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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITION OF TERMS USED

The struggle of teachers for greater salaries from

employers has been in evidence for many years. In Indiana

this struggle reached a climax in the form of an organized

effort which effected the Indiana minimum salary law of

1945. Not only have teachers been at odds with their em­

ployers; but in many instances poor relations have existed

among 'teachers. Each,teacher thinks his particular field

of endeavor is of utmost importance and remuneration for

performance in such field should be greater than that of a

colleague in another department.

I.
, ,'j"''','' II.. ,.~ III

," .,., ..., ) l

THF. PROBLEM., '
, : ~ ,-,,' :,' ".'. .,' '.

, 0 : ',' \;,,' l

statement o~ the problem. The objectives of this

study are (1) to compare Montgomery County coaches to other

teachers of the county with respect to salary, training,

experience, teaching load, and extracurricular duti es;

(2) to compare the salaries of these groups, before and

aft~r,the passage of the 1941 and 1945 minimum salary laws

to a~ce:~ain the effect of these laws, if any, on these

salaries; and (3) to attempt an evaluation: of criticism

received by various teachers of the high schools of Mont­

gomery County.
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Importance of ~ problem. To reach an intelligent

decision on any problem reliable information must be avail­

able for consideration. This study intends to show facts

relative to salary and teaching load of Montgomery County

teachers and coaches. In so doing there will be conclusions

at hand which will give understanding to the validity or

fallacy of the present conditions of teachers t salaries and

teaching loads in Montgomery County.

In the study of this problem a great deal of atten­

tion will be given to salary, teaching load, and extra-

curricular assignments. The conclusions reac~ed should be

of great value in determining a salary schedule and would

aid materially in the construction of a daily class schedule.

other studies of this nature. This particular topic

.
~;

. ~

~
\

-I

is an original project inasmuch as it deals with certain

comparisons of Montgomery County teachers and coaches.

Nalets study,l which is referred to later in the thesis,

deals with teaching loads of ~eachers in Montgomery County

for the school year 1946-1947. That thesis touches only

one section of this study and many other conditions were

different.

lRus sel-1Milton Nale,ItA _. Survey of the Teaching
Loads of the Secondary Schools of Montgomery County."
(unpublished thesis, Indiana State Teachers College, 1947)
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II. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

Dail:t schedule. A schedule which shows what each

teacher of a school is doing each period of the day.

Minimum sala£l. The least amount of money a school

corporation may legally pay a teacher per year for services

rendered. This minimum salary is based on the training and

experience of the teacher. In this study all minimum sala-

ries are those based on an eight-month term.

Actual salary. The amount of money ac·tu.ally pai d

by the school corporation for services of the teacher.

School year. That period during which schools are

in session. In this study the school year consists of eight

and one-half months.

..
Extracurricular duties. That part of a teacher's

work that has no connection with academic work.' UWally

this work must be done after school hours.

Listener. A person who was strategically placed in

order to listen and record public opinion.

III. .ORGANIZATION OF REMAINDER OF THE THESIS

Chapter II reveals the sources of data, explains

the treatment of data, and gives a description of the
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'

1\

- ~

':-,

. l'

'.

.'

procedure followed in this study.

In Chapter III the comparison of classroom teachers

with coaches is presented. In this chapter salary, training,

experience, teaching load, and extracurricular duties are

considered.

Chapter IV attempts to determine the effect, if any,

the minimum salary laws have had on the comparison of teach­

ers' and coaches' salaries. A study of salaries of three

different periods are presented: (1) prior to the first

minimum salary law of 1941, (2) after the 1941 minimum

salary law was passed, and (3) after the 1945 'minimum sal-

ary law was passed.

A study in public opinion with respect to criticism

of public officials is presented in Chapter V. This is an

attempt to discover which teacher, or group of teachers,

if any, is the target of major criticism.

Finally, the summary and conclusions of the study

are presented in Chapter VI.



CHAPTER II

DATA AND METHOD OF PROCEDURE

I. DATA

--Sources of data. The sources-of data for this study

consist of (1) information from inspection reports required

of every school by the state Department of Public Instruc­

tion; (2) replies to questionnair~s sent to every teacher'

and coach in Montgomery County; and (3) ideas and opinions

of school patrons.

Treatment ~~. With information received from

teachers' questionnaires and from the inspection reports,

a working sheet was constructed which showed the teacher's

name, minimum salary, actual salary, training, number of

classes taught, and number of preparations made. 2 From this

working sheet information and tables were derived which de­

scribed the comparisons of salary, training and experience.

The daily class schedules were used in conjunction

with the Douglass formu1a3 in determining the teaching load

of all teachers and coaches of the county. These daily

schedules and the questionnaires gave the necessary

.'
2 See Ap~endix, p. 41

3 Harl R.Douglass, Organization ~ Administration
of Secondarz.:.schools. Ginn &Co. Chicago, 1945. p. 113.



This thesis isa product of the normative survey type

of research. For information concerning salaries, training,

and teaching schedules the files of the Montgomery County

6

information to determine the total number of hours spent in'

academic work and extracurricular duties. From this infor­

mation tables were constructed which showed the comparison

of teaChing loads and extracurricular duties.

