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Making L ocal School Councils Work:
The Implementation of Local School Councils
in Chicago Public Elementary Schools

S. Rga Krishnamoorthi*

Chicago's public schools have undergone massive reform in the past decade. The
most radica of these reforms has involved decentralizing operationd decision-making for
the schools from the central Board of Education to parent-dominated Loca School
Councils (LSCs).

The dual purposes of this paper are to determine what aspects of L SC governance,
if any, matter for sudent achievement and what, if anything, the legidature can do to help
L SCs perform better in these areas. The paper begins with a brief examination of the
history behind Chicago school reform and a description of these reforms. Thisis
followed by a description of the rationale behind this reform. Next, the paper presents
the procedure used to perform the empirica analyss of this paper, and after that the
results of thisanadyds. The paper turnsfindly to an interpretation of the results and what
they meen for legidators

The results show that training LSCs might be important for their proper
functioning and might, in turn, lead to higher sudent achievement. The lllinois date
legidature has taken important steps toward mandating some training and encouraging
more; however, further action in this direction might be necessary. In any case, more
research must be done to answer lingering questions about the training of LSCs.
Currently, the link between the training of LSCs and student achievement remains under-
researched.

*John M. Olin Fdlow in Law and Economics, Harvard Law School; B.S.E., Princeton
University, 1995; J.D. candidate, Harvard Law School, 2000.
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Pre-Reform Chicago Schools

In 1987, then-Secretary of Education, William J. Bennett, labeled Chicago's
schools as "the worst in the nation."* While Bennett's remarks might not have been
completely accurate, > statistics show that he was not far off the mark. Sixty-seventy
percent of dementary school students read below nationa norms on the lowa Test of
Basic Skills (ITBS).2 Math scores ranged in the thirtieth percentile*® Thirty-four of
Chicago's fifty-five public high schools scored in the lowest 1% of American College
Test (ACT) scores,® and as many as two-thirds of freshmen dropped out of high school.®

Theresult was aloss of confidencein the public schools. In 1971, Chicago public

schools enrolled approximately 571,000 students.” By 1986, only 431,000 students were

*John M. Olin Fellow in Law and Economics, Harvard Law School; B.S.E., Princeton University, 1995;

J.D. candidate, Harvard Law School, 2000. The author wishes to thank the John M. Olin Center for Law,
Economics, and Business at Harvard Law School for its generous financial support of thisresearch. In
addition, the author acknowledges the gracious assistance of the Consortium on Chicago School Research,
and specifically John Easton and Shazia Miller, in furnishing the data used in the analysis of this paper.
Finally, the author is grateful to Professors Louis Kaplow and Martha Minow for their helpful comments
regarding this paper.

! see Linda Lenz, Punching Up Reform (last modified November, 1997) <http://www.catalyst-
chicago.org/11-97/117punch.htm>.

2 Detroit had lower test scores, and Boston had a higher dropout rate. Seeid.

3 G. ALFRED HESS, JR., RESTRUCTURING URBAN SCHOOLS A CHICAGO PERSPECTIVE 33, 35 (1995).

* Herbert J. Walberg & Richard P. Niemiec, Is Chicago School Reform Working? 75 PHI DELTA KAPPAN
713, 714 (1994).

® Only fifty-four schools nationwide comprised the population of schoolsin this percentile. See Hess,
supra note 3, at 33.

® Seeid. at 35.

" See Donald R. Moore, Voice and Choice in Chicago, in CHOICE AND CONTROL IN AMERICAN EDUCATION
154 (William H. Clune & John F. Witte eds., 1990).



enrolled® More than half of Chicagoans gave schoolsa"'D" or "F" in their performance.®
School teachers and administrators had lost confidence in the very schools in which they
worked. Nearly one half of public school teachers sent their children to private schools '
and even the school board president sent her child to a private school .1

Part of the reason for the school system'’s problems lay in changes induced by past
crises. The schools were gill undergoing change wrought by a desegregation consent
decree.r? The schools were aso feding the effects of the 1979-80 finandid crisisin
which the school system could not meet its payroll. Under abailout plan ordered by the
Chicago School Finance Authority, the schools laid off gpproximately 8,500 employees,
the mgority of whom were teachers and contact personne rather than adminigtrators and
central staffers™®

This latter effect had important consequences. Spending for adminigrative
reasons artificialy inflated overall expenditures for Chicago students'* Consequently,
the legidature was reluctant to spend more money on Chicago schools even though

students were deprived of crucia assstance. Further, the bureaucracy steadily grew, thus

making the school system more inefficient. Between 1976 and 1986, the number of

8 Enrollment had declined by 25%. Seeid at 153. Between 1970 and 1990, the school-aged popul ation of

Chicago had declined by approximately 18% due to demographic shifts. See UNITED STATES CENSUS
BUREAU, STATISTICAL ABSTRACT OF THE UNITED STATES: CITY AND COUNTY DATA 679 (1970) and
UNITED STATES CENSUS BUREAU, STATISTICAL ABSTRACT OF THE UNITED STATES. CITY AND COUNTY
DATA 132 (1990).

