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ABSTRACT 

With the advent of the school finance reform movement 

of the past twenty years, the concept of fiscal neutrality 

has emerged, which contends that the quality of a child's 

educational program should not be a function of local 

property wealth. In harmony with that concept the Texas 

Foundation School Program is purported to eliminate local 

wealth as a determinant of a quality school program and to 

ensure an adequate supply of teachers to all the schools 

within the state. 

A quality school program is dependent upon an 

adequate supply of teachers, and the teacher supply is a 

function of teachers' salaries. The Texas Foundation 

School Program provides for statewide uniform teachers' 

salaries, but the local districts are free to enrich those 

salaries and hire additional teachers from local 

enrichment funds. 

The problem of this study was to determine the 

relationship between local salary enrichment for public 

school personnel, local wealth and selected socioeconomic 

variables in Texas. 

The 1071 school districts were cluster sampled to 

obtain 285 districts to be tested. The clusters 

constituted the areas defined by the Education Service 
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Center regions. The 1981-82 data were obtained from the 

Texas Education Agency and the 1980 Federal Census. The 

measures of the variables were statistically processed and 

then submitted to correlation, partial correlation and 

multiple regression analysis. 

Inspection of the correlation and regression 

coefficients confirmed that the variation in personnel 

salary enrichment is highly dependent upon local school 

district wealth.' Nineteen of the twenty-one correlation 

coefficients between salary enrichment and local wealth 

were positive and significant (P=.01). The R2 values of 

the regression analyses indicated that wealth accounted 

for as much as 56 percent of the salary enrichment 

variation. School district size and graduate d'egrees were 

also positively correlated with both salary enrichment and 

local wealth. 

It was concluded that the prescribed objectives of 

the local enrichment portion of the Texas Foundation 

School Program were not in harmony with the concept of 

fiscal neutrality. The prescribed objectives cannot be met 

as long as salary enrichment is dependent upon local 

socioeconomic factors, particularly upon local wealth. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Beginning as early as 1642 in Massachusetts, mandates 

were effected to organize public schools, to proselyte 

teachers, and to pay them "reasonable" salaries (Johns, 

Morphet and Alexander, 1983, p. 2). There evolved a 

certain amount of uniformity in teacher pay from area to 

area, but the guideline given to local school authorities 

was that the pay should be "reasonable." Property-rich 

school districts, therefore, were able to attract the 

teachers they wanted by offering more pay. Thus, inequity 

of teacher salaries between one school district and 

another had its beginning. Assuming that wealthier school 

districts were able to attract more qualified teachers, 

then wealth related disparities resulted in educational 

inequities among the districts of a state. 

The first major effort to address these inequities 

occurred in the 1930s when state minimum foundation 

programs began to appear (Burrup, 1977, pp. 127-128). 

States began to provide some control of educational 

programs through these financial plans, but local 

districts generally were free to set teacher salaries, so 

the competition for teachers continued with the resulting 

1 



inequities in educational opportunity. 

With the advent of court cases dealing with equality 

of educational opportunity (Serrano vs. Priest and 

Rodriguez vs. San Antonio ISD), and public concern over 

the rising burden of local property tax, the 1970s became 

a decade of school finance reform directed toward a more 

equitable means of financing education over a state-wide 

basis (Benson, 1978, pp. 339-343). 

The school finance reform movement initially focused 

on the fiscal disparities existing between the school 

districts of a state. Evidence presented in the resulting 

court cases confirmed that property-rich school districts 

were able to provide greater expenditures per pupil at a 

much lower tax rate than property-poor school districts. 

The Serrano court articulated the fiscal neutrality 

principle suggesting that a child's education could not be 

a function of the wealth of the local school district, but 

must reflect the wealth of the state as a whole (Serrano 

vs. Priest, 1971). 

Because teachers' salaries constitute the largest 

portion of a school district's operating budget, per pupil 

expenditure differences can be explained partially by 

differences in teachers' salaries paid by the various 

school districts. A state-mandated teacher salary schedule 



can mitigate the fiscal differences between school 

districts by providing for uniform teacher salaries across 

a state. However, a problem emerges when a state like 

Texas allows local districts to supplement the state-base 

teacher salary with local funds or allows the districts to 

hire teachers beyond those approved by the state finance 

plan and to pay for those locally-hired teachers with 

local funds. While such a strategy may recognize the 

notion of local control of education, it does raise 

serious questions about the basic fairness of the state's 

school finance plan. 

It should be noted that a healthy competition for 

teachers is desirable among the school districts of a 

state, ceteris paribus. If, however, the factors involved 

in salary competition are beyond the control of local 

school districts, then inequities in educational 

opportunity would occur. Local wealth is one of those 

factors that a district cannot control. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to determine the 

relationship between local salary enrichment of public 

school personnel, local wealth and selected socioeconomic 

variables in the State of Texas. 



Delimitations 

This study was confined to the following: 

1. The public school districts of Texas, excluding 

state operated schools. 

2. The 1981-82 salary schedules from a cluster 

sample of the 1071 school districts in Texas. 

3. The 1981 assessed property valuations of the 

school districts sampled, based on the 100 percent 

valuation mandated by the State Property Tax Board 

and valuations certified by the central appraisal 

units of the districts sampled. 

4. The State of Texas, county income per capita 

figures from the 1980 Federal Census Report. 

Limitations 

Generalizations from this study are applicable only 

to public school districts of Texas. Other generalizations 

are appropriate only in states where this same type of 

salary funding with local enrichment is used. Also, it 

would be appropriate only where similar property tax laws 

and levels of income exist. 

Justification for the Study 

The school finance reform movement of the 1970s was 

concerned with total fiscal disparity between school 



districts within a state. Because teachers' salaries 

constitute 80-85 percent of a school district's 

operational budget (Johns, et al, , 1983, p. 294), it 

follows that fiscal inequity concerns must include 

teachers' salary disparity as its major component. If the 

courts are mandating that total fiscal disparity should be 

reduced, it follows that teachers' salary variations also 

should be reduced in the process. Furthermore, salary 

variations related to local property wealth would violate 

the principle of fiscal neutrality. 

The Texas Education Agency outlined three main 

objectives of the Foundation School Program as it was 

instituted by the state legislature. Included in those 

objectives are: 

To provide a minimum school program of 
acceptable quality to all children in the state 
without regard to the relative wealth of the 
community in which they reside. 

To insure an adequate supply of teachers to all 
of the schools in the state by guaranteeing an 
adequate minimum salary to all educational 
professionals. 
(TEA, worksheet for estimating Foundation 
Program Revenues, 1981-82) 

It is doubtful that a district can provide 

"acceptable quality" to their children without equal 

access to "an adequate supply of teachers." That access is 

disrupted so long as disparity exists between "an adequate 



minimum salary" and an enriched salary. Because the 

enriched salary may be a function of local wealth, it is 

imperative that a study be undertaken to determine the 

nature of the relationship in order that direction may be 

provided for sound policy decisions regarding equity in 

the Texas school finance program. 

Assumptions 

Several factors influence the ability of a school 

district to attract an adequate supply of teachers. 

a. Community cultural, educational and 

recreational resources available to the 

teacher. Even though this is a strong factor, 

it was not considered in this study because 

of the difficulty of quantifying it (Tiebout, 

1982). 

b. Teachers may desire to live close to extended 

family members. This was factored-out of the 

study because its existence in any given 

district would tend to be cancelled out by 

its existence in any other district. 

c. Teacher longevity tends to root a teacher 

socially and economically to the same school 

district. This was not considered because the 



study was confined to a single year's test. 

d. Some individuals teach in the district they 

do because their spouses have employment in 

the community. This was not considered in the 

study for the same reason as #c above. 

e. Cost of living of the community as viewed by 

the prospective teacher was a consideration. 

In this study it was assumed that within the 

State of Texas, it would be negligible. 

f. Personnel salaries was the only factor 

considered in this study. 

There are factors which influence teachers' salaries 

within a state: 

a. Research suggests that the comparability of 

salary schedules in terms of structural 

characteristics is a limited factor in 

determining teacher salary levels (Gerwin, 

1973). While school districts tend to employ 

similar salary structures, the level of 

salary is influenced by a host of other fact

ors. School districts in Texas employ the 

State Salary Schedule as the base element in 

salary considerations, but they are allowed 

to supplement the state base salary with 
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local funds. 

b. Cost of living as viewed by the school dist

rict. Research suggests that while cost of 

living is considered in a few districts, 

nationally, it is an unreliable indicator of 

salaries (Matthews and Brown, 1980); 

therefore, it was not considered in this 

study. 

c. Supply and demand of teachers. Prior attempts 

to explain differences in teachers' salaries 

concerning supply and demand have been hamp

ered by the absence of a commonly accepted 

economic theory of the relationship between 

them (Johnson, 1978). Therefore, it was not 

considered in this study. 

d. Local wealth is the only factor that was 

considered in this study because of the legal 

authority for Texas school districts to 

supplement the teachers' base state salary 

and to hire teachers with local funds. 

Only the enrichment money used for salaries during 

the 1981-82 school year was used as the dependent 

variable. Benefits in addition to salaries were not 

considered because of the difficulty in placing a fair 



market value on them. 

Definition of Terms 

Local ability is the total economic resources 

available to a taxing jurisdiction for tax purposes to be 

used for education. Two measures are often used to 

determine local ability, ability (property) and ability 

(income) (ECS, 1976; North Carolina Study, 1978). In this 

study ability (property) was defined as the assessed 

property valuation per pupil in average daily attendance 

of a school district, and ability (income) was defined as 

the income per capita assigned to a school district based 

on the county income per capita figure from the 1980 

Federal Census. Those districts not entirely with one 

county were assigned to the county where the district 

headquarters are located. 

District size (ADA) is the size of a district based 

upon pupil average daily attendance. 

District size (TEA) is the categorizing of the 

state's school districts into seven divisions according to 

size and other geopolitical factors by the Texas Education 

Agency. 

Local effort is the willingness of a local school 

district to provide revenue for educational services 
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(Burrup, 1977). In this study local effort will be 

measured by a ratio of operating expenditures to assessed 

property valuation. 

Local wealth is a term used throughout this study 

that is synonymous with local ability. 

Salary enrichment includes that portion of a 

teacher's salary that is paid by a local district above 

the state minimum salary and also the total salaries of 

teachers hired by a district above the state-allotted 

personnel units. 

School district expenditure is the total cost of 

education in a district for the school year. This cost 

typically includes both operating costs and capital 

outlay. For the purposes of this study, school district 

expenditure included only the operating costs. 

Procedures 

This study was conducted using the following 

procedures: 

1. The clustering of the 1071 school districts 

of Texas, with random samples drawn from each 

cluster in equal numbers. 

2. The collection, correlation and analysis of 

the data in relation to salary enrichment, 
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local wealth, local effort, pupil-teacher 

ratio and school district size. 

3. The collection, partial correlation and 

analysis of the data in relation to salary 

enrichment local wealth, local effort, the 

number of teachers with graduate degrees, the 

number of teachers paid from local funds and 

the number of years of teacher experience. 

4. The use of stepwise regression analyses with 

salary enrichment as the dependent variable 

and local wealth, local effort, teacher 

experience, graduate degrees and school 

district size as the independent variables. 

The first phase of the study was the clustering of 

the 1071 school districts of Texas by grouping them into 

the already established 20 Education Service Center 

regions. Region 19 did not have enough districts to 

sample, so it was collapsed with region 18 to form one 

region. This gave 19 regions in all. The appropriate 

sample size for the 1071 districts was 285 (Cornett and 

Beckner, 1975, p. 48). Sampling was done by use of a table 

of random numbers. Fifteen samples were randomly drawn 

from each of the 19 clusters. 

The second phase of the study was the collection, 
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correlation and analysis of the data in relation to salary 

enrichment, local wealth, local effort, pupil-teacher 

ratio and school district size. The data were collected 

from the Texas Education Agency and the 1980 Federal 

Census. 

The salary enrichment data were generated by 

categorizing the average salary enrichment percentages 

into statistical categories. 

The local wealth data were generated from assessed 

property valuaton, the number of pupils in average daily 

attendance and county income per capita. The local wealth 

measurement, ability (property), was determined by 

dividing the assessed valuation by the number of pupils 

(ADA). 

The local effort data were generated by computing a 

ratio of school district expenditures to assessed property 

valuation. The ratio measures were categorized into eight 

groups. 

The pupil-teacher ratio data did not include the 

number of special education students. The ratio measures 

were categorized into eight groups. The school district 

size was determined by using the seven district grouping 

categories used by the Texas Education Agency for school 

finance policy analysis. A second district size measure 
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was included by using the number of pupils in average 

daily attendance (ADA). Both district size (TEA) and 

district size (ADA) were used in this study because the 

district size (ADA) indicated variation among sample 

districts by student number only, whereas district size 

(TEA) took geopolitical differences into consideration. 

All the variables in phase two were submitted to 

simple correlation using the Pearson Product-Moment 

Correlation technique because all the variables were 

relatively linear, the variance between them was nearly 

equal and all the measures were continuous (Cornett and 

Beckner, 1975, p. 90). The correlation matrix was then 

analyzed and coefficients were noted that were 

statistically significant at the .05 level. The local 

wealth coefficients were examined to determine if the two 

measures provided relative consistency in measuring local 

wealth. The correlation matrix also was examined to 

determine if the wealth, the effort, the size of the 

districts or the pupil-teacher ratios provided any 

advantage in attracting teachers. 

The third phase of the study was the collection, 

partial correlation and analysis of the data in relation 

to salary enrichment, local wealth, local effort, teachers 

with graduate degrees, teachers paid from local funds and 
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years of teacher experience. 

The graduate degree data considered all teachers with 

degrees beyond the bachelor degree level. The teacher 

experience measures were divided into three categories, 

zero to three years, four to ten years and more than ten 

years experience. They were separated this way because 

research suggests that achievement growth of students is 

greater with teachers who have taught between four and ten 

years (Summers and Wolfe, 1975, p. 12). 