Finally, the ideas and opinions, as given by school

patrons, were tabulated which gave a graphic picture of the

II cri ticism received by the different groups of high school
d'l

~ teachers.r

Validity ~ reliabilitZ. The inspection reports

used in this study are accepted by law aS,a legal record

and can be accepted as valid data. The questionnaires sent

to all teachers included space for the teachers' signatures

which validate their origin. The fact that these question­

naires were sent through the county superintendent's office

should increase their reliability. The opinions of school

patrons were recorded on the spot of conversation, therefore

eliminating the error of second-hand gossip.

II. METHOD OF PROCEDURE

•
~ Superintendent of Schools were used. Nearly all the necessary

data were obtained from the inspection reports which are re­

quired by the State Department of Public Instruction.

..
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For information regarding the amount of time spent

in extracurricular duties, a questionnaire 4 was sent through

the county superintendent's office to each individual teacher

and coach. This questionnaire was not only valuable in this

primary respect, but also in determining the amount of time

spent in making preparations, grading papers, and other

duties. In the field of fine arts it is difficult to judge
...

from a daily schedule just how much preparation is necessary

for these classes. This questionnaire contained a special

section which showed the activities of fine arts teachers.

Possibly the most delicate undertaking. of this dis­

course was the attempt to record school patrons' criticism

of teachers and coaches. A questionnaire5 was prepared and

sent to each principal and trustee of the county. It was

believed that these officials would be aware of direct

criticism of the teachers working under them.

Far more important, however, was another device con-

!, problem and were willing to cooperate in the project through-r:

out its entirety.

4 See lppendix, p. 44

5 See Appendix, p. 45
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All these individuals were given a definite and

-distinct idea of the problem and specific information was

given them with respect to the recording of data. In most

cases all the listener had to do was make a mental note

of the remarks passed, and after contributors had left

the scene of conversation these remarks were recorded on

a provided form. 6

It is well to note that in Montgomery County there

are twelve high schools. The city school, Crawfordsville,

was eliminated from the study because the salary schedule

and coaching staff are on a different basis t~an county

schools. Also, two of the county high schools were elimina-

ted from this study because the prinCipal and coach appear

as the same person.

Principals are excluded from this study since the

administrative nature of their positions places them under

different categories of salary, teaching load, and other

duties.

In this study 100 per cent of questionnaires sent

were returned. In some instances it was necessary to send

a second questionnaire, but inasmuch as all questionnaires

were sent through the county superintendent's office, most
!

teachers qU!Okr were to reply.i-
":1
!,""

5 See Appendix, p • 46.



CHAPTER III

I. SALARY

In this chapter the following comparisons of coaches

COMPARISON OF COACHES WITH OTHER TEACHERS WITH

RESPECT TO SALARY, TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE,

TEACHING LOAD, AND EXTRACURRICULAR DUTIES

and teachers will be made: salary, training, experience,

teaching load and extracurricular assignments. Data for the

subjects of salary, training, experience, and teaching load

were taken from records in the county superintendent's of~

fice, while data for extracurricular duties w~re obtained

through questionnaires sent to teachers and daily schedules

of the several high schools.

All figures ~esented in this chapter are those of

the school year 1947-1948 unless otherwise indicated.

For the school year 1948-1949 Montgomery County

ranked seventy,-eighth in the state with a median salary

of $2688 for secondary classroom teachers. 7 This indicates

much is to be done to bring salaries of Montgomery County

up to the median of all counties in the state.

'7 Research Service Circular No.6, (Indianapolis:
Indiana State Teachers Associat1on,:MarCh, 1949), pp. 1-2.
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Table I shows a comparison of coaches' and teach­

ers' minimum salaries and actual salaries. This table

shows that in more than half the schools the coach received

a greater salary than any other teacher of the staff.

Usually teachers who received a salary greater than the

coach had a minimum salary which exceeded the actual salary

received by the coach. This was true because of the long

experience of a few such teachers.

In Table II, page 12, the average teachert minimum

, and actual salary of each high school is compared to the

coach's minimum and actual salary. Finally, the averages

of all county teachers are compared to those of all county

coaches.

This table shows that in the county as a whole, the

average minimum of coaches exceeds that of teachers by ap­

proximately thirty-three dollars. The actual average salary

of the average coach exceeded that of the average teacher

by ,$358. This would lead us to assume that the difference

of salaries is out of proportion to the difference in mini-

.; mums, and that there must be another basis for this dlfference~,

II. TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE

Minimum, salary is b~sed upon the training and ex­

perience a teacher has had. Hence, it is well that training
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TABLE I

MINI1'iUM SALARY AND ACTUAL SALARY OF IvrONTGCMERY COU1{TY TEACHERS AND COACHES

FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1946-1947

SCHOOL A SCHOOL B SCHOOL C SCHOOL D SCHOOL E SCHOOL F SCHOOL G SCHOOL H SCHOOL I

TEACHER

~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~
s

!~r-I~ r-I~ r-I~
r-I~ r;l~ ~~

r-I~
~t: r-I~ r-I~

~~ ~~ ~~ ~
S~ ~~-r-! cd or-fcd or-ffJ .r-! cd or-f~ p~

'E~ ~~ 'E~
-r-! cd ~ or-fcd !~s:lr-I +3r-1 s:lr-I +3r-1 . s:I r-I +3r-1 s:lr-I

b~
s:lr-I

b~
+3~ s:lr-I ' +3~

~~.r-! cd Ocd -r-! cd °cd .r-! cd °cd or-faJ -r-! cd .r-! cd OaJ
iI~

Ocd
iI~

'Oed Oed
~t/) ""'lIt/) ~m <11m ~t/) <lit/) :?ilm <110) ~t/) <IIet.) ~t/) <!let.) <IIet.) <lit/) <lit/)

