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Abstract

" The role .of nonpublic schools in American education has emerged
as an important policy issue over the last decade. Currently, a
variety of federal, state and local programs already provide public
financial support to: private schoals and their students. The paper

explores the relative impact of selected government programs.on a
“narrowly defined set of school operations. An open systems model is

developed, in the context of which the effects of government programs
on|school operations can be identified. The focus throughoyt is on
factors that account for variation in racial staffing patterns between
public, Catholic and private schools. ‘ ‘
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freedom that, according to proponents, should
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In the twentieth century, the responsibility for -educating children in
\ .

\

America has been born o&ervhelningly by public schools, supported by taxes ’

and controlled by local school boards. 'This confi.guntion“of public
- .

support and local control has been restructured over the last two decades,

: 3

with Btlt) and federal govermments playing increasingly important roles in

school finance and governance. But the relatively public-school character
. . \
of elementary and aecondury education has remained largely unchanged. For
. Y
several yeara, the percentage of American students in nonpubhc lchooll

3

nationwide has been in the neighborhood of 10 per&n? as it is currently.

>
A

‘However, the role of nohpublic schools in American education has

I

emerged as &n unportant public policy issue over the ‘last decade.
Proponen‘ts of an expan'ded role for the nation's private schools have
asserted that increa\eedl competition in the educational marketplace will
improve the quality of pubfic fnatruct_ion. Such competition will flow from

greatdr freedom of choice exercised by the consumers of education - a

romoted in .its own right.

‘1»”

Thefe* tenets of choice and competitigh underlie ~uveul proposals to

increase the role of private schools in ican educatiof.

~



)

. g
A variety of federal, ltltl', .nd lOclhprOgrlml ulrudy provnde pubhc

Q/ -
financial auppqrt (lncluding "in kxt 4" urvncu) to prlv.tﬂ lchool- and

1
3

their students. When aid fnom bbth direct and indirect govnrnment aources

s, 7

was added together, it mede/%in estimated one-quarter of nénpublic achool

(. .
resources from all publid and priv.to sources during &he 1970~ lchool
year (Encarnation, 983). Given expundedfnd ‘programs over the lut
( V
decade, it 18 very unllkely that the relat 'Q\lhuortlnce of gévernment
[ ]

financial support has dulunnahed with time. To the &%tary, federal block

Y

grant legislation improved-the access " of pnvate u:hooll‘hnd theu‘ students

T ) y SRR -

to public monies. Subnequent“ly. federal le;u;.-tlon grlntmg tultton tax

‘ed
credits to parents of nonpubhgc uchool ltudentl as navrowly defelted ln

Congr,,_ 8. At the state level, prOpo‘lll for educb\(wnll voucherl have hecn
N s 4 \“

1 0

discussed, ‘and ll‘l Caleornu lttyoéltea of an mcreued nonpu}’llc-lchool

#
role in educagpion recedtly attempted to place such 4 proposal @n they ballot
_ v ? \v‘\\
for referendum. . 0 : . '

- v P

In thé face of this tidef of support for. nonpubllc schools, aev&ral
B ' . y'
counterarguments have lbeen a va,nce\i. Opponehl.c of t’ecmt legulatlve

/ , 3
proposals have pointed to co\\st.'tutipnal prov1uonl concerning the
A : : )

separatxon of church and Qta}b; to lé‘gislative and j‘:xdicial nandates

v

f &
decrying the rac ul (and \:la?s) segregatlon of studentu, nnd to legal
4
requlrementa asaocxatéd’ with ,t‘(lg OVex‘llght of publxh mnnel ur;\der pnvate
{_ .
control, This o’versight lnlxty has prompted ma xﬁroponents of

private education to fear their los /of IOcal aut‘:)nomy, by chh they mean
control over client sﬁlectxvxty (e.g., student admissions)- Aré\control over

provider- remurces (e. & teachiv9 quahﬁlcatxons) Their Lenrs have' been

; \'; ‘\ ; : g
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v intensifiqd by growing government efforts to tia regulations vo aid. The

[nternal Revgnue Service* (IRS),’ for oxwlo".' recently proposed that a
. Y 12

racial composition requirement more ‘restrict iva than that {Mmposed on most
pubtic schools be & criterion for ulin'tnining the tax-exempt statys of
private schools. The IRS proposal was .one of & series of attempted p llcy'.
interveations t)-ut‘ wou ld constrain the use of privete schools by vhitss
. v .
escaping deugreg‘tnon programs in urbd) school districts.
Debate surrounding each of these simultaneous, often compet'\ng policy

proposals 2- comm /nly expressed as & choice between whether Catholic and

\ ™ ?t"ér private schpols should or should not be supported by public funds or(
. ‘ L} - .
subfected tg government regulation. Yet, as Kraushaar (1972) euggested,
, iV

this perepective ignores important historical similarities iNState and

federal policy responses to both public and nonpublic education. As with

. .

publié schools, debate surrounding federal and state involvement in

- » .
Catholic and other private schools more blptly focuses on a different set of
‘questiops:u (1) which school practices are _bqing lupportLd or controlledt,
(2) by which agencies or grbupb, (3) ulin& what configuration of ’finunceu
and reg,u,ll;tion{s, and (4) with what actual impact on lchoc;l operations?
These questiong are germane .tq an analysis of all educational policies

! .

ir‘reSpective of the public or !“,priVlte_ ownership of the educational
provider. |

Inaan effort to inform current debate, this paper responds to the
pre{eding questions as it explores the relative impact of selected

government prog?lms on a narrowly defined set of school opecrations. To

these ends, an open systems model] is developed (Scott, 1981). Only in the

-
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context of wmuch a model may the offect.ﬂl joyernment programs on school

npnrft ions be identified - effects that are indopo?\dent of the co'nf;)undinu

influencens associated with other factors operating in the emvironmeat of

@chools. In Section [, eight sets of dependent variables, all of which

+

represent important issues of educational policy, are outlined. State and
federal policies in each of these domains gepresent an encroachment on

local decision making in both public and private schools. From these cight

a single sat of resource decisions is selected for closer scrutiny. By

congentrating on minority employment patterns we examjne decisions
/

affecting the largest single rﬁ_lource of schools; teacher salaries and

tringe benetits account for upwards of 8U percent of school budgets. We
L |
also are able to explore a policy issue that provokes fear over lost

'

autonomy from local pyblic nnq.privnte school mnngerl; That fear is all
the,more poignant given the interdependence of teacher employment with all

other policy domains and school operations. L

v

+ In Section II, research is reviewed and hypotheses are generated for
two sets of variables that define the insgitutional environment of schoals

- the first is local and sectoral; the.second, state and federal.

Ownership pat terns and categorical progr;ms, for example, have cach been

identified as important determinants of staffing patterns. ’Similnrly, two

.

additional sets of variables that def\ne in part the consumer environment
of schools - current client (student) characteristics and their changing
compositions - are identified in Section ILL. Prior research suggests that

these variables have both direct and indirect effects on emp loyment

patterns. Section IV summarizes hypotheses generated in the first three
™~
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aect ionn and Section V describen the ampirical model, data, sad methodology

[

used to' tast these hypotheses. The (indinge QQtIJlod in Section VI form
the basis for our discussion of general conclusions and policy implications
in Section VII. The focua throughout will be on factors that account for

variation in racial etaffing putternlbbetwaen public, Catholic, and private
) L

schools. A study of variation within each sector awaits & second report.
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l_q_gg_gtiona‘g Policy l[deu

\

In L8911 the California Legislature passed its livet genersl education

lav, a nine-page document that provided for:

(1) the creation of school districts and the election ot school
boards (an organisational structures policy),

-

(2) the certificstion of teachers (a personnel qualificetions
and employment policy),

(1) the estsblishment of @ basic school curriculum ( @ progrem ,
detinition policy), and '

1

{(4) the raising of local revenues ( 8 revenue generstion policy).

The previous year the state had adopted a Constitution that further .
mandated that the stets:
\
(5) compel children below a certain age to attend school (the
beginnings of an admissions policy),

(6) select textbooks for elementary schools (thus providing an
instructional materials policy), and

(7) distribute these materials without cost to local school
districts (thus initiating a resource allocation policy).

Over the next one hundred and thirty years, only one additional policy
mechanism - (8) testing and assessment of ltud;nt progress - was added to
this init.ial set of policy tools.

Thus, according to Encarnation and Hitch'cll (1984, 1983), since the
inception of public edx:c/ntion in California, education policymaking has
involv:d decisions coverin(‘eight conceptually distinct, though empirically
related policy issues. 53 central are these poli.ciel to the governance of

California public schools that a recent rcpo;t to the California State

Board of Education ( Educational Hni\a‘euent and Evaluation Commission,

11

.
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panl) .lcllna; thaewm as “"strategic conlrol nc(nnupn" at the disposal gf

etste policymakera in the legislative, executive, or judicial branches of

government. The generel Appllcnbilny'nt this taxonomy to other states and
to tederal policymaking is evident i1n earlier research (0Odden and
bougherty, 982, Mc Laughlin, 1981; Berman, 1981, Nitcholl, 198]; Kiret,
1980). *

htete and fedecal social policies have likewise encroached on the
nu(nnuvny of private schools to shape these eight "strategic coatrol
mechanisme.'" (Encarnation, 1983; O'Malley, 1981, Vitullo-ilurtin. 1978;
Bascomb Associates, 1975 Sulli:nn, 1974; Erickson and Madaua, 1972,
President's Commission, 1971). For example, encroachment on pHvqu‘
decimsionmaking concerning a school's (1) or‘gnnhnt&onll atructure occura
vhon'ltlte or federal agencies define what a "school” is for the purpounj
ot gathering genecral data, licensing schools, or diapensing funde. (2)
Employnenf practices are shaped thr;)ugh teacher certification requirementa
(tied and untied to aid) and affirmsative action mandates. (1) State
compulsory education standards and federal and state curriculum
requirements for ;Olected school programa conatrain n';irivute school'a
program detinition and (4) instructional material aelection. Compulaory

education standards also influence n‘privnu achool's (5) admisaiona policy

and practices. Distributing instructional materials without cost to

.

nonpublic schools alters that school's (6) reaource allocation doc'uio'nn.
while programmatic expenditures (e.g., Title 1) and tax subsidies (e.g.,

rd
tncome tax exemptions) (7) generate revenues for nonpublic schools.

12






2y
3

. ey oo ) i . g '
- . N .
LC. Py 4 * -

S Fir;ally, private schools serving targeted student populations are required
. 4 EX N '

C . - e ' »
- > -
. . . P
: , 8 . .
. . o - ’
e
. “gre A
- 0

. ——

¥l v y. om ' . ' ¢ . T
?‘é . wto co&\form with gsstate and federal (8) testing and assessment .standards.
b » e .

[

AR
v .

‘ With the possible exception of testing and assessment, the state and
RIS ) : - R

:
R o

«-,\';;si:-\! federal policies outlined above finance and/or regulate school inputs

22 (i.e., resources) ‘with less explicit attention to school outputs (i.e.,
performance).. The reasons for this emphasis are many and varied. Most

important among these are the problems associated with specifying and

5

subsequently monitoring ®ducational production (Garms et‘al;., 1978;

Hanushek, 1979). While there is certainly disagreement over the resources
‘;ﬁ'essary to supply educational services, the debate becomes even more

-
.vitriolic when governments attempt to define, no less control, the
configu';‘ation of s,ervicé outputs. Given the innumerable hypotheses
concerning the relationship between resource configurations and performance
outcomes, governments try to define and monitor the former so as to affect
indirectly‘ the latter. In doing this, as we demonstrated above,
governments encroach on the autonomy 4of:both public and private séhool

N
decision making.