The fourth phase of this study was the use of 

stepwise regression analysis where salary enrichment by 

pay grade was the dependent variable and the independent 

variables were as follows: 

local ability (property). 

local ability (income). 

local effort. 

number of teachers with graduate degrees. 

number of experienced teachers (0-3 years). 

number of experienced teachers (3-10 years). 

number of experienced teachers (> 10 years). 

school district size (TEA). 

school district size (ADA). 

The multiple regression procedure helped determine the 

degree of relationship the combined independent variables 
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have on salary enrichment (the dependent variable), and 

checked the masking effect of the independent variables 

upon each other. The R^ change was noted only when it was 

above the one percent level. 

Organization of the Research Report 

This research is reported in five chapters. Chapter 

I, the introduction of this report, includes the statement 

of the problem, justification for the study, assumptions, 

definition of terms, and procedures for the study. Chapter 

II contains the review of selected literature and research 

that apply directly to the study. Chapter III consists of 

the procedures and presentation of the data. Chapter IV 

contains the findings and analysis of the research. 

Chapter V consists of the major findings, conclusions and 

recommendations for further research. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 

The review of selected literature and research 

focuses on the issues of the school finance reform 

movement, personnel salary enrichment, local wealth and 

selected socioeconomic variables in Texas. 

The Reform Movement in School Finance 

With the advent of the 1960s and a growing national 

economy there began to be stirrings in state legislatures 

and the courts over school finance equalization. When the 

Coleman report appeared in 1966, the discussion over 

school finance and the quality of education intensified 

(Carrington, 1973). 

In 1971 the California State Supreme Court (Serrano 

vs. Priest), "held that a justicable cause of action 

existed on the plantiff's allegation" that the California 

school finance system was unconstitutional according to 

the equal protection clause of both the state and the 

federal constitutions (Sparkman, 1983). According to the 

court the fiscal disparity between school districts within 

the state had created an inequality of educational 

opportunity for students. The court's ruling pushed the 

16 
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state legislature to provide a new school finance formula 

that would tend to equalize the money spent for a 

student's education without regard to the wealth of the 

local school district. The California case set the 

national agenda in school finance reform (Burrup, 1977). 

Inherent in the California court ruling was the basic 

concept that educational opportunity was directly related 

to the amount of money spent for a child's education 

(Coons, Clune and Sugarman, 1970; Johns, 1977). The court 

upheld the concept of fiscal neutrality which maintains 

that the quality of a child's education should not be a 

function of the wealth of the local school district. The 

concept of fiscal neutrality was concerned not only with 

the cost of educational quality, but also with tax equity 

(Yudof, Kirp, Geel and Levin, 1982, p. 606). Because this 

study was confined to the cost of education as it related 

to personnel salary enrichment, tax equity and reform 

under the concept of fiscal neutrality was not included in 

the equity consideration. The cost of quality education in 

terms of resource equity was considered. Resource equity 

holds that all children within a state should have equal 

access to the economic resources needed to provide 

educational programs suited to their individual needs 

(ECS, 1979). 
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Fiscal neutrality and resource equity pose three 

important considerations in order to achieve fiscal equity 

reform: one, equal treatment for equals; two, unequal 

treatment for unequals; and three, equality of educational 

opportunity. 

Equal treatment for equals suggests that the 

education expenditure should be the same for all pupils 

across the state. Unequal treatment for unequals calls for 

additional resources for students with special needs. 

Equality of educational opportunity provides that a 

child's education should not be a function of the economic 

circumstances of its parents or residential location 

(Wise, 1976). 

During the past decade some state legislatures have 

been overhauling their school finance programs. These 

activities have been largely stimulated by court mandates, 

but even so, the changes have been minimal (Johns, 1976; 

School Finance News, 1983). State legislators are caught 

between the mandates of the courts and political pressure 

from the taxpayers. 

In 1973 a special three-judge federal district court 

(Rodriguez vs. San Antonio ISD) followed the direction of 

the California court by declaring the Texas school finance 

formula to be unconstitutional. The case was appealed to 
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the United States Supreme Court where the lower federal 

court decision was reversed, thus upholding the Texas 

school finance system. The reversal was not, however, one 

in concept so much as a reversal in where the reform 

should be concentrated. Justice Powell in writing for the 

narrow 5-4 majority noted: 

The need is apparent for reform in tax systems 
which may well have relied too long and too 
heavily on the local property tax. And certainly 
innovative thinking as to public education, its 
methods, and its funding is necessary to assure 
both a higher level quality and greater 
uniformity of opportunity. ...tne ultimate 
solution must come from those lawmakers and from 
the democratic pressures of those who elected 
them. 
(Rodriguez vs. San Antonio ISD, U.S. Supreme 
Court majority opinion, 1973, p. 58) 

Since then, several state courts have dealt with the 

fiscal equity issue with various outcomes and directions. 

According to School Finance News (1983), the state courts 

of Arizona, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Maryland, Michigan, 

New York, Ohio, Oregon and Pennsylvania have upheld their 

school finance formulae; while those in Arkansas, 

California, Connecticut, New Jersey, Washington, West 

Virginia and Wyoming have struck theirs down. Even in 

cases where the formulae have been upheld the courts have 

suggested the need for fiscal reform by the state 

legislatures (McDaniel vs. Thomas, 1981; Phompson vs. 

Engelking, 1975). 
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At first, state court decisions dealt only with total 

fiscal disparity between school districts. As the economic 

recession grew in the late 1970s the number of court cases 

on school finance diminished. With the advent of the 1980s 

there has been a surge in the number of cases with a new 

and different emphasis. Recent cases have been more 

concerned with the fulfillment of specific elements in the 

state constitutions, e.g., "adequate," "suitable," 

"efficient," "uniform" and "thorough" (McCarthy and 

Deignan, 1982). These later court cases have dealt with 

whether the state has provided an adequiue education for 

all students without regard to local wealth. 

A state court judge in West Virginia (Pauley vs. 

Bailey, 1982) went so far as to prescribe what constitutes 

an adequate education in terms of specific subject matter, 

classroom specifications, sweeping tax reform, among other 

things. As a result the concern over school finance reform 

mandated by state courts that appeared to be waning in the 

late 1970s, appears to be rekindling in the 1980s. 

However, an adequate educational program has yet to be 

defined in most states (Wise, 1983). 

Even though the United States Supreme Court sustained 

the Texas Foundation School Program, the legislature 

responded to the encouragement to develop a more equitable 
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system. In 1975 the state legislature passed a bill that 

increased state funding to property-poor school districts 

by changing the method that determined local personnel 

units and by adjusting state-base salaries. Some 

modifications to the program have been made during each 

legislative session since that time (Walker, 1982, p. 41). 

However, the fact that the state continues to allow local 

salary enrichment variations at the discretion of the 

local school districts indicates an acceptance by the 

legislature of local differences in the quality of 

educational programs. If these differences in the quality 

of education, due to salary enrichment variations, are a 

function of local wealth, then the Texas Foundation School 

Program is not in harmony with the fiscal neutrality 

concept. 

Personnel Salary Enrichment 

Personnel salary enrichment is that portion of the 

local tax revenue used for increasing the minimum state 

salary levels and for hiring additional teachers beyond 

the allotted personnel units. Eighty to eighty-five 

percent of a district's operating budget is used for 

personnel salaries (Johns, et al., 1983, p. 294; Walker, 

1982, p. 26). There are several factors that may influence 
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a school district's ability to attract teachers, but 

research indicated that teacher salary is the most 

significant among those factors (Charters, 1974; Gerwin, 

1973; King, 1979; Owen, 1971). 

The literature revealed some national salary 

tendencies that related to this study. Research showed 

that wealthier school districts tend to pay higher teacher 

salaries (Anderson and Mark, 1981; Chang, 1980; Charters, 

1974). It also showed that, generally, salary differences 

in neighboring districts are relatively small; however, 

the difference in average salaries between districts is 

usually much greater than the difference between starting 

salaries (Matthews and Holmes, 1982). This suggested that 

greater salary differences exist, among school districts, 

between more experienced teachers than between less 

experienced teachers. Chambers (1980) noted that if a 

school district raised its teachers' salaries above 

neighboring districts and held them there over time, it 

would attract a larger choice from the pool of teachers, 

and, therefore, would have a greater choice of the kind of 

teachers it wanted. 

There are several factors that affect teachers' 

salaries. The comparability of salary schedules among 

districts has a limited influence on the salary levels 
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(Gerwin, 1973). The ERS Report (1982-83) provided salary 

norm comparisons across the nation, with selected school 

district salary schedule information. The report contains 

salary information designed to provide school districts 

with national, regional and state salary norms so that 

comparisons can be made in connection with salary 

deliberations. Salary similarities in Texas are comparable 

only to the extent that the Foundation School Program sets 

state base salaries. Reports that show national and 

regional norms would only be useful in determining the 

state salary schedule. Information of this sort would have 

limited influence on the salary enrichment deliberations 

of local school districts. 

Another factor that affects teachers' salaries is 

cost of living differences between areas across the 

nation. The research suggested that cost of living 

differences play a significant role in salary schedule 

levels between regions of the United States. Generally, 

however, the cost of living factor has little influence 

within a state in determining teachers' salary levels 

(Matthews and Brown, 1980). 

The supply and demand of teachers is a factor that 

affects teachers' salaries. The lack of an acceptable 

economic theory of teacher supply and demand, however. 
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reduces its importance in affecting salary levels 

(Johnson, 1978; Matthews and Brown, 1980). 

Probably one of the stronger factors to affect 

teachers' salaries is the moods and aspirations of the 

public toward providing quality educational programs. On a 

national scale research showed that with respect to salary 

increases teachers have done as well as other occupations 

requiring comparable training through the current 

recession (Anderson and Mark, 1981). 

Local wealth seems to be the strongest factor 

affecting teachers' salaries. One state has undertaken a 

study of the salary-wealth issue (North Carolina Study, 

1978), and determined that a relationship existed between 

local wealth and local salary supplements. The study 

indicated that local ability with regard to income 

correlated highest with the local salary supplement 

measures. With regard to pupil-teacher ratios, the North 

Carolina Study showed that the districts with the greatest 

income, with the highest assessed valuation and with the 

greatest effort tended to achieve lower than average 

pupil-teacher ratios. The study also indicated a definite 

tendency for districts with high income levels to attract 

and retain more highly trained teachers with 10 or more 

years experience than the lower income districts. It was 
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found that because a district was able to hire locally 

paid teachers it tended to increase the average salary of 

the teachers paid by the state. 

A better understanding of the Texas school districts' 

salary enrichments can be obtained by an examination of 

the operation of the state's Foundation School Program 

(FSP). Walker (1982) explained that the basic program was 

made up of three categories of state aid: one, the 

guaranteed per pupil state aid; two, the Foundation School 

Program aid; and three, state equalization aid. 

The first category, the guaranteed per pupil state 

aid, was given to every district in the state regardless 

of local wealth. It was determined on a per capita (ADA) 

basis. The second category, the Foundation School Program 

aid was the major category of the program. It was composed 

of two types of aid: one, regular program aid determined 

by the number of personnel units earned by districts and 

operating cost allotments and two, categorical aid as 

defined by the FSP. The Foundation School Program had a 

formula based on local property wealth to determine how 

much of the FSP aid category was to be funded locally. The 

wealthier a district, the greater its local fund 

assignment. The third category, the state equalization 

aid, was an equalizing feature as a response to the 
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Rodriguez case. If a district had property value per pupil 

that was less than ten percent above the state average, it 

was entitled to equalization aid. This provided the 

property-poor districts with a substantial amount of aid 

for its educational program. 

In addition to the basic Foundation School Program 

the law provided that districts could provide local 

enrichment from local sources. Local enrichment was the 

revenue generated from local taxation to meet operating 

costs above the Foundation School Program. A districts 

ability to generate enrichment funds was a function of its 

local property wealth and the willingness of taxpayers to 

support additional property taxes. A district was free to 

use the operating budget to buy the best educational 

program the funds would buy. Approximately one-half of the 

local enrichment funds were used to supplement state base 

salaries and to hire additional teachers beyond the 

personnel unit allotment. 

When Texas teachers' salaries were combined with the 

southwest region and are compared nationally with other 

regions, the southwest region showed above average 

starting salaries, but below average maximum salaries (ERS 

Report, 1982-83). Teachers' salaries of Texas males lagged 

behind the national norms when compared with other 
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occupations with equivalent training. They exceeded the 

same norms in the case of women (Wilcox, 1982). 

Perhaps the most revealing information as it related 

directly to this study was the difference of minimum and 

maximum teachers' salaries between the school districts of 

Texas. An inspection of the 65 sample districts of Texas 

as recorded in the ERS Report (1982-83), showed $6909 

annual salary difference between the district that paid 

the highest beginning teacher salary and the one that paid 

the lowest beginning teacher salary. It also showed 

$19,647 annual salary between the district that paid the 

highest maximum teacher salary and the one that paid the 

lowest maximum teacher salary. The difference in average 

salary actually paid between the high and the low district 

was $13,890. This suggested a definite teacher salary 

disparity between school districts across the state. 

Local Ability and Effort in School Finance 

When making comparisons between school districts 

within a state for the purpose of fiscal equalization, 

local ability and local effort are two fiscal measurements 

that are extremely useful in both research and 

administration of state foundation programs. 



28 

Local Ability 

Local ability is the total economic resources 

available to a school district for tax purposes. The most 

common measure of local ability has been the full property 

value per pupil in average daily attendance. This measure 

of local ability typically has been used because of the 

reliance of local school districts on property tax for the 

majority of its revenues (Sparkman, 1976). With the advent 

of state foundation programs, local districts were given a 

local fund assignment, a specified tax rate and/or a 

mandated property valuation level to satisfy the state 

requirements. The local school districts have had to rely 

on taxable property to raise its share of local fund 

assignments. States have turned to other taxes, for 

example, state sales tax or state income tax, to ensure 

that the state minimum program had sufficient funds. Any 

local funds in excess of the minimum required effort could 

be used locally to supplement or enrich the school program 

(Burrup, 1977, p. 216; Johns, Morphet and Alexander, 1983, 

p. 248). 

