this 
question could be best summarized as the central office view­
ing it as a low priority item and one based almost entirely on 
budget consideration. Building level administrators considered 
it to be a higher priority item but felt that the selection and 
option for additional secretarial services was a welfare con­
sideration. Some indicated it would be a negotiable item in 
their district.

Opportunity for professional advancement from the build­
ing level indicated a completely legalistic posting practice. 
The language of the teacher's master contract agreement often 
outlines procedures for job posting. Both Central Office and 
building administrators who were interviewed indicated, with but 
one exception, that the appointment opportunity was without 
pre-agreed guideline. The intern route was no longer the major
source of appointments. .

As indicated in Chapter 11 in the related literature the 
concern of administrators for consideration in the filling of 
vacancies and proper notification of posted positions is a part 
of the model team management agreement. In the writings of 
the several professional journals the evidence is clear. The 
building administrators wish very much to participate in the 
evaluation and selection process as it relates to their position 
and those at central office. The late Dr. Tatroe records the 
need of principals to have genuine involvement as a part of his
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management team construct.
Conclusion II - There is little substantive difference 

in the attitude of administrators interviewed as to the need 
for the establishment of a bargaining unit for portions of 
the management team when members of various levels of manage­
ment team in school districts with single, dual, multiple 
or divisional patterns of school organization are compared.

The data gathered in the interviews indicates that in 
the districts where bargaining had begun, the reasons expressed 
and the results hoped for were not in disagreement when the 
responses of building administrators and central office ad­
ministrators were studied. The one exception being in one 
district where the administrators disagreed as to whether the 
bargaining unit had indeed achieved legal recognition.

As indicated in the analysis of this item in Chapter IV 
regarding the possibility of bargaining units in the various 
districts with single, dual, multiple or divisional management 
team structures, the structure is not the pulse of the ad­
ministrators' position. The lack of an acceptable definition 
of the role of the building administrator and the board of 
education in a viable management team may be the source of 
misunderstanding between the two elements of public school 
administration. The policy making role in contrast with the

^Don O. Tatroe, "Management Team Leadership," The 
Michigan Elementary Principal, XXXXIV (January-February, 1970), p. 9.
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implementation and management roles are at the root of the 
definition problem. If administrators are told they have a 
management team but in actuality the decision making excludes 
them they feel left out of the process. They can easily become 
cordial to the more formal bargaining relationship of adminis­
trator unions. t

A general attitude seems to be present in the positive 
and negative comments about management team. Effective, 
vertically inclusive, enlightened management teams would be sum­
marized as an alternative to bargaining by administrative groups. 
The two unknowns that need further exploration are the role of 
the superintendent and the role of the board of education 
members.

The study has provided a report on the status of benefits 
granted that is inclusive and complete. The wide range of 
benefits in table form in Chapter III assist in defining the 
elements of administrator welfare. The interviews reported in 
Chapter IV are complementary to the basic data gathered in 
Chapter III. The findings of the interviews go further toward 
defining welfare for they include the assignment of secretarial 
and administrative assistance.

The responses to the questions regarding the status of 
bargaining touches the real pulse of public school administra­
tion in southeastern Michigan. While researchers seek the 
definition of management team as applied to public schools, 
arbitration rulings, court injunctions, and petitions for 
bargaining are creating the new definition in the school dis­
tricts of Michigan.
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Implications
The conclusions of the study of welfare elements that 

are provided administrators in the service area of the Metro­
politan Detroit Bureau of School Studies, Inc., lead to this 
summary of the implications for further study. When dis­
tricts with the various management team patterns of organiza­
tion are compared there are little differences between single, 
dual, multiple or divisional patterns. The Bureau schools, 
when compared to NBA studies, parallel closely benefits paid 
nationally to districts of size 25,000 or more. The first 
implication therefore is that the Southeastern Michigan districts 
are significant for sampling purposes.

The variety of welfare benefits provided members of 
the various administrative staffs of the Bureau area schools 
indicate a growing awareness on the part of both boards of 
education and the profession of school administration that 
these benefits are the desire of and appropriate goals of central 
office and building administrators. The second implication is 
the awareness of the welfare needs of the public school adminis­
trator. This is a significant area of study and one for which 
little data is available at this time.

Although the initial part of this study clearly indicated 
four discernable patterns of administrative structure when the 
districts were compared for various elements of status and 
anticipation of bargaining units of administrators the various 
patterns revealed no clues as to the emerging of new bar­
gaining units. The implication from this conclusion would
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have to be that it is too early to tell what the future portends 
for administrator bargaining. The area of bargaining demands 
on-going evaluation and study as a new facet to the overall 
picture of public education especially in the state of 
Michigan. The study revealed only six districts bargaining 
out of a sample of twenty randomly chosen. A close study of 
districts who have by election or designation chosen bargaining 
as a way to achieve administrative recognition for concerns of 
wages, hours and working conditions could be very significant. 
In October of 1970 twenty-two school districts in Michigan 
have recognized bargaining units of administrators. The 
follow up of this movement would certainly have implications 
for the state and the nation.

The concept of management team still needs further clarifi­
cation for the study does reveal wide differences of opinion 
when the positive and negative aspects were elicited. 
Apparently the term "management team" means different things to 
different people. • Some would include the board of education, 
some would not. Many would restrict it to administrators only, 
while others would include teaching department heads. Con­
siderable study could be undertaken to more accurately define 
the concept of management team.

This study approached the study of management team from 
the concept that team included those groups that met with the 
superintendent on some kind of a regular basis. The indication 
is present in the data that other criteria could well serve 
to establish the common base for management teams. One
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district reported that the bargaining unit of administrators 
included department heads from the secondary schools. This 
implies the need to study other teams of educators within the 
school district and within buildings. The study of how a 
building administrator manages his instructional staff as a 
team could be significant to the understanding of management 
teams.

Another area of possible research would be the analysis of 
the contrasting behavior of central office teams as compared 
with line administrators in the various buildings. The 
response to questions about the management team concept as 
described in the narrative summary of comments by the various 
administrators infer the possibilities of a further study of job 
satisfaction. The response varied greatly but the number that 
responded that had nothing negative gives a clue to the need 
for additional study for job satisfaction. The reluctance on 
the part of certain administrators to criticize the management 
team in their respective district is a clear indication of 
anxiety about role.

Concluding Statements

Very little was written about management team in education 
before bargaining by teacher groups began in 1965 in Michigan. 
The term "Management team" as practiced in the public sector is 
being defined and refined by research such as this study. The 
study serves to point out the apparent relationship of welfare 
to the management team concept.
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The relationship is suggested in the professional liter­
ature of administrator groups. It is present in the example 
of the model management team contract. ^he encouragement for 
this research and an experimental program in three Michigan 
school districts at this time indicates the commonality of the 
concern for the concept at all levels of public school 
administration.

The alternative to management team would appear again from 
the literature and the responses to the interview questions of 
this study to be collective bargaining for matters of adminis­
trator welfare. Present Michigan laws permit such election 
and thereby provide a vehicle for movement in this direction. 
The ruling on the Hillsdale, Michigan, school administrators'I 
request for the right to bargain assures all local groups of 
administrators that this alternative is one solution to concern 
for matters of welfare. The wide variety of welfare benefits 
provided the members of management teams of various structures, 
single, dual, multiple and divisional, could be costed out on 
some normative factor. The value could be measured as to cost 
to the board of education. Another approach may be to study the 
dollar benefit to the individual administrator. When either 
of these cost factors has been analyzed in the light of the four 
structures as practiced in the various school districts, the 
resultant data may be more relevant and may be statistically 
significant. The specific study suggested would include many
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more variables than structure of the team. Elements of ability 
to provide local revenue, the numbers of administrators, the 
numbers of students and a more complete indication of the 
amount of actual participation in decision making could add to 
this research.
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METROPOLITAN DETROIT BUREAU OF SCHOOL STUDIES, INC 
Member Organizations on August 1, 1969

Local School Districts
Algonac

***** Livonia ___ Utica
Allen Park Lincoln Park ___ Van Born

■ ' ■ I"
Birmingham
Cherry Hill
Clarenceville

■ ■ ■

Marysville
Melvindale
Mount Clemens

___ Warren
___ Warren Woods
___ Waterford

Clintondale
Crestwood
Detroit

—■ ■

N. Dearborn Heights ___ Wayne
Northville ___ W. Bloomfielt
Oak Park

■ ■
East China

—— Plymouth Intermediate Districts
■ ■ ■

Ecorse
- Pontiac ___ Macomb County

Farmington
******* Port Huron 1

___ Oakland County
Fitzgerald Redford Union ___ Washtenaw County
Garden City
Grosse Pointe

1
River Rouge
Riverview

___ Wayne County

- — Hamtramck
*^^*̂*̂* Rochester Universities

" ■ ■
Harper Woods

..** Romeo ___ Eastern Michigan
■ ■

Heintzen Royal Oak ___ Univ, of Michigan

• ' -

Highland Park
Inkster
Lakeview
Lamphere *

Southfield
So. Redford
Taylor
Trenton

___ Wayne State Univ.

Univ
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METROPOLITAN DETROIT BUREAU OF SCHOOL STUDIES, INC 
FAIRMONT BUILDING - 680 MERRICK STREET

TBnple 1-0615
WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY
DETROIT, MICH. 48202 TBnple I-O965

AUGUST 12, 1969

Dear Bureau Superintendents,

As you know, over the past several years considerable interest in the develop­
ment and improvement of the school management team has been expressed by many 
school administrators and such organizations as the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau 
of School Studies and The Michigan Congress of School Administrators.