While this study will focus attention on state and federal policies
shaping school inputs, it is well beyond the bounds of this study to
explore all such inputs. Rather, attention will focus on policies
affecting the single most important resource. Recent national studies have
confirmed the centrality of the teacher as a ;cpool resource (Goodlad,
1983; Boyer, 1983). For‘ example, Coleman et _al. (1982 p. 78) argued

that staffing patterns best reflect 'the varyin capacities of schools to
ying L

foster intellectual and emotional growth for students and to provide an

o 13
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environment inwhi'c!g-"these can take place."” 1In addition to this linkage to
’ v‘:_;‘ ’ ' : .

school outpi;té»i;‘}?i(i\.e., performance), p'ol.icies_ affectilng,'persc'mnel
qualificationgti;g;na' employment also int‘eract with sev;aral of the policy
domains outlined above. For example, fromgghe p\er‘specti‘ve of resource
allocation, teacher salaries and fringe ben‘ts account for the lion's
-share (upwards of  702) of school bydgets. Policies affectinJg emp loyment
' are likewise critical to‘program definition, whether this be in‘divi'dual
course offerings or special proéram configurations (e.g;, b.ilingual
education). - |
For ‘these ;md other reasons detailed below, this paper focuses on the
impact of state and federal finance and regulation of staffi’g\g patterns in
public, Catholic and other. private schools. Yet, not all teacher
qualifications and other employmeht criteria have been subjected to ‘state
and federal p-urview. Moreover, foci of attention have shifted with time.
A brief history of state and federal policies concerning teacher
qualific;tions and employment criteria will illustrate this evolution.
Before the beginning of the twentieth century, state requirements Jfor
public schools had supers‘eded earlier countj regulations governing the
certification of teachers (Cremin, 1964). 1In the name of efficiency, this
chz;nge represented the first major restructuring of the labor market for
school personnel, encauraging greater uniformity in certification and in
professional employment standards statewide. Howevef_, this restructuring.
wa.s confined almost exclusively to the public.sector; n_onpublic schools

were largely immune from its effects in most states, idcluding California

(Encarnation, 1983; O'Malley, 198l; Bascomb Associates, 1975). 'Equally

14
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important to public schools, the level of authority for defermining
S )

personnel qualifications and employmenﬁ criteria had begun to.__,;’_glv\ift, even
though local educational agencies retained control over the’;zc’tual hiring
and firing of teachers. Subsequent alterations in liéensing' and credential
prac‘tices "in the public sector bolstered state-level authority, while at
the same time altering the balance between acadé';nic and pedagogical

training for teachers.

Beginning in the mid-to-late 1960s, however, ‘federal and state social

- policies introduced another criterion - race and ethnicity - into the

process of séle_cting instruction'al'perso?x{el. The resulting state and
federal "socigl" regulations, especially th‘&s_e associated with categorical
programs and affirmative action mal;dates, caused-an additional
restructuring of the labor market fqrvv school personnel - a regstructuring
that fors the first time in Calif'o'rnia brought the federal and state
governments into direct contact with M public and nonpublic schools as
these local agencies hired and fired educational personnel.

It is this se‘cond restructuring of the educational labor market that
is the subject of the present paper: In other words, attention will focus
on variation in racial and ethnic staffing patterns attributable to federal
and state program ope.rations in public and nonpublic schools. Such
personnel decisi.on,s and occupational choices represent one of the‘ most
important, and most sensitive components of a school's internal operations.
Despite that importance,n recent national reports (Goodlad, 1983; Boyer,
1983) have paid scant attention to cr'\e efficiency, equity,and legitimacy

considerations raised in the 1960s and 1970s that prompted increased

minority employment.
?

15
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1

‘The Institutional Environment of Schools

Of course, federal and state social policies are not the ‘p:ly
institutional factors shaping employment ;;atterns. Personnel
qualifications and employment criteria are also a function of lo_c'ai
educational and noneducational labor markets operating simultaneously.
Together, these organizational linkages and market forces define the
institutional environment of public, Catholic, and private schools.

Local Institutional Factors: Sector as a Determinant of Employment.

Analyses of the employment effects of federal and state social policies of
the 1960s and 1970s have concluded that these policies served to expand the

ranks of ethnic and racial minorities in professional \pmi-professional

6ccupations. Early research concluded that this grow minority middle
class owed its new-found economic status to federal (and state) equal
employment legislation and subsequent judicial interventions in pursuit of
affitmative action (For a sulmmary, see Wallace, 1977). No distinction was
dravn in these studies between the public and. private sector.

Later studies revealed, however, that most minority employment gains,
particularly for professional occupations, were attributable not to growtﬁ
in the private sector, but to the direct creation of pu!;licly-funded jobs
in government agencies. For example, analysis of national census data
covering the last 20-30 years concluded that, in relative terms, minority
professional employment in the publié sector exceeded similar employment in

the private sector. (Freeman, 1973; Carnoy et al., 1976). Moreover,

minority employment gains were greater in those government agencies that

.

16



o
s . Lo

ilmplemen’ted federal. an"d state'social‘welfare programs , eSpeci_alvly those

designed to serve low-income clientele (Brown and Erie, 198I; Newman, 19§:;

Carnoy et al., 1976). At the state and local 1evel; wheré wost: of this

new public employ'ment took place, public education accounted'fot/ over

two-thirds of the social welfare employment increase (Brohwn and Erie,
P

1981). ~

e

Most of this comparative research on public and private sector

staffing patterns focused on Black employment gains.1 The general

\ .

conclusion was that Blacks took a larger share of new hirings than did.

- . S, B @ 7
Anglos duriung the period of accelerated state and federal mvolve@ent in
social policy. So important were these'gains that by 1976 more than five

-

out of every ten Black professionals working in the entire national economy
vere empxloyed by government agencies. Thé ratio for Anglos was less than
three out of every ten (Brown and Erie, 198l). Trends in California are
consistent with national trends reported in earlier studies. Within bc.)th.
local(x‘;public educational agencies and the state civil service, Blacks
comprised a larger share - almost two to one = of professional positions
uthan did Blacks employed in California's private sector (Richards, 1.983;7
Richards and Encarnation, 1982). Al‘though the evidence iq' less compelling
for Hispanics, eafrlier employment data at least partiall)f supported this
conclusion in Ca[/lifornia: Hispanic professional employment in the State
civil service»(and, to a lesser extent, local public schools) was

relatiively larger than the employment of Hispanic professionals in the

“'f""p‘q,iv_at‘g;" sector (Richards, 1983; Richards and Encarnation, 1982).

S ]

17
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Exxstmg regearch’ has explored variation- in“racial employment patterns

x

between the public and private sectors. None of this research expreuly

¢
compares rac Lal staffxng patterns between pubhc and private schools.

. X
Existing research suggests that the sector w;iithin which a "school operatg)

- , o

should be an important determinan't of minori.ty emp'loyment; that is,

controlling for school size, public schools employ more minorities than do

< x . 7
private schools (Hypothesis 1).

State and Federal Programs as Determimants of Employment. As noted

above, minorit e loyment gains were greater in those state and local
y egp

"

agenc ies that mplemented federal and state social programs. Between 1964
. ¢ _ ,
and 1975, the federal government created over 30 major educational and-

Vi
’ "'y . ) ki . - .
related manpower\t\rainxng programs (Levin, 1977). Nonpublic schools or
. » \\ °
their students were eligible for funding or "in kind" services under most

federal schemes (Encarnation, 1983; Manno, 1978). And, as Coleman "(1982)

. . . - i
reported, nonpublic schobls participated in many of these programs, though‘

at different rates (see Table 1). Each federal program, in turn, was

Y

matched by an even broader array of state categorical aid programs whose
funding in states like California often surpassed federal levels. By 1979,
no fewer than 45 state and federal categorical aid programs could be
identified in California (Kirst, 1982). Nationally, almost half of all
government financial aid for nonpublic education could be Attributed to
direct state and federal expenditures channeled thfough \éategorrical

programs (Encarnation, 1983). (v

18
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. Thése state ahd fg eral\fitegoncal nd programs were generally of two

types: anentwe graats and tqrgeted grants. Incentwe grants were
allocated for brosdly defined purposes to educatlonal prov:.dera, whether

public or x?\onpublic_:. Such programs were usually deai'gned to strepgth.en the
content and proceaa of instruction for all students in the ac‘hool, and !
usually sl‘\owed ;lde discretion. in the m:se of funds to local admm\strstors
%who applied for these grants. Programsf of this type mcluded grants

intended for the purchase of library materials and for the improvement c:y :

science or vocational education. Variation in participation rates betwedn

<

sectors can be seen .n Table 1. Library material programs are as much a

Catholic school prog‘(ram gs?'public school program. In addition to the
absencez of federal control, much of this wide participation is due to the
easehéﬁf application (NCEﬁ;, 1978). In contrast, nonpublic school
participation in vocational education programs is cons_trai;\ed by

. . . . .
difficulties encountered in the application for funds; moreover, as Table 1

shows, few vocational education students are served by nonpublic schools.
The wide discretiqn granted local administrators in allocating program
resources distinguished library and vocational programs from a second class

~ of categorical alds. Uhe Eﬁer these other categorical programs required
% . 1 J
. 1oca17 appl‘tcstlon (e.g., federal bilingual eddcatxon, or were funded as an
entitlement (e.g. .'\California state bilingual education), they severely
-4 N
restri.ctéd local discretion in the internal allocation‘of program resources

'
~

to a school's operations. Unlike textbook programs or vbcational

| . ‘ s . /
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Table 1

Public and Catholic Scl!oola Compared:

N o . Selected Indicators - .
- ‘Between Settor © 7
' . Comparisonsd
Federal Categorical Aid Prggrams Public’ Catholic
* ) Incentive Grants for Broad Purposes
- . Library materials ‘ 86%
o n - '
o g ,
‘ §§ . Vocatiopal education (basic program) 67
? u . v ’
‘s g Targe;égLAid for Selected Students
/ B N -
' 5 ©| . Compénsatory education ' 69 .
. Bilingual education ,' 12 -
~
\ T TR TR +
\\ N -
. , Between Sector Couma‘fiso;gil
4 ' Percentage Total ~ ° Percentage Total ‘
Percent Black Black Students Hispatiic Students
or Hisp?nic <« | Public Catholic Public Catholic
Enrolled " ¥ Schools Schools Schools Schools
, L 0-19% 19.4%  54.6% 59.7%  58.8%
1 " . 1
o ul
5 5 20-497% 35.4 30.0 18.4 21.0
= h 50-79% 21.8 8.5 16.7 14.4 - X
= g '
g S 80-100% 23. 4 12.9 5.3 5.8
3values given are percentages of schools participating. ' 3

Source: Coleman et al. (1982: .Tables 3.1.3 and 4.5.1).
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» education and bilingua‘l education - supﬁgrted educational programs that
«

res ponded to the unique learning “éd- of c;r%ed ltudents, usually from
low-income ©or minority back ounds. Accordlng’to,'l‘able l.ﬁpartxcxpatlon
rates in these programs varied consr\derobly by sector. The proclivity of
public school students to participate 'in com'pensat‘ory education or
bilingual educ"{’tion programs is not ‘matched\ by students in nonpublic
schd%ls. Of these programs, only com’pensaatot/).'-veducati'on affects a sizeable
'nutsber of Catholic school students.

