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"Via ovum cranium difficilis est." ' T ' -

As liberally translated by Adlai v
E. Stevenson: "The way of the-egghead .
iS hardo" ’ ! /

Background of the Study, Principal Research Questions..and Data Problems

Illinois - like many other states 1s'underg01ng a decllne in the number of
pupllS in its K-12 Jur1sd1ct10n. ThlS decllne began in the l972-73 school year
and is projected to cont1nue for at least fourteen years culmlnatlng in a twenty
percent decrease by the school year l985—86 In the sprlng of'l975, State Super--
intendent Joseph M. Cronin appolntea a Task Force on Decllnlng Enrollments chalred

by Howard E. Brown to 1nvest1gate aspects of th1s decllnlng enrollment problem in

Iilinois. The Task Force issued its report in December, 1975. (1) The short turn-

around time of the TasK Force did not enable it to explore a number of aspects of

the declining enrollment s1tuatlon trat would- requ1re the collectlon and analys1u

of data over a longer perlod of t1me. In answer to this need the Division of State

ASS1stance, United.States Cffice of qucatlon, prov1ded some funds to the Center

for the Study of Educational Finance at Illinois State University to explore as-

pects of the ‘declining enrollment s1cuat10n that were not expected to be investi- -

gated in any great detail by the Illinois Task Force. This manuscript constitutes

therefore both a report to the Un1ted States Cfflce of Educatlon and a supplemeut

to the Illinois Task Force on Declining Enrollments.

The authors are indebted to Ms. Esther Tron ‘«f the D1v151on of State As-

-

sistance, USOE for first suggestlng this proJect to us and for encouraglng us

‘throughout the duration of the proJect. We are also indebted to a number of pro-
l fessionals in the Il11n01s Office of Educat1on who belped us secure the necessary

- data. These include Dr. Sally Pancrazlo and Mr. David Ellsw0rth of the Depart-

mwgt of Pesearch and Statistics, Dr. Fred Bradshaw and Mr. Robert Pyle of the
Department of Finance, Grants, and Felmbursements, and Mr, Marlln D. Cl1nton of
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the Department of Coﬁpenéatory EQucatiéﬁ. We also express our gratitude ta Dr.
Vernon C. Pohl;ann"of the ISU Sociology Department for his support, édvice, and
counsel. Ms. Carol‘Blake should be credited with puttiﬂg our various tables and
‘prose into readable form.. The graphs were prepared by Miss Joanne/LB;g. The
authofs alone, howeYér, remain responsible for all e:pofé of fact, intefprétation;
and opinion. . = ' ’ .

We began this investigation with more than a little hesitation. In‘_ the
first place Qe could find no quy of theory to act as a basis forAfhe empirical -
work. Apparently social scienfists have been so busy in past decades buii&ing
concepts and models of orgénizatiénal and economic growth-that ﬁhey‘ignored the

“possibility that public education could beqoﬁé an area of decline rather than
growth; Patterns of organizatiohal life for institutions in’decline; dééremental =
budgeting rather than incremental budéetipg, staff reductions.raL“ér than staff

recruitment, planning for fewer clients rather than planning for mcre clients, .

‘these are all painfully new realities for the €ducational practitioner and for the

educational researcher. There are a few articleé,'in‘particular one by Goettél

-

and Firestine,(2) that offer the start of some conceptual basis for studying pub-
. . b i
lic education in decline. -In the main, however, the reader should be forewarned
~that this is largely an ad hoc or aﬁheoretical piece of work, more in the nature

of investigatory reporting than thefhypothetico-deductive framework most researchers

3 H

_are accustomed to using. !
Since we had no firm theoreﬁical basis upon which to erect and test hy-
pciheses, we fe}tAback'on the appro%cﬂ of simply asking some rathéf basic questions

Lo

about this phenomena of enrollment 'decline, guided in part by concerns which the
Task Force had previously raised. For examplé, a statement in the Task Force re-
lating to fhe variabilitz of enrollment decline vs. enrollment growth intrigued us:

o Geﬁerally'enrollments are decreasing in central cities, older
suburbs and small town/rural areas, but at varying rates (emphasis

S
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ours). With the exception of a few downstate counties, enrollments
are continuing to increase in only those suburban counties in north=
east Illinois adjacent to or near Cook County. (3), -

°

'This statément rests, at least partially, upon an analysis of enrollment change.

from the fall of 1971 to the fall of 1973 conducted on a county basis by Ellsworth. (%)
We therefore took as our first questions:. "What is the-distribution among Illinois.

school districts of this enrollment decline and growth?" and "Where is this de=

bcline or growth occurring in the state?! T.e Task Force was also concerned with

changes in professional staff that would occur because of the enrollment changes.

" In particular they were- concerned with reductions in force of both teachers and

administrators. Two parallel questions then are: "What is the distribution among

Illinois school districts of decline or growth in profeseional staff?" and "Where

is this decline or growth occurring in the state?" Finally there is the question
that relates-the.enrollment and the staff change data; M"What is the:relationship'
between the decline or growth in enrollments and the decline vr growth in professional )
staff?" This last concern can also b. putuin terms'of teacher/administrator ratio
studies and the Task Force clearlyAhad these in mind:

- The Task Force recommendsé a state sponsored administrative
staffing study as a service to boards, superintendents, and teacher
. groups in a time of declining enrollments. This study could provide
criteria to determine whether the administrative staff is off. balance
or not (emphasis ours), and to recommend administrative. staffing- '
vatterns based on district and attendance area enrollment and other

factors. (5)

e

/

We/decided, therefore, that we should make at least a preliminary investigation

of changes in administrative staff as well as teaching staff.

Problems of data availability and the form in which data is kept are nothing

'fnew to researchers but- seemed especially troublesome on this assignment. Although

_Jn

enrollment decline began to show at the state-Wide level only in 1972=73, it seemed
advisable to go back to l970-7l as a base year for the enrollment change analys1s
with -1974=75 as the last year for which we could get data. We then faced a de=

Cision as to which time period would be appropriate for the collection of educa=



tional pefsonnel ?hange data. dne could make a good case that the collection of 1
staff change data should be légged, .That'is, thét enrollment decline or en;ollmedt
growth p?ecedes.staff changes. HoWever,lsince the last staff change data avail-

able to us was 1973-”4, this Qas not a viéblevoption‘élthough we still prefer it

and récommend it as soon as it is feasible to operate such a design. Since we

cogld not have a légged model, the next best option was to have a simulténedus

modei, that is, the data would be collected for the sameJtime period for both en- F
rollment change and spaff change; Regrettably this also proved to Se impossible
,sincevthe data tapes for the 1970-71 school year pr@ved.to be dgmaged and unuse- i
able. This Situatipn_éould be corrected, but at greatér cos€ in resources and

time than weugould afford. We therefore settled on a five-year time period con-
'trast.that is clearly not very satisfactory but the‘best that cduld be done under
the circumstances: 1970-71 to 1974~75 (inclusive) for enrollme..i change and 1969~
" 720 to 1973-74 (incluéive) for staff changes. Wé also found the staff change data
tb be extremely expensivé to work with as far as machine time is concerned7 This
is true Bécause the data is collected initially for retirementypurposes'on each -
individual staff meﬁ%er. The investigator must first aggregate to the diétrict .

level before an analysis betw?en'districts can be aftempted. The fact that Illinois

[N, : ,
.

J§till has over 1*thou§and\schdgiﬂai5£ficté‘of course continués téﬂébmpiicaté“aii’J.'
administrative research in the state, and to raise the cost of that research to
very high levels. Other quélifications are raised . elsewhere in the manuscript,

but it should be clear that we regard this as only a first attempt to explore

some facets of declining enrollment and in no sense is it definitive.



' " The Study Populations

4

The initial population was the l 052 school districts in Illinois as of

1974-75 (442 K-12; 476, K—8 134 9-12). Preliminary 1nvestlgat10n revealed

that only a small number of hlgh,school dlstrictS»had lost pupils:during fhe pericd -

1970-71 to 1974~ 75 and s1nce we were primarily concerned with the effects of pupil
' dec11ne, this population was dropped from the study. Thus after the first two
‘tables, the study is restricted to”the population of unit (K=-12) districts and
elementary (KeS) districts in the state. Since much of the focus of the study’

is on changes fhrough time, specifically on changes in pufil population between'
1970-71 to 1974-75, and changes in staff between 1969-70 to 19"3—74 school dis-
trlct reorganlzatlons and consolldatlons would affect these "change" flgures.