In October the Bureau's Committee for the Improvement of Professional Management 
is sponsoring a School Administrators' Management Lab and we are also interested 
in a series of research projects which hopefully will contribute significant data 
and information relative to this crucial issue.

Biclosed you will find an initial questionnaire designed to obtain descriptions 
of current patterns of school organizational structures. To help us in our 
endeavors, we respectfully request your support and cooperation in completing 
this enclosed questionnaire.

The tabulated data from this questionnaire will be made available to you and an 
interim report will be made at the Bureau's Management lab entitled "Improving 
the Management Team".

Please take a few moments of your time to complete the questionnaire and mail 
it to the Bureau in the enclosed envelope by Wednesday, August 27th so that the 
information can be compiled in time for our October 7-8 Waldenwoods Management 
Lab. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Gerald G. Mansergh 
Executive Director
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QUESTIONNAIRE - PATTERNS OP SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
NAME OF SCHOOL DISTRICT_________________________

Person completing this questionnaire Position

1. Is there any kind of "administrative team" or groups (council, committee, etc.) in operation 
in your school district which meet with you (the superintendent) periodically to help you in 
the consideration of system-wide problems? Yes No_

2. What name do you give to your administrative team or groups? (Check one or more below if 
appropriate; otherwise please give name or names.)

___ Administrative Cabinet —Central Administrative Staff
—Administrative Council —Superintendent ' e Advisory Committee
—Advisory Council —Bargaining Team
—Advisory Staff —Secondary Principals

Curriculum Council 
Other

. —Elementary Principals

3. For each administrative team or group you listed above in Question 2, indicate the positions 
represented; the total number of persons in the position in the school district; the number 
of persons from the position meeting with you; the frequency of the meetings; and the average 
length of the meetings. (AFTER COMPLETING THIS SECTION, PLEASE ANSWER QUESTION U ON THE 
LAST PAGE.)

EXAMPLE
Administrative Cabinet

NAME OF GROUP

TOTAL NUMBER IN FREQUENCY OF AVERAGEPOSITION MEMBER­
SHIP

TEAM/GROUP MEETINGS LENGTH
___ Board Members Cnee every Twox Superintendent 1 1 two weeks hours
_JL_Assistant Superintendents -J 2
x Other Central Office Staff 15 3

Secondary Principals U 1
.^—Assistant Secondary Principals
—Elementary Principals
—Assistant Elementary Principals
—Department Chairman •

Teachers
___ Pupils
___ Other (specify) ________



NAME OF GROUP

POSITION

___ Board Members

TOTAL 
MEMBER­
SHIP

NUMBER IN 
TEAM/GROUP

FREQUENCY OF 
MEETINGS

AVERAGE 
LENGTH

___ Superintendent
___ Assistant Superintendents
___ Other Central Office Staff
___ Secondary Principals

Assistant Secondary Principals
Elementary Principals
Assistant Elementary Principals
Department Chairman
Teachers

___ Pupils
___ Other (specify) ___

NAME OF GROUP

POSITION

___ Board Members

TOTAL 
MEMBER­
SHIP

NUMBER IN 
TEAM/GROUP

FREQUENCY OF 
MEETINGS

AVERAGE 
LENGTH

___ Superintendent
___ Assistant -Superintendents 1

Other Central Office Staff
___ Secondary Principals
___As sis tant Secondary Principals
___ Elementary Principals
—Assistant Elementary Principals
___ Department Chairman

Teachers
___ Pupils
___ Other (specify) ______

NAME OF GROUP

TOTAL NUMBER IN FREQUENCY OF AVERAGE
POSITION MEMBER- TEAM/GROUP MEETINGS LENGTH

SHIP
___ Board Members _
___ Superintendent .
— Assistant Superintendents _
___ Other Central Office Staff __
—Secondary Principals .. ___
___ Assistant Secondary Principals
___ Elementary Principals _ _____
___ Assistant Elementary Principals _
___ Department Chairman _____

Teachers
____Aipils __
___ Other (specify)



NAME OF GROUP

POSITION
Board Members

TOTAL 
MEMBER­
SHIP

NUMBER IN 
TEAM/OROUP

FREQUENCY OF 
MEETINGS

AVERAGE 
LENGTH

___ Superintendent
—Assistant Superintendents
___ Other Central Office Staff

Secondary Principals
—Assistant Secondary Principals
___ Elementary Principals
—Assistant Elementary Principals
—Department Chairman

Teachers
___ Pupils
___ Other (specify ) _ ___

1 NAME OF GROUP

TOTAL NUMBER IN FREQUENCY OF AVERAGE
POSITION MEMBER- TEAM/GROUP 

SHIP
MEETINGS LENGTH

Board Members
___ Superintendent
___ Assistant Superintendents j
___ Other Central Office Staff
—Secondary Principals
—-Assistant Secondary Principals
-Elementary Principals
___As sis tant Elementary Principals
-Department Chairman
—Teachers
____Pupils
___ Other (specify ) .

NAME OF GROUP

TOTAL NUMBER IN FREQUENCY OF AVERAGE
POSITION MEMBER- TEAM/GROUP MEETINGS LENGTH

SHIP
Board Members

___ Superintendent .
—Assistant Superintendents
___ Other Central Office Staff
—Secondary Principals
.—Assistant Secondary Principals
—Elementary Principals

Assistant Elementary Principals
___ Department Chairman _____ _
___ Teachers ____
—Pupils ____ ____
___ Other (specify) _ _______



NAME OF GROUP

POSITION
Board Members

TOTAL
MEMBER- 

• SHIP
NUMBER IN 
TEAM/GROUP

FREQUENCY OF 
MEETINGS

AVERAGE 
LENGTH

—.Superintendent
—Assistant Superintendents

Other Central Office Staff
.—Secondary Principals
—Assistant Secondary Principals
.—Elementary Principals
—Assistant Elementary Principals
—Department Chairman
___ Teachers
____Pupils

Other (specify ) ______________ — ■ ——

NAME OP GROUP

TOTAL NUMBER IN FREQUENCY OF AVERAGE
POSITION MEMBER- TEAM/GROUP MEETINGS LENGTH

SHIP
Board Members ___
—Superintendent ______
___Ass is tant Superintendents __
___ Other Central Office Staff _____ _____
—.Secondary Principals __
—Assistant Secondary Principals ____
___ Elementary Principals
___ Assistant Elementary Principals
___ Department Chairman ____
—Teachers ______
____Pupils
___ Other (specify) ______________ ______ _

descriptions of each team or group mentioned above.

NAME OF GROUP

TOTAL NUMBER IN FREQUENCY OP AVERAGE
POSITION MEMBER- TEAM/GROUP MEETINGS LENGTH

. SHIP
Board Members ___
Superintendent _______

—Assistant Superintendents _____ _
___ Other Central Office Staff ______
.—Secondary Principals ______
.—Assistant Secondary Principals _ .
—.Elementary Principals __
—Assistant Elementary Principals .
—.Department Chairman . '
—.Teachers _____
____Riplls ___

Other (specify) ____________ __ ______ ________

If readily available, please enclose an organizational chart for your school district and
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METROPOLITAN DETROIT BUREAU OF SCHOOL STUDIES, INC. 
FAIRMONT BUILDING - 680 MERRICK STREET 

WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY
TEmple 1-0613 DETROIT, MICH. 48202 TEmple 1-0965

August 28, 1969

Dear Bureau Superintendents,
During the second week of August, you received the 

questionnaire, "Patterns of School Organizational Structure." 
Our records indicate the one mailed to you has not been 
returned. The success of the Bureau's Management Lab in 
October and a series of research projects on improving the 
school management team depends greatly upon your support and 
cooperation. To date twenty-two of the Bureau Superintendents 
have already returned the initial questionnaire.