1 2133 2351 2533 2691 2133 2550 2213 2380 2133 2380* 2533 2776* 2133 2400 2533 2692 2213 2780

2 2173 2309 2373 2521 2213 2351* 3200 3244 2477 2125* 3005 2338* 2493 2691 3200 3400 2293 2436

3' 2293 2436 2000 2125 2133 2304 2133 2400 1800 1913 2378 2417 3111 3305 2333 2482 3054 3244

4, 2293 2436 2553 2691 2293 2436 2957 3143 3111 2550* 2333 2479 2957 3142 2533 2692 1800 2125

5 2000 2125 2413 2564 3005 3191 ,2293 2440 2533 2691 2173 2267* 1800 2172 2533 2686.

6 2293 2436 2533 ,2691 2533 2694 2533 ,2691 2253 2479 2373 2805* 2533 2692
:

7 2533 2800 2293 2436 3200 3400 2293 2521 ' .3200 3400 2861 3043

8 2173 2309* 2533 ,,2691 3200 3400

9 2173 2312

10 2765 2938

COACH 2453 2900 2413 2965 2493 3000 2533 3100 2173 2805 2373 2850 3200 3400 2841 3060 2173 2720

* Ten or twelve month salary conve rted to ei gilt and one-half month salary
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TABLE II

AVERAGE MINIMUM SALARY AND AVERAGE ACTUAL SALARY

OF TEACHERS AND COACHES IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY

FOR 1946-1947

MINIMUM SALARY ACTUAL SALARY

SCHOOL AVERAGE AVERAGE
TEACHER COACH TEACHER COACH

'"

A 2223 2453 2383 2900

B 2322 2413 2470 2965

C 2398 2493 2455 3000

D 2674 2533 2842 3100

E 2502 2173 2544 2805

F 2475 2373 2529 2850

G 2634 320P 2859 3400

H 2749 2841 2827 3060

I 2379 2173 2654 2720

COUNTY .-~.

AVERAGE 2484 2517 2618 2976
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TABLE III

WEEKS OF TRAINING AND YEARS OF EXPERIFNCE OF TEACHERS A:ND COACHES

IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1946-1947

14

SCHOOL A SCHOOL B SCHOOL C SCHOOL D SCHOOL E SCHOOL F SCHOOL G SCHOOL H SCHOOL I

<I> <I> <I> <I> <1>' <I> <I> <I>
<I> 00 0 S 8 0 0 8 0

QD ~
~ ~ QD

~
QD ~

~ g QD QD ~ QD ~

~ <I> <I> ~ <I> <I> ~ <I> l=t <I> ~ <I> ~ <I>

TEACH1ffi oM oM 'M oM oM oM oM ...-l oM ..... oS ..... oM ..... oM 'M .....
~ l=t ~ ~ ~ ~ fd l=t ~ ~ ~ ~

~ ~ ~ ~~ oM <I> oM <I> 'M 'M <I> oMoM <I> oM <I> oM <I> oM
a$ PI

~ S QJ S QJ aQJ

8 QJ

S a$ 9 QJ PI QJ PI
~ ~ ~ ~ ~

~.

~
~

~
~ ~

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

1 ~44 0 162 20 144 0 156 3 144 0 181 11 144 0 156 38 152 2

2 ~44 1 144 6 144 2 264 20 ·247 8 183 19 144 9 202 29 176 4

3 110 68 4 108 25 170 0 163 0 72 12 158 6 216 22 144 5 180 20

4 1'-44 4 144 24 156 4 255 18 180 22 144 5 183 18 178 22 97 25

5 112 23 148 7 217 19 144 4 153 11 147 1 84 29 159 29

6 144 4 144 24 156 14 168 20 144 3 144 6 178 30

7 144 8 144 4 267 25 144 4 192 28 198 16

8 144 1 156 16 203 25

9 162 1

10 180 14

COACH /-66 8 144 7 162 9 172 15 184 1 144 6 180 30 212 9 144 1



TABLE IV

AVERAGE TRAINING AND AVERAGE EXPERIENCE OF

TEACHERS AND COACHES IN MONTGOMERY

COUNTY FOR 1946-1947

TRAINING EXPERIENCE

SCHOOL AVERAGE AllERAGE
TEACHER COACH TEACHER COACH

A 150 166 2.25 8

B 137 144 15.7 7

C 149 162 5.25 9

D 202 172 12.33 15

..~-

E 176 184 12.2 1

F 158 144 8.4 6

G 167 180 12 30

H 168 212 24.25 9

,. __.

I 153 144 16 1

COUNTY
AVERAGE 162 168 12.04 9.95

15
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III. TEACHING LOADS

In applying the formula to special types of classes

="number of class periods spent per week in class­
room teaching classes for vbich the preparation
is very similar to that for some other section,
not including the original section.