9 See Walberg and Niemiec, supra note 4, at 715.

10 seeid. a 714.

" seeid. a 715.

12 Noteworthy is that by 1985, schools were still only 15% white. See Hess, supra note 3, at 34. By then,
many white families had |eft the city for the suburbs, taking their tax dollars with them.

13 These 8,500 personnel were laid off over afour-year period between fiscal years 1979 and 1982. Sixty-

four percent, or roughly 5,400, of these 8,500 personnel were "student-contact" personnel, i.e., teachers,

counsel ors, speech therapists, etc. See G. ALFRED HESS, JR., SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING, CHICAGO STYLE 24
1991).

§4 CPS spent more per student than many suburban and downstate districts including those with even

greater percentages of poor children. See Walberg and Niemiec, supra note 4, at 715.



gudentsin Chicago Public Schoolsfell by 18%. During this same time, the number of
centra staffers grew by 30%.%° Last, the school system's teacher layoffs fueled
increasingly fractured labor relations with the teachers union. By 1986, five teacher

strikes had occurred in the last ten years.'©

Initial Reforms Enacted

In 1985, lllinois enacted school reform on abroad scale. The lllinois plan caled
for Loca School Improvement Councils!” These parent-teacher councils were
empowered to review discretionary spending by school principas and to engage in school
improvement planning.®

Asawhole, however, these reforms were ineffective. The Chicago school system
was resolute in ressting changes to school governance, and in generd, to reform of any
kind. The superintendent of the schools viewed reform as an encroachment on his
persond authority.*® In addition, funding policies adopted by the central Board il
prevented schools from controlling the expenditure of dl state Chapter | remedid funds
to which they were entitled®® Because asignificant portion of these funds remained in
the hands of centra staffers, Loca School Improvement Councils and school principals
had little say in how it would be spent.?* Finally, principals and the Local School

Improvement Councils had little direct control over the employees, teachers and non-

% seeid. at 714.

1® seeid.

17 See Hess, supra note 3, at 35.

'8 Seeid.

19 seeid. a 50, 53.

20| llinois provides compensatory aid, or state Chapter | aid, to school districts with impoverished students.
District administrators are supposed to distribute this money directly to schools for their discretionary use.
The Chicago Public Schools did not distribute all its Chapter | money to schools for their discretionary use.
Rather, it siphoned off roughly 1/5, or $40mm, for "program support,” in other words, administrative costs.
Thisdiversion of aid for administrative purposes has since been called "illegal." Seeidat 41.



teachers, staffing their schools??> Thus, school improvement planning was limited to

making changes on the periphery.

1988 Refor ms Enacted

In 1988, proponents of reform successfully lobbied the legidature to address
problems unresolved by the 1985 reforms. On December 2nd, 1988, the Illinois
Legidature passed P.A. 85-1418.22 The law's goals were many, but two among them
were the focus of the reforms: raising student achievement®* to equal or surpass state
performance standards and raising student attendance and graduation rates to equal or
surpass nationad norms.?® To achieve these goals, the law enacted three mgjor reforms.
Firdt, deverrmember Loca School Councils (L SCs) replaced the central bureaucracy as
the primary authority for operational decision-making in esch school.?® Second, the law
radicdly dtered the way in which Chapter | funds would be controlled. Whereas
previoudy the Central Board controlled a significant portion of this source of

"diiscretionary” money, now the schools would primarily control it.2” Third, the principdl

! Seeid.

2 seeid.

23 See |LL. COMP. STAT. ANN. 5/34-2.2 (West 1998).

24 student achievement means the "mastery of higher order thinking skills." Seeid. at § 34-1.01(A)(1).

% Seeid. at § 34-2.4(b). Thelaw aimed to achieve these goals within 5 years of enactment. See Walberg
and Niemiec, supra note 4, at 714.