Enclosed you will find an additional questionnaire to 
complete and mail to the Bureau in the enclosed envelope. 
Please do this today so that the information can be compiled 
in time for the Bureau's October 7-8 School Administrators' 
Management Lab entitled "Improving the Management Team."

Thank you for your continued interest and cooperation 
in Bureau activities.

Sincerely,

Gerald G. Mansergh 
- Executive Director
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE, PATTERNS OF SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

METROPOLITAN DETROIT BUREAU OF SCHOOL STUDIES, INC. 
FAIRMONT BUILDING - 680 MERRICK STREET WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY DETROIT, MICH. 48202

OCTOBER, 1969

(Not to be used or reproduced without permission from 
the Metropolitan Detroit Bureau of School Studies, Inc.)



141

AW ANALYSIS OP THE QUESTIONNAIRE, PATTERNS OP SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Lester V. Anderson's recent article in the Nichinan Journal of Secondary Education deale 

with the relevant issues inherent in the management teen concept.1 The management team re 

volvea around two main questions: 1) Bo all partita really want a working relationship baaed 

on participation in policy formulation! and 2) Is the formulation of organizational structure 

designed to keep communication open in the decision making process!

In an effort to answer part of Anderson's latter question for the members of this 

Management Lab, the Bureau developed the questionnaire, Patterns of School Organizational 

Staticture.^ The questionnaire focused on the extent of the various types of administrative 

teams or groups that meet with the superintendent in each school district to consider system­

wide problems. In addition, the questionnaire extracted the positions in the school district 

on each team or group and the frequency and average length of their meetings, in August of 

this year a questionnaire vaa mailed to each Bureau superintendent.

. After the return of the questionnaires by mail to the Bureau office, the data was 

analysed to identify school districts with cosawn management team patterns of school organi­

sational structure.’ All forty-four of the responding districts indicated the existence of 

some kind of a*inIstrative  team or groups that meet with the superintendent periodically in 

the consideration of system-wide problems. The data revealed that four basic management team 

patterns of school organizational structure exist:

1
A copy of Anderson's article is in the "Ménagement Lab Registration Folder."

2
The questionnaire, Patterns of School Organisational Structure, is stapled to the 

back of this analysis. '

\or the purpose of this questionnaire, management teem patterns of school organi­
sational stmeturo are the administrative team or groups in a school district that meet 
with the superintendent periodically in consideration of system-wide problems.
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2

1, School districts where the superintendent n«tt» with Just one group that 
includes all the management team members^ or their representatives were 
classified us employing BrIngle" management team patterns of school 
organizational structure:

2. School districts where the superintendent meets with a group that includes 
all the management team members or their representatives as well as a 
group that includes Just control administrators$ were classified as employing ' 
"dual" management team patterns of school organisational structure;

). School districts where the superintendent meets with a group that includes 
all the management team members or their representatives and one or more 
other groups that include different segments of the management team members 
were classified as employing "multiple" management team patterns of school 
organizational structure; and ■

4. School districts where the superintendent does not meet with a group that 
includes all the management team members or their representatives, but 
meets with one or more groups that include different segments of the 
management team members were classified as employing "divisional" manage­
ment team patterns of school organisational structure.

The remainder of thia analysis lists the responding Bureau school districts according 

to the four common management team patterns of school organisational structure, single, *ial,  

multiple and divisional, and in relationship to district size. The charts below outline the 

members on each team or group within a district and the frequency and average length of their 

meetings.

tor the purpose of this questionnaire, management team members include the superin­
tendent," central administratora, secondary school principals, assistant secondary school 
principals, elementary school principals and assistant elementary school principals.

5for the purpose of this questionnaire, central administrators consists of all 
administrators, supervisors or directors who operate out of the central office and have 
system-wide responsibilities.
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1 RI WILE MANAGEMENT TEAM EATTEHKS OF SCHOOL WWANIXATIONAL JWUVrmB

USS THAN 6,000 
STUDENTS

Algonac
Ate. Staff

Clarenceville
Ate. Council ; 
Bargaining' Team

Clintondale 
Ate. Council

N. Crestwood 
Ate. Council 
Curr. Council

5 Hantranek
Ate. Council

6. Harner Woods 
Ate. Council

?» Melntsen
Ate. Council

8. Marysville ‘ 
Ate. Council 
Prof. Study 

.Council
9. Melvindale 

Ate. Council

10. Northville ’ 
Executive Council

11. Hiver Rouge ;
Ate. Staff |
Bargaining Team 1

la

IS

i:

ig
Other»

2

8

1-Speo. Services

i-Coanunlcatiens

3-Frogran 
Directors

ne«4 «rises

1 ii

1-fresldent of Teachers Association

Once week 
when negotiating 

l l i i i

«'s

s

s

a E

2

3

1 J

2

2

1

I

1

2

a £

a a

2
2

2

2

2

2 2

2
2

2

2

2 2

2

2

2 2

1

2

U

13

5

*

2

4

2

7

3 8
a 
£

2

2
2

2 î
2

2

2
5

2

2
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I siHong MANAGEMENT TEAM PATTERNS OF SCHOOL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
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0 Michigan Association of Secondary School Principals}
allilmitd with

Michigan Congress of School Adminktrafor Associations 
National Association of Secondary School Principals

IXICUÎIVt ASSISIANÎ 
arune m. muck March, 1969

IXICUTIVI SECRETARY
THEODORE B SOUTHE81AND 

Bureau of School v
I he UAistndy of 

401 S. FouHh St el W. e
Ann Arbor, Michm>n 46103

To all principals and assistant principals who request this 
model :

It is very important that you read this cover statement 
thoughtfully and carefully before giving consideration to the 
enclosed material.

This material is presented for the purpose of assisting 
you, if a felt need exists in your district, in developing the 
Team Management Concept, We are anxious to remind you 
that if conditions are satisfactory in your district between 
your Board, Superintendent and Principals, then no action 
should be taken with the exception of asking your Board to 
officially endorse and include in the minutes of one of the 
regular Board meetings the fact that it endorses the Team 
Management Concept as a basis of operating the district.

We also would underscore the fact that this Concept is 
new to all involved parties and should therefore be approached 
carefully with tact and understanding. There are two involved 
parties; namely the Board, whose responsibility is policy­
making, and the Management Team (Administrators- Super in- 
tendent. Assistant Superintendent, Principals, Assistant Prin­
cipals, etc), whose major responsibility is carrying out es­
tablished policies. It is clear that a very close harmonious 
working relationship of these two parties is vital to the success­
ful operation of a good educational program for the boys and 
girls in your school district. The Management Team should 
be encouraged by the Board to lend its professional knowledge 
to the Board in assisting in the development of Board policy. 
Further, the Management Team is not only expected to loyally 
support the final board policies and act as its representative 
in the buildings, but is also expected to implement the ne­
gotiated contracts with other employee groups in the school dis­
trict as the Board representative. In order for the Management
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Team to intelligently administer these contracts for the Board, 
it becomes essential that Management Team personnel be actually 
involved in the negotiating sessions as the Board representative 
and act in an advisory capacity to the Board. For these reasons 
it becomes necessary that a very "close team" effort be developed 
in each district between the Board and their Management Team. 
The Board will also expect that their Management representatives 
will work professionally and harmoniously with the teachers under 
their supervision to further the cause of good education in the dis­
trict.

The .following material is submitted for the consideration
of Management Team members and your Board of Education. To­
gether you may wish to use some of the suggested Articles or you 
may wish to develop additional areas more applicable to your dis - 
trict. Due to the complexity, variation in size, and other factors 
existing in the several hundred school districts in the state, it is 
impossible to present a document that will apply equally well in 
all districts.

If you do develop and adopt some form of agreement in
your district, we would appreciate a copy of your final agreement 
for our MASSP files. In this way we might be better a le to assist 
other members of our Association who might have need of our 
assistance.