Targeted categorical grants merit closer scrutiny. As we noted above,
social welfare"orograms designed to serve low-income clientele were‘a ma jor
source of mi}nority employment gagns. . To illustrate, the Eme:gency School
Aid Act req‘ui'red as 4 condition for funding that school faculties had to be
racially balanced'. so did many school desegregation and dffirmative action
decisions.‘_ Other programs’ like compensatory education and Head Start have

been Ilnkeﬁ to Black employment gains as a r‘ﬁlt of their specific focus

on the negds of low income, inner city students (Brown and Erie, 1981).

)

N . "
mechanisms, and have stipulated that new:t achers with these credentials
14

still other programs introduced s gia:jrtification and training

must be hired if the school district is to satisfy program mandates. In
the case of one such program, bilingual education, ethnic identity and
professional specialization appear to overlap. Since bilingual proficiency

is a condition of employment, Richards (1984) demonstrateéd that Hispanics

- i

andather:' language minorities _haVe' an edge in this expanding sector of the

L4
teacher labor market. His;;‘anics comprised almost 40 percent of all

bxllngual education teachers m California during 1980 yet they were less

than 6 percent of the entxre teaching force (Richards, 1983; Richards and

Encarnation, 1982).
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- : In short, categorical aid programs designed to serve targeted students

Y

restructured the labor %arket - for school personnel by creating a selective
demand for p?ﬂonnel needed to address the special educational needs of lov:
‘#ncome and minority sht,de;‘ts.z To the extent that this festructuring
created new opportunitie)s for Blacks and Hispanics, minority emp._ioyment
pattérns in the educational labor market shdBld be a function of this class
of state and federal categorical programs. That is, as the number of
“students partici.pating in targeted aid programs increases, the number of
minority teachers employed in that school should also increas.e (Hypothesis
2). By this same logic, the relationship betweén incentive grants

earmarked for broad purposes and minority staffing patterns would be

negligible (Hypothesis 3). These propositions should hold irrespective of

. -
."‘}

the educational sector within which the school operates.

This direct relationship between sector and minority employment may be
mitigated, however, by the relationship between targeted aid and minority
.:amployment. As Table 1 suggests, a school's or. i};ﬁs‘-students' programmatic

.~ involvement may itse’lf be a funciion of th:gt school's sectoral affiliation,

and, ultimately, student characteristics.

Yo
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III "
'The Consumer Environment of Schools :
Inltitutio;\al sources of employer demand - be they local and sectoral,
or state and federal - do not alone explain variatioh in\staffing patterns
across public, Catholic, and lother private schools. Other sources of
variation can be explained by the different demands schools ‘confront from
their own consumers and clients - the students and the parents of students
who attend schools. While these demands may be institutionalized - witness
the cmergence of parent-teacher associations and school site councils -

more often than not they are reflected in the characteristics of the

S

students who attend schools. Existing research identifies two broad sets
of client or student characteristics that have an effect on provider or
sclhopl operat ions general‘ly, and staffing patterns specifically. While the
linkages between client and ‘lbrovider may be direct, they may equally
interact with the institutional factors identified above.

The Comgosition‘f Current Clients. Federal and state categoricsl

aid programs alter the relationship between client and provider. The
racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic composition of students - along with
their age. distribution, total size, and community location - determine the

llin

eligibility of the school or its students for categorical funding or
kind" services. They also determine the -extent of.state and federal
r’egulator—y oversight. Compensatory education and bilingual, education
programs are illustrative. The absence of large concentrstions of

minority, poor, or other "educationally disadvantaged” ltfxﬂdents of

elementary school age precludes eligibility for many-of these programs, and
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exempts public and nonpublic schools from the regulation and oversight tied
to their funding. Since suéh "educationally disadvantaged” students arg
located in urban arcaa'. \"tl\c community location of students -;y prompt
"funding, as in California's Urban Impact Aid.

Of course, client-provider relations need not be mediated by
institutional factors. For example, a growing body of research on the
demand for, and sipply of teachers draws direct linkages between staffing
patterns across schools and the racial segregation of studen‘ts in those
schools. On the demand side, three sets of interrelated factors have been
identified. First, research suggests that minority teachers are important
learning and role models for minority students (Dworkin, 1980; Naboa, 1980;
.Haney, 1978). Second/’for reasons of social control within school?, the
Safe School Study recommended that more minority teachers be assigned to
predominantly minority schools to reduce violence against teachers
(th.ioqa 1 Institute of Education, l97§). Third, minority employment gains
may be a response to political demands emitted from both the larger polity
and the local school site. The increased hiring of minority faculty in
public schools figured prominently in the demands of civil rights leaders
and community groups who had been protesting and litigating for decades

/(EHaterson, 1982; Kirp, 1982). Likewise, the absence of minority faculty
figured among the demands of student militants in publjc‘scﬁools (Richards,
1983). However, there is little indication that either set of demands -
from the lSrger polity or the local school site - affected the cmployment

!

practices of Catholic and other private schools.
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There is limited evidence to suggest that client demands may vary

b-fwee'r\\ : public and nonpublic lchool.; ~Variation in client characteristics
lcrol; sectors would suggest this. As we see in Table 1, Coleman et al,
(1982) have discerned important racial and ethnic differences between.
public and nonpublic schools. For example, the average Catholic school,
when compared -to \ts public counterpart, enrolls a relativeiy larger number
of wealthy, ua»)lly Anglo (except in the west) students who attend more
Anglo-segregated schools, often in suburban communities.

Research on post-secondary education supports this conclusion ;}at
client characteristics vary coansiderably according (:) the sector with which

the service provider operates. The Carnegie\g.oa-ncil (1980) has

rank-ordered such providers, beﬁinning’c’with private, prestigious

&

/
universities at the top and state-supported community colleges at the

bottom. Not only does minority enrollment in general lncrease as One moves
down this scale, but minority employment likewise increases - though the
pattern is not necessarily monotonic. This research provides OI\Q‘ of the
few indications that minority enrollment and minority employment are at
least correlated, if not causally related, in private edqcntional
institutions.

Such variation across sectors among the clients of educational
providers‘- be they K-12 or post-secondary - may ultimately shape the
incentive struc tﬁres of educational managers. A growing body of research
co.ncerning theories of agency and government enterprise predicts that

public and private managers producing the same general se{ of services will

exhibit differences in their behavior - differences that arise from
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systematic variation in the incentive structures operating in the two
sectors (For a summary, aee Mueller, 1979). Much of this research has
focused on the noneducational service sector. In one such study, Lindsay

(1976) found that a relatively smaller proportlon of minority physiclads
were eaployed by private hospitals, as compared to Vcternnl M-iniltrn‘tioc\
hospitals. As explanation, Lindsay (p. 1071) pointed to client demands ou
private hospitals: since managers ﬁerceive that “patients prefe_r to be
trent\:d by white physicians,...the nttr‘i?bute 'white race'...command(s) ‘a
positive premium in the market for physicians.”

For local public managers, any such perception is confounded by the
incentives flowing from the structure of client demands; these demands may
flow from higher-level government oversight and from the different clients
of government agencies. To illustrate this latter point, Borjas (1973)
shows that federal social service igenci\el employ greater proportions of
minority professionals than do agencies providing other general service
(e.g., agriculture agencies). As explmntion,/pﬁ'al pointed to the impact
ot consumer demands on governmentl ngencie‘/:/ these ngenciel must rely on
differeat constituencies for political and other resources and, in turn,
respoand to constituency demands through the policies they advocate and the
personnel they employ. For private providers, the relation between client
and provider is equally direct.

That nonpublic managers, at least in the educational sector, may find
it easy to satisfy their demand for Anglo teachers is indicated by research

concerning the supply side of the labor market. Looking at noccupat tonal

pretereaces, recent empirical analyses of "hedonic" price theory have
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dreconfirmed what has long been known ,about the sociology of work: job
characteristics and working co>nditi;>ns figure prominently in an
individual’'s choice among alternative employment opportunities. To atotract
an employee to a job less preferred by a potentigl applicant, these labor
market studies show tht'lt an employer must pay a['hi’gher wage, holding other
determinants of employment constant. For example, in several studies of
tjeaAcher employment in California a'nd Florida public schools, Chuﬂers
(1978) found t‘ha’t school districts must pay higher wages to Anglo teachers
in order to attract thém to schools with one or more of the following
‘c::h"a’racteris'tic'g: minority-segregated student body, high levels of
"violence, location in the innelr city. Employment in such schools is not
preferred by Anglo"teavchers, leaving open an avenu‘e. for minority
employment. Correlatively, Anglo teachers will accept Aldwer wages to work
“in pt;blic schools (and, by inference, private schools too) that have low
levels of violence, are located in pleasa%t suburban sdrroundings, have
large prop‘ortions of Anglo students, operate a well-maintained physical
plant, and so on. In the.se schools, managers who breferr to employ Aﬁglo
teachers have ample supply to do so. Since the existing supply of minority
teachers is relatively small in the total educational labor force, the high
demand for minority teachers in urban (largely public) schools may absorb
‘availab’le supply. P‘rivat‘e and _public :nanagers outside of these‘urban
schools may thus have little'choice but to hire Anglo teachers, indepenaent
of any preference for thé race of the teacher they employ. |

In summary, several testable propositions may be garnered from this

wide-ranging review of the consumer environment of schools. Minority
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employment in schools should increase as a direct result of one or more of

the following conditions: (a) increased minority enrollment, (b) increased
enrollment of poor students, (c) locatiop in an innér-city community; and

(d) attendance ‘in elementary schools (Hypotheses £=7).