26 See |LCS, supra note 23, at § 34-1.01(b). The Councils contain eleven members each: a principal, two
teachers, two community members, and six parents. Seeid. at § 34-2.1(a). A studentisincludedin
councilsat high schools. Seeid. at § 34-2.1(m). The principal is appointed by the council to afour-year
term. Seeid. at § 34-8.1. The teachers are appointed by the School Board for two-year terms. Seeid. at 8
34-2.1(1). The community members are elected for two-year terms by the community in which the school
islocated. Seeid.at 8§ 34-2.1(d)(vi). The parents are elected for two-year terms by parents of children
attending the school. Seeid. at § 34-2.1(1).

2" Seeid. at § 34-2.3(4). Inthefirst year of reform, this additional source of funds from the state amounted
to approximately $53,000 per school. By the fourth year of reform, additional, or "discretionary”, funding
was projected to rise to upwards of $230,000. See CONSORTIUM ON CHICAGO SCHOOL RESEARCH, A VIEW
FROM THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS THE STATE OF REFORM IN CHICAGO 72 (1993).



was given authority to evauate and suspend al school personnel, subject to the policies
of the Board.?®

While the second and third prongs of the new legidation were sgnificant, the first
was groundbresking.?® The new law took what were previously central Board
responsibilities and gave them to LSCs*®  The following three were the most important:;
1) Adopting a School Improvement Plan (SIP).3*
2) Adopting a budget to implement the SIP32

3) Evauating, terminating, and hiring the principal .

The Theory Behind L ocal School Councils

Like other states that adopted School-Based Management®* reforms, the lllinois

legidature vested authority in LSCsfor a variety of reasons. The three most prominert

28 See 105 ILCS, supra note 23, at § 34-8.1(1). "Theright to employ, discharge, or layoff shall be vested
solely with the board." Seeid. at § 34-8.1(ii).

29 Joel Handler has called it "the most daring and far-reaching experiment" of reform anywherein the
country. Joel F. Handler, Chicago School Reform: Enablement or Empower ment?, 8 THE GOOD SOCIETY 9
(1998).

3011 cases of severely unaccountable L SCs, the Board can intervene through processes of "probation” and
"reconstitution” to directly run the schools. See 105ILCS, supra note 23, at § 34-8.3. The Board primarily
relies, however, on biannual L SC elections to ensure that schools are run properly.

31 An SIPisathree-year action plan for the school that the principal developsin coordination with the LSC
and other members of the school community. Seeid. at § 34-2.4. The principal isresponsible for

devel oping and implementing the SIP, and the L SC is responsible for approving and monitoring the
implementation of the SIP. Seeid. After the termination of one three-year SIP, another must be devel oped.
Seeid. The SIP must be geared toward the following goals: significant progress toward meeting state
student performance standards, achieving or surpassing national normsin graduation and attendance rates,
preparing students for transition to further education or employment, and achieving to the extent possible a
high quality common learning experience. Seeid. at § 34-2.4(1)(a),(b),(c),(d),(€). The SIP must also
specifically enumerate how it will attain these goals aswell as an analysis of its current performance. See

id. at § 34-2.4(2).

32 Asin the case of the SIP, the principal initially develops the budget. The LSC approves the budget. See
id. at § 34-2.3(4).

3 Seeid. at §34-2.3(1),(2), and (3). The principal retains animportant rolein assisting the LSC in
performing its duties. The law tasksthe principal, in consultation with the LSC, with initiating the creation
of the SIP, drafting and amending the budget, and making personnel decisions. See generally id. at § 34-
8.1. Theprincipal, inturn, receives assistance from the Professional Personnel Advisory Committee
(PPAC), which advises her regarding curriculum and other academic issues. Seeid. at § 34-2.4(a). The
PPAC isagroup of teachers elected by the teachers at a school to advise the principal and the LSC
regarding curriculum and other pertinent issues. Seeid.



were increasing schools accountability to parents, increasing school actors job

satisfaction and productivity, and achieving a measure of democratic empowerment.>®

34| sCsareaversion of "School-Based Management" (SBM), the general category of reformsin which
LSCsfall. SBM has been defined as

aformal dteration of governance structures, as aform of decentralization that identifies
theindividual school asthe primary unit of improvement and relies on the redistribution
of decision-making authority as the primary means through which improvement might be
stimulated and sustained.

Betty Malen, et a., What Do We Know About School-Based Management? A Case Sudy of the Literature--
A Call for Research, in CHOICE AND CONTROL IN AMERICAN EDUCATION 290 (William H. Clune & John F.
Witte eds., 1990).