If we can be of further service, please do not hesitate 
to call on us. ■

Sincerely yours,

Theodore B. Southerland
TBS /af
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MODEL TEAM MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 
for 

Administrators and Boards of Education

This agreement, entered into this  day of ,
by and between the Board of Education of (school district)
of the City and/or Township of ,
hereinafter called the "Board", and the Administrators of said district, 
hereinafter called the "Management Team",

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, the Board and the Management Team recognize and declare 
that providing a quality education for the children of (school district) 
is their mutual aim; and

WHEREAS, the philosophy and purpose of this agreement pledges mutual 
support and loyalty of both the Administration and the Board of Education, " I
and further pledges the Management Team, as Board of Education repre­
sentatives, to implement the employee contracts that have been negotiated 
by the Board with the assistance of the Management Team personnel; and

WHEREAS, educational administrators should be particularly qualified 
to assist in suggesting and developing policies and programs designed to im­
prove educational standards ; and

WHEREAS, the parties hereto recognize the need for cooperation, under­
standing and support between the Board of Education and the Management Team 
to effectively and efficiently operate a desirable program of educational oppor­
tunity; and

WHEREAS, both the Board and the Management Team agree to cooperate 
and work in good faith to develop salaries commensurate with the Management 
Concept as applied in the business and industrial world;

THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION OF the above mutual covenants, it is 
hereby agreed as follows : .
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. . ARTICLE I - RECOGNITION

SECTION A

The Board hereby adopts the Management Team Concept as the oper­

ating policy in the district and under the terms of this agreement neither 

of the parties hereto shall make unilateral decisions which would in any 

way affect the provisions of this agreement. -

The term "Board" when used hereinafter in this Agreement shall refer 

to the legally elected representatives of the school district and/or its 

officially designated representatives.

The term "Management Team" when used hereinafter in this Agree­

ment shall refer to those persons employed by and authorized by the Board 

to recommend for hiring, firing, and/or supervising professional staff 

members and other personnel.

ARTICLE II - MANAGEMENT TEAM RIGHTS

SECTION A •

The Board hereby agrees that administrators shall have the right to 

form a local organization for the purpose of describing and defining profes­

sional relationships in the district. The Board further agrees that it will . 

not discriminate against any administrator with respect to professional 

conditions of employment by reason of his membership in an administrative

organization.
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SECTION B

The Management Team shall have the privilege of using school building 

facilities at all reasonable hours for meetings in accord with proper procedures,

ARTICLE III - PROFESSIONAL COMPENSATION

SECTION A

It shall be considered normal procedure when circumstances permit, 

that the Board shall grant approval and reimbursement for Management Team 

members to attend appropriate annual state or national conferences and meet­

ings upon receipt of written request to the Superintendent stating pertinent 

data concerning the conference, anticipated and actual expenses, and length 

of absence. Management Team members agree to share information from 

such meetings with board members and other professional staff members in 

any manner desired by interested parties. •

ARTICLE IV - WORKING CONDITIONS

SECTION A

The provisions of this Agreement shall be applied without regard to 

race, creed, religion, color, national origin, age, sex or membership in or 

association with the activities of any professional organization. No religious 

or political activities, not limited by law, of any administrator or the lack 

thereof shall be grounds for any discipline or discrimination with respect to 

the professional employment of such administrator.
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SECTION B

Administrators may make recommendations to the Board or its author - 

ized representatives regarding the program of the school, the conditions 

of the buildings, grounds, equipment and materials, and other factors im­

portant to the efficient management of a school plant or program. The 

Board agrees to give careful consideration and expeditious handling to such 

recommendations.

SECTION C

The Board agrees to include Management Team representatives to attend 

and act in an advisory capacity to the Board in any negotiating or collective 

bargaining sessions with employees, and the Bqard may at its decision in­

volve members of the Management Team on its behalf. Representatives of 

elementary and secondary principals shall be involved in this process as 

members of the Management Team.

ARTICLE V - LEAVE OF ABSENCE

SECTION A

It shall be the policy of the Board to grant leaves of absence to members 

of the Management Team for reasons deemed appropriate by the Board of 

Education, 
a •

SECTION B

Applications for leaves shall be submitted in writing to the Board. Leaves 

may be granted for the remainder of a semester, the remainder of the school
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year or for a complete school year, and may be extended upon written re­

quest and approval by the Board of Education.

ARTICLE VI - TERMINATION OF SERVICES

SECTION A

Termination of employment by Management Team members shall be 

in accordance with the provisions of the Michigan Teacher Tenure Act. 

Termination of employment by the Board of Education of Management Team 

members shall be in accordance with the provisions of the Contract of 

employment agreed to and signed by both parties. Any dismissal of Man­

agement Team personnel other than as provided in said contract shall pro­

vide for full payment promptly of the balance due for the term of the unex­

pired contract at the time of the termination of the member's services.

ARTICLE VII - INSURANCE PROTECTION

SECTION A

The Board shall provide hospitalization for at least the amount granted 

to other employees and preferably to include full coverage up to and including 

family, semi-private, master medical, for each administrator.

SECTION B

The Board is expected to provide group life insurance protection which 

shall pay to the administrator's designated beneficiary the minimum sum of 

$10, 000 upon death with provision for double indemnity in the event of accidental 

death.
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ARTICLE VIII - EVALUATION OF ADMINISTRATORS

SECTION A

All evaluations of any Management Team member shall be discussed 

with the administrator in question. The Administrator shall receive a copy 

of each evaluation and a copy shall be placed on file in the Board office and 

he held in confidence and handled in an ethical manner.

SECTION B ,

No Management Team member shall be disciplined, reprimanded or 

reduced in rank or compensation, or deprived of any professional advantage 

without just cause. The parties agree to handle all such actions in a re­

spectful and professional manner and endeavor to accomplish an efficient 

and satisfactory solution to professional problems.

ARTICLE IX - . VACANCIES, PROMOTIONS AND TRANSFERS

SECTION A

Recognizing the legal right and responsibility of the Board to fill various 

positions, make promotions and transfers, the Board agrees to give written 

notice of any administrative vacancies in the district to the members of the 

Management Team. In selecting personnel to fill such vacancies, the Board 

will seek the best qualified applicant within of without the system. Duc consid­

eration shall be given to employees within the district who meet the qualifi­

cations. Vacancies shall be filled on the basis of experience, competency and 

qualifications of the applicant, length of service in the district, and other 

relevant factors.
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SECTION B ’ ' .

Requests may be made by a member of the Management Team for 

transfer to a different position or building and shall be filed in writing with 

the Superintendent stating the reasons for transfer, the building or position 

sought and the applicant's qualifications. Such requests shall receive care­

ful consideration by the Board. Involuntary transfers will be made only in 

case of emergency or to prevent undue disruption of the instructional program 

at which time the Board shall notify in writing the affected administrator and 

the reasons for such transfer. •

SECTION C

Management Team personnel shall be subject to the provisions of the 

Michigan Teacher Tenure Act and shall be given the opportunity to return 

to the classroom in their respective district to a position for which they 

qualify by professional training.

ARTICLE X - CREATION OF NEW POSITIONS

SECTION A -

The Board agrees to discuss with the Management Team the creation 

of new management team positions and following determination of the job 

description will receive for a five day period all applicants within the 

system presently on the Management Team. After this period, the Board 

shall reserve the right to hire the best qualified person whether they are 

within or outside the school system.
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ARTICLE XI - PROTECTION OF ADMINISTRATORS

SECTION A

If any administrator, while acting in a legal manner as an administrator 

within the jurisdiction of his assignment, is complained against or sued, the 

Board will provide legal counsel and render all necessary assistance to the 

Administrator in his defense. It shall be the responsibility of the admin­

istrator to bring such complaints to the attention of the Board as soon as 

possible.

SECTION B

In the event that an administrator is injured while performing his pro­

fessional duties, expenses incurred for medical, surgical, and hospital care, 

in excess of those covered by hospitalization insurance provided by the Board, 

will be assumed by the Board, "

. ARTICLE XII - GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

SECTION A

The parties hereto agree to cooperate in an efficient and professional 

manner by providing proper channels and scheduling necessary meetings 

for the purpose of solving problems or grievances within the Management 

Team. Should any problems or grievances not be properly and satisfac­

torily resolved within a reasonable length of time (generally thirty days), 

the parties agree to request in writing the assistance of the Ethics Com - 

mittee of the Congress of School Administrator Associations to meet with
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the Board and the Management Team at which time the parties agree to 

cooperate in fact finding sessions and to consider the professional advice 

and recommendations of the Ethics Committee in an endeavor to resolve the 

difficulties to the satisfaction of all involved parties.

ARTICLE XIII - MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

SECTION A

The provisions of this Agreement shall be incorporated into and be 

considered part of the established policies of the Board,

SECTION B

Copies of this Agreement shall be made available to all members of 

the Board and the Management Team by the Superintendent.

SECTION C

It is the responsibility of the Management Team personnel to be profes­

sional at all times. It is the responsibility of the Board and/or its designated 

representatives to discuss any abuse of this responsibility with the individual 

involved. Any refusal to cooperate or repeated incidents after warning shall 

be subject to disciplinary action.