The property tax is not always a true indicator of 

local wealth. Much of the property may be absentee 

ownership, e.g., landlords, industrial operations, and so 

forth. Locally-owned property values may have been 
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increasing with inflation, yet the owner's ability to pay 

the taxes on the property may have lagged behind the 

economic activity (ECS, 1976). Because of the potential 

discrepancy between the value of an individual's property 

and his or her ability to pay the taxes on the property, 

the use of local income has been another measure of local 

ability. The use of income as an indicator of local 

ability is based on the fact that taxes are paid from 

accumulated wealth derived from current income (Sparkman, 

1976). The literature is replete with research to suggest 

that local income should be considered in addition to 

property values to give a more complete picture of local 

ability (Adams, 1980; Beck, 1979; ECS, 1976; Ginsburg, 

Moskowitz and Rosenthal, 1982; Nelson, 1980). 

Local ability was determined in Texas only on the 

assessed property valuation per pupil in average daily 

attendance. This local ability measure was used to 

determine local fund assignments and state equalization 

aid as it related to the Foundation School Program. 

Property value was still used to determine local ability 

even though only 44 percent of the school district 

expenditures in the state were generated from property tax 

assessments. Local income has not been used as a factor in 

determining local ability in Texas (Walker, 1982). 
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Local Effort 

A community may have high property value and high 

income levels, but put forth a modest effort to raise 

taxes to fund education. Local effort is the extent to 

which a school district uses its local ability to raise 

revenues for educational purposes (Sparkman, 1976). 

Typically, local effort is measured as school district 

expenditures per pupil. It has been suggested that 

expenditures per pupil is an inaccurate indicant of tax 

effort because a wealthier district does not have to put 

forth as much effort to raise the same amount of 

expenditures per pupil as a poorer district. 

Over the years researchers have devised various 

alternatives for measuring local effort. Each attempt has 

incorporated a unique element to accurately measure local 

effort. Some effort formulae have been designed for 

measuring effort on a state basis. Others have been 

targeted toward measuring local effort. Attempts have been 

made to include comprehensive economic factors about the 

community in which the school district is a part 

(Sparkman, 1976). The use of an effort formulae is often 

dependent upon the availability of required data. The 

search for the perfect effort formula has not reached 

closure and examination suggested the problem to be 
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complex enough to challenge researchers for some time to 

come. The current trend is to express local effort in such 

a way as to show the relationship between district 

expenditures and local ability (ECS, 1976; Johns, et al., 

1983). However difficult the effort measuring attempt, it 

is as necessary as the similar attempt to measure local 

ability. The accuracy of both measures are vital to 

achieve fiscal neutrality and resource equity among the 

school districts of the state. 

The State of Texas has been measured by various 

formulae to determine its effort for education, and it 

consistently ranks in the lower half of the fifty states 

in state effort. Little has been done to measure local 

effort within the state, aside from that which is 

incorporated as a part of the Foundation School Program 

administration. The local effort measurements of the FSP 

rely on assessed property valuation per pupil (ADA) and 

district operating expenditures (Walker, 1982). 

Other Socioeconomic Variables Related to 

Salary Enrichment, Local Wealth 

and Local Effort 

One of the factors found to be associated with 

variation in teacher salary differences is pupil-teacher 
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• ratios. The literature suggested that wealthier school 

districts have lower pupil-teacher ratios than the poorer 

districts (North Carolina Study, 1978; Phelps and 

Addonizio, 1982). Research studies indicated that the 

academic achievement differences are insignificant in 

class sizes between 23 and 37. In larger classes there 

were significant differences in student achievement, 

especially in reading and mathematics in the primary 

grades and for 1 o w-a chieving , socioeconomica lly 

disadvantaged students. In classes smaller than the 23-37 

pupil range, the academic achievement was significantly 

higher than in the larger classes. Significant differences 

in student achievement also were found within the less 

than 23 pupil per teacher class size (ERS, 1978; Glass and 

Smith, 1979). These research findings provided direction 

for this study in analyzing class size as it related to 

salary enrichment, local wealth and local effort. 

The research showed that teacher experience is 

associated with local wealth and teachers' salaries. Most 

state personnel salary schedules are based in part upon 

the number of years of educational experience of an 

employee. Anderson and Mark (1981) found that wealthy 

urban school districts had greater numbers of experienced 

teachers (more than ten years) than did poorer districts. 
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Summers and Wolfe (1975) determined that teachers who have 

taught between four and ten years were associated with 

greater gains in their students' achievement test scores. 

This finding gave direction for categorizing teacher 

experience in the present study. 

In addition to teacher experience the other major 

factor most affecting teacher salary schedule structure 

was graduate degrees. The North Carolina Study (1978) 

showed that wealthier school districts tended to have more 

teachers with graduate degrees than did poorer districts. 

It also indicated the presence of greater numbers of 

locally paid teachers in wealthier districts. Wealthier 

districts had a dual advantage; they could employ more 

teachers with more experience and training and then shift 

these higher paid teachers to the state salary schedule. 

The ERS Report (1982-83) showed that district size is 

another factor which related to teachers' salaries. It 

determined that, nationally, beginning teachers' salaries 

varied only slightly with district size variations. 

However, teacher salary variations were much greater at 

the upper end of salary schedules as school district size 

varied. 

In summary the review of literature and research 

showed that the Serrano case set a precedent in the school 
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finance reform movement by upholding the principle of 

fiscal neutrality. The Rodriguez case, decided by the 

United States Supreme Court, placed the responsibility of 

fiscal reform of school finance programs on the state 

legislatures. Because state legislatures responded slowly 

to reform finance programs, some state courts applied 

pressure by declaring its state finance programs 

unconstitutional. As the courts pushed for fiscal reform, 

a West Virginia court mandated a detailed prescription of 

an adequate education program under a proposed 

constitutionally-sound school finance formula. 

Salaries constitute 80 to 85 percent of the operating 

budget of school finance programs. In the State of Texas 

sizable disparities existed in personnel salary 

enrichment. Nationally, property-wealthy districts tended 

to pay higher salaries than property-poor districts. Local 

wealth was determined by the taxable resources available 

to derive educational revenues. The trend has been to 

consider both property and income to measure local 

ability. Only property ability has been considered in the 

application of the Texas Foundation School Program. Local 

effort was defined as the extent to which a district used 

its ability and was best determined as a function of 

property ability. 
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Factors other than local ability and effort that were 

closely associated with salary enrichment included: 

pupil-teacher ratios, teacher experience, teachers' 

graduate degrees and school district size. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES AND PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 

The research procedures for this study were conducted 

in four phases. Phase one consisted of clustering the 

school districts of Texas and drawing random samples from 

each cluster. Phase two involved the collection, 

correlation and analysis of the data in relation to salary 

enrichment, local wealth, local effort, pupil-teacher 

ratio and school district size. Phase three included the 

collection, partial correlation and analysis of the data 

in relation to salary enrichment, local wealth, local 

effort and three teacher related variables. Phase four 

consisted of the use of stepwise regression analysis with 

salary enrichment as the dependent variable and local 

wealth, local effort, teacher experience, graduate degrees 

and school district size as the independent variables. 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe in detail 

the procedures of the research and to present the data for 

each phase of the study. The statistical procedures and 

the presentation of the data are described sequentially 

through the four phases of the study. 

36 
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Clustering the School Districts 

Phase one consisted of clustering the 1071 school 

districts of Texas, and drawing random samples in equal 

numbers from each cluster. The 1071 districts that have 

property to assess and levy taxes were identified from the 

1103 total districts in the state. The 32 districts not 

used in the study were special state schools funded and 

operated by the Texas Education Agency. The identification 

was made using the 1982-83 Texas School Directory. Each of 

the districts involved in the study was separated into the 

Education Service Center (ESC) region to which they were 

assigned by the Texas Education Agency (see Figure A.l, 

Appendix). The ESC regions contained differing numbers of 

districts as can be seen from Table 3.1. 

With a population of 1071, a sample size of 285 was 

required to be large enough to ensure the chance of 

including all members of the population in the sampling 

procedure (Cornett and Beckner, 1975, p. 45). This 

required 14+ samples to be drawn from each region cluster. 

By inspection of Table 3.1 it can be seen that region 19, 

with only 13 districts, did not have a population large 

enough to sample. Region 18 is the next to the smallest 

one with 33 districts and is the only one that region 19 

borders. Because the regions are divided by geographical 
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TABLE 3.1 

The Number of School Districts of Texas in 
Each Education Service Center Region 

Region 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Number of 
Districts 

38 

44 

41 

54 

30 

57 

99 

49 

40 

81 

Region 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Number of 
Districts 

78 

79 

56 

49 

48 

71 

64 

33 

13 

47 
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divisions, the two regions were collapsed into one with a 

total of 46 districts. With 19 clusters it was necessary 

to draw 15 samples from each region to provide the 

necessary 285 samples. The samples were drawn using a 

table of random numbers to select the 15 samples from each 

of the 19 clustered regions. 

The Relationship Between Salary Enrichment, 

Local Wealth, Local Effort, Pupil-teacher 

Ratio and School District Size 

In phase two data were collected and a correlation 

matrix was computed to determine the relationship between 

the different pay grades of salary enrichment. The 

relationship between the salary enrichment measures, the 

local wealth measures, the pupil-teacher ratios and two 

measures of school district size were computed in this 

phase. 

Salary Enrichment 

The salary enrichment information was obtained from 

the Texas Education Agency in the form of average salary 

enrichment percentage by pay grade. It had been derived at 

the district level for the agency by computing the mean of 

the salaries in each pay grade less the mean of the state 

minimum salaries in each pay grade, thus obtaining an 
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average salary enrichment. The average salary enrichment 

was divided by the average state minimum salary and 

multiplied by 100 to obtain the average salary enrichment 

percentage. 

All the districts did not have personnel employed at 

every pay grade (7-18); therefore, only the pay grades 

where 50 percent or more of the sample districts had 

personnel employed were considered. The pay grades that 

met this requirement were 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14 and 15. The 

descriptive statistics of the seven pay grades are shown 

in Table 3.2. Pay grade 7 consists of certified teachers 

with B.A. degrees. An M.A. degree is required for a 

teacher to advance to pay grade 8. Pay grade 10 

constitutes counselors, supervisors and low level 

instructional and administrative officers. Pay grades 12 

to 15 consists of instructional and administrative 

officers of various sorts determined by faculty or 

district size (see Table A.l, Appendix). 

Because percentages are not statistically sound in 

correlation tests, the average salary enrichment 

percentages were divided into salary enrichment 

categories. This was done by submitting the salary 

percentages to the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) subprogram CONDESCRIPTIVE (Nie, Hull, 
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TABLE 3.2 

Average Salary Enrichment Percentage 
by Pay Grade 

Stan(3ard 
Pay Gracie Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum 

7 

8 

10 

12 

13 

14 

15 

13.8 

11.9 

17.6 

16 .1 

19.2 

17.5 

24.0 

11.5 

10.4 

14 .1 

14.6 

12.6 

15.4 

14.7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74.2 

62.8 

66.4 

70.8 

61.6 

81 .1 

74.5 
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Jenkins, Steinbrenner, Bent, 1970, p. 183), to determine 

the mean and the standard deviation. The value at each 

standard deviation was noted and numbered categories were 

defined between each standard deviation value above and 

below the mean. Because the measurements at each pay grade 

were skewed, it was necessary to use the second standard 

deviation below the mean as category one and as many as 

six standard deviations above the mean providing up to 

eight categories in some pay grades. The salary 

percentages were then assigned to the appropriate numbered 

category. Categorization was done in this way because 

there were not any apparent, natural breaks in the data 

and the review of research on salaries did not indicate 

any other rationale for making such divisions. 

Local Wealth 

For the purposes of this study local wealth was 

defined as the ability of a school district to generate 

revenue to be used for education. Local ability is the 

total economic resources available to a district for tax 

purposes from which the school revenue is generated. Local 

wealth was determined by two considerations: local ability 

(property) and local ability (income). The use of both 

factors provided a more accurate picture of local wealth 

as it applies to educational funding (Johns, Morphet and 
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Alexander, 1983). The local wealth measures were generated 

from data collected from each sample district on assessed 

property value, average daily attendance and county income 

per capita. The local ability (property) measure was 

obtained from the assessed property value divided by the 

average daily attendance (ADA) data from the Texas 

Education Agency. The ability (property) measure was 

determined on a per pupil basis to control for variation 

in district size. Descriptive statistics of the ability 

(property) measure are shown in Table 3.3. 

Since property taxes ultimately are paid from current 

income it is desirable to use income as another measure of 

local ability (Sparkman, 1976). Therefore, an income 

measure was obtained for each of the sample districts. 

Since school district income data were not available, 

county income per capita from the 1980 Federal Census was 

used. Texas school district boundaries are not aligned 

with county boundaries, so the income figure from the 

county in which the district offices are located was used. 

It was reasoned that the bulk of a school district's 

income population resides in the county where the district 

headquarters is located. Descriptive statistics of the 

ability (income) measure are shown in Table 3.3. 
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TABLE 3.3 

Descriptive Statistics of Ability (Property), 
Ability (Income) and Effort Measures 

Standard 
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum Range 

001 
Ability $36,702 $1,042,698 $8,660 $11,922,570 $11,913,910 
(Property) 

002 
Ability $6,241 $1,142 $2,668 $10,078 $7,410 
(Income) 

003 
Effort 190.4 156.2 4 2323 2319 
Ratio 

• — • " " ^ 
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Local Effort 

Local effort is defined as the extent to which a 

local school district uses its local wealth to provide 

revenue for educational services. Typically, this has been 

determined by school district operating expenditures per 

pupil. Because the use of an expenditure per pupil measure 

is an inaccurate indicant of tax effort, the local effort 

measure was determined by a relationship between 

expenditures and assessed valuation (Johns, et al., 1983, 

p. 165). Specifically, it was obtained for this study by 

computing a ratio of district expenditures and the 

assessed property value. This was accomplished by using 

the SPSS subprogram COMPUTE (Nie, et al. , 1970, p. 96). 