NP =number of pupils in classes per week

8 Douglass, loc. cit.
-~

TL • [cp - 21guP + (NP iu50CP ) + li] [PL1oo55j

TL • units of teaching load per week

CP z class periods spent in classroom per week

16
•

PC • number of class periods spent in supervision of
study hall, student activities, teacher meetings,
assisting in administrative or supervisory work,
or other cooperation

PL =gross length in minutes of class periods

Teaching load is a term used in describing the

work done by teachers .In this study the following for­

mula as stated by Douglass8 is used:

such as physical education or music, the number of pupils

were not counted. This reduces the load since there is no

reading or grading of papers. In classes that meet for

double periods such as t.yping, practical arts, or vocational

subjects, certain changes were made. Each class period was

counted, the second period of a double period was counted as
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a duplicate of preparation, and the number of pupils were

counted for each period. 9

Table V shows the teaching load of each teacher and

each coach covered in this study. This table reveals that

the coaches' loads are not as heavy as t hose of the other

teachers. In only three schools did the coach outrank any

other teacher in the number of teaching units. In two

schools the highest teacher showed seven more teaching units

per week than the coach. This does not agree with the con­

clusion reached by Nale lO in which he states that teachers

of physical education and social studies have-the heaviest

teaching loads.

In that study, however, Nale attempted to compute

the outside work done by coaches into the teaching load

while in this study the academic teaching load and extra­

curricular duties are separated. The findings of Table V

agree with those of the Iowa studyll and the Minnesota

study12 which show that teachers of music and physical educa­

tion have the lightest teaching loads.

9 IbId., p. 114
--........ .

10 Nale, ~. cit., p. 44

11 Ethel M. Soupe and Harl R. Douglass, "The Pro­
fessionalLoad of Secondary Schools in Iowa," School Review,
XLIII (June 1935) 428-437 •

•' 12 Martin Quanbeck and Harl R. Douglass, lJTeaching
Loads in the 'High School," The Nation's Schools, XV, No.2
(February, 1935), 37-39. ---
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TABLE V

TEAC RING LOADS OF TEACHERS AND COA.CHES OF

MONTGOMERY COUNTY FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1946-1947

SCHOOL A SCHOOL B SCHOOL C SCHOOL D SCHOOL E SCHOOL F SCHOOL G SCHOOL H SCHOOL I

TEACHER UNITS UNITS Ul'HTS UNITS UNITS mUTS UNITS unITS UNITS
PER WE:BK FER WEEK PER WEEK PER WEEK PER WEEK PER WEEK PER WEEK P:ER WEEK PER WEEK

1 28.69 32.80 22.75 26.57 28 .•14 29.37 30.29 31.88 29.40

2 29.84 29.89 30 .19 28.51 29.61 31.35 26.57 27.44 30.77

3 25.95 28.26 29.40 27.65 28.20 29.12 29.59 26.38 29.19

4 30.21 32.20 25.10 25.65 31.50 28.55 28.35 31.39 29.93

5 22.31 28.00 26.89 24.38 30 .69 31.40 27.25 26.88

6 33.86 29.45 24.30 28.98 26.79 28.89 30.46

7 32.70 28.04 29.03 26.40 25.06 30.52
.

8 26 .15 27.35 29.59

9 29.07

10 27.04

COACH 26.96 25.73 28.25 26.73 26.62 30.53 23.22 25.23 27.30
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IV. EXTRACURRICULAR DUTIES

• • • educated opinion today is almost unanimous
on the importance of such activities in the whole edu­
cation of the child. They furnish experience that the
regular curriculum cannot conveniently fUrnish. They
build up in the child self-confidence and a needful
spirit of teamwork. Through them; socialization is
gained and initiative is developed. Leadership is one
of the most valuable outcomes of a well-controlled
extracurricular program.lS

Much discussion has arisen from critics of the school

Table VI compares the average teacher of each school'

with the coach with respect to teaching units per week. The

table shows that the average teacher of the county has near-

ly two more teaching units per week than the average coach.

The teaching load could not be the reason for coaches receiv­

ing greater salaries than teachers when it is shown that

coaches have the lighter teaching load.

The school of today does not consider a child's

education complete unless he participates in some activi ty

by working with other students in some common project. In

speaking of extracurricular activities Grinnell says:

who question the wisdom of teachers being paid with tax-payers'

money' to supervise extracurricular activities. However, Tead,

a leading educator of the East, states:

13 J. Earle Grinnell, Interpretin~ the Public Schools
(New York: MOGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1-3~p. 270.

"

Ii outside the academic area. There is much to be learned
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TABLE VI

AVERAGE TEACHING UNITS OF TEACHERS AND COACHES

OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY FOR 1946-1947

:

TEACHERS' AVERAGE COACHES' TEACHING
SCHOOL TEACHING UNIT PER UNIT PER WEEK

WEEK

A 28.67 26.96

B 30.29 25.73

C 27.39 28.25

D 26.60 26.73

E 28.34 26.62

F 28.90 30.53

G 28.73 23.22

H 29.36 25.23

I 29.23 27.30

COUNTY
AVERAGE 28.61 26.73
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An important factor here is for us to recognize
more explicitly and consistently that the work which
teachers do in student counseling and in the guidance
of extracurricular duties is work that will be ac­
corded full credit when promotion is being considered.14

It is generally understood that a teacher's day does

not end simultaneously with the dismissal bell. Much work

must be completed at some other time. In some schools of

this study it is a practice for each teacher to have at least

one free period for such work. 15 This practice is not uni­

form for- all schools, however, and even if it were, the time

is not sufficient. In many cases the period is free in ap­

pearance only. Students constantly seek consultation with

the teacher and often such conferences occur during the free

period. In general, teachers do not object to this, but it

cuts down considerably the amount of preparation the teacher

can do while at school.