SECTION D

Realizing that it is desirable for administrators to be cognizant of current 

philosophies, trends and techniques, the Board shall provide opportunities
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for improvement for the Management Team members in areas deemed 
necessary by the Board and Management Team members.

SECTION E

In order to improve communications which are vital to an efficiently 
operated district, regular meetings shall be held between the Management 
Team personnel and the Board of Education on a schedule acceptable to both 
parties. -

ARTICLE XIV - DURATION OF AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT shall be effective and shall
remain in effect until such time as revisions are felt desirable by one of the 
parties. A written communication to the other party shall be honored and 
revision of the document shall be undertaken and resolved with thirty 
days. In the event the parties cannot resolve the issue among themselves, 
they shall ask the Ethics Committee of the Congress for assistance in re­
solving the matter.

(Note: You and your Board may wish to develop an official document in 
which case you will add spaces for signatures for both parties. Otherwise 
the Board may, id cooperation with you, take action incorporating certain 
conditions in their minutes and develop that as the official position concern­
ing their relationships with the Management Team. )
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Charles Kettering Elementary School 1200 HubbardWestland, Michigan

April 16, 1970

Dr. Elven E. DuvallExecutive SecretaryMichigan Congress of School Adm.
129 Boone HallEastern Michigan University
Ypsilanti, Michigan
Dear Dr. Duvall: .
I thank you for your invitation to seek the assistance of your office in collecting data for my research regarding the "management team". When I last visited with you in Atlantic City you suggested I write to you in your capacity 
as Executive Secretary of the Congress of School Adminis­
trators when I was to begin my interviews of local ad­
ministrators .
I now plan to field test my interview questionnaire and 
proceed to gather data from various local school adminis­
trators .
It would be most helpful to me, especially in approaching 
school districts other than members of the Metropolitan 
Detroit Bureau of School Studies, if I had available a letter of introduction over your signature and on Congress 
letterhead.
If additional information is necessary for your preparation 
of such a letter I would be happy to meet with you to dis­
cuss the research design more fully.
Thank you again for your continued interest in this re­
search and study.

Sincerely,
Waino E. Aukee 35405 AshWayne, Michigan 48184

wa:d
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MICHIGAN CONGRESS of SCHOOL ADMINISTRAI O H ASSOCIATIONS

129 Boone Hall
Eastern Michigan University
Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197

Executive Secretary 
Elven E. Duvall 
313-487-3135

April 24, 1970

Dear School Administrator:
The Michigan Congress of School Administrator 
Associations endorses the need for research in 
the area of school administration under the 
Management Team Concept. Such studies direct­
ed at investigating the administrative character 
istics of school districts as they relate to 
factors affecting quality education programs 
are urgently needed.
The Congress encourages your cooperation as a 
participant in these endeavors. We believe 
that these research studies, conducted by 
graduate students under the leadership of un­
iversity professors of educational administra­
tion, will greatly add to the knowledge in the 
area of Management Team Concept and will assist 
the Congress in developing this approach to 
school administration.
Sincerely,

Elven E. Duvall
Executive Secretary
Michigan Congress of School 
Administrator Associations
BED:am
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METROPOLITAN DETROIT BUREAU OF SCHOOL STUDIES, INC.

FAIRMONT BUILDING, WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY 
AM MERRICK STREET
DETROIT. MICHIGAN 40202

AREA CODE: 213 
B3I4NBS 
B3I4BI3

ixetulk*  Dkeeter 
Dr. Gerold G. Monwrgh

TO: MDBSS Members School Superintendents

SUBJECT: Annual Study of Salaries of Administrative and 
. Supervisory Personnel

Biclosed please find one copy of the results of the Spring, 1969» 
"Survey of Superintendents of the MDBSS to Evaluate the Bureau's 
Annual Study, Salaries of Administrative and Supervisory Personnel." 
In line with the recommendations outlined in this report, the study 
is being continued; and because of the current negotiating schedules 
with administrators, the data for the 1969-70 study is being col­
lected in January with publication sometime in March.

One of the enclosed copies of the 1969-70 survey instrument for the 
study is for your files and the other copy should be returned to the 
Bureau no later than January 26, 1970. for your school system to be 
included in the study.

In accordance with the superintendents recommendations, we have ex­
panded the fringe benefit questions; however, the general format 
remains the same. Your duplicate copy from last year's report should 
still be very helpful as a reference.

In an attempt to provide greater continuity and accuracy, please assign 
just one knowledgeable educator within your district the task of col­
lecting and reporting the requested data.

Please contact Burton S. Knighton or John A. Beckwith, MDBSS research 
assistants, concerning any assistance or questions about the 1969-70 
survey form.

Sincerely,

Gerald Q. Mansergh 
Executive Director

January 5» 1970
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SALARY POLICIES RELATING TO ADMINISTRATIVE AND SUPERVISORY PERSONNEL, 1969-70

NAME OP SCHOOL DISTRICT
SIZE OP SCHOOL SYSTEM—Total Number of Pupils_________________________________
PERSON COMPLETING THIS REPORT SCHOOL PHONE

(1) Do you have a regular salary schedule (minimum, maximum, and annual increments) for 
the following administrative and supervisory personnel ?

Superintendents Yes No Elementary School Principals Yes No
Ass't Supt. ' Yes No____  Secondary School Principals Yes No

Supervisors and Directors Yes No
<2 > Is your administrative and supervisory salary schedule related to the teacher 

salary schedule? Yes No
(2.1) If yes, please identify the method (eg. index number, factor formula etc.);

Remarks:

(2.2) Please indicate the adjustment for:
Superintendents: Factor Base
Ass't. Supt: Factor Base
Elementary School Principals: Factor Base
■Secondary School Principals: Factor ' Base
Supervisors and Directors: Factor Base

Remarks:

(3) What is the length of time for which the superintendent's contract is drawn?
Years Weeks in contract year 1969-70

(3.1) If the superintendent is on a regular salary schedule what is the: .
Minimum_________  Maximum^ _ No. of increments •

(4) Does the Superintendent have a transportation allowance? Yes No
(4.1) If yes, please specify if Board of Education:

(a) Provides and maintains a car for Superintendent: Yes No
(b) Provides an annual, monthly, or mileage allowance: Yes No

(b.l) Indicate the allowance amount: Monthly: t Yearly: A
Mileage of cents per mile

(4.2) If other administrative and supervisory employees do not receive the same 
transportation allowance, please specify the differences:

- 1



lu 7

(5) Does the Superintendent have a specified vacation benefit per year? Yes No
(5.1) Lumber of Calendar Weeks or Working Dave
(5.2) If the Superintendent's vacation benefit differs from other administrative and 

aupervisory personnel, please specify the differences:

(6) Does the Superintendent have a specified sick leave benefit in his contract? 
Yes No

(6.1) What is the number of days allowed per year? 
(6.2) May the days accumulate over the length of the contract? Yes No
(6.3) If yes, what is the maximum benefit? 
(6.4) If other administrative and supervisory employees do not receive the same sick 

leave benefit, please specify the differences: ■

(7) Does the Superintendent have term life insurance provided by the Board of Education?
Yes No

(7»1) Indicate amount of death benefit: t
(7.2) Is double indemnity provided? Yes No
(7.3) If other administrative and supervisory employees do not receive the same term life 

insurance benefit, please specify the differences:

(8) Does the Superintendent have hospitalisation (medical and surgical ) subsidized by 
the Board?  *

(8.1) Ftally Paid
(8.2) Half Paid
(8.3) Dess than half paid
(8.4) Other .

(8.5) If other administrative and supervisory employees do not receive the same
hospitalization, please specify the differences:
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(9) Does the Superintendent have long term disability insurance subsidized by the Board?
Yes No

(9.1) If yes, please indicate the length or conditions provided for:

(9.2) FUlly Paid
(9.3) Half Paid_______________
(9.4) Less than half paid
(9.5 ) Other.,_______________________________________________________________________ _

(9.6) If other administrative and supervisory employees do not receive the same long term 
disability'.insurance, please specify the differences:

(10) Does the Superintendent have liability coverage provided by the Board? 
Yes No.