Descriptive statistics of the effort ratios are shown in 

Table 3.3. Because it is not statistically sound to use 

ratios in a correlation test, the expenditure-assessed 

property ratios were categorized using the same procedure 

and rationale used to categorize the salary enrichment 

measures. The effort ratios were skewed making it 

necessary to use two standard deviations below the mean 

and six above, providing eight categories. The effort 

ratios were then assigned to the appropriate numbered 

category. 
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Pupil-teacher Ratio 

The pupil-teacher ratio measure was obtained from the 

Texas Education Agency. Because of the existence of 

special education co-ops in the state in which the fiscal 

agent district reports all the teachers in the co-op, 

these teachers were not included in the pupil-teacher 

ratios computed by the state. 

Since the pupil-teacher ratios were to be used in a 

correlation test, it became necessary to categorize them. 

The research indicated no significant difference in 

achievement scores when the pupil-teacher ratio is between 

23 and 37. The research did indicate a significant 

difference in student achievement with pupil-teacher 

ratios below the 23 level (ERS, 1978; Glass and Smith, 

1979). The intent in this study was to divide the ratios 

into three categories: above, below and within the 

indicated range. Examination of the data, however, 

revealed that 97 percent of the ratios in the sample 

districts were below 20 pupils per teacher. The 

pupil-teacher ratio mean was 15.6 pupils ^ith a standard 

deviation of 3.3. The district with the fewest pupils per 

teacher had a ratio of 4.9 and the district witn the 

largest ratio had 26, providing a range across the sample 

districts of 21.1 pupils per teacher (see Table ^.2, 
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Appendix). The state Foundation School Program determines 

the number of regular personnel units (PU) allotted to a 

district on the following basis: kindergarten to third 

grade, 18.5 pupils per PU; fourth to sixth grades, 21 

pupils per PU; seventh to ninth grades, 20 pupils per PU 

and tenth to twelfth grades, 18 pupils per PU (Walker, 

1982). 

Because of the significant difference in student 

achievement below the 23 pupils per teacher level, the 

relationships of pupil-teacher ratios were tested with 

ability (property), ability (income), local effort, 

district size (TEA) and district size (ADA). The 

pupil-teacher ratios were categorized the same way as the 

salary and the effort measures.. It was necessary to use 

four standard deviations above and below the mean 

providing eight numbered categories. They were numbered 

one to eight from high to low because it was reasoned that 

a lower ratio would be more desirable than a higher one. 

Numbering this direction cause the statistical values to 

flow the same direction as the other variable measures. 

School District Size 

The school districts of Texas are grouped by size 

into seven categories by the Texas Education Agency. These 

seven size categories were used as the district size (TEA) 

measure. A description of the seven size categories can be 
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found in Table 3.4. The direction of numbering was 

assigned to correspond with the flow of the other 

statistical measures, i.e., number one for the smaller 

districts through number seven for the larger ones. 

The district size (ADA) measure was the average daily 

attendance obtained from the Texas Education Agency. This 

measure indicated variation among the sample districts by 

student numbers only, whereas the district size (TEA) 

categories took geopolitical differences into 

consideration. 

Examination of the Data 

Because the data in this and subsequent phases were 

submitted to correlation and regression techniques, it was 

necessary to determine if the data were relatively linear 

and the variances nearly equal (Cornett and Beckner, 

1975). It also was desirable to determine other 

descriptive characteristics about the data that would 

provide understanding of the nature of the variables. 

Therefore,the data were submitted to the SPSS subprograms 

CONDESCRIPTIVE AND SCATTERGRAM. The former subprogram 

provided nine descriptive statistics including: mean, 

standard error, standard deviation, variance, kurtosis, 

skewness, range, and minimum and maximum values. The 

latter subprogram indicated the relative linearity of the 
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TABLE 3.4 

Description of the Seven District 
Size (TEA) Categories 

1. Major urban districts comprise the largest school 
districts in the central city of the state's six 
largest Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
(SMSA's). 

2. Other central city districts which are considered 
by TEA to be most central to the state's remaining 
SMSA's. 

3. Suburban fast-growing districts are generally 
suburban districts of 1000+ ADA v^ich had at 
least a 10 percent pupil increase from 1976 to 
1981. 

4. Suburban stable districts are similar to those in 
category 3, except that they did not experience 
the high growth rate. 

5. Non-itEtro districts are those which have 1000+ 
ADA, but are not included in category 3 or 4. 

6. Non-metro town districts are the ones which have 
less than 1000 ADA, but encompass a town with 
1000 or more in population. 

7. Rural districts have less than 1000 ADA and no 
central town within its bounciaries. 
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variables to each other (Nie, et al., 1970, pp. 183, 279). 

The results satisfied the researcher that the variables 

met the requirements sufficiently to proceed with the 

correlation and regression testing. 

Statistical Procedure 

The statistical procedure for phase two consisted of 

submitting the seven salary enrichment measures, the two 

local wealth measures, the local effort measure, the 

pupil-teacher category measures, the district size (TEA) 

category measures and the district size (ADA) measures to 

the SPSS subprogram PEARSON CORR (Nie, et al. , 1970, p. 

281). This technique computed a simple Pearson correlation 

coefficient between each variable and the other variables. 

The result was a 13 by 13 matrix of zero-order correlation 

coefficients with the level of significance and the number 

of cases included. 

Some of the sample districts did not have personnel 

employed at all of the seven salary pay grades. In the 

correlation procedure, the missing data were handled by 

using the PEARSON CORR default option, pairwise deletion. 

With this procedure a case was omitted from the 

coefficient computation where the value of either case was 

missing (Nie, et al., 1970, p. 283). 
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Presentation of the Data 

The descriptive statistics of the average salary 

enrichment percentage at each pay grade for the 285 sample 

districts are shown in Table 3.2. The descriptive 

statistics of the local wealth and local effort 

measurements were shown in Table 3.3. The lowest salary 

enrichment mean was at pay grade 8 and the highest was at 

pay grade 15. The ability (property) mean was $367,016 of 

assessed valuation per pupil, with the lowest value at 

$8860 and the highest value at $11,922,570. The average 

income per capita stood at $6242, with a low value of 

$2668 and a high value of $10,078. For pupil-teacher 

ratios the mean was 15.6 pupils per teacher, with a low 

value of 4.9 and a high value of 26.0 providing a range of 

21.1 pupils per teacher. The average district size (ADA) 

was 2440 pupils with a minimum of 18 and a maximum of 

55,471 providing a range of 55,453 pupils (see Table A.2, 

Appendix). 

The zero-order correlation coefficients between the 

thirteen variables, together with the degrees of freedom 

and significance levels as determined by the F-ratios are 

shown in Table 3.5. The highest coefficients in the matrix 

were the intercorrelations of the seven salary enrichment 

pay grades. They ranged from a low of .4474 to a high of 
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.8849. Sixteen of the coefficients were above .7000. All 

the salary enrichment intercorrelation coefficients were 

significant beyond the .05 level. 

The two wealth measures ability (property) and 

ability (income) had a correlation coefficient of .0997 

which was statistically significant at the .05 level. The 

effort measure was negatively correlated with all other 

variables except district size (TEA) and district size 

(ADA). The highest effort coefficients were with ability 

(property), -.3223, and pupil-teacher ratios, -.3371. 

Of the twenty-one coefficients computed between 

salary enrichment, local wealth and local effort nineteen 

of them were statistically significant at the .05 level. 

The highest coefficient was .5153, between ability 

(income) and pay grade 13. The correlations between the 

two local wealth measures, local effort and the teachers' 

pay grades, 7 and 8, were all statistically significant. 

Both coefficients dealing with ability (income) and 

teachers' pay grades were substantially higher than the 

coefficients involving either ability (property) or effort 

and the teachers' pay grades. 

Of the nine coefficients between local wealth or 

local effort and pupil-teacher ratio, district size (TEA) 

and district size (ADA), seven were significant with the 
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highest being .3371 between effort and pupil-teacher 

ratio. Twelve of the fourteen coefficients involving the 

two district size measures and the salary enrichment pay 

grades were significant. All four coefficients between the 

two district size measures and the teacher pay grades, 7 

and 8, were above .3000. The two district size measures 

correlated .5989 with each other. Of the six coefficients 

between district size (TEA) or district size (ADA) and 

local wealth or local effort, five were significant, the 

highest being .2781 between district size (TEA) and 

effort. 

The Relationship of Salary Enrichment, Local 

Wealth, and Local Effort with the Three 

Selected Measurements Relating 

to Teachers 

Phase three included the collection, partial 

correlation and analysis of the data in relation to salary 

enrichment, local wealth, local effort, the number of 

teachers with graduate degrees, the number of teachers 

paid from local funds and the number of years of teacher 

experience. Salary enrichment, local wealth and local 

effort were defined in this phase the same way they were 

in phase two, using the same measurements. 
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Teachers with Graduate Degrees 

All Texas teachers are placed on the salary schedule 

at pay grades 7, 8 or 9. Those teachers who are certified 

and have bachelor degrees are placed at pay grade 7. Those 

who have masters degrees are placed at pay grades 8 and 9. 

Teachers at pay grade 8 have regular teaching duties. 

Those at pay grade 9 have regular teaching duties plus 

special duty assignments as sponsors of major student 

programs. From the data obtained from the Texas Education 

Agency, larger districts expectantly had more teachers at 

each pay grade than smaller ones by virtue of district 

size variation. The actual number of teachers at each pay 

grade was used and differences due to district size were 

controlled for statistically (see Statistical Procedures 

section). 

Locally Paid Teachers 

Each district must compute a formula to obtain the 

number of personnel units the state will allot as a part 

of the Foundation School Program. Once that number is 

determined, the district is free to hire additional 

teachers and pay them from local funds. As anticipated, 

upon inspection of the data from the Texas Education 

Agency, larger districts had more locally paid teachers 

than did the smaller ones because of differences in 
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district size. The size differences ' were controlled 

statistically (see Statistical Procedures section). 

Teacher Experience 

Summers and Wolfe (1975) determined that students 

have the greatest gains in achievement test scores when 

their teachers have from four to ten years experience. In 

this study teacher experience was divided into three 

categories: zero to three years, four to ten years and 

more than ten years. The number of teachers in each 

category was obtained from the Texas Education Agency. As 

expected, the larger districts had more teachers in each 

category than the smaller ones. The differences due to 

district size were controlled statistically (see 

Statistical Procedures section). 

Statistical Procedures 

It was anticipated that all three teacher related 

measures would be higher in larger districts than in 

smaller ones, and an examination of the data bore this 

out. In order to determine the relationship between salary 

enrichment, local wealth and local effort with these 

teacher-related factors, it became necessary to control 

for differences due to district size. 

It was reasoned that weighting the measures by using 

either of the size variables would not control for size 
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accurately because there was no apparent rationale for 

dividing the teacher-related variables into size 

categories for weighting purposes. It was determined that 

control for district size differences should be done 

statistically using a partial r correlation procedure 

controlling for each of the district size measures. 

The seven salary enrichment measures, the two local 

wealth measures, the local effort measure and the teacher 

related measures were all submitted to the SPSS subprogram 

PARTIAL CORR (Nie, et al., 1970, p. 301). This resulted in 

three 10 by 5 matrices of correlation coefficients and 

levels of significance with each of the district size 

variables individually held constant and then with both 

district size variables held constant at the same time. 

Presentation of the Data 

The descriptive statistics for the teacher 

experience, graduate degrees and locally paid teacher 

variables are shown in Table 3.6. Of the sample districts 

the average number of teachers with experience greater 

than 10 years was 61.7 teachers. This was a higher average 

than the other two teacher experience categories. The 

number of teachers with graduate degrees and the number of 

locally paid teachers ranged from 0 to 1073 teachers and 0 

to 440 teachers, respectively. 
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TABLE 3.6 

Descriptive Statistics of the Teacher-
Related Variables 

Variable 

019 
Teacher 
Experience 
(0-3 years) 

015 
Teacher 
Experience 
(4-10 years) 

016 
Teacher 
Experience 
OlO years) 

017 
Graduate 
Degrees 

018 
Locally 
Paid 
Teachers 

Mean 

33.0 

56.9 

61.7 

51.0 

29.5 

Minimum 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Maximum 

597 

1055 

1525 

1073 

440 
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The partial correlation coefficients between salary 

enrichment, local wealth, local effort and the 

teacher-related indices where district size (TEA) was 

controlled are shown in Table 3.7. Of the teacher-related 

coefficients with local ability and effort only two were 

significant at the .05 level. They included locally funded 

teachers with respect to ability (income) and effort. Of 

the thirty-five teacher-related coefficients with salary 

enrichment only nine were significant at the .05 level. 

All of the significant teacher-related salary enrichment 

coefficients involved graduate degrees and locally paid 

teachers. 