The Changing Composition of Clients. In additio’ﬁ to the existing
configuration of client .characterintic; discussed above, dynamic elements
may alter staffing patterns in public, Catholic ;nd private schools. For
ex;mple, most federal and state categorical aid programs originated during
a period of relative growth in the total populagion served by public
schools, and in the fiscal capacity of local school districts. Since the
size of the educa'tional labor force is a positive function of the size of

X ,
student populations and of budgetary expenditures, such growth was
reflected in expanded hirings of all teachers - Anglo, Black, and Hispanic,
In short, growth has had a positive‘?;ffect on minority employmen\t
(Hypothesis 8). | "Q " .,

Over the last two decades, howq,\}er, there have been dramatic ghangea
in the student populations served by public and nonpublic schools, as' well

as ch;nges in the fiscal capacity of local public school districts. As the

total number of children attending public schools declined sharply over the

last decade, total enrollments in private schools increased. Yet despite

overald;) decline in public enrollments, the numbers of students classified
as disadvantaged for reasons of race, language, income, or physical
disabilities has risen in public schools in absolute and relative terms

(Encarnation and Richards, 1981). To a lesser extent, cursory evidence

-suggests that the same may be said for Catholic and other private schools.
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In California, public school enrollmefits Adeolined by over 350,000 students
. ' \J.SV,
between 1967 and 1979, while atuden‘é‘g identified as social and ethnic

&
mindrities increased their numbers absolutely and rel?tively. This

precipitous declin'e in total enrollments was due to a 26 percent decline
over the 12-yea'?'%eriod in Anglo students, who by 1979 constituted no more

than 60 percent of all public school students. The remainder were
minorities, of which Hispanics constituted the largest single group in
public schools. Having grown by over 50 percent during the last decade,
Hispanics by 1979 comprised over one-quarter of all public school students
in California. By comparison, the Black growth rate over the same period
mirrored the proportion of Black students in California's public schools
during 1979 - 10 percent (California State Departmént of Education, 1979).
These changes in enrollment conditioned minority employment. The
severe fiscal crisis that hit California's public schools during the late
1970s was precipitated not only by declining enrollments, but .ﬁlso by
Proposition 13 and the simultaneous reduction in state revenues. Thus,
many districts were unable financially to cushion teacher layoffs from
declining student enrollments by reducing class size. Since the level of
state funding was linked by formula to student enrollments, little
short-term relief from the state Qas available to declining districts.
Because teacher salaries and ‘fringe benefité accounted for over 80 percent
of district budgets, the standard solution to budgetai—y deficits was a
reduction in the teaching staff. In short, teacherg were laid off. The
seniority and tenure provisions secured over the last two decades by

teacher unions determined reduction in force decisions. The first teachers
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dismissed were, by state law, tﬁoae with the least seniority. Since the
emp loyment gains of Black and (especially) Hispanic teachers are of recent
origin, these two minority grou‘pa are most vulnerable to dismissal
(Richards and Encarnation, 1983). In this way, demographic declines and
fiscal constraints interacted to erode previous minority employment gains.
In other words, one would expect to find fewer minorities employed in

schools experiencing sharp employment declines (Hypothesis 9).
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Summary of Hypothesis

Nine testable propositions were identified above. Accordingly, the
numbers of minority teachers employed in a given school are predicted to
increase if:

Hl: the school is located in the public sector;
/

H,: the number of students pai'_ticipating in targeted aid programs

increases;
H : the number of minority students increases;
5° the number of poor students increases;
H6: the schdol is located in an urban area;
7° the‘school serves elementary school-age students;
Hs: the number of teachers employed by the sc.hools increased over
the last“bf.ey years.
The numbers of minority teachers"employed are predicted to be unaffected
if:
H.: the number of students participating in state and federal
incentive grant pi'ograms increases.
The numbers of minority teachers employed are predicted to decline if:
Hl: the school i.s located in the nonpublic sector;
H.: the number of teachers employedin a school declined over the

9

last few years.

/
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Empirical Model, Data, and Methodology

9

In summary, our review of existing rewearch has identified several
y

énvl;ronmentll detesminants of minority employment in public, Catholic and
other pr-ivate schools. In the institutional environment of schools, these
deteerinant. include local and sectoral as well as state and federal
variables. Additional sources of variation in minority employﬁent may be
found in the consumer environment of schools, environs shaped by the
current and, changing composition of the students served by schools. Our
review of existing studies has also identified several plausible linkages
among these environmental factors, and between such factors and minority
emp loyment. Taken together, these linkages define an open vuylteuu model of
service Qelivery. Figure 1 portrays this model, and draws. from our review
of e\isti;lg research those variables for which empirical measures will be
soughtf

Data. Data required for the analysis qf this model were collected
during Spring 1982 by Stanford University's Institute for Research on
Educational Finance and Gove{t';:;\e (IFG) u?der a research gr.ant from the
National Institute of Education. Through school- and district-level
Questionnaires, \local K-12 educational agencies in the pubiic, Cafholic,
and other privatg sectors were asked to report on their operations during
the 1980-81 and 1981-82 school years. These survey data were supplemented
by data from other SOutces:, (1) for public schools only, the 1982
California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS) supplied by the California
State Department of Education (CDOE); €2) for all nonpublic schools, the

1982 California Private School Directory also supplied by CDOE; and (3) for

32 ,
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Figure 1
An Open Systems Model of Minority Employment
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Catholic schools only, detailed financial reports generously supplied by
éutholic dioceses in 'the areas surveyed.
The samples of schools and school districts come from the six cn#ntiel
that comprise the San Francisco Bay area: Alameda, Contra Co;tu, Marin,
‘ San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara. Schools sampled in these six
counties exhibited wide variation on variables of interest to this study,

~

while at the same time operating in close proximity to one another. This
. R

site encompasses thyvee central cit4des (Oskland, San Francisco, and San

Jose) and numerous suburban towns with wide diversity and different rates
f . ° of change in the fucill, ethnic, and socioeconomic composition of their
. . inhabitants. Hore;\ber. the type and frequency of K-12 educational

inctituéionl vary ’Gi'dely across the six counties. Such wide diversity

among the clients (students) lnd°p§ovidero (.lchooll),of educational

X services is a precc"nvl‘t;itvion for wide di\vercity in state and federal
( ., regulation and finmcé_;ol" education. Yet, blecnuu of geoﬁruphic proximity,
< /‘. | educational and labpfx;é markets overlap considerably, thereby re‘ucing a

‘number of confoundihg factors that would othervise distort a nationwide

sample of schools. 5 | 4

From these data‘; ve were able to operationalize the variables
_identified in Figure l using the school-level measures and indicators
identified in Table 3._.. L .

Methodology., In order to isolate the contributions of separate

environmental factors to minority employment, ordinary least—-squares

estimation procedures were employed using step-wise inclusion criteria.
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Given the fact that the response rates [®gm the stratified sampling design
varied by both school sector and location, the regressigh model was
weighted to reflect the population of schools by seltor aad by
urban/suburban location.

v

‘ Findings
P

General Overview.

)

Tables 2 and 3 summarize the weighted linear regression model
utilizing a stepwise inclusion criterion designed to maximize the Rz.
Jhe R2 for the general model was .68. Appendix A contains & correlation
matrix for the variables included in the model and Appendix B contains tﬁe
actual estimates and significance tests.

None of the hypothesized relations was reversed. Correlatively, all
statistically significhqt-coefficients were in the hypothesized direction.
Most of the variance in the estimates of the number of minority teacher
employed in schools is explained by a small subset of variables: ““the
pr:portion of minority students enrolled, the proportion of low-SES
students enrolled, the proporf’ion of students receiving compensatory aid
enrolled, the size of the school, and growth in faculty size were
positively related to minority employment. Catholic and private schools

were significantly and negatively agsociated with minority employment.

The Consumer Environment

1. The number of minority teachers employed in a school in our sample

can best be explained by the proportion of minority students in the school .

and the total school size. The model predicts that we would find
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Tahle 2 I

An Operationalization of fé; Model

__ School-level Measuren and Indlcators

Varlable .. School-level } e e e
Mfﬁorlty Fmployment the umber of minority teachers employed
Publ{c a dunmy varlable for school sector, where l=public and O=nonpublic
Catholfc a dummy variable for school sector, where l-cxthollc and O=non=Catholic
Library Materials a dumay variable for school participation in former ESEA Title IV-8, vhers | T}
. "" indicates that the school receives federal funds and "0" indicates
nonparticipation,

Compensatory ed&?ation the proportion of students entolled in federally funded compensatory edufation
programs (former ESEA Title 1),

Bilingual Education the proportion of students enrolled in state or federally funded bilingusl
education 7ogrm (former ESEA Title VII). .
Minority enrollment the proportion of minority students in the school "
. Student wealth | the proportion of low SES students ehrolled in :hl school
Urban Community a dummy varisble for fnner-city location, wherel"l".lndicatcl that the students

enrolled live largely within the city limits of Oakland, San Francisco and
San Jose, and "0" indicates all other locations.
Y

Elementary School age a dummy variable for students enrolled in grades K-8 schools, where
] = elementary and 0 = secondary ,
Emp loyment Cro;th .the number of te;chers with five or less years of seniority ‘ 5
. v R
Employment Decline the number of teachers laid off during the two-year period 1979-1901 |
School size (K~12) the total enrollment of K-12 students | |

School sfze (Pre:school) the total Preschool enrpllment

| |
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' Table 3
Hypothesised Relatio irical Findings:
Determinants of Minoricy lnploymnt'
Hypothesized, &4nsnx.ﬂ2$:§
Indepandent Variable Relationship B c R¢
=(), )
Institutional factors
Local/Sectoral
Public + tnstgnd 0.001(12)0
Catholic - -1.27% 0.008(%)
.
State/Federal
Incentive Grants
Library materials 0 - .524 0.005(8) A
Targeted Aid
Compensgtory education + 2.299 0.026(3)
BilinggiéhedUCltion + insign. 0.001(11)
Teacher Growsh and Decline
Growth \ - +/- .042 0.01(4)
Decline +/- insign. 0.004(9)
Client Characteristics
Minority race + 4.164 0.296 (2) .
Low SES + 2.214 0-006(6)
Urban community + insign. 0.p0S(7)f
Elementary school age + < insign. 0.D01(10)
Size (K-12) 0 .004 0.B13(1)
Size (Pre-school) 0 insign. 0.P00(13)
¢

Notes:
See Appendix A for correlation matrices and Appendix B for the complete
estimation of the linear regression model.

bKey: (+) or (~) mean positive or negative relationship, respectively.
(0) means negligible relationship. '

“Significant at 0.05.
dInsign. = Insignificant.
eRepresents the order of stepwise inclusion. -«

f
The dummy variable Urban had a significance level of .0599.
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approximately one maore minority teacher if the proportion of minority

students increesed by .24 (e.g., from 10 to 4 percent).

2. Less important, [but .y&‘\ll significent, is wvhether or not the
school has been increasing ise of its teacher labor force. Increacee
ate reflected by the number of teachers in the school with lese than five
years of sspiority and decreases are reflected by the number of layoffls in
the two-year period 1979-1981. Incresses are poeitively aseceociated wich
minority employment snd decreeses were statistically ineignificent. Por
every twenty additional teachere with lese than 5 years uniocid the wmodel
predicts less than one will be a minority.

The Institutional Environment

While client characteristics dominate the model, two sets of inatitutional
factors are also important determinants of minority employment:

1. Sector. The Catholic sector emerges as a significantly negative
factor in the employment of minority teachers. Our original auspicion that
the influence of sector on employment might be eliminated once correlated
client charac teri.‘tic- and linkqn' with state and federal programs were
introduced was unfounded. A school's inclusion in the Catholic rotdr vas
the fourth most important in terms of iut contribution to the model's fit.

The model predicts that the fact that a school is Catholic would reduce the

number of minority teachers eamployed by one, everything else held equal.
2. Government Programs. After controlling for the myriad of other

environmental influences on employment, incentive grants that permit wide

local discretion (Our example is library materials aid) in their use for
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34
broad purposes have, as predicted, a negligible impact on minority

employment. Consistent with Coleman’s-findings (see Table 1), we found

. L . .
“that library materials aid was as much “a- Catholic school program as a

pbblic school program. In sharp contrast to the library materials program,

more tightly regulated grants targeted for selected students had a positive

cffect on minority employment, even after controlling for other significant
determinants_ of minority employment.