SBM has been awidespread phenomenon. The United States saw thefirst use of SBM in Florida
and Californiain the 1970s. Brian Knight, Delegated Financial Management and School Effectiveness, in
SCHOOL-BASED MANAGEMENT AND SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS 118-119 (Clive Dimmock ed. 1993). For
example, Dade County, Floridainitiated SBM in its schoolsin 1973. The county then rescinded this
reformin 1981. See Malen at 297. Other countries, most notably Canada, England, and Australia, have
utilized SBM aswell. Edmonton, Albertahad afully operational program of SBM in 1980. Vancouver,
British Columbia began SBM in 1985. England's Local Financial Management (LFM) reform under the
Education Reform Act of 1988 was aversion of SBM that would affect 25,000 schools by 1994. Victoria,
Australiabegan SBM in 1984. See Knight at 118-19.

Various forms of SBM have taken root under different names. For example, SBM includes
Participative Decision-Making (PDM) and School-Based Decision Making (SBDM). PDM has been
associated more with teacher-dominated councils. For example, see Joseph R. Jenkins, et al., Effects of
Using School-based Participatory Decision Making to Improve Services for Low-performing Students, 94
ELEM. SCH. J. 370 (1994). SBDM isageneric form including the LSC form of SBM. See Jane L. David,
School-Based Decision Making- Kentucky's Test of Decentralization, 75 PHI DELTA KAPPAN 706 (1994).
Furthermore, Employee-Involvement (EI) and Financial Delegation are also associated with SBM, although
not directly. El, areform based on the practice of various companies to involve their workersin nonroutine
decisionmaking, involves teachers helping to control schools. See C. Brown, Teacher Involvement and
Educational Restructuring, in INTERNATIONAL ENCYCLOPEDIA OF ECONOMICS OF EDUCATION 332 (Martin
Carnoy ed. 1995). Financial delegation iswhat England has mainly donein its drive to empower schoolsto
control themselves. See Tim Simkins, Economics and the Management of Schools, in ECONOMICS AND THE
MANAGEMENT OF EDUCATION 81 (Hywel Thomas and Tim Simkins, eds. 1987).

According to Betty Malen, these models have differed along primarily three dimensions. Oneis
the type of authority that has been delegated; in other words, whether the school has control over budget,
program, and/or personnel. See Malen at 301-02. For instance, Chicago's L SCs have some control over al
three areas. See generally 105 ILCS, supra nhote 23, at § 34-2.3. Another isthe division of powers at the
school level, i.e., whether parents, principals, or teachers dominate. See Malen at 301-02. In Chicago,
parents dominate. See generally 105 ILCS, supra note 23, at § 34-2.1(a). Thelast isthe actual amount of
discretion that school actors possess. See Malen at 301-02. Here, Chicago L SCs have wide discretion. See
general ly 105ILCS, supra note 23, at § 34-2.3.

> Other common reasonsin the SBM literature for instituting SBM include wanting to increase the
effectiveness of decision-making and increasing managerial efficiency. The former theory rests on the
notion that decisionmakers closest to the classroom have the most information about what goes on there.
Since the people with the most information are the best decisionmakers, and the people closest to the
classroom are teachers and principals, teachers and principals will be the best decision-makersin schools.
Therefore, the schools should devolve power to teachers and principals. See JOSEPH MURPHY AND LYNN
BECK, SCHOOL-BASED MANAGEMENT AS SCHOOL REFORM: TAKING STOCK, 27-31(1995).

According to Brian Knight, Britain, Canada, Australia, the Netherlands, and Belgium utilize the
latter theory as the primary justification for their adoption of SBM. It isthought that by devolving power to



Legidators believed that increasing schools accountability to parents would make
increasing student achievement more prominent among schools goas. They had reason
to believe that this was not the case in the past. Prior to reform, it was thought that many
principas considered increasing sudent performance afutile effort in light of sudents
poor socio-economic backgrounds. ¢ Moreover, the central Board of Education did little
to persuade principals to believe otherwise®” The result, it was postulated, was that
students challenges became sdlf-fulfilling prophecies

Reform advocates desired a change in schools mindsets about what was possible
for their children. They wanted principals and teachers to believe that sudents were
capable of higher student achievement.®® To ensure that schools would modify their
beliefs, the state made school actors directly accountable to the people who had the
highest expectations of students: parents.®

Another reason the legidature devolved authority to LSCswas a bdlief that such

authority would increase the job satisfaction of school actors*® and would

schools, and then rewarding the highest performing schools with increased resources, schoolswill act in
ways to achieve higher performance. For example, using its new-found financial powers, schools could
perhaps contract out the education of certain students to meet certain standards in a cost-effective way. See
Knight, supra note 34, at 137-39.
38 The principals were strongly influenced by the 1966 Coleman report that correlated low achievement
\3/\4ith poor socioeconomic background. See Hess, supra note 3, at 47-48.