(10.1) What is the maximum? 6
1(10.2) Is it a deductible plan? Yes Ho

(10.3) If other administrative and supervisory employees do not receive the same 
liability coverage benefit, please specify ‘the differences: '

(11 ) Are tax sheltered annuities available to the Superintendent? ' Yes No
(11.1) What are the minimum and maximum amounts permitted by Board policy:

Minimum Maximum
(11.2) How many choices of carriers are available to the Superintendent? 
(11.3) If other administrative and supervisory employees do not receive the same annuity 

privileges, please specify the differences:

(12) Does the Superintendent have a sabbatical leave option in his contract?
Yes No

(12.1) If yes, how many years of continuous service are a prerequisite? years
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(12.2) What are the salary options: Half oav Full Pay Other
(12.3) What additional obligations are a part of the sabbatical policy:

years returned to the District written reports
(12.4) If other administrative and supervisory employees do not receive the same 

sabbatical policy, please specify the differences:

(13) Does the Superintendent have conference attendance allowance? Yes No
(13.1) Total allowance for travel and expenses? S
(13.2) Are there limits on the number of conventions? Yes No
(13.3) If other administrative and supervisory employees do not receive the same 

convention or conference attendances allowances, please specify differences:

(14) Does the Superintendent have his dues paid to professional organizations?
Yes No

(14.1) If yes, what organizations are included? 

(14.2) Is there a dollar limit to dues paid by the Board? Yes No Amount
(14.3) If other administrative and supervisory employees do not receive the same dues 

paid by the Board, please specify differences:

(15) After completing this survey form, we encourage your written suggestions here 
that would improve future reporting of the requested data.

PLEASE RETURN TO THE METROPOLITAN DETROIT BUREAU OP SCHOOL STUDIES, INC.. BY JAN. 26. 1970 
FAIRMONT BUILDING. 680 MERRICK STREET. WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY, DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48202

- 4 -
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Purchasin.: Officer_____________

| 1---------
Ass't Sunt Bld/s & Grounds

Dlr or Sour Personnel
* Hintl Personnel
* Special Services

- * Fts.Tsts.it Measure
" Adult Educ
• SoocieI Educ

* Instruction_____
* Voc Educ
" Ind Arts
* Guidance
" Library Services

" Art
_ " Music_____  ___
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. TABLE V
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SALARIES OF CERTAIN CENTRAL OFFICE PERSONNEL 

RESPONSIBLE FOR SUPERVISION OP INSTRUCTION. 1969-70
(List here only those Central Office Personnel whose 1969-70 salaries will be included 

on Page 4. Line 45; and Page 5. Lines 26 and 53, of the Annual Financial Report)

Salary Interval_________ Number of Position^
$ 28,000 & Above
27,500-27,999
2?,060-2?,499 "
24,500-24,999
26,000-26,499
25,500-25,999
25,000-25,499
24,500-24,999
24,000-24,499 --- --- ------- - ■■ ! ■

23,500-25,999
25,000-23,499
22,500-22,999
22,000-22,499
21,500-21,999
21,000-21,499
20,500-20,999
20,000-20,499
19.500-19,999
is,000-19,499
18,500-18,999
18,000-18,499
17.500-17.999
17.000-17,499
14,500-16,999
14,000-16,499
15,500-15,999
15,000-15,499
14,500-14,999
14,000-14,499
13,500-13.999 !
13,000-13,499
12,500-12,999

1

12,000-12,499
BELOW 12,000 J

NAME OP SCHOOL DISTRICT DATE________________

. < .
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TABLE VI

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SALARIES OF CERTAIN CENTRAL OFFICE PERSONNEL 
RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTRATION. 1969-70

(List here only those Central Office Personnel whose 1969-70 sala­
ries will be included on Page 7. Lines 115, 46, 47, 48, & 50; and 
Page 8, Line 17 of the Annual Financial Report, omitting the ■ 
Superintendent)

Salary Interval Number of Positions
$ 27,000 & Above
26,500-26,999
26,000-26,499
25,500-25,999
25,000-25,499
24,500-24,999
24,000-24,499
23,500-23,999
23,000-23,499
22,500-22,999
22,000-22,499
21,500-21,999
21,000-21,499
20,500-20,999
20,000-20,499
19.500-19,999
19,000-19.499
18,500-18,999
18,000-18,499 .
17,500-17,999
17,000-17.499
16,500-16,999
16,000-16,499
15,500-15,999 •
15,000-15,499
14,500-14,999
14,000-14,499
13,500-13,999
13,000-13.499

-2.2,^00712,222. „
12,000-12,499
BELOW 12,000

NAME OF SCHOOL DISTRICT DATE___________________

- 7 -
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TÂDLK VII
SAUIUF.8 PKT Mil !. D A*!» SAURY SCHKbt'(4:':t OP ADMINISTRATIVE AND DUrERVISORY TFRSONWEL 

IN ELEHeKT-HV, AuKloR IIMII, SENIOR ÜJO», AND ADULT PUDLIC SCHOOLS. 1969-70

billion

1
Sal's Being Fd Salary Schedule 
During 1969-70 During 1969-70

Reaarks

No. 
of 
Dip

work 
Wks 
in 
Yr Lowest Highest

Mln, |
Max,

No, 
Incr,

1 2 5 * 5 6 7 8 9
Teaching £lr-entary P I:l.zl_
Supervising EltrxnUn Frti.cJral |
Aas't Blcxentar.? frinri/'a1 !

Jr, High School Principal
Jr^HlRh Prind pal
Jr, High PLcarlment !!rad .

J

Jr. High Dean____
1

Sr. High School Principe 1 _____
Sr. High Aae't Principal
Sr, High School Dean
Sr. High Department Hoad

3rr. High Jehool Pr lneiaal
Jr. 4 Sr. Hi.th Ass't Principal

Tradeor Voca. High Principal
Trade or Voca. U.S. Ass‘t Trip
Trade or Voca. Sch, Dart. Head

Cont. or Adult Sch Full-Tine PrL
Sont. or Adult Sch Dent. Ke nd

Dean or President. Jr. College
1

Others
1

1 À------- .

WANS OF SCHOOL DISTRICT DATS

• B -
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TABLE VIIt .
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SALARIES OF SUFKHVrSILtl ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCI PALS 

(WHO GIVE MORE THAN HALF TIME TO ADMINISTRATIVE AND SUPERVISORY DUTIES), BY 
SCHOOL ENROLUIEHT, 1969-70

Number of Elementary School Supervising Principal» by School 
Enrollment (in terms of Sept. 26, 1969 membership in the 
specific school building under the principal's supervision)

Salary Interval

Under 200 200-399 | 400-599 ; 600-999 1000-1499 1500 & Over !j Total
A 23,000 & Abo vu ____ !

22,500-22,999 1

22.000-22,499
21.500-21,999
21,000-21,499
20,500-20,999
20,000-20,499 '
19.500-19,999 1
19.000-19,499
18,500-18,999 1
18,000-18,499
17,500-17,999
17,000-17,499 !
16,500-16,999
16,000-16,499 ' 1
15.500-15,999
15.000-15,499
14,500-14.999
14,000-14,499
13,500-13,999

1
13,000-13.499
12,500-12,999 •
12,000-12,499
11,500-11,999
11,000-11,499
10,500-10,999 i
10,000-10.499
BELOW 10,000 * :____

MAME OF SCHOOL DISTRICT. DATE______________________

9 -
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TAULK IX ,
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SALARIES OF JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL FRINCI FAIS 

BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT, 1969-70

Salary Interval
Koeber of Junior Hli»h Principale by School Enrollment 
(Sept, 26, 1969» membership In the specific school 

____  building under the principal's supervision) ■
Under 500 300-599 600-999 IOOO-1499 1500 A Over ; Total

1 24,000 & Above
21,500-21,999_______
21,000-21,499
22,500-22,999
22,000-22,499
21,500-21,999 ' •
21,000-21,499
20,500-20,999
20,000-20,499
19.500-19,999
19,000-19,499
18,500-18,999
18,000-18,499
17.500-17.999
17,000-17,499
16,500-16,999_______
16.000-16,499
15,500-15,999
15,000-15.499 •
14,500-14,999
14,000-14,499
15,500-15,999
15,000-15,499 i
BELOW 15.000 1 : J___________

NAME OF SCHOOL DISTRICT DATE

- 10 •
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TABLE X 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION’ 'V SALARIES OP SENT # UMil Wi:"L inniciFALS 
BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT, 1?..-/O

1 Euib«r of Senior High Prlncipila by SohooI Pn.vZlKicnt '
Salary Interval J (Sept. 26,19<9, membership in the specific school

1 building under the principal's supervision)
— .. *̂»»*«*a  •

Total| 0-599 | 600-1000 )000-2000 J wixr ?C00
♦ 27.000 & Above |

1

26.500-26,999 % •

26,000-26,499
25.500-25.999
25,000-25.499
24,500-24,999 ..
24,000-24,499 ■

............ . ■ '

23,500-25,999
23.000-25,499
22,500-22,999
22,000-22,499
21,500-21,999 1
21,000-21,499

20,500-20,999
20,000-20,499
19.500-10,999
19,000-19.499
18,500-18.999
18,000-18,499
17,500-17.999
17.000-17.499
16,500-16,999 •
16.000-16,499 1

15.500-15.999
15.000-15,499 !
14,500-14,999 1 .
14,000-14,499 1
BELOW 14,000 V 1 !