In the case of compensatory education aid, the propc\)“r“t"ren of students
receiving aid was strongly _associated with the increased employment of
minority teachers: ; 43 percent increase in the proportion of students

&
receiving aid is predicted to increase the number of minority faculty by
one. In the case'..‘d‘of bilingual education aid,-ghe b value was large but
statistically insignificant. This.may be a function of lower funding
levels and the virc;:al non-participation of Catholic, private and suburban
schools i'rrespec-tiv.e of minority earollments. For public schools in the
State of California as a whole, Hispanic emp loyment has been shown to be

s'ignifi‘cantky related to the percentage of Hispanic students enrolled

(Richards, 1984).

@ .
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* Conclusions

To summarize the fundings discussed above, 'publicness" independentl of
the clients served and the}’federal and state categorical aid received is
not a strong predictor of increased employment of minority teachers.
Rather it is the combination of minoritf enrollments and a high proportion
of students participating in compensatory education programs from low SES
backgrounds and enrolled in large central city schools that explains most
of the variation in minority e‘mployl;:eht from school to school. Yet
Catholic schools, and private schools even more 8o, are negatively -
associated with minority employment, even after controlling for the race,
SES, and categorical program participation rates of their‘ students. At
least foyr public schools, as we outlined.in section III of this study, the
reasons for small subsets of variables having the strongest effects on the
employment of minority teachers are many and varied: there is obviously a
high correlation between minority status, low ES(family background and

Furthermore, minority

Y
teachers are recognized as important role models for minority students;

participation in compensatory education programs.

they may serve as instruments of social control with the school; they

partially satisfy political demands that school staffing reflect the racial

L3

composition of the students and community; they work in minority-segregated
\ .

schools deemed less desirable by their Anglo counterparts. The

institutional factors that define the concept of sector have an effect on

- minoirty employment separate from the effects associated with other

determinants (e.g., minority enrollment; federal aid) that are correlated

3
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with both sector ahd emp loyment. The conclusion that these factors are
?mpo.r tant predictors of minority employment is consi;tent with the research
summarized in Section II above _concerning the impact of fgderal and state
social policies on minority employment in the public sector generally, aﬁd
state and local social welfare agencies (including public schools)
specifically. De jure, nonpublic schools are also subject to that
legislation; de facto, there is liccle evidencento suggest this is the
case. In addition, the relation between sector and minority employment is
also consistent with research reported in Section III on the incentive
structure of service industries generally: the argument here is that
managers of nonpublic service providers value Anglo over minority
professionals because managers perceive that this ordering characterizes
the preference f;mctions of their clients and consumers. '
These nonpublic managers may find it easy to match their demand for
Anglo teachers with available supply. As we sa\; in Section III, research
concerning the dccupational preferences of teachers suggests that Anglo
teachers will accept lower wages in order to work iﬁ public schools (and
presumably private schools, too) that have low levels of violence, are
located in pteasant suburban surroundings, have a well-maintained physical

plant, and so on. In sum, widely different bodies of literature concerning

the demand for, and supply of teachers support the findings reported in

this paper: t-he number of minority teachers riSes in public schools,
declines in private schools.

The number of minority teachers employed in schools is also Q function
of the demographic and fiscal dynamics of school environments: growth and

decline in the labor market for school personnel is driven by demographic
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(and fiscal) changes. As we tried to demonstrate in\ Section I1I, growth is;

associated with greater employment of minorities, largely because growth is
. fe

often driven by increased minority enrollments. Indeed,f,we found that

increased numB}rs of minority teachers were associated with a growing labor

force.

Federal and state programs targeted to selected students must be
distinguished from other programs designed to provide incentives for broad
purposes defined locally. It is the former set of programs that is
associated with min‘ority employment; that is, as the number of students
participating in compensatory education or bilingual education programs
increases, the number of minority teachers increases. Social welfare
programs designed specifically to serve low-income clientele have been a
major source of minority employmeat gains; most such programs are tightly
monitoréd by‘ state and federal agencies or the cou;ts; a few may link
funding to desegregation of the labor force; even fewer may impiicitly link
professional specialization with ethnic identity. By contras%, broadly
defined incentive grants do not have these characteristics, and enjoy high
rates of participation among public and nonpublic schools alike. These

programs have a negligible effect on minority employment.

Policy implications. These conclusions have important implications

for current policy debates. At least two possible scenarios for the future
direction of educational policy can be envisaged. One scenario does not
bode well for increased employment of minority teachers; the other is

equally plausible, but suggests more optimistic employment outcomes for
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minority teachers. We shall outline the more pessimistic. scena o fir: ,
drawing expressly on the conclusions outlined above.

The recent federal and state movement away from tied aid and toward
incentive (bl‘ock) grants and tax incentives will diminish the direct and
positive effects of government aid on minority empl ent. As local
control increases, minority employment may diminish unless minority
enrollments increase enough to offset the loss of federal and state
involvemgnt. The negative repercussions of the movement away from
categorical aid will likely be even more pronounced given the general
decline in school age population that affects most public schools and some
Catholic schools. Some of the decline in public.school enrollments mavyvbe
attributed to the flight of students to nonpublic schools. Whi le fhis
flight should generate growth in the labor market of nonpublic schools,
such growth - otherwise associated with minority employment gains - may be
insufficient to overcome the strong, negative effects of the private
sector. It is these same nonpublic schools that respond to a variety of
managerial incentives that inhibit minority employment. To the extent that
existing or proposed government policies (e.g., tuition tax credits)
accelerate that flight, minority employment gains in the public sector, may
be reversed. While student flight has not been confined to Anglc; stud‘Jnts,
it does not include minorities in sufficient numbers to give these new
clients of nonpublic schools an appreciable impact on minority employment.
In short, recent policy trends, when combined with other environmental
factors, do not bode well for increased hinority employment. Current
policy trends have begun to diminish the positive role of government as an
instigator of labor market restructuring. Proposed policies like tuition

tax credits could possibly exacerbate these tendencies.
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However, proposed policy changes can also be viewed in a different_
light, one that accentuates the role that federal and state governments
have played in shaping the internal oper:tiona of public, Catholic and
other private schools. Since public aid and government regulation are so
inextricably intertwined, no discussion of alternative financial aid
policies - including tuition tax credits - should overlook the probab le
impact of expanded government regulation on the internal operations of
nonpublic schools in the future. Among those operations, employment
figures prominently. By 1975, for noripublic schools to operate, 5 states
mandated that they all satisfy state accreditation requiremenfa. 13 states
mandated that their teachers satisfy state certification requirements, and
46 states mandated that m.lin'ikdlil curriculum requirements be satisfied. The
frequencies of these andvother regulatory policies have grown natiénwide
over the past twa decades.

While numerous additional regulations are either Qnrelated to aid or
are directed at the noninstructional program of private schools, a second
trend over time has been toward mofe "tied aid" and greater regulation of
emp loyment and the seven other policy domains identified .in Section I. All
programs of aid inevitably must determine standards of eligibility, the
first step toward defining what a school is or ahould‘be. As auggeétéd by
past IRS attempts to fe&ulatelnonpublic school admissions policies,
subsidization through tax policies becomes an important vehicle for
extend i'n'g the scope of governu;ent control over the in.ternal operation of
nonpublic schools. Again, minority teacher employment could be among the

operations affected. N

46
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Currently, a third restructuring of the educational labor force is
underway. The principal stihuli for 'the'rq'?f?uc'turing are recent national

studies critical of the quality of American education. (Goodlad, 1983;

» N : Y
Boyer, 1983) These 38 tqdfie) confirmed the centrality of the teacher as a

>
¥

school resource. Among their proposals a't;e dramatic increases in teacher

salaries and fundamentarl upgradmgs of teacher competencies. Thus far,

policy recommendattons«t\ava paid 'scant attention to the equxty and
legitimacy issues tha‘t underlay the last at tempt to restructure the
educational labor markgf in the /{19605_ and 1970s. . It remains to be seen

%

whether this increased emmphasis on- educational quality and teacher salaries

»

will have a positive effect on the empléymen; of minority teachers. Yet, a
failure to ad'dress »th'e.ori;gina’l cpn‘ce“rns incérpoga‘te‘d in social policies of
the last two decades &'\ay rek_.iénc!le dém_andsﬁ”fc;t equity and legitimacy by the
fastest growing clients of Ame\riéc,,ng education - urban minority students.

“Implications for future research. Much of the pravious discussion

of policy implications argued as i public, Catliolictor private schools

could be treated as undlfferentxated whole’ However, there is ample

evidence to suggest wlde vanatlon"lrom schf ‘to school within each sector
[ 4

with respect to both school bperattom genérally, and minority employment
» g ¢
specifically (Richaz;ds ,/419;83; j.chhrds and”fEnoc@’rnation, 1982). Within each
. - Y iy
sector, env,iron'meﬁﬁal determii;a:nt:/aﬂj of m'inority employment vary
cons 1derably, ,8chools diffeé. 1y th’éirtp@rticipation rates in government

r

programs (Table_rl@*,f in their .prOportxonate enrollments of minorities (Table
. . 1

2), and in théir‘ratef:E gr’owth' and decline. In a separate report
-

focusing on wiihin-sector variation in minority employment, the general

y

appllcab 1’11ty of the open sygcems model developed above will be assessed

(Rxchards and Encarnatlon A984 forthcoming). ’ ’ oo
i

.



Footnotes
i lThe classification of teachers and students racially as either Anglo,
Black, or Hispanic is at best imprecise. Blacks, for ex$mp1e. may be of
Ibero~American (Hispanic) origin. Moreover, the consistent use of the term
"race'" as a substitute for the cumbersome phrase ''race and ethr;icity" is
not meant to obfuscate the point that m‘ény Hispanics share a common
caucasian racial history with Anglos.
2Note that the sharply increased demand for teachers engendered by
targeted categorical programs often created an gndersupply of qualified
teachers.
3For a discusgion of the sampling procedures, response patterns, and the
biases introduced by these, see Chambers, Descriptive Report, 1984, '
4Special thanks to Edward Haertel for his advice concerning the use of
weighted responses in regression analyses.
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APPENDIX A

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 7 PROB > IR| UNDER HO:RHO=0
/ NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS / WEIGHT VAR=WGHTRET

CATHOLIC

|

\

[CHLES A
TAUGHT LESS THAN FIVE YRS

LAYOFFS
CENTCITY

=1 IF SCH LOC IN CENTRAL CITY
ILEMSEC

SRADE LEVEL

PROPCOMNMP

PROPFBIL

PROPMIN

PROPSES

PROPFBIL

Jo.11936

0.0585
252

.
-0.00143
0.9820
252

-0.00789
0.9008
252

0.01728
0.7849
252

-0.08725"

0.1673
252

0.4%0918
0.0001
282

1.00000
0.0000
252

0.25409
0.0001
252

0.42545

0.0001
252

94

PROPMIN

9.22690
0.0002
263

0.03132
0.6131
263

-0.12150
0.0490
263

0.43613
0.0001
263

-0.09969
0.1067
- 263

0.66691
0.0001
252

0.25409
0.0001
252

1.00000
0.0000
263

0.56925
0.0001
252

PROPSES

-0.11403
0.0707
252

0.04421
0.4847
252

0.03006
0.6348
2852

0.224508
0.0003
2852

-0.054587
0.3884
252

0.60933
0.0001%
282

0.42545
0.0001
252

0.56928
0.0001
252

1.00000
0.0000
252






CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 7 PROB >\|R| UNDER HO:RHO=0
7/ NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS../ WEIGHT VAR®WGHTRET

v , .