Seeid.
38 The "effective schools" research suggests that the most successful schools are ones where principals
believe that all students can be high achievers. Seeid. at 47-48.
39 Seeid. If parents supervise principals, and principals wish to remain in good standing with parents, it is
hoped that principal s will adopt the mindsets of their supervisors. Namely, like parents, principals will
establish high expectations for students. In Mark Smylie's model, this notion of accountability is called
"control" by external forces. It isaform of compulsion by outsiders, as opposed to self-induced action.
See Mark A. Smylie, et a., Instructional Outcomes of School-Based Participative Decision Making, 18
EDUC. EVAL. & POL'Y ANALYSIS 183 (1996). No concrete data show that in reality, principals
expectations of students haverisen. It would be safe to say, however, that principal s whose expectations
remain low will need to explain their positions to unsympathetic L SCs.
40 See Hess, supra note 3, at 49-50. Taylor and Bogotch note that SBM is supposed to lead to higher
teacher attendance aswell. See DianneL. Taylor & IraE. Bogotch, School-Level Effects of Teachers
Participation in Decision Making, 16 EDUC. EVAL. & POL'Y ANALYSIS304 (1994).



correspondingly produce higher productivity among them.** In turn, this was supposed to
leed to higher student achievement.*?

The theory was based on the results of devolving authority in the private sector
from management to workers. It was found that giving workers more authority over how
they worked and what they did led to more contentment with their jobs. It lso led to
greater productivity as a consequence*® Similarly, it was thought that by giving school
actors such as teachers a greater say in how the school was run, they would be happier
and more productive** The difference was that rather than leading to the production of
more widgets, the increased productivity would lead to better-educated students.*®

A third mgor reason for the reform was to achieve a mesasure of democratic
empowerment. Democratic empowerment meant giving authority to stakeholdersin the
schooal; i.e., parents, teachers, the principa, and community members. Democratic
empowerment was judtified on two grounds. One was that democratic empowerment

would lead to better outcomes from the reform process. Only by placing power in the

“! See Hess, supra note 3, at 49-50.

42 See Murphy and Beck, supra note 35, at 27-31.

43 "Employee-Involvement" isthe common name for this process. See Brown, supra note 34, at 332. See
generally SandraE. Black & LisaM. Lynch, How to Compete: The Impact of Workplace Practices and
Information Technology on Productivity, (last modified in August, 1997),
<http://nberws.nber.org/papers/W6120> (describing how industrial relations practices that promote joint
decision making between management and unions leads to higher productivity than without such joint
decision making practices).

4 Thiswas possible through allowing teachers to occupy two positions on the LSC and by enabling
teachers to contribute their academic expertise in other ways through the Professional Personnel Advisory
Committee (PPAC). See 1051LCS, supra note 23, at § 34-2.1 regarding composition of LSC. Seeid. at §
34-2.4(a) regarding the PPAC.

45 See Murphy and Beck, supra note 35, at 27-31. Educators call this mechanism by various names
including "motivation" and "commitment.” In Smylie'sframework, motivation is the opposite of control.
Motivation is self-induced compulsion to act. Thetheory isthat once actors are more identified with the
consequences of their actions, and they crave to be successful (say that successis defined in terms of
student achievement), they will act in waysto achieve this success. See Smylie, supra note 39, at 183.
"Commitment" istheideathat school actorswill be more committed to the decisions they choose because
they have chosen them. In the case of SBM, if school actors participate in decisionmaking regarding
programs to improve student achievement, then it is hypothesized that they will be more motivated and
committed to carrying them out. Seeid. at 183.



hands of parents and outsiders, it was believed, would a systemic restructuring of the
school occur.*® The other was less concerned with the outcome. It conceived of
empowerment as "a developing sense of salf-efficacy.”’ This suggested notions of
helping to improve the ability of parentsto govern their inditutions and to express
themselves politically. Whilein the long run this empowerment of parents would
produce substantive improvements in educetion, in the short run, the main benefit of the

empowerment process was the process itself.

48 Otherwise, educators would remain "constrained by existing routines and frames of reference, aswell as
political bargains and [would] avoid addressing problems that run counter to traditional professional norms,
especially self-evaluation." Handler, supra note 29, at 11.

7 Seeid. at 12,

10



L SCs Today

Now, dmost a decade has passed since reforms were ingtituted. Questions have
lingered about the connection between the advent of Loca School Councils and student
achievement. Few*® studies have tested™ the connection between Local School Councils
(or School-Based Management €lsewhere) and student achievement. Fewer yet have
found conclusive results that indicate that LSCs do lead to higher achievement.>® Despite
the lack of data supporting the link, School-Based Management reforms such as Loca
School Councils remain apopular reform.®! Educators have concerns.