The partial correlation coefficients between salary 

enrichment, local wealth, local effort and the 

teacher-related variables where district size (ADA) was 

controlled are shown in Table 3.8. Of the fifteen 

teacher-related coefficients with local ability and effort 

only three were significant at the .05 level. Three of the 

coefficients were ability (income) with respect to teacher 

experience (0-3 years), graduate degrees and locally 

funded teachers. The "other significant coefficient was 

between effort and locally funded teachers. Of the 

thirty-five teacher-related coefficients with salary 

enrichment fourteen were significant at the .05 level. All 



TABLE 3.7 

Partial r Correlation Coefficients of Salary 
Enrichment and Selected Socioeconomic 

Variables, Controlling for 
District Size (TEA) 
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Variables 

001 
Ability 
(Property) 

002 
Ability 
(Income) 

003 
Effort 

004 Pay 
Grade 7 

005 Pay 
Grade 8 

006 Pay 
Grade 10 

007 Pay 
Grade 12 

008 Pay 
Grade 13 

009 Pay 
Grade 14 

010 Pay 
Grade 15 

Teacher Experience 
(0-3 yrs) (4-10 yrs) OlO yrs) 
014 015 016 

.0309 
P=.302 

.0923 
P=.060 

.0094 
P=.437 

.1852 
P=.077 

.1631 
P=.105 

.0884 
P=.249 

.0503 
P=.350 

.0451 
P=.365 

.0330 
P=.400 

.0395 
P=.381 

.0381 
P=.261 

.0534 
P=.185 

.0219 
P=.356 

.1645 
P=.103 

.1641 
P=.103 

.0873 
P=.252 

.1066 
P=.207 

.0468 
P=.360 

.0523 
P=.345 

-.0112 
P=.466 

.0460 
P=.220 

.0380 
P=.262 

-.0080 
P=.446 

.1648 
P=.102 

.1977 
P=.063 

.1198 
P=.179 

.1472 
P=.129 

.0758 
P=.281 

.1413 
P=.139 

-.0059 
P=.482 

Graduate 
Degrees 
017 

.0495 
P=.203 

.0886 
P=.068 

-.0296 
P=.309 

.2533 
P=.024 

.2625 
P=.020 

.1929 
P=.068 

.2167 
P=.047 

.1382 
P=.144 

.1937 
P=.067 

.0381 
P=.385 

Locally 
Funded 
Teachers 
018 

.0537 
P=.184 

.2465 
P=.000 

-.1478 
P=.006 

.4602 
P=.000 

.3823 
P=.001 

.3380 
P=.004 

.3001 
P=.009 

.2781 
P=.015 

.2704 
P=.018 

.1813 
P=.081 
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TABLE 3.8 

Partial r Correlation Coefficients of Salary 
Enrichment and Selected Socioeconomic 

Variables, Controlling for 
District Size (ADA) 

Variables 

001 
Ability 
(Property) 

002 
Ability 
(Incxme) 

003 
Effort 

004 Pay 
Grade 7 

005 Pay 
Grade 8 

006 Pay 
Grade 10 

007 Pay 
Grade 12 

008 Pay 
Grade 13 

009 Pay 
Grade 14 

010 Pay 
Grade 15 

(0-3 yrs 
014 

-.0295 
P=.310 

.1534 
P=.005 

.0090 
P=.440 

.1311 
P=.157 

.0348 
P=.395 

,0344 
P=.396 

-.0840 
P=.260 

-.0037 
P=.489 

-.0682 
P=.301 

.1260 
P=.167 

Teacher Experience 
;) (4-10 yrs) OlO yrs) 

015 016 

-.0118 
P=.422 

.0971 
P=.050 

.0390 
P=.256 

.1474 
P=.129 

.0200 
P=.439 

.0536 
P=.341 

.0971 
P=.228 

.0330 
P=.400 

-.0631 
P=.314 

.0527 
P=.343 

.0069 
P=.454 

.0295 
P=.310 

-.0554 
P=.176 

.0909 
P=.243 

.1326 
P=.154 

.1331 
P=.153 

.1813 
P=.081 

.1144 
P=. 190 

.2428 
P=.030 

.0404 
P=.379 

Graduate 
Degrees 
017 

.0088 
P=.441 

.1630 
P=.003 

-.0864 
P=.073 

.2834 
P=.013 

.2656 
P=.019 

.2749 
P=.016 

.3070 
P=.008 

.2368 
P=.033 

.3139 
P=.007 

.1290 
P=.161 

Locally 
Funded 
Teachers 
018 

-.0086 
P=.443 

.3539 
P=.000 

-.1839 
P=.001 

.4983 
P=.000 

.3752 
P=.001 

.3891 
P=.001 

.3294 
P=.005 

.3489 
P=.003 

.3163 
P=.007 

.2684 
P=.018 
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of the significant teacher-related salary enrichment 

coefficients but one involved graduate degrees and locally 

paid teachers. 

The partial correlation coefficients between salary 

enrichment, local wealth, local effort and the 

teacher-related variables where both district size (TEA) 

and district size (ADA) were controlled together are shown 

in Table 3.9. Of the fifteen teacher-related coefficients 

with local wealth and effort six were significant at the 

.05 level. When controlling for either district size (TEA) 

or district size (ADA), ability (property) did not 

correlate significantly with any of the teacher-related 

variables. It is noted from Table 3.9 that where both 

district size variables were controlled together the 

ability (property) coefficients with graduate degrees and 

locally paid teachers were significant at the .05 level. 

Five of the six significant coefficients involved graduate 

degrees and locally funded teachers. Of the thirty-five 

teacher-related coefficients with salary enrichment 

fourteen were significant at the .05 level. 



TABLE 3.9 

Partial r Correlation Coefficients of Salary 
Enrichment and Selected Socioeconomic 
Variables, Controlling for District 

Size (TEA) and (ADA) 
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Variables 

001 
Ability 
(Property) 

002 
Ability 
(Income) 

003 
Effort 

004 Pay 
Grade 7 

005 Pay 
Grade 8 

006 Pay 
Grade 10 

007 Pay 
Grade 12 

008 Pay 
Grade 13 

009 Pay 
Grade 14 

010 Pay 
Grade 15 

Teacher Experience 
(0-3 yrs) (4-10 yrs) OlO yrs) 
014 015 016 

-.0610 
P=.322 

.2221 
P=.044 

.0214 
P=.436 

.1319 
P=.158 

.0373 
P=.389 

.0376 
P=.388 

-.0773 
P=.279 

.0120 
P=.464 

-.0587 
P=.328 

.1310 
P=.159 

.0077 
P=.477 

.1464 
P=.132 

.0839 
P=.262 

.1481 
P=.129 

.0181 
P=.445 

.0511 
P=.349 

.0909 
P=.245 

.0189 
P=.443 

-.0732 
P=.289 

.0491 
P=.355 

.1941 
P=.069 

.0521 
P=.346 

-.1214 
P=.178 

.0914 
P=.244 

.1312 
P=.159 

.1310 
P=.159 

.1754 
P=.090 

.1003 
P=.223 

.2351 
P=.035 

.0365 
P=.391 

Graduate 
Degrees 
017 

.2553 
P=.025 

.2366 
P=.034 

-.1409 
P=.141 

.2859 
P=.013 

.2653 
P=.020 

2738 
P=.017 

.3015 
P=.010 

.2222 
P=.044 

.3057 
P=.009 

.1252 
P=.170 

Locally 
Funded 
Teachers 
018 

.3366 
P=.004 

.5072 
P=.000 

-.3206 
P=.006 

.5012 
P=.000 

.3753 
P=.002 

.3886 
P=.001 

.3248 
P=.006 

.3391 
P=.004 

.3096 
P=.008 

.2660 
P=.020 
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Stepwise Regression Analysis With Salary 

Enrichment as the Dependent Variable 

Phase four consisted of the use of stepwise 

regression analysis with salary enrichment as the 

dependent variable and local wealth, local effort, teacher 

experience, graduate degrees and school district size as 

the independent variables. 

Local wealth was entered as an independent variable 

because the prime consideration of this study was to 

determine the relationship between it and local salary 

enrichment. Local effort was entered because it shows the 

extent to which a school district uses its local wealth 

for educational purposes. Teacher experience and graduate 

degrees were entered as independent variables because 

teacher salary increases are highly dependent upon these 

two variables. School district size was entered to check 

the amount of variance it added to the total relationship, 

and also to provide a control for the differences in the 

other independent variables due to district size 

variation. 

Statistical Procedures 

A stepwise regression procedure differs from a simple 

regression procedure by entering the independent variables 

one at a time, based on the F-ratio level of significance 
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and the tolerance level, T. At each step of the procedure, 

the F-ratio is computed for each independent variable not 

already in the analysis. The F-ratio for a specific 

variable is that which would be obtained if the variable 

was entered on the next step. The tolerance level, T, is 

that part of the variance of the dependent variable not 

explained by the independent variables that have already 

entered the analysis. The SPSS subprogram REGRESSION was 

used with the F-ratio level of significance set at .01, 

and the tolerance level, T, placed at .001 (Nie, et al., 

1970, p. 346). Both levels were placed excessively low to 

allow most of the independent variables to enter the 

analysis, then the R changes above the one percent level 

were noted. 

Multiple regression may be used either as a 

descriptive tool or as an inferential equation (Nie, et 

al., 1970, p. 321). In this study regression analysis was 

used descriptively to determine the amount of variation of 

salary enrichment accounted for by the other variables. It 

was not intended that a prediction equation with a limited 

number of independent variables would be derived for 

inferential purposes. 

A regression analysis was computed for each salary 

pay grade where 50 percent or more of the sample districts 
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had personnel employed. This included pay grades 7, 8, 10, 

12, 13, 14 and 15, resulting in the computation of seven 

regression summary tables. Because all seven pay grades 

contained missing values, the listwise deletion option was 

used. This omits cases containing missing values from all 

coefficient computations specified in a list for any 

variable entered on the list (Nie, et al. , 1970, p. 283). 

This provided a more conservative multiple R measure. 

Presentation of the Data 

The multiple R, R2 and R2 change of the independent 

variables that accounted for one percent or more of the 

variation of the seven pay grades are listed in Table 

3.10. The greatest total variation was accounted for at 

pay grade 7 with an R^ of .63973, or approximately 64 

percent of the variance. The R value steadily declined 

from pay grades 7 to 15 except for a sizable increase at 

pay grade 13. The difference between steps 1 and 2 of the 
n 

R change value was at least one-half or more at all pay 

grades. The number of independent variables that entered 

and accounted for one percent change or more ranged from 

five at pay grade 14 to two at pay grade 15. Ability 

(property) entered at step 1 on each computation except 

pay grade 13. The only other variable besides ability 

(property) to enter on every computation was ability 

(income). 



TABLE 3.10 

Multiple Regression Analysis Between the Dependent 
Variable (Salary Enrichment) and the 

Independent Variables 

Independent 
Variables 
Entered 
Step 

Independent 
Variables Multiple R 

Dependent Variable: 004 (Pay Grade 7) 

R Change 

67 

1 
2 
3 
4 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Dependent 

1 
2 

001 Ability ( 
002 Ability 
014 Teacher E 
003 Effort 

Variable: 005 

001 Ability ( 
002 Ability 
017 Graduate 

Variable: 006 I 

001 Ability 
002 Ability 
017 Graduate 

Variable: 007 

001 Ability 
017 Graduate 
002 Ability 

Variable: 008 

002 Ability 
001 Ability 
012 District 

Variable: 009 

001 Ability ( 
017 Graduate 
002 Ability 
015 Teacher [ 
012 District 

Variable: 010 ( 

001 Ability 
002 Ability 

Property) 
Income) 
Ixp.(0-3yrs 

Pay Grade 

Property) 
Income) 
Degrees 

Pay Grade 

Property) 
Income) 
Degrees 

Pay Grade 

'Property) 
Degrees 
Income) 

'Pay Grade 

Income) 
Property) 
Size (TEA) 

Pay Grade 

) 

8) 

10) 

12) 

13) 

14) 

Property) 
Degrees 
Income) 
:xp.(4-10yrs) 
Size (TEA) 

Pay Grade 

Property) 
Income) 

15) 

.65085 

.75089 

.79288 

.79983 

.55287 

.65615 

.71257 

.47874 

.58370 

.61193 

.48399 

.57415 

.58738 

.55450 

.55331 

.70002 

.43933 

.52832 

.55520 

.56737 

.57856 

.43096 

.49420 

.42361 

.56384 

.62865 

.63973 

.30567 

.43054 

.50776 

.22919 

.34071 

.37445 

.23425 

.32965 

.34502 

.30747 

.42682 

.49003 

.19301 

.27912 

.30824 

.32191 

.33473 

.18573 

.24424 

.42361 

. 14023 

.06482 

.01107 

.30567 

.12487 

.07722 

.22919 

.11152 

.03374 

.23425 

.09540 

.01537 

.30747 

.11935 

.06321 

.19301 

.08611 

.02913 

.01367 

.01282 

.185^ 

.05851 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

relationship between teachers' salary enrichment, local 

wealth and selected socioeconomic variables, in the State 

of Texas. The research was conducted in four phases as 

described in Chapter III. 

The purpose of this chapter was to describe and 

analyze the findings of the four phases of the research. 

The first phase was simply the cluster sampling of the 

property related school districts in preparation for 

research. Therefore, the correlations between salary 

enrichment and selected socioeconomic variables were 

considered first. Next, the partial correlations between 

salary enrichment, local wealth, local effort and the 

teacher related variables were analyzed. Then, the 

stepwise regression analyses with salary enrichment as the 

dependent variable were examined. 

Let it be noted that this study is concerned with 

correlations and regression analysis between the 

variables. Correlation and regression indicate only the 

strength and direction of the relationship between 

variables. They do not suggest a cause and effect between 

68 
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variables and such is not intended nor implied in this 

study. 

Th e 

S 

Zero-

alary 

order Correlations 

Enrichment 

Socioeconomic 

and Sel 

Between 

ected 

Variables 

The descriptive statistics for salar/ enrichment are 

found in Table 4.1. At all seven pay grades there were 

sample districts that did not provide any salary 

enrichment above the state base salary. At the two pay 

grades for teachers (7 and 8) the maximum salary 

enrichment was 74.2 and 62.8 percent, respectively, above 

the state base salary. The difference between the minimum 

and maximum pay grade percentages indicate the salary 

enrichment disparity that exists among the school 

districts of the state. The same appears to be true at 

each of the other pay grades where the smallest maximum 

salary enrichment was 61.6 percent above the state base 

salary for pay grade 13. 

Table 4.2 shows the extent to which the salary 

enrichment and the select socioeconomic variables are 

correlated. The coefficients between the pairs of salary 

enrichment by pay grade vary from .4474 to .8189. Fifteen 

of the twenty-one coefficients were greater than .7000. 
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TABLE 4.1 

Average Salary Enrichment Percentage 
by Pay Grade 

Standard 
Pay Grade Mean Deviation Minimum Maiximum 

7 

8 

10 

12 

13 

14 

15 

13.8 

11.9 

17.6 

16 .1 

19.2 

17.5 

24.0 

11.5 

10.4 

14 .1 

14.6 

12.6 

15.4 

14.7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74.2 

62.8 

66.4 

70.8 

61.6 

81.1 

74.5 
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This indicates that districts offering attractive local 

salary enrichment at one pay grade tend to offer it at 

others. The highest salary enrichment percentages were 

found at pay grades 14 and 15, where 227 (80 percent) of 

the 285 superintendents were located (see Table A. 3, 

Appendix). Table 4.1 shows the salary enrichment ranges of 

pay grades 14 and 15 to be 81.1 percent and 74.5 percent, 

respectively, above the state base salary. 