PROPFBIL
PROPMIN

PROPSES

TCH_MIN

ENR_TOT

_TOTAL SCH ENROLLMENT

ENR_PRE
TOTAL SCH ENROLLMENT, PRESCHOOL

ENR_MIN

FEDLIBM
SCHL RECEIVES FUNDS FOR LIB MATERIALS

-

ENR_FCOM .
ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED COMP ED PROG

ENR_FBIL

"ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED BILNGL PROG

NSESLOW .

PUBLIC

35

L

CENTCITY

0.01728
0.7849
252

0.43613
0.0001
263

0.22408
0.0003
252

PROPFBIL

0.29835
0.0001
252

0.12430
0.0u487
252

-0.02388
0.7060
252

0.29649
0.0001
- 252

0.21898
0.0005
252

0.36142
0.0001
252

0.89361
0.0001
252

0.47510
0.0001
252

0.17585
0.0051
252

ELEMSEC

-0.08725
0.1673
252

~-0.09969
0.1067
263

-0.05457
0.3884
252

PROPMIN

0.54151
0.0001
263

0.00226
0.9709
263

~0.04953
0.4238
263

0.68338
0.0001
263

. 0.04170
0.5008
263

0.50947
0.0001
263

0.23030
0.0002
263

0.49729

0.0001
263

-0.13636
0.0270
263

PROPCOMP

0.40918
0.0001
252

0.66691
0.0001
252

0.60933
0.0001
252

PROPSES

0.46550
0.0001
252

0.03814
0.5467
252

-0.05072
0.4227
252

0.46461
0.0001
252

0.26707
0.0001
252

0.46168
0.0001
252

0.38508
0.0001
252

0.78692
0.0001
252

0.24693
0.0001
252
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CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB >

7/ NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS / WEIGHT VAR=WGHTRET

ENR_PRE

TOTAL SCH ENRQLLNENT.PRBSCHOOL

ENR_MIN

FEDLIBM

SCHL RECEIVES FUNDS FOR LIB MATERIALS

ENR_FCOM

ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED COMP ED PROG

ENR_FBIL

ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED BILNGL PROG

ﬂSBSLON Iy

PUBLIC

CATHOLIC

TCHLES
TAUGHT LESS THAN FIVE YRS

LAYOFFS

CENTCITY
=1 IF SCH LOC IN CENTRAL CITY

ELEMSEC
GRADE LEVEL

\

PROPCOMP

CENTCITY

-0.01058
0.86u44
263

0.38855
0.0001%
263

0.10021
0.1049
283

0.31222
0.0001
263

0.09525
[0.1234
263

0.31335
0.0001
263

-0.23174
0.0001
263

0.19812

0.0012
263

0.19021
0.0019
263

-0.09033
0.1440

; 263
"1.00000
" 0.0000
263

=0.12346
0.0455
263

0.35393
0.0001
252

- 56

IR| UNDER HO:RHO=0

ELEMSEC

-0.00971
0.8755
263

=0.h143Yy
0.0001
263

-0. 17347
o.o0u8
263

R
~0.18982
0.0020
263

-0.22569
~0.,0002
263

-0.30492°

0.0001
- 263

-0.04393
0.4781
- 263

0.00818
- 0.8950
263

-0.19223 "

0.0017
263

-0.33278
0.0001
263

-0.12346
0.0455
- 263

1.00000
0.0000
263

-0.03353
0.5963
252

PROPCOMP

-0.03718
0.5569
252

0.54460
0.0001
252

0.25268
0.0001
252

0.78274
" 0.0001
252

0.35420
0.0001
282

0.54426
0.0001
., 2852
-0.00926
0.8837
252

1 0.15189
0.0158

252

0.009u40
0.8819
252

-0.00330
0.9588
282

0.35393
0.0001
282

-0.03353
0.5963
282

1.00000
0.0000
252



CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS / PROB >
7/ NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS / WEIGHT VAR=WGHTRET

PUBLIC

L)

CATHOLIC

TCHLES
TAUGHT LESS THAN FIVE YRS

LAYOFFS

4

"CENTCITY
=1 IF SCH LOC IN CENTRAL CITY

r

ELEMSEC
GRADE" LEVEL
PROPCOMP
PROPFBIL

PROFMIN

PROPSES -

TCH_MIN

ENR_TOT
TOTAL SCH ENROLLMENT

07

IRI

UNDER HO:RHO=0

CATHOLIC

~0.67665
0.0001
263

1.00000
0.0000
263

-0.00430
0.9u4u6
263

~0.15402
0.0124
263
0.19812
0.0012
263

~0.00818
0.8950
263

0.15189
0.0158
252

-0.11936
0.0585
252

. 22690
0.0002
263

-0.11403
0.0707
252

CENTCITY

0.35054
0.0001
263

0.08248
0.1823
263

TCHLES

~-0.26691
0.0001
263

-0.00u430
0.94u46
263

1.00000
0.0000
263

>
-0.01996
0.7473
263

0.19021
0.0019
263

-0.19223
0.0017
263

0.00940
0.8819
252

-0.00143
0.9820
252

0.03132
0.6131
263

0.04u21
0.4847
252

ELEMSEC

-0.40267
0.0001
263

-0.62890
0.0001
263

LAYOFFS

0.22761
0.0002
263

-0.15402
0.0124
263

~-0.01996
0.7u473
263

1.00000
0.0000
263

-0.09033
0.1440
263

~0.33278
0.0001
263

-0.00330
0.9585
252

-0.00789
0.9008
252

-0.12150
0.0490
263

0.03006
0.6348
252

PROPCOMP

0.48371
0.0001
252

0.03187
0.61u46
252
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PROPCOMP

PROPFBIL

PROPMIN

PROPSES

TCH_MIN

ENR_TOT

TOTAL SCH ENROLLMENT

ENR_PRE

TOTAL SCH ENROLLMENT, PRESCHOOL

o
3

ENR_MIN

FEDLIBM

IRI

SCHL RECEIVES FUNDS FOR LIB MATERIALS

ENR_FCOM

ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED COMP ED PROG

ENR_FBIL

ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED BILNGL PROG

NSESLOW

UNDER HO:RHO=0
/ NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS / WEIGHT VAR=WGHTRET

ENR_FBIL

0.35420
0.0001
252

0.89361
0.0001"
252

0.23030
0.0002
263

0.38508
#0.0001
252

CATHOLIC

~-0.098213
0..1120
263

-0.15u492
0.0119
263

-0.02692
0.66138
263

-0.00087
0.9888
263

-0.02619
0.6725
263

-0.00704
0.9095
263

-0.11988
0.0521
263

-0416561
0.0071
263

58

N

‘

SESLOW

54426
0.0001
282

47510
0.0001
252

.49729
0.0001
263

0.78692

-

0.0001
282

TCHLES

.2us521
0.0001
263

S ALLA
0.0008
263

.08875
0.1512
263

. 17511
o.oouh
263

.01t
0.8565
263

. 14070
0.0225
263

.06885
0.2659
263

. 20354
0.0009
263

PUBLIC

-0.00926
0.8837
252

0.17585
0.0051
252
-0.136136
0,0270
263

0.24693
0.0001"
252

-~

LAYOFFS

0.06679
0.2805
- 263

0.32109
0.0001
263

-0.03293
0.5950
263

0.05796
0.3491
263

0.22865
0.0002
263

0.03u465
0.5758
263

0.06351
0.3048
263

'0.15480
0.0120
~263
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ENR_TOT
TOTAL SCH ENROLLMENT

ENR_PRE
TOTAL SCH. ENROLLMENT, PRESCHOOL

w

¢

ENR_MIN

FEDLIBM \
SCHL RECEIVES FUNDS FOR LIB MATERIALS

ENR_FCOM
ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED COMP ED PROG

ENR_FBIL
ENR PARTICIPA?ING IN FED BILNGL PROG

!
NSESLOW .

PUBLIC
CATHOLIC

TCHLES
TAUGHT LESS THAN FIVE YRS

>

LAYOFFS

CENTCITY
=1 IF SCH LOoC IN CENTRAL CITY

ELEMSEC #
GRADE LEVEL

IRI

UNDER HO:RHO=0
/ NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS / WEIGHT VAR=WGHTRET

ENR_FBIL
0.29037
0.0001
263

-0.02326

0.7073

263

0.41248
0.0001
263

0.24332
0.0001
263

0.39966
0.0001
263

1.00000
0.0000
263

0.61239
0.0001
263

0.17737
0.0039
263

-0.11988
0.0521
263
0.06885
0.2659
263

0.06351
0.3048
263

0.09525
0.1234
263

-0.22569

0.0002

263

NSESLOW

0.42978
0.0001
263

-0.04530
0.46u44
263

0.73570
0.0001
263

0.26233
0.0001
263

0.61722
0.0001
263

0.61239
0.0001
263

1.00000
0.0000
263

0.28723
0.0001
263

-0.16561
0.0071
263

0.20354
0.0009
263

0.15480
0.0120
263

0.31335
0.0001
263

-0.30492
0.0001
263

PUBLIC

0.32317
0.0001
263

-0.13096
0.0338
263

0.14665
0.0173
263

0.12239
0.0474
263

0.09894
0.1094

263

0.17737
0.0039

263

0.28723
0.0001
263

1.00000
0.0000
263

-0.67665
0.0001
263

-0.26691
0.0001
263

0.22761
0.0002
263

-0.23174
0.0001
263

-0.04393
0.4781
263

Y,




)

"\

CORRELATION co:rrxé??hqa‘/ PROB > |R] UNDER HO:RHO=0
/ NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS 7 WEIGHT VARSWGHTRET
ENR_MIN FEDLIBM ENR_FCOM
{SESLOW 0.73570 0.26233 o.sivzéq“,_
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
263 263 zs;~&
PUBLIC 0.14665 0.12239 0. n989u N
0.0173  0.0474 L1094 ;
263 263 26#/
{4 .
SATHOLIC -0.00087 -0.02519 ~0.00704"
. 0.9888 0.6725 0. ?095
263 2263 263"
TCHLES ‘ 0.17511 0.01131 o 1«07
TAUGHT LESS THAN FIVE FYRS ‘ 0.0044 o/gses
. | 263 253
LAYOFFS | ] 0.05796 0. ass 0. o
* ‘ \ 0.3491 0 oo;
263 »{as ' 26
CENTCITY 0.38855 0.10021 0.3
=1 IF scu LOC IN/ CEN' nag;cxrv /- 0.0001 5, 0.1049. ,0 Q@01
\ . f . }63
ELEMSEC " | -v W3y <0.17947 0. 16982 ¢
GRADE WL EVE .\ ) ¢ 0.0001  0.0048 -0.0020
;\\\/ ‘ ‘ oo 263, 7 263 63, .
- ,.‘ s ) 4 . ; . s o .
' pngkiﬂfpg -+ 0.54460 0.25268 0.7827%
P o  0.0001. 0001  '0.0001
- : 252, % 282. - 252/
- ) - . -J‘ 5 "
PROPFBIL . B L. M9649.. . 21898” 0.36£u2
a . o ‘0001 _b.0 . 0.0p01
. Co, T - 252 "\\;263‘ 252
IR 1,/ ’ L : :
PROPMIN. / , o 1 0. ess;s> 0.04170 0.50947
; S R 6.%008 0.0004
R h - 263 ; ) 263§ 263"
S ) S
Z . ALY w%usi £0.26707 0.46168
v . .. T 0901-* 0.0001 0.0001
ﬂ'/f : /zsz. 252 252
’“"14 'J‘ ENR_FBIL NSESLOW PUBLIC
) ‘
TCH_MIN ° /’ RS 0.41685. 0.70781 0,16853
N . 0.0001 0.0001 +0.0062
~//' - ‘ : : 263 263 263