Educators do not dispute the basic notion that L SCs and School-Based
Management, in generd, can help achieve higher student achievement. They do voice
concern regarding the implementation of L SCs and whether schools redlize the full

benefits of LSCs. They question whether L SCs have received enough training to do their

“8 |nthe past, one reason cited for the lack of studies was the early nature of reforms. See Taylor and
Bogotch, supra note 40, at 302. Given the long period of reforms, this can no longer be viewed asavalid
reason.

911 her survey of the literature, Malen points out that most of the literature in this areatends to be project
statements and opinion pieces. Very few worksinvolve systematic investigations of datafrom schools.
Among opinion pieces and project statements, one tends to find very favorable views of SBM, with only a
handful of pieces dissenting from the mainstream view that SBM is a positive development. See Malen,
supra note 34, at 295-96.

°0 Smylie examined the extent to which teacher-dominated Participative Decision-Making (PDM) instituted
at seven schoolsin suburban Chicago affected student achievement at those schools. He found that PDM
did lead to increased student achievement. Hisresults, however, were adversely affected by a small sample
size of schools (seven schools were examined) and weak correlations. See Smylie, supra note 39, at 190-
91. Jenkins noted that PDM positively affected attitude changes among teachers, but that he could not
discern arelationship between PDM and student achievement. See Jenkins, supra note 34, at 370. Taylor
and Bogotch note in their study that PDM positively influences student attendance and behavior, but that
they are unable to detect arelationship between PDM and student achievement. See Taylor and Bogotch,
supra note 40, at 309-13. Knight detected little effect of SBM on student achievement or other variables
including planning, accountability, teacher innovation, or central administrative costs. See Knight, supra
note 34, at 124-29.

®1 Murphy and Beck note the irony of how School-Based M anagement (L SCs would constitute one form of
School-Based Management) continues to be instituted on the premise that it will lead to high student
achievement, and yet this premise has neither been thoroughly explored nor verified. See Murphy and
Beck, supra note 35, at 156. Murphy and Beck speculate that one reason could be that educators are unable
to agree on what constitutes student achievement. More to the point, many dispute that test scores do.

1



jobs.>? They aso ask whether districts are sending mixed signals to LSCsin terms of
how much authority they possess™ Further, they question whether the added time
demands of serving on LSCs may detrimentally affect council members performance®*
In short, observers question whether schools will ever redize the full benefits of LSCsif

the implementation of these governance structures is not done properly.>>

Purpose of This Study

The purpose of this sudy isto explore, in alimited way, this latter question of
implementation. Simply stated, two questions are the focus of this paper>°
1) What aspects of the performance of LSCs meatter for sudent achievement?
2) How can legidators help LSCs perform better in these areas?’

Thefirg question isimportant in order to know the best way in which government
should expend its resources in trying to better implement LSCs. Only by determining the

areas of LSC governance that might be directly related to student achievement®® can

Murphy and Beck specul ate that because this metric is usually the only one available to researchers, but
they find it an unacceptable measure of student achievement, research might go unperformed. Seeid.

°2 See David, supra note 34, at 708-09 (describing how councils in Kentucky usually receive introductory
training regarding school-based management, but do not receive more advanced training regarding how to
deliberate, resolve conflicts, and communicate their results to the wider school community.)

%3 On the one hand, the law states that school-based managers retain broad discretion over school affairs.
Y et, districts sometimes usurp this power, thus confusing and frustrating school-based managers. Audrey
Noble, Sandra Deemer, and Betsy Davis, School-Based Management (last modified February, 1996).
<http://www.rdc.udel .edu/pb9601.html>. This criticism has also been leveled at the Chicago Board of
Education. It isclaimed that the Board has emasculated the power of L SCsthrough, for example,
disalowing L SCsto replace their principals. Confidential conversation with current member of an LSC.
(February 9, 1999).

> This could be described as burn-out. Seeid.

% See Murphy and Beck, supra note 35, at 163-73.

%6 A review of the literature reveals that no study of these questions presently exists.

> parents and administrators also play arolein improving the effectiveness of LSCs. Therefore, the above
guestion is concerned with how legislators, as compared to parents and administrators, can help LSCs
perform better in areas relevant for student achievement.