14 Tead Ordway, "The Extracurricular Challenge in
UrbanUIl,iversities," School 2 Society, LXV (April, 1947) 259.

15 See daily schedules in the Appendix, pp. 47-62
I..
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required to keep school accounts on their own time, while

recognition was given as it was reported on the questionnaire.

It must be noted that some teachers reported that they were

quency of the number of cases. Of cour se it was ne cessary
11

.~ to convert the time spent into a figure which would repre-
H
~ sent time spent per week throughout the school year. On
f
11) this baSis"it was discovered that play directors ~nd time-.,
~i keepers or scorekeepers at basketball games worked for a
ii.t period of time equal to two hours per week, while class
I!

~ sponsors worked for a period equal to one~half hour per week.

, In all cases of irregular activi ty individual
~;

required that it was necessary to dete~mine a standard to

follow. Teachers who coached class plays, were class spon­

sors, or kept time or score at all basketball games were

credited with a standard amount of time for this activity.

This standard was determined by taking the greatest fre-

some schools granted time in the daily schedule for this.

In this study all teachers who kept school accounts were

given recognition of this fact in the teaching load. If a

period was provided in the daily schedule for this work, it

was counted as such. If time was not allotted in the schedule

for this 'fUnction an extra cooperation period was added for

such teachers and was computed into the teaching load.

Table VII shows the number of hours every teacher

and coach spends outside of school hours for class
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TABLE VII

NUMBER OF HOURS SPENT IN ACADEVJ.!C PREPARATION AND EX:TRACURRICULAR DUTIES

BY TEACHERS AND COACHES OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1946-1947

-
SCHOOL A SCHOOL B SCHOOL C SCHOOL D SCHOOL E SCHOOL F SCHOOL G SCHOOL H SCHOOL I

I I I I I J
~

J I
s::l

~
s::l g P g g ~ p pC) s::l C) § s::l s::l 0 s::l 0 s::l 0, s::l 00 'M CJ) 0 'M CJ) .~

'M (I) 'M $ 0 'M CJ) . 0 'M CJ) 0 'M m 0 ~i1} 0 •..-1 CJ)'M H Q) •..-1 HQ) HQ) 'M ~ •..-1 HQ) -..-I ~Q) -..-I i:l ...-I •..-1 ~Q) -..-I HQ)O+, H'M O+' ~'M O+'
~~

O+' ~'..-I O.p
~~

o.p
~~

o.p o+'
~~

O+,
~~H 'M oj g1j 'M ~ ,+' 'M oj

~~ g+' •..-1 oj ~oj ~oj P.p ~oj

i~
Q) SH £3 0!1 ffi~ o~ ~S

EI H o~ ElF-! o~ E1H o~ ElF-!
~~ ~S,.q Q)oj cdA Q)oj Q)oj Q)oj Q)oj

~~ ~~0 rdA H rdA ~ rdA ~ rdA rdA ~ rdA ~ ~ ~ rdA ~oj oj Q) .pH ojQ) .pH ojQ) +,H ojQ) +,F-! QJQ) +'F-! cdQ) .pF-! cdQ)

~~
cdQ) +,F-! cdQ) -PF-!Q)

~~ ~~
O~

~~
OF-!

~~
oF-!

~~
oF-!

~~
oF-!

~~ ~t: ~~ M~
OF-!

~~E-l ~P-t <:!fP-! ~P-i <lP-i <lP-i <lP-!

1 8 1 8 5 6 10 9 5 5 5 5 10 15 1 5 1 8 3

2 0 8 10 5 15 12 15 2 10 15 3 3 15 1 8 3 8 2

3 15 4 2 0 8 2 5 2 10 9 8 5 3 3 10 3 10 2

4 10 2 4 2 14 3 10 1 5 5 15 5 6 1 , 10 5 10 6

5 10 2 4 2 3 4 8 2 10 4 16 3 5 3 10 2

6 10 4 8 4 5 1 8 2 6 1 15 3 9 5

7 4 2 5 3 10 2 5 4 5 .;4 12 4

8 5 2 7 3 8 1

9 12 4

10 10 4

COACH 10 13 5 20 6 15 3 14 4 23 8 17 2 23 1 21 10 15
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nected with academic duties. However, the coach far out-

classes taught by coaches do not require the hours of pre-

spent outside the school day in extracurricular duties.

This table shows that nearly all teachers spend more

time outside of school hours than do coaches in work con-

p~eparation, grading of papers, and other duties in con­

nection with academic work as well as the number of hours

ranks the other teachers in the amount of time spent in

extracurricular activities. These findings are to be ex­

pected because (1) the coaches' teaching loads were found

to be less than other teachers, (2) the physical education

Table VIII illustrates that the average county

teacher spends 3.31 hours per week more than the average

county coach in making preparation for academic work.

The average county coach spends 14.1 hours per week more

than the average county teacher in extracurricular duties.