We identified 55 K-~12 .districts and 55 K-8 districte that had_gone'through exten-
sive,reorganizations during these time periods and drOpped then from the.study.
population. The study populations for the cross-sectlonal tables on staff’ and
enrollment change are thus '"near" populatlons omitting only reorganizations and
consolidations. The largest school system in the ~state, Chicago, is unfortunately j
not intluded in these data. This is primarily due to the fact tnat'Chicago reports
its staff cnaracteristics through a different retirement system and comparable
staffing data was nct available to us at the time of the study. “Any extension of
this study should definitely include Chicégc; The "cent...L city" school districts
used in the cross-seccional analysis are therefore tne other'eight central city
districts in Iliinois, excluding-Chicsgo, In the discriminant function section

the decision was made to drop school districts with enroiimené changes of less than
five percent. ‘TMis reduced the study pOpulatlons to 335 elementarles and 237 unit
districts which is approximately 7Q% of the initial elementary populatlon and

54% of the unit population.



Sources of Data

Data for/this study were primerily collected from two sources. Property
Assessed Valuations, Educational Tai Rate, Per;cntage.of Title I, Percentage of
Teachers with Masters Degrce and above Average Sslary, Type”and ﬁnmber of Teachers,
Time Employed and Enrollment were provided by the Illinois Office of Education.
Data pertaining to percentage of families with income over $15,000, percentage of
females between 14 to 44 years of age, percentage of minority relative to the total
population.in a given district were generated from the 1970 Federal Census of Hous-
ing and Population data which were transferred to the school district basis from
the county and township basis by Dr. Vernon c. Pohlmann.and-his associates in 1974

and Illinois State University.

Definitions of Variables

FPollowing are the descriptionslof variables used in tnis study:

1. Property Assessed Valuations: This is the total dollar amount of the
assessed property valuation, representing the level of district wealth under the
current education funding system. The 1971 property assessed.veluation per pupil .
vas used in tnis_study. |

- 2. ’Edncational Tax Rate: This is the tax rate for education purpose,
which is different than the operating tax rate. The 1970-71 educational tax rate
was used in this.study. | )

3.‘ Totel District Enrollment: This includes all of'the K-12 students
reported in the fall housing record. The;l97Q-7l and l974~75 district enrollments
were included in this study so that‘the change of enrollment can be computed.
Distriot enrollment in 1970~71 was also inputed as a-size variable in the dis-
criminant analysis-in which tne.characteristics of districts experiencing.either :

declining or rising enrollment can be identified..

2 -
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b, ?ercentage of Title I students: This variable is the number of students
reporting their family'incOme below the poverty level on'on aid for dependent
- children, This data was drawn.from the IOE annual statfstical report under the
Title I account. Both 1970-71 and l974-75 Title Iastudents,Were‘used to calculate
the change of the-ratio.between numoer of Title I students and district. enrollment.

5. Percentage of teachers with hasters.degree and above: This'is simply
the number of teachers receiving masters degree or above divided by the total num-
ber of teachers, not including administrators.. The data was 1969-70 data.

6. Average Salary:- This is the- aggregate salaries lelded by the number
_of teachers, again not including administrators._ The 1969~70 data was used in
this study. |

7. Type of Personnel: _There were 39‘positions in l969¥70 and'45 positions
listed in the teacher service record in l973-74. For simplicity, all positions

were classified into the six major groups. . 1) Group 1 is the administrative group

including the following p051t10ns.‘ Superintendent of Educational Service Region,
.Ass1stant Superintendent of Educational SerVice Region, District Superintendent
Administrative Ass1stant Ass1stant Superintendent, Business Manager, Elementary
Principal, Assistant Elementary Principal, Junior High School Principal Assistant
Junior High School Principal, Ass1stant Senior High School Principal Junior High
'lSchool Dean, Senior High School Dean, Supervisor, Consultant and Coordinator.

2) Group 2 is 'thie regular teacher group which does not include muSic, art and
physical education teachers who require separate analys1s. 3) Group 3 is a so-
called ”supporting teacher group" including all art music and phys1cal ‘education
teachers. k) Group 4 includes only special education teachers. 5) Group 5 is
supporting staff group, including Guidance Counselor, School Librarian, Audio~
Visual Director, Speech Correction, School Psychologist, Social Workers, School

[v)

_Nurse, ‘and Instructional TV. 6) Group 6 is .a remedial teacher group, including

‘remedial reading and Title I (ESEA) Teachers.

o



8. FTE-(Full-time equivalent) Personnel Units: This study takes into
consideration‘part-time teacers, administrators, sunporting-staff, etc., by mul-.
tlplylng the fraction of t1me employed by the number of months employed and ‘then
d1v1d1ng by nine. This is an’ ‘important cons1derat1on since personnel reductions
can often take place in part- tlne\staff prior to personnel reductlons in: full-
time, staff. We ﬁeel that studies of ull-time staff only will tend to underesti- .
mate the extent of the staff reduction un@erway. . e

9. Percent of Fam1l1es Income Over $l5 000: 'This variable is. the'number
of families reporting incomes of $15,000 or more d1v1ded by the total number of
'famllles reportlng in 1970 census.‘ This variable is highly correlated with percent
of people rece1v1ng four years of college educatlon or more in the prellmlnery
.check of variables. e | .
| 11. Percent of Females Between 14 and kb years of age: This variable is
the number of females reportingqages between 1k and W, -

12. Percentage of Minority to the”Total Population: :This variable is the

humber of nonwhlte relative to the total district poﬁulation.«
. .

13. Pupil/Teacher Ratio: ‘This is the number of pupils divided by the

number of teachers; regardless of what type.- |

14, Teacher/Admlnistrator'ﬁatio: .This is the number of FTE teachers

divided by the number of administrators. ]

15. Community types'were defined as follows: The school district serving

N the_major city of every standard metropolitanmstatistical area, except in this.

particular study, the city of Chicago,'was assigned to the group of central cities. _
| AlYL other d1str1cts in the SMSA except the central c1ty were designated as subur=
ban. Suburban d1str1cts were then d1chocomlzed into e1ther high growth or stable
(slow growth) suburbs according to.the enrollment changes between l964 65 and

" 1973-74. The median percentage»enrollment change of all suburban school districts .

'-_was‘computed. Those suburban dis:ricts with percentage enrollment change higher"
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than the median were classified as high growth suburb;; these below the median

were clagsified as slow growth suburbs. School districts serving a city Qith a
population of 10,000 or more, but not located in an SMSA,were designaﬁ;d independent
city school districts. Ali school districts o?tside of SMSAs, other than the in- |
defendent city districts, were qlassified'aé rural. Similar, though not identical
claséifications have long béén used in school finance research af the University

of Wisconsin. (6)

Ageregate Changes in Enrollment and Staff

Tables oneland two present aggregate data for the study population with
regard to enrollments and three categories of staff: regular *eachers, special
teachers and supporting staff, and administrators. In these tabies,_and elsewhere

~ throughout this report, data is presented accbrding tc thé organizational type of
.thé aistrict: unit (K-12), elementary (K-8), and high scﬁool (9-12). This com-
plicétes the analysis, but we héve discovered no satisfaétory way to merge fhese
ponulations when dealing wifh fiscal or fisqalvre;ated'variables in Illinois. As
éan be seen from table one, enroilment decline during'the,five-year pgriod under
observatidﬁ was égimarily a phenoﬁena of the elementary distric}s, with less decline
in the unit districts and with actual overall growth still being registered in

the high school districts. As mentioned in thé study popul;tion section, we dié-

continued any analysis of the high school'population after the first two tables

TABRLE 1

CHANGE IN ENROLLMENTS

Students Student<s

Type - i 1970~1971 in 1974-1975' Change % of Change
Unit - 803;129 774,263 -28,866 ~"3.594%
‘High School 526,326 566,18k 439,758 o+ 7.022%
Elementary . 247,674 P ~25,140  L10.150%

PR
N 3B




vERRATA: Table 1 should reéd:as follows.