v

Al

*&S‘, | \

-

\.- N



NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS /“‘EIGHT VAR'HGHTRET

TCH_MIN
. ELEMSEC , -0.40267
. GRAPE LEVEL * 0.0001
. 263
.
/ s
PROPCOMP 0.48371
0.0001
252
PROPFBIL 0.29835
0.0001
252
PROPMIN 0.54151
0.0001
263
PROPSES 0.46550
0.0001
252
ENR_MIN
. '.}
TCH_MIN 0.82149
0.0001
1 263
ENR_TOT 0.55684
TOTAL SCH ENROLLMENT 0.0001
263
ENR_PRE -0.04583
TOTAL SCH ENROLLMENT, PRESCHOOL 0.4593
‘ 263
ENR_MIN 1.00000
0.0000
263
FEDLIBM 0.13174
SCHL RECEIVES FUNDS FOR LIB MATERIALS  0.0327
263
ENR_FCOM 0.73031
ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED coMp ED PROG  0.0001
1 . 263
ENR_FBIL 0.412u48
ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED BILNGL PROG 0.0001
263

61

)sanELATION COEFF!CIENTS 7 PROB > IRl UNDER HO:RHO=0

ENR_TOT

-0.62890
0.0001
263

0.03187
0.6146
252

0.12430
0.0u487
252

0.00226
0.9709
263

0.03814
0.5467
252

FEDLIBM
0.11175
0.0704
263

0.18185
0.0031

263,

-0.06u419
0.2997
263

0.13174
0.0327
263

1.00000
0.0000
263

0.15593
0.0113
263

0.24332
0.0001
263

ENR_PRE

-0.00971
0.8755
263

-0.03718
0.5569
252

-0.02388
0.7060
252

-0.04953
0.4238
263

-0.05072
0.4227
252

ENR_FCOM

0.61909
0.0001
263

0.27031
0.0001
263

-0.02701
0.6628
263

0.73031
0.0001
263

L
0.15593
0.0113
263

1.00000
0.0000
263

0.39966
0.0001
263



CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS + PROB > |[R|
/ NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS / WEIGHT VARCWGHTRET

TCH_MIN
4"‘

TCH_MIN 1.00000

0.0000

263

ENR_TOT 0.56091

TOTAL SCH ENROLLMENT 0.0001

263

ENR_PRE -0.04108

TOTAL SCH ENROLLMENT,PRESCHOOL 0.5071

w‘ 263

ENR_MIN 0.82149

0.0001

263

FEDLIBM . 0.11175

SCHL RECEIVES FUNDS FOR LIB MATERIALS ' 0.0704

: 263

ENR_FCOM , 0.61909

ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED COMP ED PROG 0.0001

263

ENR_FBIL 0.41685

ENR PARTICIPATING IN FED BILNGL PROG 0.0001

. 263

NSESLOW 0.70781

0.0001

263

PUBLIC 0.16853

0.0062

263

CATHOLIC -0.09823

0.1120

r 263

TCHLES ' 0.24521

TAUGHT LESS THAN FIVE YRS 0.0001

v 263

LAYOFFS 0.06679

- 0.2805

263

CENTCITY 0.35054

=1 IF SCH LOC IN CENTRAL CITY 0.000%

263

)

J | 62

UNDER HO:RHROw=O

ENR_TOT

0.5609!
0.0001
263

1.00000
0.0000
263

-0.05094
0.4107
263

0.55684
0.0001%
263

0.18185
0.0031
263

0.27031%
0.0001%
263

0.29037
0.0001
263

0.42978
0.0001
263

0.32317
0.0001
263

-0.15492
0.0119
263

0.21441
0.0005
263

0.32109
0.0001%
263

0.08248

L4 0.1823

263

ENR_PRE

-0.04108
0.5071
263

-0.05094
0.4107
263

'1.00000
0.0000
263

-0.0u4883
0.4593
263

-0.06419
0.2997
263

-0.02701
0.6628
263

-0.02326
0.7073
263

-0.04530
0.4644
263

-0.13096
0.0338
263

-0.02692
0.6638
263

0.08875
0.1512
263

-0.03293
0.5950
263

-0.01058
0.8644
263



o APPENDIX B

HAXIHUH R-SQUARE IHPRPVIH!NT FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE TCH_MIN

WARNING : 1 ons:nWAriaNs DELETED DUE TO MISSING VALUES.
STEP 1 VARIABLE ENR_TOT ENTERED R SQUARE = 0.31304616
C(P) =  267.43632380

DF ) ‘u!IGHT!D 33 MEAN SQUARE . | § PROB>F
REGRESSION 1 75122891941  751.22591941  113.93  0.0001
ERROR 250 1648.50298225  6.59401193
TOTAL 251 2399.728901686

’ e

B VALUE STD ERROR TYPE II S8 PROBOF
INTERCEPT ={0.30187341
ENR_TOT 0.00408926 o 00038312 751.22591941  113.93  0.0001

THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE BEST | VARIABLE MODEL FOUND.
N

STEP 2 VARIABLE PROPMIN ENTERED R SQUARE = 0.60948190
' c(p) = ., 47.01418010
DF WEIGHTED SS MEAN SQUARE r PROBOTF
- REGRESSION 2 i“62.591320“9 731.29566024 194. 31 0.0001
ERROR 249 0 937.13758117 3.76360474 ‘
TOTAL 251 2399.72890166
B VALUE STD ERROR TYPE Il 88 r PROBOF
INTERCEPT =-1.9310u4851
ENR_TOT 0.00406349 0.00028945 741.75745947 197.09 0.0001
PROPMIN 6.91178448 0.50274276 711.36540108 189.01 0.0001

THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE BEST %‘:ARIABL! MODEL FOUND.

i fa

STEP 3 VARIABLE PROPSES ENTERED R SQUARE = 0.63623432
C(P) = 28.94125640
DF WEIGHTED SS  MEAN SQUARE r  PROBOF
REGRESSION 3 1526.78988985 508.92996328 144.59 0.0001
ERROR 2u8 872.93901182 3.51991537
TOTAL 251 2399.72890166
‘ B VALUE STD ERROR TYPE II SS F  PROBOF
I NTERCEPT =-2.01356046 y
ENR_TOT 0.00401335 0.00028017 7.22.29237551 205.20 0.0001
PROPMIN 5.47348945  0.5914u604 301.46058558" 85.64  0.0001 |
PROPSES 3.24838786 0.76062626  64.19856936 18.24  0.0001 >
........................... ittt

THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE BEST 3 VARIABLE MODEL FOUND.

o ‘. o 6:3@ : - y




MAXIMUM R-SQUARE IMPROVEMENT FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE TCH_MIN

STEP & VARIABLE TCHLES ENTERED R SQUARE = 0.64671320
c(p) = 23.078730u48

DF WEIGHTED 88 MEAN SQUARE r PRODOT
REGRESSION 4 1551.93634698 387.98408674 113.04 0.0001
ERROR 247 847.79285468 3.43238852
TOTAL 251 2399.72890166

3 VALUE STD ERROR TYPE 11 S8 r PRODOT
INTERCEPT =-2.16313238
ENR_TOT 0.00384118 0.00028388 628.43340702 183.09 0.0001
PROPMIN 5.44364322 0.58414778 298.07564776 86.8Y 0.0001
PROPSES 3.20903729 0.785124719 62.62913984 18.28 0.0001
TCHLES 0.0509494u49 0.018823239 7.33 0.0073

25. 14648713

THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE BEST 4 VARIABLE MODEL FOUND.

’ STEP § VARIABLE CATHOLIC ENTERED R SQUARE = 0.6553885%56
c(p) = 18.57166667
DF WEIGHTED SS MEAN SQUARE F  PROBOP
REGRESSION 5 1572.74767438 - 314.54953488 93.%7 0.0001
ERROR 246 826.98122728 ° 3.36171231
TOTAL 251 2399.72890166
B VALUE STD. ERROR TYPE 11 SS r PROBOTF
INTERCEPT =-2.04818350
ENR_TOT 0.00373471 0.00028418 580.60880741 172.71 0.0001
PROPMIN 5.96613980 0.61506439 316.30512109 94.09 0.0001
PROPSES 2.64576431 0.77717872 38.96018871 11.59 0.0008
CATHOLIC -0.95175607 0.38252167 20.81132740 6.19 0.0138
' 0 0

/—IGHLEi\ 0.05260441 .01864053 26.77244789 7.96 .0052

[
STEP § PROPSES REPLACED ‘BY PROPECOMP R SQUARE = 0.65990290
o . C(P) = 15.18221306
oF . WEIGHTED SS MEAN SQUARE r PROBDF
. / . .
REGRESSION s¢ / 1583.58805200 316.71761040 95.46 0.0001
ERROR 246 / 816.14084966 3.31764573
TOTAL 251 2399.72890166
B #ALU: STD ERROR TYPE 11 SS F PROB>F
) INTERCEPT -1.83202“95
ENR_TOT 0.00367618 0.00028259 561.45184058 169.23 0.0001
PROPMIN 5.61294746 0.64149904 253.99194533 76.56 0.0001
, PROPCOMP 2.68011925% 0.691754u8 49.80056633 15.01 6.0001
CATHOLIC 1.35889886 0.36359789 46.340590u6 13.97 0.0002

64



MAXIMUM R-SQUARE IMPROVEMENT FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE TCN_MIN

TCHLES 0.056§9357 0.018518%9  30.98479701 $.34 ° 0.0025
__________________ R RS S
THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE BEST B VARIABLE MODEL FOUND.
STEP 6 VARIABLE PROPSES ENTERED R SQUARE = 0.66574177
c(p) = 12.80117684
‘ or MEIGHTED 88  MEAN SQUARE r PROBOT
REGRESSION 6 1597.89977588% 266.26662926 81.33 \\110001
ERROR 245 802.12912611 3.27399643
TOTAL 251 2399.72890166
B VALUE STD ERROR TYPE 11 88 r PROBOF
INTERCEPT =-1.93112872
ENR_TOT 0.00369347 0.00028085 566.24421964 172.95  ©0.0001
PROPMIN §.15225370 0.67505460 190.71940150 58.25 0.0001,
PROPCOMP 2.06364560 0.74901870  24.85210117 Q.59 0.0063
PROPSES 1.72943001 0.83598082 14.01172358 4.28 0.0396
CATHOLIC  =-1.10454956  0.38155008  27.43756566 8.38 0.0041
TCHLES 0.05489920 0.01841458  29.09955882 8.89 0.0032
THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE BEST 6 VARIABLE MODEL FOUND.
STEP 7 VARIABLE LAYOFFS ENTERED .R SQUARE = 0.67199753
cte) = 10.10734411
DF WEIGNTED SS  MEAN SQUARE _F  PROBOT
REGRESSION 7 1612.6119058§ 230.3731294) 71.41  0.0001
ERROR 244 787.11699580 3.22588933
TOTAL 251 2399.72890166
B VALUE STD ERROR TYPE IIYSS F PROBO>F
INTERCEPT ~-1.86561028
ENR_TOT 0.00389709 0.00029432 565.56488310 175.32  0.0001
PROPMIN 4,00542164 - 0.67977566 167.98516u36 §2.07 0.0001
PROPCOMP 2.17809686 0.74538596  27.54491418 8.54 0.0038
PROPSES 1.84711068 0.83160743  15.91470444 4.93  0.0273
CATHOLIC  ~-1.15462052  0.37944706  29.86934037 9.26 0.0026
TCHLES 0.05187168 0.01833259  25.82631130 8.01 0.0051
LAYOFFS -0.11097584  0.05144368  15.0121303) 4.65 0.0320