The minimum ability (property) measure was $8860 

while the maximum was $11,922,570 of assessed valuation 

per pupil. The minimum ability (income) measure was $2668 

per capita and the maximum was $10,078 per capita. The 

correlation coefficient between the two ability measures 

was .0997, which was statistically significant at the .05 

level. The relatively low correlation between them, 

however, suggests the districts that are high in one 

ability measure are not necessarily high in the other. The 

difference in the minimum and maximum measures of the two 

ability variables demonstrates the vast difference in 

local wealth among the districts. 

The effort variable is negatively correlated to both 

of the ability variables with coefficients near .3000. 

Thus, those districts that are high in either aoility 

variables tend to put forth less effort to support 
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education generally than do the less wealthy districts. 

Of the twenty-one correlation coefficients between 

the salary pay grades and the local wealth or local effort 

indicants, nineteen were significant at the .05 level, and 

fifteen of the nineteen coefficients were significant 

beyond the .001 level. All the ability-salary coefficients 

were positive; all the effort-salary coefficients were 

negative. It appears that the greater the fiscal ability 

of a district, the greater the salary enrichment. However, 

the greater the effort of a district, the lower the salary 

enrichment of its personnel. 

The original intent of this study with respect to 

pupil-teacher ratios was to categorize them according to 

the research findings (ERS, 1978; Glass and Smith, 1979), 

which suggested a significant difference in student 

achievement with less than 23, 23-37 and more than 37 

pupils per teacher. Upon inspection of the data, it was 

discovered that 97 percent of the sampled districts had 

ratios less than 20 and the largest ratio was only 26. 

This occurred as a result of the state regulating the 

pupil-teacher ratio through the administration of the 

Foundation School Program. 

Even with the narrow class-size differences in the 

Texas school districts, it was decided to test the 
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relationship between pupil-teacher ratios and the other 

variables because the research suggested significant 

differences in student achievement among class sizes 

smaller than 23 pupils. The mean and standard deviation 

were determined for the pupil-teacher ratio distribution, 

then the districts were categorized into standard 

deviation groups, four above the mean and four below. The 

pupil-teacher variable correlated positively with ability 

(property) .2710, negatively with effort -.3371, and 

negatively with both measures of district size. This 

indicates that the pupil-teacher ratios were lower in the 

wealthier, smaller districts with lower effort; and higher 

in the poorer, larger districts with greater effort. 

It is interesting to note that district size (TEA) 

and district size (ADA) were positively correlated, .5989, 

with each other, suggesting that to a large degree they 

measure district size consistently. The five significant 

coefficients between size and local wealth suggest the 

larger districts tend to be more wealthy and put forth 

greater effort than do the smaller ones. The thirteen 

significant coefficients between size and salary 

enrichment demonstrate the tendency for larger districts 

to pay greater salary enrichment than smaller ones. 
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The Partial Correlations Between Salary Enrichment, 

Local Wealth, Local Effort and Variables 

Related to Teachers 

The partial correlation coefficients between salary 

enrichment, ' local wealth, local effort, teacher 

experience, the number of graduate degrees and the number 

of locally paid teachers with district size (TEA) 

controlled are shown in Table 4.3. District size (ADA) 

controlled coefficients are in Table 4.4. Those 

coefficients where both district size (TEA) and district 

size (ADA) are controlled together are found in Table 4.5. 

The ability (property) variable did not relate 

significantly with any of the teacher related variables 

when either district size (TEA) or district size (ADA) was 

controlled. However, when both district size variables 

were controlled together the ability (property) 

coefficients with graduate degrees, .2553, and locally 

paid teachers, .3366, were significant at the .05 level. 

The ability (property) variable did not relate 

significantly to any of the teacher experience variables. 

This is surprising because salary increase is partially 

based on teacher experience and training, and ability 

(property) is significantly correlated with salary 

enrichment. Intuition suggests that ability (property) and 



TABLE 4.3 

Partial r Correlation Coefficients of Salary 
Enrichrrent and Selected Socioeconomic 

Variables, Controlling for 
District Size (TEA) 
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Variables 

001 
Ability 
(Property) 

002 
Ability 
(Income) 

003 
Effort 

004 Pay 
Grade 7 

005 Pay 
Grade 8 

006 Pay 
Grade 10 

007 Pay 
Grade 12 

008 Pay 
Grade 13 . 

009 Pay 
Grade 14 

010 Pay 
Grade 15 

Teacher Experience 
(0-3 yrs) (4-10 yrs) OlO yrs) 
014 015 016 

.0309 
P=. 302 

.0923 
P=.060 

.0094 
P=. 437 

.1852 
P=.077 

.1631 
P=.105 

.0884 
P=. 249 

.0503 
P=.350 

.0451 
P=.365 

.0330 
P=.400 

.0395 
P=.381 

.0381 
P=.261 

.0534 
P=.185 

.0219 
P=.356 

.1645 
P=.103 

.1641 
P=.103 

.0873 
P=.252 

.1066 
P=.207 

.0468 
P=.360 

.0523 
P=.345 

-.0112 
P=.466 

.0460 
P=.220 

.0380 
P=.262 

-.0080 
P=.446 

.1648 
P=.102 

.1977 
P=.063 

.1198 
P=.179 

.1472 
P=.129 

.0758 
P=.281 

.1413 
P=.139 

-.0059 
P=.482 

Graduate 
Degrees 
017 

.0495 
P=.203 

.0886 
P=.068 

-.0296 
P=.309 

.2533 
P=.024 

.2625 
P=.020 

.1929 
P=.068 

.2167 
P=.047 

.1382 
P=.144 

.1937 
P=.067 

.0381 
P=.385 

Locally 
Funded 
Teachers 
018 

.0537 
P=.184 

.2465 
P=.000 

-.1478 
P=.006 

.4602 
P=.000 

.3823 
P=.001 

.3380 
P=.004 

.3001 
P=.009 

.2781 
P=.015 

.2704 
P=.018 

.1813 
P=.081 
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TABLE 4.4 

Partial r Correlation Coefficients of Salary 
Enrichment and Selected Socioeconomic 

Variables, Controlling for 
District Size (ADA) 

Variables 

001 
Ability 
(Property) 

002 
Ability 
(Income) 

003 
Effort 

004 Pay 
Grade 7 

005 Pay 
Grade 8 

006 Pay 
Grade 10 

007 Pay 
Grade 12 

008 Pay 
Grade 13 

009 Pay 
Grade 14 

010 Pay 
Grade 15 

Teacher Experience 
(0-3 yrs) (4-10 yrs) OlO yrs) 
014 015 016 

-.0295 
P=.310 

.1534 
P=.005 

.0090 
P=.440 

.1311 
P=.157 

.0348 
P=.395 

.0344 
P=. 396 

-.0840 
P=.260 

-.0037 
P=.489 

-.0682 
P=.301 

.1260 
P=.167 

-.0118 
P=.422 

.0971 
P=.050 

.0390 
P=.256 

.1474 
P=.129 

.0200 
P=.439 

.0536 
P=.341 

.0971 
P=.228 

.0330 
P=.400 

-.0631 
P=.314 

.0527 
P=.343 

.0069 
P=.454 

.0295 
P=.310 

-.0554 
P=.176 

.0909 
P=.243 

.1326 
P=.154 

.1331 
P=.153 

.1813 
P=.081 

.1144 
P=.190 

.2428 
P=.030 

.0404 
P=.379 

Graduate 
Degrees 
017 

.0088 
P=.441 

.1630 
P=.003 

-.0864 
P=.073 

.2834 
P=.013 

.2656 
P=.019 

.2749 
P=.016 

.3070 
P=.008 

.2368 
P=.033 

.3139 
P=.007 

.1290 
P=.161 

Locally 
Funded 
Teachers 
018 

-.0086 
P=.443 

.3539 
P=.000 

-.1839 
P=.001 

.4983 
P=.000 

.3752 
P=.001 

.3891 
P=.001 

.3294 
P=.005 

.3489 
P=.003 

.3163 
P=.007 

.2684 
P=.018 
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TABLE 4.5 

Partial r Correlation Coefficients of Salary 
Enrichment and Selected Socioeconondc 
Variables, Controlling for District 

Size (TEA) and (ADA) 

Variables 

001 
Ability 
(Property) 

002 
Ability 
(Income) 

003 
Effort 

004 Pay 
Grade 7 

005 Pay 
Grade 8 

006 Pay 
Grade 10 

007 Pay 
Grade 12 

008 Pay 
Grade 13 

009 Pay 
Grade 14 

010 Pay 
Grade 15 

Teacher Experience 
(0-3 yrs) (4-10 yrs) OlO yrs) 
014 015 016 

-.0610 
P=.322 

.2221 
P=.044 

.0214 
P=.436 

.1319 
P=. 158 

.0373 
P=.389 

.0376 
P=.388 

-.0773 
P=.279 

.0120 
P=.464 

-.0587 
P=.328 

.1310 
P=.159 

.0077 
P=.477 

.1464 
P=.132 

.0839 
P=.262 

.1481 
P=.129 

.0181 
P=.445 

.0511 
P=.349 

.0909 
P=.245 

.0189 
P=.443 

-.0732 
P=.289 

.0491 
P=.355 

.1941 
P=.069 

.0521 
P=.346 

-.1214 
P=.178 

.0914 
P=.244 

.1312 
P=.159 

.1310 
P=.159 

.1754 
P=.090 

.1003 
P=.223 

.2351 
P=.035 

.0365 
P=.391 

Graduate 
Degrees 
017 

.2553 
P=.025 

.2366 
P=.034 

-.1409 
P=.141 

.2859 
P=.013 

.2653 
P=.020 

2738 
P=.017 

.3015 
P=.010 

.2222 
P=.044 

.3057 
P=.009 

.1252 
P=.170 

Locally 
Funded 
Teachers 
018 

.3366 
P=.004 

.5072 
P=.000 

-.3206 
P=.006 

.5012 
P=.000 

.3753 
P=.002 

.3886 
P=.001 

.3248 
P=.006 

.3391 
P=.004 

.3096 
P=.008 

.2660 
P=.020 
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the teacher experience variables should correlate. The 

fact that they were not significantly correlated indicates 

that the relationship between salary enrichment and 

ability (property) is based upon variables other than 

teacher experience. 

Ability (income) correlated significantly with 

teacher experience (0-3 years), .2221, graduate degrees, 

.2366, and locally paid teachers, .5072. It appears that 

districts high in ability (income) have more beginning 

teachers (0-3 years) than the income-poor districts. 

Districts that are high in either local wealth measure, 

ability (property) or ability (income), tended to have 

more graduate degree teachers and more locally paid 

teachers than the districts that are low in both income 

and property ability. 

The only significant coefficient involving effort is 

its relationship with locally funded teachers. The 

coefficients from all three partial r procedures were 

negative, -.1478, -.1839 and -.3206. This indicates the 

districts that put forth greater effort have fewer locally 

funded teachers. 

There appears to be little significant relationship 

between the salary enrichment pay grades and teacher 

experience; however, the pay grade coefficients with 
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graduate degrees and locally paid teachers are generally 

significant. This is consistent with the locally funded 

teacher and graduate degrees correlations with local 

wealth and local effort. This suggests that those 

districts high in local wealth (property or income), low 

in local effort and high in salary enrichment have more 

graduate degree teachers and locally funded teachers than 

the districts that are low in local wealth (property and 

income), salary enrichment, and are high in local effort. 

The Stepwise Regression Analyses With 

Salary Enrichment as the 

Dependent Variable 

The multiple R coefficient, R^ and R^ change for the 

regression analysis of each of the seven pay grades can be 

found in Table 4.6. The greatest amount of total variance 
n 

was accounted for at pay grade 7, R^ = .63973. Except for 

a substantial increase at pay grade 13, the amount of 

variance accounted for by the independent variables 

steadily declines from pay grades 7 through 15. The 

selected socioeconomic variables, therefore, account for 

variance in teachers' salary enrichment pay grades 7 and 

8, more than they do in administrators' salary enrichment 

pay grades 10 through 15. 



TABLE 4.6 

Multiple Regression Analysis Between the Dependent 
Variable (Salary Enrichment) and the 

Independent Variables 

Independent 
Variables 
Entered 
Step 

Independent 
Variables Multiple R 

Dependent Variable: 004 (Pay Grade 7) 

R Change 

81 

1 
2 
3 
4 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Dependent 

1 
2 

001 Ability 
002 Ability 
014 Teacher I 
003 Effort 

Variable: 005 

001 Ability 
002 Ability 
017 Graduate 

Variable: 006 

001 Ability 
002 Ability 
017 Graduate 

Variable: 007 

001 Ability 
017 Graduate 
002 Ability 

Variable: 008 

002 Ability 
001 Ability -( 
012 District 

Variable: 009 

001 Ability < 
017 Graduate 
002 Ability 
015 Teacher E 
012 District 

Variable: 010 ( 

001 Ability 
002 Ability ( 

Property) 
[Income) 
ixp.(0-3yrs 

'Pay Grade 

'Property) 
[Income) 
Degrees 

Pay Grade 

'Property) 
[Income) 
Degrees 

Pay Grade 

[Property) 
Degrees 
Jncome) 

[Pay Grade 

'Income) 
Property) 
Size (TEA) 

Pay Grade 

) 

8) 

10) 

12) 

13) 

14) 

Property) 
Degrees 
Income) 
Ixp.(4-lOyrs) 
Size (TEA) 

Pay Grade 

Property) 
Income) 

15) 

.65085 

.75089 

.79288 

.79983 

.55287 

.55615 

.71257 

.47874 

.58370 

.61193 

.48399 

.57415 

.58738 

.55450 

.65331 

.70002 

.43933 

.52832 

.55520 

.56737 

.57856 

.43096 

.49420 

.42361 

.56384 

.52865 

.63973 

.30567 

.43054 

.50776 

.22919 

.34071 

.37445 

.23425 

.32965 

.34502 

.30747 

.42682 

.49003 

.19301 

.27912 

.30824 

.32191 

.33473 

.18573 

.24424 

.42361 

.14023 

.06482 

.01107 

.30567 

.12487 

.07722 

.22919 

.11152 

.03374 

.23425 

.09540 

.01537 

.30747 

.11935 

.06321 

.19301 

.08611 

.02913 

.01367 

.01282 

.18573 

.05851 
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The reason for the upward R2 shift at pay grade 13 is 

not apparent. Pay grade 13 is the only category where 

ability (income) accounts for the greatest variation in 

salary enrichment. District size (TEA) enters the 

analysis, accounting for 6.3 percent of the variance. 