It was found that the average school in this study

was in session from eight o'clock in the morning until

three-thirty in the afternoon, with thirty minutes off

for lunch. These figures show that the working day at

sohool is seven hours. From Table VIII it is seen that
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TABLE VIII

AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOURS PER WEEK SPENT OUTSIDE

OF SCHOOL FOR ACADEMIC PREPARATION AND EXTRA­

CURRICULAR DUTIES BY TEACHERS AND COACHES

OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY IN 1946-1947

PREPARATION EXTRACURRICULAR DUTIES

SCHOOL TEACHERS TEACHERS
AVERAGE COACH AVERAGE COACH

A 8.25 10 5 13

B 6.95 4 3.9 20

C 8.13 6 4.5 15

D 7.83 :'3 2.5 14

E 8.00 4 6.4 23

F 7.43 5 4.6 17

G 10.71 2 2.3 23

H 8.38 1 3.1 21

I 9.12 10 3.0 15

COUNTY
AVERAGE 8.31 '5 3.8 17.9

25,
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the total number or hours per day ror the average county

teacher would be 9.42, while the total hours per day for

the average county coach is 11.58. This dirference of

2.16 hours spent each day may be a partial basis for the

greater salary received by the coach.

Some school corporations have a definite schedule

set up to compensate those teachers who spend time outside

of school hours directing extracurricular activities.

Anderson16 describes the Merrill, Wisconsin, salary sched­

ule which provides extra pay at the rate of $100 per extra

unit for special services. He states:

Each special service is assigned a number of
units based upon the additional work involved. It
is understood that this special wark is not so­
called curricular activity conducted during the
school day except in the cases of supervisors or
principals.17

-It is reasonable to assume that the coaches would

be allowed three or three and one-half uni ts of special

service for coaching duties. This would indicate that the

relationship of coaches' and teachers' salaries of Mont­

gomery County is comparable to those of other localities.

16 Stuart Anderson, "Salary Schedule Practices,"
The Nation's Schools, XLIII, No.2 (February, 1949) 54.

17 Loc. cit.--

26,



CHAPTER IV

L minimum salary law in 1945.

of 1944-1945 and 1946-1947. For the period 1937-1938 to

1944-1945 the average county coach's salary increased $568,

46 per cent, as compared to an increase of $4~O, 37 per cent,

for the average county teacher. During the second period,

however, the average oounty teacher's increase amounted to

Table X, page 29, oompares the average county

teaoher's and ooach's aotual salary of 1937-1938 to those

period increased by $1184 .or 89 per cent.

the average county coach's minimum salary for the same

from 1944-1945 to 1946-1947 by $1120 or 82 per cent, whereas

law was passed in 1941. This law was superseded by a new

~ In this chapter an attempt will be made to show~

~ any effect the passage of minimum salary laws has had on!I
'I
fl the relationship of teachers' and coaches' salaries. It!~
'I
Ii will be remembered that the first Indiana minimum salary}~
c

EFFECT OF MINIMUM SALARY LAWS ON SALARIES

OF TEACHERS AND COACHES

\'.:

ti Data for this part of the study were taken from
'(

ti inspection reports on file in the office of the county
~:~

r\ supe rint endent of schools.
I;

ft Table IX compares the average county teacher's andil
~I coach',s salary of 1944-1945 with that of 1946-1947. This

r shows that the average county teacher's minimum increased
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TABLE IX

AVERAGE OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY TEACHERS' AND COACHES'

MINIMUM SALARIES FOR SCHOOL YEARS 1944-1945 and 1946-1947

AVERAGE COUNTY TEACHER'S AVERAGE COUllTY COACH'S
MINIMUM SALARY MINIMUM SALARY

SCHOOL
SCHOOL YEAR ·SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR

1944-1945 1946-1947 1944-1945 1946-1947

A 1420 2223 1300 2453

B 1346 2322 1160 2413

C 1325 2398 1400 2493

D 1453 2674 1400 2533

E 1398 2502 1160 2173

F 1317 2475 1360 2373

G 1324 2634 1480 3200

H 1368 2749 1480 2841

I 1315 2379 1260 2173

.COUNTY
AVERAGE 1363 2483 1333 2517



TABLE X

AVERAGES OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY TEACHERS' .liID COACHES' SAIARIES RECEIVED

DURING SCHOOL YFARS 1~~7-1938, 1944-1945, AND 1946..1947

29

AVERAGE COUnTY TEACHER'S SALARY AVERAGE COUNTY COACH'S SALARY

SCHOOL SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL Y:EAR SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR
1937-1938 1944-1945 1946-1947 19Zrz-1938 1944-1945 1946...1947

A 1100 1420 2383 1040 1920 2900

B 1080 1470 2470 1200 1520 2965

C 1131 1553 2455 1280 1800 3000

D 1080 1587 2842 1240 2400 3100

E 1044 1485 2544 1280 1600 2805

F 1139 1600 2529 1200 1480 2850

G n07 1528 2859 1440 2200 3400

H 1134 1485 2827 1360 1800 3043

I 1068 1450 2654 ll60 1§00 2720

COUNTY
AVERAGE 1098 1508 2618 1245 1813 2976
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$~110, 75 per cent, as compared to an increase of $1163,

64 per cent, for the average county coach.

For the period from 1944-1945 to 1946-1947 the

average county teacher's minimum increased $1120, 82 per

cent, and the salary increased $1110, 75 per cent. During

the same period the average county coach's minimum increased

$1184, 89 per cent, and the salary increased $1163, 64 per

cent.

From these figures it is concluded that the minimum

in this chapter, the average coach has always drawn a

greater salary than the average teacher. It is also noted

that over the period of tan years from 1937-1938 to 1946­

1947, the average county coach's salary has increased by

139 per cent as compared to an increase of 127 per cent for

the average teacher.
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CHAPTER V

PUBLIC CRITICISM

When a teacher signs a contract for a year of

teaching, there is no mention of the amount of public

criticism to be endured. It is true that certain teachers

have personalities which invite more criticism than others,

and some communities are known to be more critical of teachers

than are-other communities. With this in mind, the purpose

of this chapter is to detect which teacher, or group of

teachers, if any, is the target of unjust cri tlcism.