°8 Higher student achievement should be the most important reason for school reform. This proposition is
seldom debated. The sticky issueis determining what is student achievement. Some contend that test
scores are a poor indicator of achievement and a poor measurement of school effectiveness. They desire
broader measures related to, among other things, student attendance, suspension, graduation rates,

12



government focus its energiesin the right ways. The second question is equdly
important. Legidators concerned about LSC performance need to know how they might
address poor performance. If the discretion to change what needs fixing dready restsin
the hands of LSCs and the Chicago Public Schools, then legidators may need to
encourage these actors ether through persuasion or through legidation or both to more
effectively use ther discretion. If this discretion to change events does not lie with

Chicago schools, legidators may need to modify the law to provide more discretion.

The Analysis

Genera Description:

Certain theories, as outlined above, specify how the existence of LSCs might lead
to higher student achievement. No theoretica models, however, exist for specifying the
aress of LSC performance that matter for student achievement. As a consequence, it is
impossible to hypothesize, in a principled way, how student achievement at agiven
school will vary with LSC performance in different aress, i.e., their ability to budget,
ther ability to formulate school improvement plans, or their ability to deliberate. By its
nature, then, andysis of this question is exploratory. Thisanayssis not meant to
confirm hypotheses conceived in advance of andysis. Instead, with the proper
precautions, it is meant to identify potentid grounds for further analysis and

exploration.®®

community wellbeing, environmental legitimacy, and parental satisfaction. See Murphy and Beck, supra
note 35, at 158. For this paper, test scores will be used as a proxy for student achievement. The reasons
aretwo-fold. Oneisthat these alternative broader measures are unavailable at thistime. The other is that
test scores can be a useful indicator of achievement so long as their limitations are considered.

% Thisis the procedure advocated by Robert Klitgaard, an associate professor of public policy at the John
F. Kennedy School of Government. He demonstrated this technique in his acclaimed text on statistical
regressions. "Data Analysisfor Development." ROBERT KLITGAARD, DATA ANALYSISFOR DEVELOPMENT
(1985). Theidea behind this method of analysisisto explore the possible relationships that may exist in
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One particularly useful tool for exploratory examination of data, and the tool that
will be used in this study, is regression analysis®® Given a set of values for independent
variables, regression analysis predicts the expected vaue of a dependent variable:

Y=M1X1+ MoXo+ M3gX3+ ...

Y = dependent variable

X = independent variable

M = coefficient of independent variable

In the context of this study, the dependent variable is student achievement. |ndependent
variablesinclude L SC performance in various aress, for example, budgeting ability, the
generd ability to fulfill duties, the ability to formulate a school improvement plan, etc.®*

As described baow, numerica dataexist for dl these variables across different schools.

Data:

The Consortium for Chicago School Research ("Consortium™) located at the
University of Chicago has assembled student achievement data, numerica data
mesasuring the performance of LSCsin various aspects of their performance, and different

school-level datafor 270 public dementary schools in Chicago.

the data rather than hypothesize before hand as to what relationships should exist. Seeid. a 6, 22-23. The
latter is very difficult to do in the social sciences, especially with education. Klitgaard advocates searching
for statistically significant independent variables, as indicated by the best regression equation, in one subset
of data and then checking to see whether these variables are statistically significant in other subsets of the
data. Seeid. at 24. This procedure guards against "discovering" relationships between dependent and
independent variables because of randomness rather than true relationships in the underlying data

60 Regression analysisis astatistical tool for estimating relationships among variables. It uses the ordinary
least squares (OL S) method for determining a best-fit line among a scattering of data. Seeid. at 6. This
statistical tool does not determine the best-fit line in any ultimate sense. Rather, given a set of valuesfor
independent variables, it predicts the expected value of adependent variable. Seeid. Thisstudy will use
multiple-linear, or multi-linear, regression analysis.

®1 They also include control variables not pertaining to the performance of LSCs. For instance, control
variables are included with regard to crime, the socio-economic status of students, teacher experience,
teacher education, student-teacher ration, and school size. Results are not controlled for parental
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Student Achievement Data:

1) Math: The average annud absolute gain on the math section of the lowa Test of Basic
Skills (ITBS) between 1991 and 1996 for each school.

2) Reading: The average annua absolute gain on the reading section of the lowa Test of

Basic Skills (ITBS) between 1991 and 1996 for each school.