More of the variance at each pay grade (except pay 

grade 13) is accounted for by ability (property) than any 

other variable. Ability (income) is the only other 

variable that enters the analysis with significance at 

each pay grade. This reinforces the findings of the two 

previous sections, that salary enrichment, the number of 

teachers with graduate degrees and the number of locally 

paid teachers tend to be highly dependent upon a local 

district's ability (property qr_ income) to pay for 

education. 

As might be expected, teacher experience (0-3 years) 

enters the analysis at pay grade 7 because most 

inexperienced teachers enter the salary schedule at pay 

grade 7 and remain there for the first few years of 

teaching. Also, expectantly, graduate degrees enter the 

analysis at pay grade 8 because advanced degrees are what 

differentiate between pay grades 7 and 8. Only the number 

of graduate degree teachers (pay grades 8 and 9) were 

considerad in this study. The number of graduate degrees 
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held by administrators (pay grades 10 through 15) were not 

included. The fact that teachers' graduate degrees (pay 

grades 8 and 9) enter the regression analysis of three of 

the administrative pay grades suggests that districts 

paying higher salary enrichments to administrators have 

more teachers with graduate degrees than those districts 

paying lower administrative salary enrichment. 

In summary the findings of this study indicated that 

the districts that were high in property wealth and income 

paid a higher salary enrichment at all pay grades tested. 

The districts' wealth measured by both property and income 

accounted for 24 to 56 percent of the variation in salary 

enrichment across the pay grades tested. The larger salary 

variation was accounted for at the teacher pay grades 7 

and 8. The districts that pay higher salary enrichment at 

one pay grade tend to do so at the other pay grades. The 

findings also indicated that larger districts tend to pay 

higher salary enrichment at all pay grades than do the 

smaller districts. Districts that have higher ability 

(income) and higher ability (property) tended to employ 

more teachers with graduate degrees and more locally paid 

teachers than those districts with lower income or 

property ability. Districts that were higher in property 

wealth or income levels tended to put forth less effort 
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for education. Finally, an inspection of the pupil-teacher 

ratios indicated little variation among the school 

districts across a range of pupil-teacher ratios, but did 

show that within the range of 23 pupils per teacher and 

less, significant differences did exist. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

With the advent of the school finance reform movement 

of the past twenty years, the concept of fiscal neutrality 

has emerged which contends that the quality of a child's 

educational program should not be a function of local 

property wealth. In harmony with that concept, one of the 

objectives of the Texas Foundation School program is to 

eliminate local wealth as a determinant of a quality 

school program and to ensure an adequate supply of 

teachers to all the schools within the state. If local 

wealth does affect the achievement of these objectives, 

then the property and income-poor school districts could 

not fulfill them as prescribed. 

A quality school program is dependent upon an 

adequate supply of teachers, and the teacher supply is a 

function of salary. Therefore, the status of salary 

differences between districts as they relate to local 

wealth could call into question whether or not the State 

of Texas wants to achieve fiscal neutrality. 

The Texas Foundation School Program provides for 

statewide uniform personnel unit salaries, but the local 

85 
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districts are free to enrich those salaries and hire 

additional teachers from locally raised funds. It is the 

local salary enrichment as it relates to local property 

and income wealth and other socioeconomic factors that has 

been brought into question under the fiscal neutrality 

concept. 

The problem of this study was to determine the 

relationship between local salary enrichment for public 

school personnel, local wealth and selected socioeconomic 

variables in Texas. The results of that determination 

sheds light on the current status of fiscal neutrality in 

the state of Texas. 

This study was conducted in four phases. The first 

phase consisted of the clustering of the 1071 school 

districts of Texas into 19 clusters. Fifteen random 

samples were drawn from each cluster providing a sample 

size of 285 school districts. Phase two involved the 

collection, correlation and analysis of the data of the 

sample districts in relation to salary enrichment, local 

wealth, local effort, pupil-teacher ratio and school 

district size. The third phase consisted of the 

collection, partial correlation and analysis of the data 

in relation to salary enrichment, local wealth, local 

effort, the number of teachers with graduate degrees, the 
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number of teachers paid from local funds and the number of 

years of teaching experience. The fourth phase involved 

the use of stepwise regression analysis with salary 

enrichment as the dependent variable and local wealth, 

local effort, teacher experience, graduate degrees and 

school district size as the independent variables. 

Major Findings 

The findings of this study indicated that the 

districts that were high in property wealth and income pay 

a higher salary enrichment at all pay grades tested. The 

districts' wealth measured by both property and income 

accounted for 24 to 56 percent of the variation in salary 

enrichment across the pay grades tested. The larger salary 

variations were accounted for at the teacher pay grades 7 

and 8. The districts that pay higher salary enrichment at 

one pay grade tend to do so at the other pay grades. The 

findings also indicated that larger districts tend to pay 

higher salary enrichment at all pay grades than do the 

smaller districts. Districts that have higher ability 

(income) and higher ability (property) tended to employ 

more teachers with graduate degrees and more locally paid 

teachers than those districts with lower incomes or 

property ability. Districts that were higher in property 
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wealth or income levels tended to put forth less effort 

for education. Finally, an inspection of the pupil-teacher 

ratios indicated little variation among the school 

districts across a range of pupil-teacher ratios, but did 

show that within the range of 23 pupils per teacher and 

less, significant differences did exist. 

With the current Texas personnel salary structure 

where local districts are free to enrich salaries in the 

face of wide differences in local wealth, it is not 

surprising to find that salary enrichment and local wealth 

are significantly related. The findings indicated that 

where districts have an abundance of wealth, they are 

taking advantage of the situation to provide salary 

enrichment as a result of access to that wealth. This 

supposition is not only supported by the salary enrichment 

correlations with ability (property and income), (r = 

.1249 to .5153), but also by the amount of variance in 

salary enrichment explained by local wealth (R = . 22214 

to .56384). The amount of variance explained was greater 

at teacher pay grades 7 and 8, than at administrative pay 

grades 10 to 15. When the partial correlation between 

income ability and desirable teacher - re 1 a ted 

characteristics was considered it became evident that 

income wealthy districts were not only paying teachers 
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more, but also getting more teachers with optimum 

experience, more teachers with graduate degrees and more 

teachers above the state allotment. This suggests that 

districts that are high in both local property and income 

wealth have a double advantage in salary enrichment and 

desirable teacher factors. It also suggests that the 

advantages hold across all pay grades. The irony of it all 

is the evidence which supports the tendency that property 

and/or income-wealthy districts put forth less fiscal 

effort than property and income poor districts to attract 

the personnel they want because of the greater local 

wealth. This, of course, is not in harmony with the fiscal 

neutrality concept. 

The larger districts in Texas appear to have a wealth 

advantage over smaller ones in salary enrichment at all 

pay grades. Where larger districts tend to exist in more 

densely populated areas, the nature of land use could 

account for the difference in wealth. Larger districts 

tend to encompass more industrial and business use 

property that would provide greater tax yields. One would 

suspect that the oil rich areas, typically in less 

populated areas, would increase the fiscal ability of 

smaller districts. Either the oil rich areas do not 

exclusively contain smaller districts; or, as the state 
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reasons, the oil rich districts are relatively few in 

number as to be insignificant when compared to the total 

number of districts (Walker, 1982). Whatever the reason, 

the larger districts tend to be wealthier and are able to 

pay greater salary enrichments as a result of their 

wealth. However, the larger districts put forth greater 

effort for education than smaller districts. This 

suggests that the districts that are in least harmony with 

the fiscal neutrality concept are the smaller, property 

and income-wealthy districts. 

Research suggested an advantage in student 

achievement for school districts with pupil-teacher ratios 

less than 23 (ERS, 1978; Glass and Smith, 1979). The 

findings of this study showed that 97 percent of the Texas 

school districts were below that level. This advantage 

exists as a result' of the state Foundation School Program 

which regulated personnel unit size such that most 

districts had ratios less than 23 pupils per teacher. 

Research also suggested an advantage in student 

achievement for school districts with lower pupil-teacher 

ratios within the less than 23 pupils per teacher category 

(ibid.). The findings show that the pupil-teacher ratios 

were lower in the property-wealthy, smaller districts with 

lower effort and higher in the property-poor, larger 

districts with greater effort. This indicates that the 
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property-wealthy smaller districts are taking advantage of 

their property wealth to provide smaller pupil-teacher 

ratios which should be associated with greater student 

achievement. Therefore, the quality of education in 

property-wealthy, smaller districts is a function of local 

wealth and not in harmony with the fiscal neutrality 

concept. 

One of the findings of this study suggested a 

relatively low, but significant, correlation between 

ability (property) and ability (income). This suggests 

that the districts that are high in one ability measure 

are not necessarily high in the other. Extreme wealth 

conditions could be projected into two situationally 

different school districts: one, a district where income 

is low, but the presence of oil or industry provides high 

property wealth; and two, a school district where the 

population is largely composed of high income individuals, 

but the property is residential with moderate values. The 

fact that both ability measures existed at varying degrees 

lends credibility to the use of both measures in 

determining local wealth. Even though local school funds 

accrue from taxation of property, the taxes are generally 

paid from income rather than property liquidation; 

therefore both measures should be considered when 

determining a school districts relative wealth. 
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Another finding of this study involved the 

relationship between district size (TEA) and district size 

(ADA). With district size (TEA), both pupil numbers and 

geopolitical characteristics were considered when 

categorizing school districts. District size (ADA) is only 

concerned with pupil numbers. The two district size 

measures were highly correlated, but enough difference 

existed that when they were each controlled in the partial 

correlation procedures involving ability (income) with 

teacher related characteristics that two of the 

coefficients not significant under district size (TEA) 

control became significant under district size (ADA) 

control and remained significant when district size 

measures were controlled together. Both district size 

measures were significant in determining relationships 

between salary enrichment, local wealth (property and 

income) and pupil-teacher ratios. This suggests the need 

to use both district size measures in salary enrichment 

studies by statistically controlling for both size 

measures at the same time. 

It is interesting to note in the findings of this 

study the uniqueness of salary enrichment at pay grade 13 

as it related to the two local wealth measures (property 

and income). All of the other pay grade variations were 
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accounted for, more by ability (property) than by any 

other variable, and the total R^ value (amount of variance 

of the dependent variable accounted for by the independent 

variables) declined from pay grades 7 through 15 (R̂  = 

.65357 to .26348, see Appendix 5). The noted exception is 

pay grade 13 where ability (income) accounted for more of 

the variation than any other variable and the total R2 

value dramatically increased over the R^ values of other 

administrative pay grades. This was not surprising as the 

simple correlation between pay grade 13 and ability 

(income) was somewhat higher than any other salary 

enrichment with local wealth (property or income) 

coefficients. In an attempt to explain the reason for this 

correlation shift, it is noted from Appendix 2, that the 

position descriptions of pay grade 13 do not differ 

markedly from other administrative pay grades, nor do the 

district sizes at pay grade 13 appear uniquely different 

from the other pay grades. The reason for this shift is 

not clear, but the R^ shift is apparently due to the 

unique characteristics of the districts that use positions 

at pay grade 13. Additional research would be required to 

determine the nature of those districts, a determination 

that is beyond the scope of this study. 
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Conclusions 

This study has shown that local salary enrichment 

differences among the school districts of Texas do exist 

and that those differences are related to local wealth 

(property and income). The study has also shown that 

pupil-teacher ratios in Texas have been controlled through 

the Foundation School Program to the extent that 97 

percent of the districts tested were below 23 pupils per 

teacher, the level associated with greater student 

achievement. Therefore, Texas stands as an example to 

other states that have not regulated pupil-teacher ratios 

to such levels. However, research has not concluded that 

student achievement in Texas is significantly different 

than in states where pupil-teacher ratios have not been 

regulated to levels below 23 students per teacher. 

The study has shown that districts high in local 

property and income wealth have advantages in acquiring 

teachers with graduate degrees and more locally paid 

teachers. Smaller, property-wealthy districts have an 

advantage in pupil-teacher ratios. When viewed by district 

wealth category, property and income rich districts have a 

double advantage because they tend to pay higher salary 

enrichments and tend to have more qualified teachers. The 

property-poof, income-rich districts have the same double 
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advantages. Property-rich, income-poor districts have the 

single advantage of high salary enrichments, and 

property-poor, income-poor districts have no advantages at 

all above the state Foundation School Program. The fact 

that the advantages are functions of local wealth 

(property and/or income), is a clear indication that the 

local enrichment portion of the Texas Foundation School 

Program is not in harmony with the concept of fiscal 

neutrality. 

It is not the intent of the researcher to conclude 

that salary differences should be eliminated. It is 

intended, however, to conclude that the State of Texas has 

but three apparent alternatives one of which is to 

eliminate salary enrichment across the state. A second 

alternative is to keep the current system and ignore the 

concept of fiscal neutrality which emerged in school 

finance litigation and is widely accepted in school 

finance circles. It must be noted, however, that the 

objectives of the Texas Foundation School Program, which 

included a call for uniform educational quality and an 

adequate supply of qualified teachers, appears to be based 

on the concept of fiscal neutrality. If this second 

alternative were followed, it would necessitate a change 

in the Foundation School Program objectives. Third, the 

state could adjust for salary enrichment differences by 
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making them a function of legitimate differences. Included 

in these legitimate differences may be district cost of 

living variations and differences due to the supply and 

demand of qualified personnel. Special student needs such 

as mental and physical handicaps and cultural 

disadvantages may be included. Special geographical needs 

may exist because of sparsity or municipal overburden. 