I. DEFINITION OF SPECIFIC TERMS

For the sake of clear understanding, certain terms

peculiar to this particular chapter must be explained.

Personal biased. Criticism which is given by a

parent or close relative.

Momentarilz biased. Criticism given by a patron

while under emotional strain who ordinarily would not

criticize unjustly.

Chronic criticism. This type of criticism is given

by one who is dissatisfied regardless of circumstances or

outcome.



four reports. Eight reports did not show cr! ticism of teach­

ers, five did not show criticism of principals, and one did

not show criticism of the coach.

This report would indicate that officials of the

schools are criticized in the following order: (1) coaches,

(2) principals, and (3) teachers. In only one report did

~ the off'icial consider the criticism jus tified•

.
A,
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Intelligent criticism. Carefully thought-through

ideas presented at times when all parties concerned are

emotionally stable.

II. CRITICISM AS REPORTED TO PRINCIPALS AND TRUSTEES

The data for t his part of the study was obtained from

questionnaires which were sent to all principals and trustees

of the schools covered in this survey.

Table XI shows the criticism of certain teachers as

reported by principals and trJstees. The table shows the

rank of criticisms. The number one indicates that that

teacher was criticized most. Of eighteen cases reported,

coaches were criticized most in ten cases, and second most

in four more. Principals were criticized most in five cases,

and second most in seven more. Teachers were criticized most

in two cases, second most in three reports, and third most in

III. CRITICISM BY PATRONS

Data tor this section w~re obtained by a listener
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TABLE XI

CRITICISM OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOL OFFICIALS

AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS AND TRUSTEES

RANK OF CRITICISM
OFFICIAL
REPORTING COACH PRIN. TRUSTEE TEACHERS CO. SUPT.

A 1

B 1 2 3 4

C 3 2 1

D 1 2

E 1 2 3

F 2 1

G 2 1

H 1 2 3

I 1 2 3

J 1 2

K 2 1

L 1 2 3

M 1 2

N 2 1 3

0 l' 3 2
'>;~

P 3 1 2

Q '1 2
",

R 1 2 I
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total.

73 cases being recorded.

IS See Appendix, p. 63

cism he would make mental notes of what was said until such

reliable person was given a score sheet similar in form

to that shown in Table XII. 18 As the listener heard criti-

Of the 421 cases reported, 196 or 47 per cent were

who was located in each town which had a sChool in this

For this reason reliable and intelligent persons were enlisted

Table XII shows that coaches were criticized most

to help obtain the necessary information.

Table XII shows the report of criticism as given

time as actual recording could take place. In this manner,

of conversation would rarely be adverse criticism of him.

survey. The investigator, because of his position, was

not able to gather this information first-hand because if

he should appear on the scene of a discussion, the topic

the school patrons were not aware that their opinions were

being recorded.

severely, 259 cases being recorded. Teachers were second

with 74 cases being recorded, and principals were third with

chronic criticisms, 91 cases, 22 per cent, were momentarily

biased criticisms, while personal biased and intelligent

criticisms each reported 67 cases or 15 per cent of the

i: by school patrons and tabulated by the listener. Thisd,
if!



TABLE XI

PUBLIC CRITICISM OF 1iIONTGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOL OFFICIALS

AS REPORTED BY SCHOOL PATRONS

..
PRINCIPAL COACH TEACHERS OTHERS

r-I r-I r-I r-I0 • • • '" • • • • cd • • • • '" • • .. • cd
SCHOOL I=q I=q 0 0 ..p I=q I=q 0 0 ..p I=q I=q 0 0 ..p I=q p:J 0 0 ..p• • • • 0 • • • • 0 • • • • 0 • • • • 0p., ~ 0 H E-l p., ~ 0 H E-l P.f ~ 0 H E-l p.,. ~ 0 H E-l

A 2 5 3 10 7. 10 23 ~ 6 46 4 2 3 9 1 1 2

B 1 3 4 4 9 12 3 28 1 4 1 6 1 1

C 2 4 9 1 16 2 5 9 5 21 1 5 2 8 2 1 3
--

n 3 2 5 ·6 3 14 3 26 2 1 7 10

E 3 1 4 8 5 7 6 2 20 3 5 1 9 1 2 3

F 4 2 3 9 3 9 14 4 30 1 4 2 7 1 2 3

G 2 6 1 9 6 2 11 5 24 2 3 5 1 1

H 1 3 2 6 1 5 16 7 29 3 5 1 9 1 1

I 2 2 1 1 6 3 14 12 6 35 3 2 6 11 1 1

TOTAL 15 9 36 13 73 37 64 ...17 41 259 13 14 39 8 74 2 4 4 5 15
'.
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Reports from these two separate sources showed that

coaches were criticized approximately three times as much

as teachers. \¥hat effect such criticism has on coaches and

teachers is a phenomenon that cannot be measured. Consider-

ing a theoretical case of a teacher and a coach having

identical personalities, it is reasonable to assume that

three times the amount of criticism directed toward one

would have a greater adverse effect on that person's mental

well-be1-ng.