MAMS OF SCHOOL DISTRICT DATE

- 11 -
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MANAGEMENT TEAM WELFARE QUESTIONNAIRE

1. School district code number 
2. What is your correct title and position?

3. What is the name of the management team or group of which you are a member?

4. How many years have you been in this position? 
5. How many years have you been in this district? 
6. How many years have you been in the educational profession? __________
7. What is the highest degree you have earned? 
8. What is the formula for computing your salary?

9. Who is basically responsible for setting your present s alary ? ____________________________________________ __
10. What is the status of a recognized bargaining unit of administrators in this district?

11. What is your opinion of the possibility of a petition for a separate bargaining unit if in question ten your response 
is negative to existence of unit at this time?

12. What is the criteria for the assignment of secretarial help for this administrative position?
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13. What is the criteria for the assignment of administrative assistants for this administrative position?

14. Is there a differential in the weeks of work of various members of the management team?
___ Yes ___ No
On what is the difference, if any, predicated?

15. How are administrative openings posted? 

16. What, if any, is the informal advancement procedure from building level to central office?

17. What are positive elements of management team?

18. What are negative elements?
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SUMMARY SHEET FOR MANAGEMENT TEAM 

WELFARE QUESTIONNAIRE
1. School District code number
2. Correct title and position
3. Name of the management team member of:

___ Administrative Cabinet
___ Administrative Council___ Advisory Council___ Advisory Staff 

Curriculum Council

or group administrator is

Central Administrative Staff
Superintendent'sAdvisory CommitteeBargaining TeamSecondary PrincipalsElementary Principals

Other

4. Number of years in this position 
5. Number of years in the district 
6. Number of years in the educational profession 
7. Highest degree earned ___ B.S. ___M. A. ___  Ed. S.

' ___ Ed. D. ___ Ph. D.
8. Formula for computing salary :

___ Index
___ Merit___ Set salary schedule
___ Other - describe _____ • ___________________ ______ ___

9. Who is basically responsible for setting salary?
___ Superintendent___ Superintendent and Board___ Board alone___ Management team committee___ Negotiations Other - describe _______ _______________________________



181

10. What is the status of a recognized bargaining unit of administrators in this district?
No groupVarious groups but not unifiedEstablished and recognized unitOther - describe _____ ________________________________

11. What is the possibility of a unit if the answer to 
question 10 indicates there is no unit at this time?

None 
Possible Under study

___Other - describe _______________________________________

12. What are the criteria for the assignment of secretarial help?
Size of school 
Level of School 
Other - describe .

13. What are the criteria for the assignment of administrative assistants? •
Size of school 
Level of school Other -■ describe_____________________________________ _

14 Is there a differential in weeks worked?
Yes No

On what is it predicated?
___ Size of school Level of school Board office role TitleOther - describe
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15. How are administrative openings posted?
___ Announcement___ Mailings_____ Other - describe ______________________________________

16. What is the informal advancement procedure within the district? Example: teacher# elementary principal# central office __________________________  _____

17. What are positive elements of management team?
___ Status___ Involvement in decision making___ Higher salary Other

18. What are negative elements?
___ Longer work year___ Greater gulf between staff and administration
___ Closer evaluation and scrutiny of work performed

19. General comments positive -

20. General comments negative -
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SCHEDULE OF WEEKS WORKED BY POSITION OF VARIOUS 

BUILDING ADMINISTRATORS IN SINGLE, DUAL, MULTIPLE, AND
DIVISIONAL STRUCTURES OF TEAM MANAGEMENT
NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATION AND SPECIFIED VACATION

SINGLE MANAGEMENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM 1 NUMBER WEEKS
Supervising Elementary Principal 2 42Junior High School Principal 1 42Senior High School Principal 1 48Senior High Assistant Principal 1 42
SCHOOL SYSTEM 2
Teaching Elementary Principal 5 46Junior High School Principal 1 47Junior High Assistant Principal 1 47Senior High School Principal 1 47Senior High Assistant Principal 1 47
SCHOOL SYSTEM 3
Supervising Elementary Principal 5 42Junior High School Principal 1 52Junior High Assistant Principal 1 44Senior High School Principal 1 52Senior High Assistant Principal 1 44
SCHOOL SYSTEM 4
Supervising Elementary Principal 19 47Junior High School Principal 4 48Junior High Assistant Principal Senior High School Principal. 4 453 51Senior High Assistant Principal 2 48Secondary Adminis. Assistant 10
SCHOOL SYSTEM 5
Supervising Elementary Principal 4 44Junior High School Principal 1 46Junior High Assistant Principal 1 44Senior High School Principal
Senior High Assistant Principal 1 462 44
SCHOOL SYSTEM 6
Supervising Elementary Principal 2 42Junior High School Principal 1 44Senior High School Principal 1 52
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SINGLE MANAGEMENT

SCHOOL SYSTEM 7
Supervising Elementary Principal 7 42Junior High School Principal 1 43Junior High Assistant Principal 1 42Senior High School Principal 1 57Senior High Assistant Principal 1 42
SCHOOL SYSTEM 8
Supervising Elementary Principal 10 42Senior High School Principal 1Senior High Assistant Principal 2
SCHOOL SYSTEM 9
Supervising Elementary Principal 3 46Junior High School Principal 1 46Junior High Assistant Principal 1 40Senior High School Principal 1 46Senior High Assistant Principal • 1 46
SCHOOL SYSTEM 10
Supervising Elementary Principal 4 44Jr-Sr High School Principal 1 44Jr-Sr High Assistant Principal 2 44
SCHOOL SYSTEM 11
Supervising Elementary Principal 4 44Junior High School Principal 1 45Junior High Assistant Principal 1 44Senior High School Principal 1 47Senior High Assistant Principal 1 44
SCHOOL SYSTEM 12
Supervising Elementary Principal 22 44Junior High School Principal 4 44Junior High Assistant Principal 4 44Senior High Assistant Principal 2 52Senior High Assistant Principal 3 44
SCHOOL SYSTEM 13
Teaching Elementary Principal 5 40Junior High School Principal 1 40Junior High Assistant Principal 1 40Senior High School Principal 1 46Senior High Assistant Principal 1 40
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DUAL MANAGEMENT

SCHOOL SYSTEM 14 NUMBER WEEKS
Supervising Elementary Principal 18 45Junior High School Principal 5 45Junior High Assistant Principal 5 45Junior High Department Head 23 25Junior High Asst, to Principal 5 45Senior High School Principal 2 48Senior High Assistant Principal 2 48Senior High Department Head 12 35Senior High Asst, to Principal 2 35Senior High Asst. to Principal 2 45Jr & Sr High School Principal 7Jr & Sr High Asst. Principal 7
SCHOOL SYSTEM 15
Supervising Elementary Principal 7 44Junior High School Principal 1 48Junior High Assistant Principal 1 44Junior High Department Head 5 40Senior High School Principal 1 48Senior High Assistant Principal 1 48Senior High Department Head 9 40Spvr. of Sec. Sch. Attendance 1 42
SCHOOL SYSTEM 16
Supervising Elementary Principal 10 47Assistant Elementary Principal 1 45Middle School Principal 3 47Junior High Assistant Principal 6 45Senior High School Principal 2 52Senior High Assistant Principal 2 52Senior High Assistant Principal 4 45
SCHOOL SYSTEM 17
Supervising Elementary Principal 9 52Junior High School Principal 2 52Junior High Assistant Principal 2 52Senior High School Principal 1 52Senior High Assistant Principal 2 52
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DUAL MANAGEMENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM 18 NUMBER WEEKS
Supervising Elementary Principal* 7Junior High School Principal 1Junior High Assistant Principal 1Senior High School Principal** 1Senior High Assistant Principal 1Secondary Adminis. Assistant 2Secondary Adminis. Interns 2Junior High Department Head
Senior High Department Head
SCHOOL SYSTEM 19
Supervising Elementary Principal 35 44Assistant Elementary Principal 11 44Junior High School Principal 9 45Junior High Assistant Principal 9 45Senior High School Principal 4 48Senior High Assistant Principal 11 45
SCHOOL SYSTEM 20
Supervising Elementary Principal 7 44Assistant Elementary Principal 1 44
Junior High School Principal 2 46Junior High Assistant Principal 2 46Senior High School Principal 11 46“Senior High Assistant Principal 2 46
SCHOOL SYSTEM 21
Supervising Elementary Principal 9 46
Junior High School Principal 3 46
Junior High Assistant Principal 3 43Senior High School Principal 1 52
Senior High Assistant Principal 1 52
Cont. or Adult Sch. Full-Time Fr. 1
Cont. or Adult Sch. Dept. Head 1
SCHOOL SYSTEM 22
Teaching Elementary Principal 1 52
Supervising Elementary Principal 15 52
Junior High School Principal 5 52
Senior High School Principal 2 52
Senior High Assistant Principal 4 52
Senior High School Dean 4 44
Senior High Department Head 14 40
Trade or Voc. Sch. Dept. Head 2 44 .
♦Elementary principals work 8-15 — 6-30; 10 1/2 months orabout 209 actual working days per year.