¢ TABLE 1
CHANGE IN ENROLLMENTS

©

Students © - Students , B
Type in 1970-1971 in 1974-1975 Change % of Change
Unit Y 803,129 774,263 -28,866" - 3.594%.
High School 247,674 - T a8 +25,140 +10.150%
Elementary 566,184 526,326 ~39,758 - 7;022%‘

e
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since we were primarily interested in the effects of enrollment decline rather

[

than enrollment'growth;

'Table two gives us our first indication that staff caﬁegories have not
changed at the same rates.k Administratorsﬁin unit AistriCFS increased by approxi-
mately nine percent from 1969-1970.to 1973-74, while "regularﬁ teachere decreased
by less than one percént. Similarly in the.elementary schools, administrators'
increased by over ten percent while“regular teachers decreased by about one per-
eent._ In the high schdols, which were still undergelng considerable'growth during
this time pcriod, both teachers and administrators inereased, eut.the rate of ad-.
mirnistrator growth was over twice as great as the rate qf'teacher growth. The .
personnel category showing the greatest growth during this five~year time'period
was special teachers and supporting staff. This was particularly true in %he |
elementarj and unit distficts, with somewhat less growth fegistered at the high
school level. The lion's share of this growth can be accounted for by chaeges
in the Illin»is statutes requiring greater'educational benafits for handieapped
children.

The growth in administrators illustrated in table two and elsewhere through-
out this reporf»may be overstated in the sense that our data did not allow us to
separate out administrators of special oducetion teachers or administratdrs of
'vocatieeal teachers who mighf have'been hired during this. time éeriod to supefvise*
the additional teachers being added in these speciél are&s: "We'doubt, however,'
that‘correction for this factor would change our overall impression-tha; adminis-
trators. survived this period better than teacherslsince ve do know thatIOurJdata
does not conpain administfaﬁors of speeial education programs or vocational programs
who work in the "special agreement" or "joint agreemeet” districts. That is, our h
data is cnly for the regﬁlarly consti;uted unit or dual districts of the state and

not for the special intermediate districts created for vocaticral and special

¢
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eaucational purposes, We shall follow this line of inquiry concerning the rate

of change in personnel. categories when we analyze the state by regions within the
state and by communlty types. Flrst however, we wish to comment on the distribu-
tional patterns of enrollment change and personnel change that can be found in the

state at large.

Distributions of Eurollment and Staff Changes in Illinois

Charts one through nine present information on enrollment and.stagf changes
in Illinois. Chart one shows the distribution of percentage changes in enrollnent
by district, both growth and decline, for unit districts and elementary districts
for the period 1970-71 through i974-75 inclusive. Enrollment changes of less than
plus or minus five percent per district over the five-year period have been omitted
since changes of this magnitude could be due to very locallzed events or even to
random fluctuations in the data. The reader is reminded that all the charts in

this section are for the stggggpopulatlon and not for the complete population of

districts in Illinois. Chart two shows the distribution of dlstrlcts with enroll-
ment declines greater than five percent in unit districts and chart six shows the
distribution . of dlstrlcts with enrollment declines greater than five percent in
elementary dlstrlcts. Charts, three, four and five present personnel change data
| (1969-70 to 1973-74) for those unit districts which experlenced enrollment decllnes
in the period l970-7l to 1974-75, Similarly charts seven, eight, and nine present
personnel change data for those elementary districts which experlenced enrollment
'decllnes in the period l970-7l to l974-75. .

The data ~of chart one clearly 1nd1cate the danger of taking state averages
to be descriptive of 51tuatlons in individual school dlstrlcts. For this f1ve—
 year preriod almost 30% of the elementary districtsbwere'Still registering enroll-

ment increases -and jnst over 25% of the unit districts were ‘also still in the

Q
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enrollment_"growth" category. That there will'be‘fewer of these favored districts\
"at the end of this decade isca‘certainty but local and regional conditions will |
still permit a few Illlnois'school districts to retain their "growth"'character-
- istics. By contrast the 110 elementary districts and the 30 unit districts ex~
periencing enrollment decllnes greater than l5% over the five-year_period are
probably starting torreveal the symptoms of the enrollment decline disease des~ -
‘cribed in the Task quce report: underutilized classrcons and bnildings, either
actual or impending rednctions in professional staff, reductions in state aid,

etc. The situation of the elementary districts experiencing enrollment declines

. greater than 25% must be especially serious, .

) Some of the extreme gain or enrollment loss values shown in these dlstri-
butions ‘are probably due to loss or gain of territory.in reorganized‘districts during
the five~year pericd. Although, as we mentioned, we did drop all reorganizedﬁdis- )
tricts we could identify, the gains or losses_of.portions of territory in scme of
the districts remainingiin thevstudy population could still account for some of the -
extreme fluctuations ln the data. As expected, the variahility is greater in ele-
mentary districts than in unit districts. This is-true for at least two*reasons.
First, the basic demographic changes underway have not yet: reached the high school
levels of unit districts and second, elei=l:7 vies are generally smaller in geographlc
size than units, and smaller geographic areas almost always demonstrate greater
variability on a wide range of var1ables in human ecdlogy. T .

Chart three shows galns of teachers in the unit districts as well as losses
of teachers. The numher of d1str1cts losing teachers is greater than the number
of districts galnlrg teachers. A part of the explanatlon for both galnsdand losses
of teachers beingvshown in unit districts with declinlng student population lies
in the different time periods ne were forced to use for enrollment change versus

¢ - . o

staff change. However, more of the explanation lies in the regional differences .

16
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wihich do not show in state-wide distributions,.and nhich are explicated later in
valc paper. Chart four islinterestiag in that it doss not, shou the loss of ad- -
miniscrators that night be expected in uait districts with declining enrollments..
Somez vnit distiricts lid decrease administrators but far'more:districts added ad-
rinistretors during the pericd l969-7Q to l§73f74. iChart five clearly illustrates
that even in unit. districts undengoing errcllment decline it was necessary to add
special education teachers.and'supporting staff and that thishaddition,was greater
than 15% in the vast majority of districts. The differences between chart seven '
and chart three probably lie inxthe fact_that'chart three registers the fncreases
in teacher staff necessary to service the enrollment increases at the high school
level in the unit districts. No- such gains are poss1ble in chart seven. Chart
seven'is'interesting nevertheless in revealing that there were'still L1 elementary
school d1str1cts that were able to increase their teachers durlng a perlod of de-
cl1n1ng enrollments. Again, a part of this explanation lies in regional variations
that are not revealed in overall state distributions. The twenty-three elementary
districts experiencing teacher reductions greater-than 20% must be experlenclng
personnel problems of a much more serious nature than the average elementary ‘dis-
trict 1n the state. Chart eight, like chart four, reveals that dlstrlcts experi-

encing enrollment decrease d1d,'nevertheless, add adm1n1strators, although the ‘addi-
/

tion of'administrators is somewhat lower for elementary districts than for unit /

-

districts. Chart nine, like chart five, again reveals the increase in special
eduratic. tedchers aud supporting staff even in districts with generally declining

enpollranis. . . : .

“Earollueat and 3imff Charges by Repions and by ‘Comaunity Types

With regard to unit districts, tahle three shows that the northwestern
pontjhn of the ctate is the only region with an inecrease in enrollment during the’

period 17,0-71 to 1Y74-77. while the central-eastern portion of the state shows

17
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TADLE 3

EMROL\MENT CHANGE"IN UNIT DISTRICTS BY REGION

.Total Total

, Enrollment - Enrollment - Change of % of
Degion : 1970.-1971 - 19741975 . Enroilment Change
1 Northeastern . 127,087 / 131,621 h53h 3,5676%.
) Northwestern. : .168,602. o l60,225 \—8;378 -4.9679%
5 Central-Western 155,52 | 149,129 . =6,392 ~-4.118§%
% Central-Eastecn 148,701 - 139,077 | -9,624 -6.4720%
5 Southwestern " - 145,535 133,200 L ~7,335 75;2;93%
6 Southenstern 62,683 © 61,012 S1,671 -2.6658%

© ! z

the greatest pcrcent age decrease for this same time period. With regard to elemen-

tary di§tricts, table four shows that the central-eastern portion of the state
again shows the greatest percentage lcss of’students with smaller losses in the
oentral-western and the southeastern regions., It is the southeestern reglon of
the state, designated regloq #6 in the state coding system that shows the small-

&

est percentage enrollment decllne by both unit districts and elementary districts

in the study.fopulsticn, while the central-eastern region of the state, designated

region #ﬁ,'shows the lergest perocntage losses of students.
These“regional,differences-ln enrollment change are apt to have quite dif;

ferent fiscal'imp]ications. ‘Region #4 is generally a wealthy property valuaﬁlon

area (prlmarlly agrlcultural) and the loss of puplls in this reglon is apt to drive '

up the per pupil valuatlons conslderably, thus resultlng in a loss of state aid

lto this region. By the same reasoning, region‘#G is'generélly a poor property velu;

ation region and the muvh smaller loss of pupils here should not gre&ils raise
) .