It is interest'ing here to note that apparently the

clientele reporting in this study is much more concerned

about the type of athletic supervision than about the

academic opportunities offe~ed the pupils of their commu­

nities. This public criticism follows closely an idea

expressed by Koos when he declares:

The spontaneous interest in interscholastic athle­
tics as now emphasized makes it particularly difficult
to achieve anything like a balanced recognition in the
press and in public· attention for all aspects of secon­
dary education • • .19

Public criticism is sometimes reflected in the

turnover of teaching personnel. Hedge20 found in his study

that in the middle thirties, coaches had a 25 per cent

greater turnover than teachers.

19 Leonard V. Koos, and others, Administerirs the .
Secondary School (Chicago: American BOOK Co., 194o~P:-r38.

20 Melvih O. Hedge, "Turnover Among Teachers in
Township Schools of Indiana in 1934-1935." (unpublished
thesis, .Indiana state Teachers College, 1936) p. 73.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The summary of the findings in this study is as

follows:

1. In over half the schools in the study the coach

received a higher salary than any other teacher on the staff.

2. The average county coach's minimum salary ex-

ceeded the average county teacher's minimum salary by thirty­

three dollars.

3. The average county coach's actual salary exceeded

that of the average county teacher by $358.

4. In over two-thirds of the schools, the coach

had more training than the average teacher of that school.

5. In more than one-half the schools the average

teacher had more experience than the coach.

6. The average of all county teachers showed this

'~
, :1

group to have had six weeks less training, but slightly

over two years. more experience than the average of all

county coaches.
,

7. The average county teacher's teaching load ex-

ceeded that of the average county coach by nearly two

teaching units per week.

8. The average county teacher spent 3.31 hours

more per week than did the average county coach in outside
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p~eparation for academic work. This includes grading papers'

and making lesson plans.

9. The average county coach spent 14.1 hours more

per week than did the average county teacher in extracurri-

cular duties.

10. In total time spent, the average county coach

spends 2.16 hours more per day than the average county

teacher.

11-. The minimmn salary laws of Indiana have not given

teachers and coaches. The average coach spends approximate­

ly .fourteen hours per week more than the average teacher in

extracurricular duties, and receives three times the amount

of criticism than the average teacher receives.

Within the limits of this study, this leaves the con­

clusion that the greater amount of time spent in extrac~ri­

cular duties and the greater amount of criticism received

must be the justification of the Coach's greater salary.
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to APPENDIX A
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRES

To teachers of Montgomery County:

This is a survey to determine the amount of time

spent by teachers beyond classroom duties. Please fill

out the enclosed blank immediately and return to my

office in the provided stamped envelope.

Sincerely,

John W. Ward

Teacher's SIgnature School

1. Approximately how many hours per week do you spend
outside of school hours preparing lessons, grading
papers, and so forth?

2. Check any of the following duties which you perform:

Class Sponsor

Librarian

Sec. of School
Activity Fund

Home Room

Counselor

Club Sponsor

Keep Register

Co-ordinator of
school lunch

~ 3. How much time is spent each week during school hours
for this actiVity?

4. How much time per week is spent outside of school hours
for this actiVity?

To Fine Arts Teachers:
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5. How many different preparations do you make each week
f'or class work?

6. How much time is spent per week during school hours
in teaching private lessons?

7. Do these lessons require any preparation on your part?
_____________. If so, how many hours per week?

8. How much time per semester is spent outside of' school
hours for band or chorus rehearsals?

9. Do such rehearsals require extra driving and expense
on your part?

To Coaches:

10. Can any of' your coaching duties be accomplished during
the school day? How much? _

11. How many hours weekly is spent outside of' school hours
in practice sessions? (includes high school, junior
high, and grades)

12. How much time is spent per week at actual ball games
of' which your team participates? _

13. Are you required to provide transportation at your own
time and expense?

14. How much time do you spend on administration of the
athletlc program?

n;
[1' To all teachers:
l:.</,

15. List any duties not included in this questionnaire, or
use this space to' explain any item not fully covered
in this form.
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To the school official:

An attempt is being made to judge public criticism of

school personnel. Would you please fill out the following

questionnaire and return to my office immediately.

. Sincerely,

John w. Ward

1. List in order the school officials who in your opinion.
receive the most adverse criticism from the citizenry.

2. About how many actual cases of criticism have come to
your personal attention? Again lis t in order and the
number each have received.

3. To the best of your knowledge is the criticism justi-
fied? Yes No. (underline)

4. Is the criticism chronic or spotty? (underline)

5. Are the people in your community cooperative and in ac­
cord with the school policy and officials (1) at all
times, t2) only when things go smooth, (3) never? (un­
derline)

6. Make any' other comment here which describes the attitude
of the people in your community toward your school.
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SCHOOL D (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX D

PUBLIC OPINION RECORDING SHEET

TO RECORDERS:

MAKE A MENTAL NOTE OF OPINIONS AND AT A TIME UNKNOWN

TO PATRON LIST THE OPINION BELOW IN PROPER CATEGORY.

PERSONAL MOMENTARY CHRONIC IN'rELLI G./:!;NT
BIASED BIASED CRITICISM CRITICISM

COACH

PRINCIPAL

· ....... ' , '" '· ,- ... ' , ' ,
, ,

", ... ", ,--- , ,· . .. '

... ' " ' ,

: ' '- " ' '

TEACHERS ' , ., ' ...
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