MAXIMUM R-SQUARE IMPROVEMENT FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE TCH_MIN

CENTCITY

THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE BEST

8 VARIABLE MODEL FOUND.

&

66

STEP 8  VARIABLE FEDLIBM ENTERED R SQUARE ® 0.67640190
c(p) » $.80268066
or WEIGHTED SS  MEAN SQUARE r  PROBOP
REGRESSION 8 1623. 18119783 202.89764973 63.49 0.0001
ERROR 243 776.84770383  3.19566956
TOTAL 281 2399.72890166 .
B VALUE STD ERROR TYPE 11 88 r erOBP
INTERCEPT ~1.71341641 :
ENR_TOT 0.00396959  0.00029564 876.13397207 180.29 0.0001
PROPMIN 4.64333039 0.69176250 143.98160809 45.06 0.0001
FEDLIBM  -0.44905334  0.2u691980 10.56929197 3.31  0.0702
PROPCOMP 2.45178421  0.75699617  33.852269996 10.49 0.0018
PROPSES 2.18932206 0.8u831924  20.85238910 6.53 0.0112
CATHOLIC  -1.11678594  0.37823904  27.88772883 8.72 0.0038
TCHLES, 0.05100922 ©0.01825268  24.98777637 7.81 0.0086
. LAYOFFS -0.09727585 0.05178338  11.29002788 3.83  0.061%
STEP 8 < LAYOFFS REPLACED BY CENTCITY R SQUARE = 0.67729888
. c(P) » 8.1298538
or WEIGHTED SS  MEAN SQUARE r r
1
REGRESSION 8 1625. 332982 203.16662288 63.75 0.0001
ERROR 243 774.3959189 3.18681448 N
TOTAL 251 2399.72890166
B VALUE STD ERROR TYPE II S8 r PROBOP
INTERCEPT 71661078 ‘
ENR_TOT 00377895 0.00028242 570.57563507 179.04  0.0001
PROPMIN 39263154  0.71502106 120.27314448 37.74  0.0001
FEDLIBM _. -0.55967556  0.24485089  16.65045520 §5.22 0.0231
PROPCOMP [27041766 0.75776190 28.60900602 8.98 0.0030
PROPSES 21180390  0.84525120  21.82118987 6.85 0.0094
CATHOLIC 16036910  0.37949773  29.79813130 9.35 0.0028
TCHLES 04638909 0.0185048%  20.02709997 6.28 0.0128
161973883  0.30175758  13.44181242 4.22  0.0411

P //\\



MAXIMUM R-SQUARE IMPROVEMENT FOR OEPENDENT VARIABLE TCH_MIN

STEP 9 VARIABLE LAYOrrs ENTERED R BQUARE = 0.68138278
c(p) = 7.0879247M

1 WEIGHTED SS MEAN SQUARE 1 4 PROBO>TY
REORJISION 9 1635.06188324 181.67384288 $7.5%0 0.0001
ERROR 242 764.66701842 3.15978107
TOTAL 251 2399.728901664

B VALUE STD ERROR TYPE Il 33 1 4 PROB>T
INTERCEPT -1.68734973
ENR_TOT 0.00393289 0.00029459 563.19644195 178. 24 0.000!
PROPMIN 4.25668585 0.71618474 111.622068u46 35.3) 0.0001
FEDLIBNM ¥0.49433508 0.24663741 12.69351490 4.02 0.0462
PROPCONMP 2.3306u4808 0.758321139 30.08477918 9.52 0.0023
PROPSES 2.25590108 0.842013358 22.67975052 7.18 0.0079
CATHOLIC -1.2003158¢ 0.37886981" 31.76883118 10.08 0.0017
TCHLES 0.04450198 0.01845754 18.36826207 .81 0.01687
LAYOFr -0.09050781 0.08158016 9.72890088 3.08 0.080¢
CENT 0.581397890 0.30116828 11.880608384) 3.76 0.05137

-y - - —— - - - . - = =

THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE IBSt/ 9 VARIABLE MODEL FOUND.

4

VARIABLE ELEMSEC ENTERED

STEP 10 R SQUARE = 0.68227944
c(p) = 8.39261029

or WEIGHTED SS ' MEAN SQUARE r PROBOT
REGRESSION 10 1637.28568441 163.72856844 51.78 0.0001
ERROR 241 762.44321725 3.16366u80
TOTAL 251 2399.72890166

B VALUE STD ERROR TYPE II 833 r PROBO>TF
INTERCEPT -1.29518241
ENR_TOT 0.00376066 0.00035929 3u46.59913060 109.56 0.0001
PROPMIN 4.17076289 0.72391575 105.01356830 33.19 - 0.000"
FEDLIBM -0.51030884 0.24752330 13.44697156 4.25% 0.04013
PROPCOMP 2.405637813 0.78105964 31.60920864 9.99 0.0018
PROPSES 2.26048919 0.84256867 22.77114100 7.20 0.0078
CATHOLIC -1.22693811 0.38013095 32.9586u4214 10.42 0.0014
TCHLES 0.04310163 0.01854425 17.09067366 5.40 0.0209
LAYOFFS -0.09868515 0.052525135 11.16750289 3.8 0.0615
CENTCITY 0.57166683 0.30170791 11.35803134 3.59 0.05913
ELEMSEC -0.32201914 0.38u408641 2.22380117 0.70 0.4026

R ——————— P Y ekttt il R et

THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE BEST 10 VARIABLE HODEL*POUND.
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MAXIMUM R-SQUARE IMPROVEMENT FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE TCH_NMIN

step 11 VARIABLE PROPFBIL ENTERED R SQUARE * 0,68273210
c(p) = 10.0829678¢
or WEIGHTED 88 NEAN BQUARE r PRODDP .
REGRESSION 1 1638.37198286 148.94290481 46.98 0.0001
) ERROR 240 761.35694880 3.17232062
TOTAL 251 2399.72890166
B VALUE STD CRROR TYPE 11 88 r PROSOP
INTCRCEPT -1.30304762
EXR_TOT 0.00374308 0.00036104 3J40.978219u4 107.48 0.000"
PROPMIN 4.18365216 0.72523996 108.8%56616919 33.28 0.0001"
reoLIBM -0.52301402 0.24881082 14.01732696 “.82 0.0366
PROPCOMP 2.29268277 0.78617878 26.9780798) 8.80 0.003Y
PROPFBIL 1.18484002 2.02478882 1.08626848 0.34 0.8890
PROPSES 2.16042u88 0.86087506 19.979060866 6.30 0.0127
CATHOLIC -1.20306881 0.38282999 31.32098280 9.8 0.0019
TENLES 0.04333474 0.01887388 17.26809623 .08 e.0208
' LM OFrS -0.098020882 0.08296700 10.2112088" 3.22 0.07M1Y
CENTCITY 0.59732028 0.30828449 12.10086948 3.83 0.0816
LLEMSEC -0.3127133) 0.388948012 2.09388081 0.66 0.%17%
/ TNE ABOVE MODEL IS THE BEST 11 VARIABLE MODEL FOUND.
‘STEP 12 VARIABLE PUBLIC ENTERED R SQUARE = 0.68277886

c(p) = 12.02013321

2 WEIGHTED SS  MEAN SQUARE r rroR>r
REGRESSION 12 1638.47696554 136.53974713 42.87 0.0001
ERROR 239 761.25193612 3.18518454
TOTAL 281 2399.72890166

B VALUE STD ERROR TYPE I1 SS r  eProm>r
INTERCEPT ~-1.25200767
ENR_TOT 0.00377596 0.000u0464 277.36384820 87.08 0.0001
PROPMIN 4. 16978248 0.73070899 103.72140976 32.56 0.0001
FEDLIBM -0.52238940  0.24933734  13.98120422 W\39  0.0372
PROPCOMP 2.29534622 0.78790708  27.0319208)3 8.49 0.0039
PROPFBIL 1.17367647 2.02981146 1.06491738 0.33 0.8637
PROPSES 2.21063781 0.90585829 18.96903209 5.96 0.0184
PUBLIC -0.08547146  0.47072309 0.10501268 0.03 0.8561
CATHOLIC  -1.26415053 0.51021331  19.553500u6 6.14 0.0139
TCHLES 0.04161121 0.02089223 12.63519037 3.97  0.047%
LAYOFFS -0.09456021 0.05313674  10.08689836 3.17 0.0764
CENTCITY 0.58835672 0.30985905 11.48374601 3.61 0.0888
ELEMSEC -0.29869842 0.39336489 1.83656020 .88 0.4484

)

@ e e o . e e W N e e TR e e e - - - - -

THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE BEST

12 VARIABLE MODEL FOUND.
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MAXIMUM R-SQUARE IMPROVEMENT FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE TCH_MIN

R SQUARE = 0.68280269

C(P) =
MEAN SQUARE

126.0416428Y
3.19826699

TYPE II SS

277.29524520.
0,06439139
103.08899844
14.04015536
27.09138111
1.06354831
19.00964315
0.13061491
19.47717602
12.65651530
10.10794428 ,.
11.42919842
1.85785594 .

F

39.41

14.00000000

PROB>F

0.0001

PROB>F

0.0001
0.8873
0.0001%
0.0372
0.0040
0.5647
0.0155
0.8400
0.0143
0.0u78
0.0767
0.0599%
0.4467

STEP 13  VARIABLE ENR_PRE ENTERED
DF WEIGHTED SS
REGRESSION 13 1638.54135693
ERROR 238 761.18754473
TOTAL 251" 2399.72890166
B VALUE STD ERROR
INTERCEPT ~-1.23757824 ,
ENR_TOT 0.00377558 0.00040548
ENR_PRE -0.00192338 0.01355531
PROPMIN  4.16384164%  0.73340759
FEDLIBM @ -0.52409518  0.25013909
PROPCOMP 2.29929984 0.79001874
PROPFBIL 1.17292576 2.03399215
PROPSES 2.21358043  0.90795784
PUBLIC -0.09664109  0.47821458
CATHOLIC  -1.27453019 0.51646928
TCHLES 0.04164983 0.02093695
LAYOFFS -0.09466855 0.05325148
CENTCITY 0.58717045 0.31060873
ELEMSEC -0.30059852  0.39440115
THE ABOVE MODEL IS THE-BEST
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13 VARIABLE MODEL FOUND.

P

Vi\