18 " v 'f. o ‘
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- TABLE 4

.ENROLLMENT CHANGE IN ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS BY REGION

Total Total

Enrollment  Enrollment Change of % of

Region 1970-1971 1974-1975 . Enrollment Change
u 1 Northeastern 463,121 ) 432,159 ‘ -39,962 . - 6.6855%
2 Northwestern 3L 601 31,119 | - 3,482 ~10.063%%
3 Central-Western 11,482 o 10,946 - 5% - ~~4.6682%
4 Central-Eastern 15,841’ 13,751 . - 2,090 -13.1936%
5 Southwestern | 20,239 18,2066 : - 1,973 - 9.7485%
6 Soétheasterﬁ " 20,687 20,0by . o oekr - 3.1276%

their propé;ty valuations per pupil. The continued growth of pupils in the unit

districts of region #l'probably stabilizes valuations. per pupil there or may even

cause them to drop. However, this region is also, on the whole, rather wealthy
Q. j " . '
in property‘valﬁation_terms, so elementary districts“in region #1, unlike unit

districts in that region, may be experiencing valuation' per pupil problems similar

to unit districts in region #4, that is, a general upward drift of their valuations 

o

per pupil that will cost them state aid.

These tentative hypotheses should be directly tested by analyzing changes

in property valuations per pupil and state aid per pupil on a regional basis through

.timg. Changes in property valuations per pupii d&c depend of course upon both changes

in pupils and changes in the"property'valuations‘themselves, The above reasoning
assumes that region to region pupil changeS'afe more lfkely than region to region
valuation changes with the passage of time. 1n the short run this seéms acceptablej

however, the redevelopment of the coal industry in regicn #6 over a longer period .

oI "time might bring this assumption into quesﬁioﬁ.

19 L
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Tables five and six show enrollment chariges by community types. W*th re-
gar& to uait distriets, the largest percéntage lOSSeS are reglstered in the central

cities. e reader srould tear in mind that these data do not include the city of

Chicago, that is, the_cehtral cities are the other eight largest cities within the

~

nine standard metropolitan‘etatistical areas within Illineis. The slow growth or
:stable suburbs,shew alaost as great a leoss. The high growth suburbs indicate that
' _they are still the wit districts with the greatest amcunt of pupil‘growth in the
pehiod 1@79~7l to. 19 4~75 and the rural unit districts have cieafly the lowest
percentage.of student loss. With regard to elementary dlstrlcts, the slow growth
suoburbs snow the greate:t percentage .of studen* loss but the independent 01t1es are
not far behlnd.. Again, as in the case of unit dlstrlcts, the rural elementaries
do not show nearly as much pupil loss. These data .Suggest +hat pupil loss is more
of an urban protlem than a rural problem, at leaot in percentage loss terms.
There‘can be reglonal variations on this theme, however, since region #4 is notf
primaril& urhan 1n‘natufe. Région #6 is primerily rural in nature and the low
rural percentape losres reihforcc,the regional findings,
Aéain, there zre different fiscal implications resulting from these dif--
fefences in paﬁél losses betwszen community types. Slow growth suburbs do not.

’

'
{

ENROLLMENT CHANGE IN:UNIT DISTRICTS
BY COMMUNITY TYPE

Cohmunity Enrollment ' Enrollment hange'of % of
Ty pe 1570~1971 ~ 1974-1975 Enrollment Change
Central City 183,252 . 153,527  -14,725  -8.7523% .
;Indenerl ent City | ",84,883 - 81,026 - 3;857 . -k, 5430%
: High Growti Suturb 155,340 : 160,280 L .9Lo h 3.1801%
S1ow (;"rowth Suburb "95,981. 87,289_ - 8,073 -8.hlk2%
Rural T, 26k,235 _ __255‘,9'82 . - 8,253 --3;123395'




TABLE 6

ENROLLMENT CHANGE IN ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS
"BY COMMUNITY TYPE

Community o Eﬁrpllmenﬁ Enrollment ' Change of % of

Type 1970-1971 _1974-1975 Enrollment Change
‘.'.[ndependent City © _ 20,887 18,.227‘-"[. - 2,660 -12.7352%
High Growth Suinu#b ‘ 180,842 | _ 186,174 5,332 2.9484%
Slow Growth Suburb 264,789 224,836 -39,953” -15.6886%
Rural | | 46,195 Wi,653 - 1,542 - 3.3360%

igenefally receive large amounts of state aid since they'are-ofﬁen relatively high .
on proﬁerty valuations per pupil._ The same is true fer'et‘least some of the rural
areas>of‘the state althoughvrural areas in the southern pare of the state are
generally muchlpoorer than rural areas in the eentral.part of the efate. On the
other hand urban districts receéyewe,eoﬁégderable'amount of.sﬁgte aid, eSpecielly'

j after;?he reforms_of the.Iilinois genereléﬁurpose grant?in-aid:system in the summer .-
of lé?ﬁ. (7) If pupil iesses are higher in ufban areae than in rurai areas, tﬁen- )
urban superlntendents can expect their state a1d to be endangered by thls loss’ | |

- of puplls.. Also urban superlntendents may flnd that they are fa01ng a problem -

~similar to superlntendents ;n;the central—eastern portlon ‘of ‘the state, that is,
the ierger pupil losses are dfiving up‘fheir per fupil_valuatiqhs.af so'fest aJ
‘rate that their state aid'isgendangered.' On this shoWing it,WOuld'seem‘that'ﬁoéﬁ B

> urban superintendents and.suﬁerintendents of:eome.property wealthy dietriete in"
the central-eastern.porﬁion of #he.étete should be-the most ective_prOpoqentSROfim.

LN
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introducing factors into the state aid formula to "cushionh the enrollment decline;
The Task Force-outlines.several_of these factors and others are described in pub=
lications of both the Education Commission of the States and the Natlonal Confer-
ence of State Legislatures. (8)

Tables seven and eight show personnel‘changes by region. Since the central-
eastern region of the state was shown to have the greatest percentage loss of pupils,
one might expect that this region. Would also have the greatest reduction in pro- |
fessional personnel. This is confirmed by tables seven and eight. Furthermore,
the central-eastern portion of the state is the only region to show an actual de-
crease';n the number of administrators for unit districts and a relatively small
increase of administrators in elementary districts. The southeaetern region, which
was shown to be Telatively less affected by pupil loss, shows. an actual‘gain‘for‘
teachers in elementary districts and a modest loss.for teachers in unit districts.
The region one unit school aistricts, the only regional-Organizational combination

to show pupil increase, also shows increases in the teaching staff and very large

1ncreases in adminlstraLors.

1 R

Tables nine and ten show personnel changes by community type. The higher

. percentage pupil losses in central city unit districts would lead us to expect the
largest reductions in the teacher force.to occur in the central city districts and
that is confirmed by table niue. One notes also that central city unit districts
and 1ndependent city elementary districts also register a decline in administra—,
'Htors. By contrast while the teacher force has been reducded in the slow growth .
"or stable suburbs, the admlnistrators have actually been 1ncreased in that community
type. It should be noted that these slow growth suburbs are often rather wealthy
in a property valuation sense. The smaller decline of pupils in rural areas woulgd

not be expected to cause much of a decline in professional staff and'that seems

‘to be the case. The teacher force in rural unit districts was almost constant

22



TABLE 7

STAFF .CHANGE IN UNIT DISTRICTS BY REGION

'Change of

Change of . Total  Number .of
Total Number of Number of Regular
Adminis- Adminis- . 'Regular Teachers
trators trators to ‘% of Teachers - to % of
Region - 1969-1970 1973-1974% Change  1969-1970°1973-1974 Change
1 Northeastern ' 379 120 ‘_ 31.6623%; 4,838 399 . :8.24725
2 Northwestern 567 108 19.0476% 6,778  -103 - -1.5196%
5 Central-Western 572 . 66 - 11.5385% 6,463  -115  -1.7794%
4 Central-Fastern 669 =29 -h.3348% 6,233 254  -4.0816%
5 Southwestern 519 30 5.7803%  5,b35  -103  -1.8951%
6 Southeastern 288 14 4.8611% 2,627 b5 -1.7109%
’ TAéLE 8
| STAFF CHANGE IN ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS BY REGION
, - : Change of
: -Change of Total - Number of
Total Number of - Number of Regular
Adminis-  Adminis- ~°  Regular - Teachers
~ trators trators to % of Teachers to % of
.Region . ~_1969-1970 1973-1974  Change 1969-1970 1973-1974 Chauge
"1 Northeastern 1,585 222 14.0063% ~'16,998 L -178  -1.0472%
2 Northwestern 125 -5  -4,0000% 1,267 = 3k ~2.6835%

'_3 Central-Western 36 | 3 8;3333% ' 412 : 13 - 3.1553% .-
4 Central-Eastern - 53 . 1 1.8867% ‘i 620 =35  =5.6452%- '
5 Southwestern . 75 26" . 3h.6666% 702 . b 0.5698%

6 Southeastern 104 0 - 0.0000% 757 2k . za%0%
23 e e
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- during the 1969-70 to 1973-7k4 period, while rural administrators and elémentary

teachers increased.