Also included could be differences due to teacher quality 

as determined by a merit pay program if such were adopted 

by the state. 

Since education is a state function, the 

establishment of legitimate reasons for personnel salary 

differences would be a legislative function. The direction 

that could be taken to make salary adjustments would 

undoubtedly be influenced by the moods and aspirations of 

the people of the state and also by pressure groups from 

local districts. 

Recommendations 

This study has shown that the current practice of 

public school personnel salary enrichment in Texas is 

related to local wealth (property and income), and as 

such, is not in harmony with the concept of fiscal 

neutrality and the stated objectives of the Foundation 
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School Program. Based upon the conclusions of this study 

it is recommended that the state policymakers review the 

salary enrichment policy and the objectives of the 

Foundation School Program as it relates to local wealth 

and bring them into harmony with each other by following 

one of the available alternatives. 

It is recommended that a study be commenced to 

determine the effect that differences other than local 

wealth have upon salary enrichment variations and related 

personnel factors. It is also recommended that a study be 

undertaken to determine the difference in student 

achievement in Texas as a result of regulated 

pupil-teacher ratios and other states not regulated to 

similar pupil-teacher levels. 
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TABLE A.1 

Description of Seven Pay Grades, 
7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14 and 15 

of the Texas Foundat ion 
School Program 

Pay 
Grade 

Class 
T i t l e 

Descr ip t ion of Posi t ions 
Assigned to Class T i t l e 

Required Preparat ion 
and Education 

7 Teacher, B.A. 

8 Teacher, M.A. 

10 Counselor 

Supervisor 

I ns t r uc t i ona l 
O f f i c e r I 

Admin is t ra t i ve 
O f f i c e r I 

12 I ns t ruc t i ona l 
O f f i ce r I I I 

Admin is t ra t ive 
O f f i ce r I I I 

13 I ns t ruc t i ona l 
O f f i ce r IV 

I ns t ruc t i ona l 
O f f i ce r IV 

Admin is t ra t ive 
O f f i c e r IV 

Teach at grade level or in 
teaching f i e l d fo r which pre
pared, under general super
v i s ion on ly . 

Teach at grade level or in 
teaching f i e l d f o r which 
prepared, under general 
supervis ion on ly . 

Provide educational and vo
cat iona l guidance to s t u 
dents w i th l i m i t e d personal 
guidance. 

Provide consul tant services 
to teachers in a grade level 
or adjacent grades or in a 
teaching f i e l d or group of 
re la ted f i e l d s . 

Degree, no def ic iency 
in professional educ
t ion or in teaching 
f i e l d . Ful ly c e r t i f i e d . 

Master's degree; fu 
c e r t i f i e d . 

Ful ly c e r t i f i e d 

Ful ly c e r t i f i e d 

iy 

Serve as par t - t ime p r i n c i 
pal on campus wi th 19 or 
fewer teachers. 

Serve as p r inc ipa l func
t iona l ass is tant to super
intendent in system of 
3,000 ADA or less. 

Serve as f u l l - t i m e p r inc ipa l 
on campus wi th 19 or fewer 
teachers 

Direct major admin is t ra t ive 
a c t i v i t y in a system of 
12,501-25,000 ADA. 

Serve as f u l l - t i m e p r inc ipa l 
on campus wi th 20-49 teach
ers . 

Serve in a system of 12,501-
25,000 ADA under an ass i s t 
ant superintendent as -ey 
s p e c i a l i s t fo r major i ns t ruc 
t iona l program. 

Serve in capacity compara
ble to Ins t ruc t iona l O f f i ce r 
[v above. 

C e r t i f i e d as admin
i s t r a t o r . 

College degree wi th 
major or minor in 
assignment. 

Ful ly ce r t i f i ed as 
admin is t ra to r . 

Same as Administra-
11ve Of f i ce r I plus 
minimum 2 years' re
la ted experience. 

Ful ly ce r t i f l ed as 
admin is t ra tor . 

Ful1V c e r t i f i ed as 
admin is I ra lor or in 
sui table spec ia l i t v 

Same 5S Adminis•ra
t i ve ^f*^ic"'" I pl ' js 

•n " "uncion. 
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TABLE A . l ( C o n t i n u e d ) 

Pay Class Descr ipt ion of Posit ions Required Preparation 
Grade T i t l e Assigned to Class T i t l e and Education 

14 Ins t ruc t iona l Serve as f u l l - t i m e pr inc ipa l Ful ly c e r t i f i e d as 
O f f i ce r V on campus wi th 50 or more adminis t rator . 

teachers. 

Admin is t ra t ive Serve as superintendent of Ful ly c e r t i f i e d as 
O f f i ce r V system of 3,000 ADA or less , admin is t ra tor . 

I n s t r u c t i o n a l / (1) Serve as assistant super- Ful ly c e r t i f i e d as 
Admin is t ra t ive intendent in system of administ rator or in 
O f f i ce r V 12,501-25,000 ADA or one of spec ia l i t y . 

several in larger system; 
(2) serve in system of 
25,001-50,000 ADA to d i rec t 
(under an assistant super
intendent) major ins t ruc 
t iona l func t ion . 

Admin is t ra t ive Serve in adminis t rat ive ca- Same as Administrat ive 
Of f i ce r V paci ty of comparable level Of f i cer I plus 5 years' 

as above in personnel, busi - re lated experience. 
ness, accounting, p lanning, 
research, e tc . 

15 Admin is t ra t ive Serve as superintendent in Ful ly c e r t i f i e d as 
Of f i ce r VI system of 3,001-5,000 ADA. adminis t rator . 

I n s t r u c t i o n a l / Serve as assi-.tant superin- Ful lv c e r t i f i e d as 
Adminis t rat ive tendent or h igh- level d i rec- administ rator or in 
O f f i ce r VI tor for major program (such spec ia l i t y . 

as i n s t r u c t i o n , business 
manager, personnel d i rec
t o r , research, planning) in 
system of 25.001-50,000 
ADA. 
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TABLE A.2 

Descriptive Statistics of the 
18 Variables 

Standard 
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum Kurtosis Skewness 

001 A b i l i t y 36701.6 1,042,698 8860 11.922,570 70.1 7.8 
(Property) 
(Do l la rs ) 

002 A b i l i t y g241 1142 2668 10,078 .6 .3 
(Income) 
(Dol lars) 

003 E f f o r t ^gQ^ ^5g_2 4 2323 6.3 2.1 
(Rat io) 

004 Pay Grade 7 ^ 3 3 ^^ 5 Q ^ ^ ^ 4.3 1.7 
(Percentage) 

005 Pay Grade 8 g ^Q^^ g 52.8 3.3 1.5 
(Percentage) 

006 Pay Grade 10 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Q gg_4 1 4 1.2 
(Percentage) 

007 Pay Grade 12 ^ ^ ^^ g Q 70 8 2 2 1.6 
(Percentage) 

008 Pay Grade 13 ^g 2 12 6 0 61.6 1.1 1.1 
(Percentage) 

009 Pay Grade 1^ ^7 5 15 4 Q 81.1 1.9 1.3 
(Percentage) 

010 Pay Grade 15 24 0 14 7 0 74.5 .8 .8 
(Percentage) 

O i l Pupi l - teacher ^ ^ 3 3 4 g 26.0 -^ --6 
Ratio (Rat io) 

012 D i s t r i c t , 7 
Size (TEA) 
(Category) 

013 D i s t r i c t 2440 4 6026.8 18 55.471 34.5 5.4 
Size (ADA) 
(Pupi ls) 

014 Teacher 33 Q 74 ^ Q ^^7 27.1 ^. ̂  
Experience 
(0-3 years) 
(Teachers) 

015 Teacher ^g g 1349 Q 1055 26.4 1.9 
Experience 
(4-10 years) 
(Teachers) 

016 Teacher ^^j ^45 3 Q 1525 J4.'J 5.8 
Experience 
( 10 years) 
(Teachers) 

017 graduate ^ ^ Q ^22.7 0 1073 31.0 5.1 
Degrees 
(Teachers) 

018 Local Iv 29 5 59-3 '̂  ^̂ " ^^^ '̂̂  
',\\ i d 
Teachers 
(Teactier',) _ 
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TABLE A.3 

Number of Superintendents at 
each Pay Grade 

Pay Grade Number of Superintendents 

10 6 

11 0 

12 2 

13 0 

14 88 

15 139 

16 38 

17 11 

18 1 

Total 285 
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TABLE A.4 

Complete Regression Analysis Summary 
Tables with Salary Enrichment as 

the Dependent Variable 

Independent 
Variables 

Entered 
Step 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 
a 
"\ 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Independent 
Variables Mu l t i p l e R 

Var iab le : 004 (Pay Grade 7) 

001 A b i l i t y (Prooerty) 
002 A b i l i t y (Income) 
014 Teacher Exp.(0-3yr) 
003 E f f o r t 
012 D i s t r i c t Size (TEA) 
017 Graduate Degrees 
016 Teacher EXD. ( lOvr) 
013 D i s t r i c t Size (ADA) 
015 Teacher Exp.(4-10yr) 

Var iab le : 005 (Pay Grade 8) 

001 A b i l i t y (Property) 
002 A b i l i t y (Income) 
017 Graduate Degrees 
012 D i s t r i c t Size (TEA) 
003 E f f o r t 
016 Teacher Exp.( lOyr) 
013 D i s t r i c t Size (ADA) 
015 Teacher Exp.(4-10yr) 
014 Teacher Exp.(0-3yr) 

Var iab le : 006 (Pay Grade 10) 

001 A b i l i t y (Prooerty) 
002 A b i l i t y (Income) 
017 Graduate Degrees 
016 Teacner E.xp.( lOyr) 
003 E f f o r t 
012 D i s t r i c t Size (TEA) 
014 Teacner Exp.(0-3yr) 
013 D i s t r i c t Size (ADA) 
015 Teacher £.xp. (4- lOyr ) 

Var iab le : 007 (Pay Grade 12) 

001 A b i l i t y (Property) 
017 Graduate Degrees 
002 A b i l i t y (Income) 
016 Teac.he'- Exo. ( ICyr) 
012 D i s t r i c t Size (TEA) 
014 Teacner Exo.(0-3vr) 
015 Teacher £xD.(4-10yr) 
003 E f f o r t 
013 D i s t r i c t Sire (ADA) 

.65085 

.75089 

.79288 

.79983 

.80206 

.80296 

.80797 

.80834 

.80844 

.55287 

.65615 

.71257 

.71497 

.71595 

.71631 

.71762 

.72405 

.72417 

.47874 

.58370 

.61193 

.61680 

.61953 

.62107 

.62157 

.62326 

.62503 

.48399 

. 57415 

.58733 

.59470 

.50214 

.607c4 

.62943 

.62969 

.62985 

R2 

.42361 

.56384 

.62865 

.63973 

.64330 

.64474 

.65282 

.65341 

.65357 

.30567 

.43054 

.50776 

.51118 

.51259 

.51310 

.51498 

.52425 

.52442 

.22919 

.34071 
37445 
38044 
38382 
38573 
38635 
38845 
39066 

23425 
32965 
34502 
35367 
•62E3 
369'̂ 7 
3762^ 
37394 
38094 

2 
R Change 

.42361 

.14023 

.06482 

.01107 

.00357 

.00144 

.00808 

.00059 

.00016 

.30567 

.12487 

.07722 

.00342 

.00141 

.00052 

.00188 

.00927 

.00016 

.22919 

.11152 

.03374 

.00559 

.00333 

.00191 

.00061 

.00210 

.00221 

.23425 

.0954 J 
.01537 
.'/0365 
. 00391 
.3063? 
.006 77 
.002^0 
.00200 
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Indeoendent 
Variables 
Entered 
Step 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Dependent 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Independent 
Variables Multiple R 

Variable: 008 (Pay Grade 13) 

002 Ability (Income) 
001 Ability (Property) 
012 District Size (TEA) 
017 Graduate Degrees 
014 Teacher Exp.(0-3yr) 
013 District Size (ADA) 
016 Teacher Exp.( lOyr) 
015 Teacher Exp.(4-10yr) 

Variable: 009 (Pay Grade 14) 

001 Ability (Property) 
017 Graduate Degrees 
002 Ability (Income) 
015 Teacher Exp.(4-10yr) 
012 District Size (TEA) 
013 District Size (ADA) 
014 Teacher Exo.(0-3yr) 
016 Teacher Exp.( lOvr) 
003 Effort 

Variable: 010 (Pay Grade 15) 

001 Ability (Property) 
002 Ability (Income) 
012 District Size (TEA) 
003 Effort 
014 Teacher Exp.(0-3yr) 
015 Teacher Exp.(4-10yr) 
016 Teacher EXD.( lOyr) 

55450 
65331 
70002 
70166 
70219 
70336 
71239 
71442 

43933 
52332 
55520 
56737 
57856 
53069 
58258 
58301 
58329 

43096 
.49420 
.50065 
.50657 
50856 
.52323 
52531 

R2 

.30747 

.42632 

.49003 

.49232 

.49303 

.49471 
,49749 
.50039 

.19301 

.27912 

.30824 

.32191 

.33473 

.33720 

.33939 

.33990 

.34023 

.13573 

.24424 

.25065 

.25661 

.25864 

.25077 

.263^3 

2 
R Change 

.30747 

.11905 

.06321 

.00230 

.00075 

.00154 

.00278 

.00290 

.19301 

.08611 

.02913 

.01367 

.01282 

.00247 

.00219 

.00050 

.00033 

.18573 

.05851 

.00641 

.00596 

.00203 

.00213 

.002^1 