♦♦Secondary principals and assistants work 11 months (8-1 —6-30) or about 219 days per year.
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DUAL MANAGEMENT

SCHOOL SYSTEM 23 NUMBER WEEKS
Supervising Elementary Principal 8 43Junior High School Principal 2 52Junior High Assistant Principal 2 43Senior High School Principal 2 52Senior High Assistant Principal 3 52Cont. or Adult Sch. Full-Time Fr. 1 52
SCHOOL SYSTEM 24
Supervising Elementary Principal 25 44Assistant Elementary Principal 4 44Assistant Elementary Principal-Intern 3 40Junior High School Principal 5 44Junior High Assistant Principal 4.5 44Junior High Department Head 28 40Junior High Dean of Stu. Affairs .5 40Senior High School Principal 1 46Senior High Assistant Principal 3 46Senior High Department Head 20 40Jr. & Sr. High School Principal 1 46Jr. & Sr. High Ass11. Principal 3 46

MULTIPLE MANAGEMENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM 25
Supervising Elementary Principal 6 43Junior High School Principal 2 45Junior High Assistant Principal 2 45Senior High School Principal 1 48Senior High Assistant Principal 2 45
SCHOOL SYSTEM 26 .
Supervising Elementary Principal 4 43Junior High School Principal 2 44Senior High School Principal 2 52Senior High Assistant Principal 1 52
SCHOOL SYSTEM 27*
Teaching Elementary Principal 9 43Junior High School Principal 4 44Junior High Assistant Principal 4 43Senior High School Principal 2 48Senior High Assistant Principal 4 44
*Does not include sums paid for advanced preparation and incentive pay.



188
MULTIPLE MANAGEMENT

SCHOOL SYSTEM 28 NUMBER WEEKS
Supervising Elementary Principal 5 42Assistant Elementary Principal 2 42Junior High School Principal 3 46Junior High Dean 3 42Senior High School Principal 1 52Senior High Assistant Principal 3 • 42Trade or Voc. Sch. Dept. Head 1 52Cont. or Adult Sch. Full-Time Fr. 1 52Cont. or Adult Sch. Dept. Head 1 42Dean or President, Junior College 1 52Assistant Dean 1 52
SCHOOL SYSTEM 29
Elementary Principal 27 44Assistant Elementary Principal 1 44Junior High School Principal 6 44Junior High Assistant Principal 8 44Junior High Department Head 34 40Jr. High Asst. Prin. Attendance 5 42Senior High School Principal 2 48Senior High Assistant Principal 6 44Senior High Department Head 24 40Sr. High Asst. Prin. Attendance 2 42Area Voca. High Principal 1 48Coordinator, Adult,Education 1 4&
SCHOOL SYSTEM 30
Supervising Elementary Principal 18 43Assistant Elementary Principal 1 42Junior High School Principal 4 43Junior High Assistant Principal 4 42Senior High School Principal 2 52Senior High Assistant Principal 4 52Senior High Associate Principal 2 52
SCHOOL SYSTEM 31
Supervising Elementary Principal 18 42Junior High School Principal 4 44Junior High Assistant Principal 4 44Senior High School Principal 2 46Senior High Assistant Principal 6 46
SCHOOL SYSTEM 32
Supervising Elementary Principal 9 44Junior High School Principal 2 46Junior High Assistant Principal 2 44Senior High School Principal 1 48Senior High Assistant Principal 2 44
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■ MULTIPLE MANAGEMENT

SCHOOL SYSTEM 33 NUMBER WEEKS
Supervising Elementary Principal 25 43Junior High School Principal 3 49Junior High Assistant Principal 5 43Senior High School Principal 3 49Senior High Assistant Principal 6 - 43Cont. or Adult Sch. Full-Time Pr. 1 49

DIVISIONAL MANAGEMENT
SCHOOL SYSTEM 34
Supervising Elementary Principal 184 39Assistant Elementary Principal 229 39Junior High School Principal 51 39Junior High Assistant Principal 55 39Junior High Department Head 164 39Senior High School Principal 20 39Senior High Assistant Principal 48 39Senior High Department Head 165 39Technical High School Principal 1 39Technical High Asst. Principal 3 39Technical High Department Head 13 39Trade High Principal 1 43Trade High Principal 1 52Trade High Sch. Assistant Principal 1 39Trade School Department Head 1 43Trade School Department Head 1 47Adult Day School Principal 1 39Adult Day School Asst. Principal 1 39Youth Home School Principal 1 47Voc. Rehab. Program Principal 1 52Special Education Principal 7 39Special Education Asst. Principal 11 39
SCHOOL SYSTEM 35
Supervising Elementary Principal 4 44
Spvr. of Elementary Education 1 52Elementary Grade Chairman 28 40Junior High Department Head 4 40Senior High Department Head 17Director of Attendance 1 43Jr. & Sr. High School Principal 1 52Jr. & Sr. High Asst. Principal 1 45Director Junior High School 1 44Assistant Director Attendance 1 41Dir. of Adult & Voc. Education 1 43Director Special Education 1 45Director of Athletics 1 43Director of Reading 1 44
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DIVISIONAL MANAGEMENT

SCHOOL SYSTEM 36 NUMBER WEEKS
Supervising Elementary Principal 22 42
Junior High School Principal 3 46
Junior High Assistant Principal 4 43
Senior High School Principal 2 47
Senior High Assistant Principal 4 44
Senior High Department Head
Senior High Department Head
SCHOOL SYSTEM 37
Supervising Elementary Principal 28 43
Assistant Elementary Principal 6 42
Junior High School Principal 7 44—46
Junior High Assistant Principal 7 44
Senior High School Principal 3 46
Senior High Assistant Principal 10 44
SCHOOL SYSTEM 38
Supervising Elementary Principal 11 41
Junior High School Principal 2 41
Senior High School Principal 1 41
Senior High Assistant Principal 2 41
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KEY TO IBM CARDS

Column Information
1 Blank

Management Team Pattern of School Organization
8 Structure - Single=l, Dual=2, Multiple=3, 

Divisional=4
3 School District Size - Middle=l, Large=2
4 Individual Position - Superintendent=l, Central Administrâtor=2, Secondary Principal=3, Assistant 

Secondary Principal^» Elementary Principal=5, Assistant Elementary Principal^
5-6 School District Number
7 Blank
8 Number of teams or groups the administrator is a member
9-10 Blank
11-12 Number of years in position
13-14 Number of years in the district
15-16 Number of years in the profession
17 Highest degree earned - B.S.=1, M.A.=2, EdSpec.=3.D.Ed.=4, Ph.D.=5, 0ther=6
18 Formula for setting salary - index=l, merit=2, salary schedule=3, formula-4
19 Responsible for setting salary - Superintendent=l, Superintendent and Board=2, Board Alone=3, the 

Management Team Committee=4, Negotiations=5, Other-6
20 Status of recognized bargaining unit - Established and recognized (yes)=l, No group (no)=2, Various groups but not unified=3, Other-4
21 What is the possibility of a unit - Possible=l, None=2, Under Study=3, Other=4
22 Criteria for secretarial assignment - Size of school=l, Level of School or Board office Role=2, Superintendent• 

recommendation=3, None-4
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KEY TO IBM CARDS - continued

Column Information
23 Criteria for administrative assistants assignment­Size of schools, Level of school or board office role=2, 

Superintendent’s recommendation=3, 0ther=4
24 is there a differential in weeks worked - YesS, No=2
25 What is differential in weeks predicated upon -Size of schools, Level of school-2, Board office role=3, 

Title=4, Other-5
26-27 Actual number of weeks worked
28 How are administrative openings posted - announcements, mailings=2, posted according to 

contract guidelines=3, other=4
29 is there an informal advancement procedure in the 

district - yesS, no=2, intern programs3
30-80 Blank
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