TABLE 9

STAFF CHANGE IN UNIT DISTRICTS BY COMMUNITY TYPE

Change of

. Change of ' - Total Number of
Total Number of . Numbse of Regular *
: Adminis= Adminis- Regular Teachers
Community trators trators to % of Teachers ~ to % of
-__Type 11969-1970 1973-1974  Change 1969-1970 1973-1974 Change
Central City 608 -13 -2.1382% 6,534 = =612 ~9.3664%
,Independent;Ciéy 365 5 1.3698% 3,398 = =36 -1.0594%
High érowth Suburb 500 114 22.8000% 6,005 ' 380 6.3281%
Slow Growth Suburb 366 B 12,0219% . 3,853 - 97  <2.5175%
Rural 1,034 141 13,6364% 11,246 . b2 0.3735%
- ‘ o o TABLE 10—
STAFF CHANGE IN ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS
BY COMMUNITY TYPE
: : :Changé of
Change of Total  Number of
Total Number of Number of Regular
- Adminis~  Adminis- . : "~ Regular Teachers
Community - - trators trators to % of Teachers - to ° % of
Type 1969-1970 1973-197% - Change  1969-1970 1973-1974 Change
Independent City 87 13 3-14;9425%' - 778 ;f 52 - 6.6838%
High Growth Suburt 551 180 32.6678% 6,160 691 11.2175% o
Slow Growth Suburb - 963 50 - 5.1921% 10,314 - =1,122 -10.8784%
Rural - 193 18 9.3264% 1,665, |, 121 7.2673%
._.4"‘_ ) sy L
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With respect to the rzduction of admlnlstratlvn staff, there may be some klnd cf
tnreshold effect at work here. At least with respect to the unit dlstrlcts it
was only in the central c1t1es and in the central-eastern reglon where, in both
cases, there had beenr a reSpectable amount of both pupil decline and teacher-redue-
ticn that administrator.reductions'occurred. There.could also he some type of°time“
lag at work here. Pernaps teacher rzluctions have to reach some critical mass and
nerhaps they have to iave occurred at some preyious point in time before adm;nis-
trator reductions occur. The data presented in tnis paper by~no means proves these
hypotneses, but it dces at least suggest that they ought to be investigated. There
may also be some legal,aspects of administrator reduction. Adminisirators db of-
ten hold seniority as teachers. If teacher reducticns.are_occurring,,they may have
to reach certain levels before administrators.are "broken to the ranks" and reﬁlace
less senior teachers. It is clear that we neced to know much hore about the ef-

2

fects of pusil decline on the administrative staff.

Chq nges in Te ner/ﬂdmﬂnlltrator Rt|1os

’

Chpngas in teachars and change; in admlnlstrators also result in shifts
in the teach /a\c-nls‘*ator ratios. Data on these shifts by region and by com-“
: munitvltvpe is prercented initahles eleven and twelve. mhe-first column indicates.
:the change in teacne“/admnnlstrator ratlos between 1973—74 and 1969 -70 when the

teachers dc not lannde the SpeCIal educatwon teachers and the supporting staff.

The second column indicates the changc when :peclal educatlon teachers and sup-'
\," i
portlng stafi are combinea with regular teachers. wlth'regard te regular teachers
.'\ .
all valuno are newat1ve, 1nd1cat1ng that there were more admxnlstrators per teacher -

in all categorles in 1973=7L than in 1969—70 wlfh the s1ngle excthlon of the
5.
elementary districts 1n the southeastern regnon where the numbér of’ admlnlstrators
1

per teacher‘oecreasad. Some of these increases, however, are qulfe sméll, par-

ticularly in the case of 1ndependent c1ty elementary districts and 1ndependent

city unit districts, also central city unit districts and central-western elementaries-



.

. dependent cities and 1n‘the southwéstern region,
[ . :

.

¢ S " TABLE 11

- CHANGE TN TEACHER/ADMINISTRATOR RATIOS
: . FOR UNIT DISTRICTS.

+ The Mean of Change
of the Ratio Between
Regular Teachers and

The Mean of Change
of the Ratio Between .
Totel Number of. Teachers

=,941

% | !
3

_ Administrators and Administrators
Region - - - . : -
_ 1 Northeastern -1.806 ' - =0.523
2 Northwestern -2.016 -1.205
3 Central-Western -1.608 -1.138 ,
4 Central-Eastern | -1.063 . -0.362
5 Southwestern \ - - '1'452, . =0.739
6 Southeastern : -1.240 -0.297
Community Type  ~i . : .
Central City -0.813 0.375 R
‘Indepéndent City C~009 Tt Coe . ow02 -
High Growth Suburb ~1.188 - - -0.325 '
Slow Growth Suburb -2.136 f,-1.395 3
_ Rural . -1.635" \
‘\

Many of theSe 1ncreases in admlnlstrators per teacher dlsappear when the number
\ , g i
of teacheés is expanded to 1ncludé the SpeCIal educatlor teachers. Among the uni

|
dlstrlcts, increases 1n§adm1nlstrators per teachers are
l

Smaller decreasqp 1n admlnist a-

tors per teacher are alsb observable in urban unlts both central c1ty and indepe
! \ = ' P :
dent city and in- rural e1ementar1eﬁ Ratio studies of thls type are of course

4
v

! : g
partlcularly sen51t1ve'to Just what kinds of personnel are 1nc1uded in the def1n1-

tion of "administrators" and "teachers.ﬂ (9) However,’ there is enough ev1dence f
| |

here to suggest that shlfts between 1969-70. and" 1973-74 were generally more favor-nilf

i,Z i o I
- o - |
; 26 |
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CHANGE IN TEACHER/ADMINISTRATOR RATIOS

FOR ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS

The Mean of Change
of the Ratio Between
Regular Teachers and

The Mean of Change
of the Ratio Between

Total Number.of Teachers

-Administrators and Administrators
Regioh s S - . ‘ —

i Northeastern _, . .° -1.617 -0.375

2 Northwestern = - ~0.496 0.257 - - ®
3 Central-Western -0.263 0.090

4 Central-Eastern .. =0.787 - -0.253

5 Southwestern "20.604 _ =0.259

6 Southeastern 0.725. 1.530

Community Type |

. Central City - | -

Independent City -0.161 v 1.365

High Growth Suburb ' -1.538 - ~ =0.Lok

Slow Growth Suburb ' -1.883 =0.731

Rural ~0.223 0.305

 able to admihistrators than to teachers.

The Task Force urged state-wlde teacher/

adm1n1strator ratio studies and the 11m1ted data we were able to prov1de here

supports that recommendatlon.

.. Further’ Analysls of "Speclal Teachers and Support1357Stafﬂ"

i
B

Table two showed Pch°r large percentage increases for the personnel cate- '

o

gory labled, "spec1al teachers and supportlng staff," for ‘the perlod 1969-70 to

1973-7# e.g. alnmost 62% for unit d1str1cts and 64% for elementary d1str1cts. )

It is tempting te Jump to the concluslon that almost all of this personnel growth ‘

was due to changes in requlrements concern1ng the educatlon of handicapped chlldren.

]

[



.25

Much of 1t certa1n1y was, however, tables th1rteen and fourteen show a breakdown
~of theec data into three 'smaller personnel group1ngs ) support1ng teachers, spec1a1

education teachers, and supportlng staffs, by reglon and by community type for un1t

districts only. Personrel "categories" are never as,homogeneoua as ‘one might llke,
and this is certainly the case here. "Supporting teachers" for example ‘include

art and music teachers, but also'physical education teachers and coaches.A'Perhaps

this is acceptable, but "supporting staff" is a more mzxed bag containing speech

-

\

—

correct1on—and_school psycholog1sts, two groups that might well be included under ,'
."Sp801a1 education," as\;ell'as gu1dance personnel 11brarians, etc, St111 we are
. able to make some observatlons in sp1te of these 11m1tation8. . AR
F1rst, it is clear that the "11ne" or "regular" special educatlon teachers

cannot account for all the observed growth in the larger personnel category. Only

in the unit districts of reg1on one, where we have repeatedly observed growth in

this study, do we get increments in the h1gh 60's.. The percentage growth of spec1al
educatlon teachers in the central part of Ill1nols, in the urban areae, and in the’
slow growth suburbs, 1s less than half of the percentage growth in the larger per-
“sonnel category. ﬁy contrast, support1ng staffs more- than doubled in the suburbs

and in the rural districts. Relatlvely speaklng, the central c1ties again show
growth rates smaller than in other categor1es. Apparently high growth suburbs added

a respectable number of music teachers, art teachers, coachee, etc., dur1ng the |
1969570 to 1973-7k period. The central cities, however, were unable to increase |
-personnel in these categories at the same high-growth rate. The differential |
growth in Special education teachers around the-state is interesting, Although

it is beyond the scope of thls study to explore the matter, it seems clear that ,,n'
the northern part of the state was adding Special educatlon teacheze at a more

rap1d rate than the central part and the southwestern part. Th1s raises the quest1on

of whether there is something about the funding eystem for special _education that
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.allows the north to prosper more in thie specialized area of edueation than other
parts of the state. Perhaps the recent investigations of special edncetion funding
"sponsored by the Tllinois School Problems Commission and the Illlnois Office of
Edncation should be expanded to investigate staff changes, as well as the more

orthodox financial aspects of special education funding. (10)

~

Determinants of Enrollment Decline or Increase

For the-purpose of finding the school district charaeteristics which dis=
criminate most effectlvely between decl 1n1ng enrollment school districts and rlslng
enrollment dlstrlcts, two group discriminant analy51s uas used. The fundamental
principle of this technlque is to weight the different measures of the cr1ter10n
groups so as to maxlmlze.the_ratlo_of between groups sum of aquares variance to
witiin'group eum of squares variance. In this study, two groups of echool districts
| were formed. One consists of declining enrollment school dlsfrlcts which experlenced
declining enrollment by gxeater than or equal to S% w1th1n five years during the
period 1270-71 to 19?4-75. The other consists of rising:enrollment school districts
which experienced rieing enrollment by greater than or equel tols% within five
years during the period 1970-71 to 197#;75,. Various characteristics of schoel
districts were selected including property assessed valuetionlper pupil (1971),
siz=2 oy sehuol-districts measured.by'l97l distrietvenrollment, 1871 operating tax
rate, percentage of Title I eligible student change, percentage of family income
- over $15,000, percentége of teacnere receiving the masters degree, averege salary
of teschers, pupil/teacher ratio, ana percentare of nonwhite -to district popula-
tion. Stepwis scriminant analysis was applied with these. characteristics. -
Wilk's Lambda was selected as a criterion which determines the entrance of the
variablee into the analysis. The statistical test ofuthe'significance of the entire.
discriminant function i.. elso provided by Bartlett's V stetistic, Which approkl-

- mates the Chi-fquare distribution.
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The results.of the discriminant function'for unit districts are shown in
table fifteen. Bartlett's V statistic was found tc be signéficapp beyond thé
.01 significance level as indicated by a chi=square of 16.812 forAB.éeé;ééé of
freedom. The function theréfore accurately separétes the declining and the rising‘
enrollment districts. The power of the discrimination is seen in table 51xteen;
the confusion matrix for thls function. Like regression coefficients, the ¢1s—
crlmlhant.function coefficients do not indicate the rglative importance of eaqh

variable ‘when the variance changes from variable to variable. The relative mag-

nitude of importaﬁce,Athus, should ve calculated by multiplyiné'the dis?riminant '

TABLE 15

DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION FOR ENROLLMENT CHANGES:
UNIT DISTRICTS =

Standardized -
v Discriminant Discriminant
Variable Coefficient Coefficient ' —
1. Operating Tax Rate 71 0.09022 0.22155 '
2. Size ’ - 0.00009 - =0.43377
3. Change of % of Title I \
(Pertil) ) - 5.25675 -0.40334
L, Rich (% of Families . : .
_ Income Over-$15,000) . 7.71975 0.54725
5. Puptea (Pupil Teacher _ ; _
Ratio) ' . =62.13812 - =0.48973
6. Female (Female Age :
: Between 15 and 44) - 10.26519 0.42611

“Wilks' Lambda = 0.8761
;Bartlett's V = 30.687
'Degree of Freedom =6
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coefficient by the standard deviation of the corresponding variable.to produce
"standardized" discriminant eoefficients;‘which*arelthen;iﬁterprete&'the same as
Beta weights in ordinary least squares regression an&lysléi
Table flfteen indicates that’ the best d18cr1m1nant variable for anlt districts
is wealth measured as the percentage of famllles w1th income over 815 000 per
.year. The sign of the coefficient is pos1t1ye, 1nd1cat1ng that the greater the-
percentage of families over $15,000 the greater ‘the likelyhood that the unit dis= ;
- trict will be in the risiné enrollment group. We 1nterpret this to be the effect
of cont1nued enrollment growth in the genefally wealthier suburban dlstrlcts around
Chicago. A part of th1s phenomena has already been 1nd1cated in the growth char-
lacter1st1cs of unit districts in the northwestern reglon of the state, a fact which
is demonstrated in several of the cross-class1f1cat1on tables shown elsewhere in
this report. This suburbanlzatlon element is also present in the numbers of fe- "
males between the ages of 15 and. 4k, since they are also present in greater num-
" bers in the suburban areas wh1ch are stlll show1ng some growth, at least during -

~ the period 1970-71 to 1974-75.

¥
A}

0 TBLE 16

CONFUSION MATRIX FOR UNIT DISTRICTS

Actual Group . - . Predicted Group

N Group #1 Group #2
Group L: Declining Group 63 ’ 38 25 -
. (60.%%) . (39.7%)

Group 2: Increasing Group =~ 17k 48 l26~,
S < : - (27.6%) (72.4%)

Total 237 86 151

Percentage of grouped cases correctly class1f1ed is 69 20%.
CHI SQUARE = 34,94 = - - o N T,
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] Theﬁchange of percentage of Title I eligible students is one of the more

1nteresting variables in the study. The fxndings support ‘one of‘the very few

hypotheses advanced in this entire area of declining enrollment studies. Goettel

kand Firestine advanced the notion that d1str1cts with declining enrollments may

" also be districts w1th increased percentages of Title I eligibles. (ll) Basically
they had in mind, urban school districts and the problem of tha flight of middle
class.families to the suburbs. (12) However, the possibility exists that this
relationship is true throughout the state. The data for both unit districts in
table fifteen and for elementary districts in table Bevautoon'support the Goettel-.

(

. Firestine hypothesis, at least for Illinois during the l970-7l to l974-75 period.

TABLE 17

DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION FOR ENROLIMENT CHANGES:
ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS

» Standardized .
Discriminant Discriminant
Variable Coefficient Coefficient
1. AVPP 71 - - 0.00001 -0.37356
" 2. Size - 0.00018 -0.23877 N
3. Pertil ‘ - 4.45890 ‘ - ~0.3863k
‘4. Rich | 1.28633 . 0421737
5. PCAD71 - 2.08218 ~0,20073
6. PUPTEA '  -38.93816 -0.36722
7. Female - - 4,47883 0.22167
8. Average Salary -0.00051 . -0.44822

Wilks' Lamoda =:0,7872
Bartlett's V = 78 705
Degr ¢ of Freedom = 8.
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TABLE 18 o

CONFUSION MATRIX FOR ELEMENTARY DISTRICTS

Actual Group . Predicted Group
. _ N _Group #1 _.__Group #2
Group 1: Decliﬁing Group 98 8 18
' : (81.6%) - (18.4%)
Group 2: Increasing Group . .237 - 68 - 169 -
T @ ()
Total | 3B 18 187

Percentage of grouped caseé correctly classified is 7#,33%.
CHI SQUARE = 79.31 _ - .. o

Y

This hypothesis has'very définité fiscal implications. AsbBothqell (13) has in-
dicated, there are four states (Illinois, Penggylvania, Ohioy and Minnesota) that -
Curfenti& p§6vide a weighting in their general grant-in-aid forﬁulas‘for ;pncén;
;trations of Title ;-pupils.' Some states only provide a constant wéigﬁting fof

_ tﬁe.ﬁumbef of Tiéle I eligible students bgt these fqpr states piovide a variable
weighting, that'ié, the dis;rictg with the.higher percentages of Title I students .sV
.receiﬁe more_stéte funds_thép-the districts with the iesser percen§§g§%¥gf Title I ._'
" students. If future research confirms this relafionship'between decline of students  .
and increase of Title I concpn£ratioﬁ, then statesilikg Illinois, Pennsylvania, . |
Qhio, and'Minnesotg';qy'ﬁavé built better than they knew'when‘thé};intfoducéd‘this
coﬁcéntrafion notion intd their gtgnt;in-aid formulas.: In effect, the éonéénfraf

tion factor becomes an "enrollment decline" cushion fop'gyygn dibtriéts, although

4
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it . has never, to our knowledge, been defended‘on those grounds. There is a compli-

cation here of different definitions of Tltle I ellglblllty at dlfferent polnts

in time. (14) However, the fiscal implications will remain the same, whether the

‘~Title I count:is changing due to actual population shifts, or aue ﬁo'definibional

problems; or, more likely, to both. Thie'is obviouSly an area for more research.

| In contrast to the effects of the Title l concentration factor in grant:_
in-aid fonmulas, a tax effort factor may work in.an opposite direction. At least
for unit districts, therhigher the tax rabe, the greater the probability of belng
included‘in the increasing en;ollmeht'gfoup. This raises a very important policy

question. It has been alleged that all "reward for effort" provisions in granb-

in~aid formulas, and indeed all "district powef'equalization" schemes are ''growth

orienfedﬂ rather than "decline oriented" and the positive sign of the tax effort

variable in table fifteen provides some support to this argument. On the other

‘hand, tax effort was apparently not so closely related to enrollment changes in

elementary districts since the tax rate is not a statistically significant variable

in table seventeen, the elementary discriminant functiom. If increasing effort

]

is a oc1ntud with 1ncreas1n? enrollments, and if lncre351ng enrollments are primar:
located in wealthler suburbs, then DPE systems may encounter a problem of flowing -
state money into wealthier districts, that is, over a longer period of time they

may prove to be counter-equalizing. 1In the research that Yang has conducted on

_ the short-range effects ofbthe DPE system adopted in Illinois, Michigan, and Kansas

in 1973, this has not proven to be the case. (15) .Hoyever, we have no longer
term.sfudies“of DPE systems, and therefore no sure way of knowing what the longer’
term effects of these systems may be. This again appears to be an area needing

further investigation; a fact we have constantly pointed out in other Center pub-

lications.
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‘The results of the discriminant function| for elementary districts are not:
greatly different than for unit districts. Ass ssed valuation does enter into
the elementary function, whereas it did not in the unit district function. The sign
is negative indicating the wealthier the district the greater the likelihood of such
a district being in the declining group..fThis may be the result of some relatively
wealthy, but low grbwth rate or stable suburbs showing enrollment decline. While
thé relationships of the indivioual discriminaht variables are roughly'the same,
the general power of the function to discriminate between declinlng and. rising
enrollments is greater for elementary districts than for unit districts, as seen
in table eighteen. _ | ' o o

The relationship of teachers salary to enrollment change is'also quite‘an'\
interesting variable.-.lhe reader will.note that with regard to elementarybdistricts
. the higher the average salary the greater the probability of the district being |
in the declining enrollment group. This empirical relationship is capable'of more
than one interpretation. It could simply”be a further reflection of the urban
decline that is present in most of these data, since urban districts w1th their
greater rates of student decline also do have the higher teacher salaries. How—
'iever, there is another 1nterpretation possible. If pupil decline is accompanied
by the release of less senior members of the faculty, then the higher salaries of
the remaining more senior members of the faculty will cause the average salary of
the d1strict to drift upward. Total salary cost might- decline, but the average
salary will appear larger. Put another way, only the rising enrollment districts-
are able to hire at the bottom of the salary schedule in any great numbers, and the
rest of the districts are lef* with nothing but early retirements and very very
~scarce changes of positions to hold down’their‘average:teacher salariesQ This
seconq interpretation appears more intuitively satisfying,.but obviously this is

' yet another area that needs further exploration.

1
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Correlates of Teacher Reduction

Although we began this study with a focus upon declines in pupillenroll—
_ments by the conclusion of the work we had become morerinterested in the related :
byphenomena of reductions in educational staff. It therefore seemed appropriate, as
a final analytical tash, to look into some correlates of reduction of the teaching
force. Table nineteen reports the results of a step—wise linear regression analy- -
sis using the percentage recuction in regular teachers as a depenaent variable,
‘and the same variables used in the discriminantvfunction analysis of enrollment
decline.as the dependent variables. The prediction power of the equation is only
.modest, e.g.,'roughly 30%, however,‘it-is statistically significant. The prediction
power for an elementary district model was: much lower and was not statistically .
significant. These low prediction powers could be due to many factors. Probably
the most important is the lack of any well established theoretical model to use
‘as the base for the selection of good independent variable to predict teacher re-
: o
ducations. As mentioned at the'beginning_of this paper, r%search on staff reduc-
tion is much more a matter of hunch and intuitive reasoning than-deduction from

4

any well established models. There are also doubtless technical problems of.cur-

. vilinearity, multicolinearity, and interaction effects in *hese regressions which
are almost ‘completely unexplored. Still even these exploratory probes °do. yield

a few interesting relationships.

First, one notes that the best predictor of percentage reduction of teachers
is the percentage of minority population present in the district.population: The
laréerpthe minority population, the greater the reduction of teachers. Thie find-

iging is hardly going to thrill civil rights groups. The second best predictor of
percentage reduction of teachers is the property yaluation of the districts.
Taken tog’et‘her_1 the two variables reflect the extent of teacher reductions in_
- o ) : ' < ’ T greeenieeen,

urban school districts in Illinois, a phenomena noted previously in several other }Mf

places in this report.' The third variable is interesting; since the sign of this
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TABLE 19

CORRELATES OF TEACHER REDUCTION
(UNIT DISTRICTS) '

R SQUARE = .29494 . :
F = 10.099 with 7 .& 169 degrees of freedom -

§ Regression
Variable “\\ Coefficient . ~ Beta Weight
% of Minority _ - : .
Population . - k0.99861 - N 0.44000
ssessed Valuation _ ) ' _
r Pupil - 0.14182 - 0425573
- % of Families with ' , :
Income Over $15,000 -18.74699 . =0.18474 -
Tax Rate in

Educational Fund < : 0.46275 | 0.17012

¥

N
. ) ,
H $

1

variable is negative, it means that the greatef the'percentage of families over
$15,000, the less the reduction of teachers. At least two interpretations gre
possible. The first that coﬁqs to mind is simply that these districts with Qealth;
ier families are resisting the la&ing.éff of-teachers ds their pupil§ decline.
Présumably ;hesé wealthier distriéts gré willing to pay fof“avl§wef pupil-teacher
ratio and perhaps also willing to support hore administrators per teacher, although
we did not explore the correlétes of administrator reduction. A seéond possibil-
'ity is that, whilé the first statemenf is true, it is occurring very lgfgely in
suburban districts; which, as we-h;ve'segn elsewhere, are still showing some pupii '
enroilment growth. Thus the third predictor of teacher reductionlmay reflect the
suburban influence as appdsed to thé urban infiuence.of the first two variableé.v'
The fourth'variableuisgglso interesting but the findiﬂgs-run somewhat éounter to
the iﬁplications iﬁ the'Aiscriminént fupétipn section. Iﬁ the Qiscfiminantffuné-v
tion gnal&sis, higher tax rates were associated with the gréatér iikelihood of

3
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being classified in,the enrollmentigrowth category. However, here the higher tax

- rates are asaociated with greater bercentage reductions in teachers. The impIi—
catibns for finance are therefore opposite those noted in the discriminant function
sectlon, e. g.,‘dlstrlct power equallzat;on systems, such as the one now in exis-~
tence in Illlnols, would flow money 1nto the dlstrlcts with the higher tan rates
and concomitantly 1nto the dlstrlcta:w1th greater teacher‘decllne. Obt&ously

this contradictory.evidence needs further investigation. The rest c! the vari--,
ables used as predictors.of teacher reduction were‘not found td be statistfca*i{ﬁ

significant.

Récommendations and nggestions for Further Research’

1. Since there is evldence ‘of various sorts in thls report that urban

dlstrlcts have been h1tharda‘bJ enrollment : decllnes and by reductlons in teacher

[

3]
force than either suburban districts or rural districts in-Illinois and, more ?

v

1mportantly, since there is also evidence that concentrations of Title I ellglbles

. have increased in many school districts as puplls have decllned we recommend a

change in the Title I welghtlng in the "resourcelequalizer" portion of the Illi—'
: R . ' \ ,f1 ) \: i
nois general purpose grant-in-aid system. At present, ‘mhe school code allows a3-

weighting of 0.375 for Title I ellglbles in dlstrlcts w1th .an average concentratlon .

s
4

of Title I ellglbles. We recommend that this be increased to a hlgher level

One possibility” would be to equal the O. 450 in the older “Strayer—Halg" part of

the Illlnols formula. We belleveCthat this can be defended as a reSponse to the

problem of declining enrollments in urban districta and a response to the change

5
< )

-of clientele in these districts as ehrollments declihe. - Perhaps this added weight='

3

ing will slow the ,movement of middle class famiiies from the urban areas. If

i

add1tlonal reasons are needed for increasing the Tltlé I welghtlng in the grant-

in-aid formula, we would point out that there is a re?pectable body of evidence

which suggests that programs for the socially and educationally disadvantaged

40
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cost at least twice as much as do programs for "regular" students. (16) The présént>
Illinois law does not allow for this much of a cost différential even for districts
with the highest concentrations in the state. Of course, in the four states which

use the concentration ratio method, raising the weights on the concentration of
disadvantaged wiil also assist rural concentrations of Title I, which in Illinois
. are found primarily in the southern part of the state, If the Title I weighting

isfincreased,lthe General Assembly may well want to reopen the question of whether

these funds should be further earmarked for"individuél neighborhoods &and concentra-

s

‘tions of socio-economiéally depriyed‘pupils Within diétficts. At pfesent the
Illinois Title I weighting does not contain thé Utargetiﬁg" provisions that are' :
used by the fedg{al government in progrgms for the disadvaﬁtaged. As additional-
monies aré put into programs for the socially and ecénomicailysdisadvantagea,fit

. is not unreasonable‘for’thé legislature to requife more accountability for these

monies. ) . ’ ,
. . .

2. Although our evideﬁce is not conclusive, we feel that the déta of -this
report must at least raise fhé suspicion-that bth adminisiréfors and various
types of.Supporting staff have not been decreased p;opo;tionatély as pupil enroll-
ments have decreased, aﬁd as feéular clasérbbm teachers have Aecreasedi Individual

]
districts may have .made proportional reductions and, as previously mentioned,
the record is better in region #4 and in urban districts. Furthermore, we have
no strongig priori reason for believing that distfiqts should reduce their adﬁinis—

trators proportionately as teachers are reduced. A good .case can-be made that the

~
-~

redqctibn of administrators should be lagged. After all, closing schools and
reduciné staffs are administrative tasks, painful tasks, but nevertheless, admin-
istrative tasks. Still, a simple sense of justice argues that the reduétions:shduld

be prépoitioﬁal, even if-they are lﬁgged. Ve thereforeurecqmmend that the Illinois

Office of
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Educatlon conduct rather detalled teacher/adm1n1strator ratlo studies to determ1ne
if our suspicions are wel% founded. The I0E may wish to either do this by means
"of its own within-house staff, or it may choose to contract out this research |
}' effort. In either case,’ the teacher/ddministrator ratio studies should aim toward "

the establishment of norms based on considerations-such as size, region, type ofi

community, etc. These norms would then enable local school boards to determine

if their teacher/adm1n1strator ratlos were w1th1n acceptable limits of averages

for the- appropr1ate grouplngs of districts.

3. Once these teacher/adm1n1strator ratio studies have attained a suff1-
cient degree of re11ab111ty and valldlty, we suggest that these ratios become
gu1de11nes. If a district appears to have more adm1n1strators and - support1ng staff
than is merited by reference to its appropriate norm group,or if a d1str1ct which
has been experiencing decllnlng,enrollments does not appear to have reduced its
administrative personnel and support1ng staff within a- reasonable length of t1me,

.~then the Department of Superv1s1on and RecognltLon should call, these descrepancies
to the attention of the local board and to the attention of the appropr1ate Regional
Superintendent of Schools. We do not feel at the present t1me that th1s matter
‘should be the subject of prescr1bed and restr1ct1ve legislation or. regulatlon.
However, 1f a sufficient number of deviations are observed from the guidelines or .-
1if the local boards and regional super1ntendenf of schools seem to be ignoring
Jﬁhe guidelinés, then‘the Illinois Offioe of Eduoation might have to recommend legis~

\mf“‘%J/lation concerning "allowable! teacher/administrator ratios and "a}iowable" ratios

for other kinds of supporting staffs. . ' - .

LN

k. TInasmuch as the evidence in this report indicetes that some reglons

of the state are more affected by enrollment loss and teacher reductlon than other .

regions of the state, we recommend that the Illinois Office of Educatlon give
‘some thought to prov1d1ng ass1stance in the reglons sufferlng the most from pup11

" decline and teacher reduction.’ For example, -data in th1s report suggest that
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region #h the.east-cegﬁpal portion of . the stafe, meritS'speéial consideration at
. N . ’
this time. It is beyond the scope of this study to suggest what form of assistan?e(

might.be appropriate, but it might be profitable to think in terms of relocating

displaced teachers and_admiﬁistratofs from'regibn #4 to region #1, the northeastern

portion of the staté, which 1s a part of the state still experiencing some growth

in pupils and in professional staff.
el ) . y

5. Again,,although our data is not'conclusive, there is‘enough evidence
herg to-suggest that careful attenticn should b; givén_to "reward for effort"
formulas, district power.equaliZation, etc., so as to ascertain whéther these for-
mulas are still appropriate for a per;od of pupil decline, rather than a périod of
pupil gfowth. Careful attention sho&ld be gi§en:to.the rglationsﬁip between’edu-_.
cational tax effort and student enrollment decline. The DPE syétems are:engineQred
to reward greater local tax efforts. Are high tax effort districts undergoing
pﬁpil‘growth or pupil decline? 'To'what e#tent are?disérict'beiﬂé‘fdrced over
the guarantgea valuation }evelg in these DPE systems? 1In what'regions,-what com-
munity types, does this upwar@ drift in property valuations.ber pupil“occu; most

1

frequently? These are but some of the questions that deserve further investigation.

19

6. -The rather great variébility in pupil loss and teacher réduction sug-

gests, that examinations should:be made on a case study basis of those districts

.ﬁndergoing.severe reductions, e.g., the "tails"”of our distributions should be o

examined. After all, we are dealing with é relatively new phenomena“and we should .
not expect too much of archi?él_research in such a situvation. Certainly such
archival researchQaS'ig feported here shpuld be supplemenfed by Hueétiénnaire and
case study m;thdds. | |

7. Lastly, we imploré sociologists; eco;omisté, etc.!”to givq;u; some
help in construcfing viable models of organizatibns in dééline, not organizatiohs_
in growth. It is of course true that theory can é;ise from‘é}imarily inductive

o
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efforts such as the one réported here, but theApressiné problems of student decline

and personnel reduction may not be able-to await_such a lengthy intellec}ual process.
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| Chart Hi: Percentage Ch'ahge in FTE Teachers
| Unit Districts with Declining Enroliments
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Chart IV: Percehtége Change in Administrators
Unit Districts with Declining Enroliments
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Chart V: Percentage Change in Special Teachers
. Unit Districts with Declining Enroliments
 1969-70 to 1973-73
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Chart VII Percentage Change in FTE Teachers
Elementary Districts with Declining Enrollments
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Chart Vlll Parcontago Change in Admlnistrators
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~ Chart’ |x Percontage Change in Special Toachers -
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