Local School Council Data:

From the spring of 1995 to the winter of 1996, the Consortium conducted a
survey of members of LSCs to determine how they perform. The survey asked questions
regarding the members attitudes towards various aspects of their councils performance.
The responses to these questions were then aggregated into summary measures
describing broad categories of LSC performance.®® Theseindude the following (with

variable namesin parentheses):

involvement with children's education or for parental background beyond their family's socio-economic
status. The latter would be useful control variables, but the datafor them are elusive if existent.
%2 The Consortium on Chicago School Research ("Consortium") tried to validate these survey responses
since they were, after-all, self-assessments by members of LSCs. To determine the accuracy of the
responses of respondents regarding their respective L SCs:
"[W]e compared the responses of different subgroups of L SC members for each item and measure
[onthe survey]. For example, teachers' and principals' views were contrasted with those from
parents and community members. In general survey responses were quite similar regardless of the
particular role of the respondent. We also drew on the Consortium's 1994 survey of 8,800
teachers from elementary and high schools to determine whether teachers' perceptions about the
L SC confirmed L SC members' self reports. Here, too, we found remarkable consistency."
THE CONSORTIUM ON CHICAGO SCHOOL RESEARCH, CHARTING REFORM : LISTENING TO THE LSC, 1995; A
SURVEY OF LSC MEMBERS, CHAIRS AND PRINCIPALS IN THE CHICAGO PUBLIC SCHOOLS USERSMANUAL,
VERSION 1 11 (1998) [hereinafter User's Manual].
Overall, the response rate for the survey was fairly high at 33%; that is, 33% of all LSC members
at all elementary schoolsreturned surveys. Not all schools participated, but a high percentage, 87%, did.
To be safe, the Consortium investigated possible non-response bias by comparing the profiles of
responding and non-responding schools. The Consortium reports:
"We found no significant differences across these groupsin basic school characteristics, including
the percentage of low income students the school s serve and the race of the student population. . . .
Asaresult, we believe the data presented here broadly represent the system as awhole."
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1

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

LSC Behavior (mbadl): The extent to which the LSC is ethicd and/or dominated by
conflict.

Budget Process (mbudp): The extent to which the LSC is engaged in actively
gpproving and monitoring the budget.

LSC's Capacity (mcapc): The extent to which LSCsfed that they are capable of
fulfilling their duties. For example, this variable tries to assess their ability to

understand the school improvement plan, their ability to run meetings, and their
openness to new idess.

LSC's and School's Relations to the Community (mdim): The extent to which the
school fosters a good, open relationship with parents and the community.

LSC Members' Skills, Commitment, and Support (mlack): The extent to which thereis
an absence of obgtaclesin terms of members skills, commitment and support. For
example, this variable measures members problems with training, burn-out, conflict,
commitment, etc.

The Process of Evaluating the Principal (peva): The extent to which the LSC
follows aforma and comprehensive process for conducting an annud principa
evaugion.

The School Improvement Plan Process (msipp): The extent to which the LSC plays
an active role in developing, gpproving, and monitoring the school improvement plan.
Training Received by LSCs (mitrng): The extent to which LSC members report that
they received training in severd different aress.

LSC's View of the Chairperson (mvchr): The extent to which the LSC thinks that the

chairperson does agood job handling her leadership respongbilities.
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10) LSC's View of the Principal (mvprn): The extent to which the members think thet the

principa helps the council function as an effective governance inditution.

School-Level Data:

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

1)

17

Crime (crime): Thetota incidence of crime in 1994 in the neighborhood surrounding

the school.

SES of School (csocsta?): The socioeconomic status of students attending the school

according to the 1990 census.

Teacher Experience (tbk29m02): Average number of years by the time of the survey

that teachers have spent in their schools as teachers.

Teacher Education (tbk32001): Average levd of education for teachers in the school

by the time of the survey

Sudent-Teacher Ratio (stdtch): Number of students per teacher in 1996.

Sze of the School (csze): Student enrollment in 1993.

Procedure:

Cleansing the Data.

a) Datawas collected from arandom sample of 270 eementary schools.

b) A regresson could not be performed using records from al these schools since
many records had missing data®® Records from 93 schools had to be omitted,
leaving the overdl data set with 177 schools. Since there were approximeately 470
elementary schoolsin Chicago at the time of the Consortium's survey, the sample

of 177 schools congtituted roughly 40% of dl schools.



2) Dividing the Sample.

a) Thedatawasdivided intwo.** The purpose was to run regressions across each of
the subsets and the overal data, and then check the consstency of the results
across the entire data with results from the two subsets. It was feared that results
of regressons on the overal data might mask incond stencies across subsets.
Because of the large size of the data s, it could be divided without overly
harming the robustness of results from any one subset. Randomly dividing the

sample into two sets of records produced one set of 89 records and another of 88

records.

b) The extent to which the two data subsets resembled one another was checked.
This was important to ensure that the overdl sample had been randomly divided.
Mogt of the summary satistics for different variableswere smilar. For example,
the average "crime’ score, and the average score for the " capacity” of the coundls

in the two samples were dmost the same.

3) Performing Correlation Analysis Prior to Performing Regression Analysis.
The extent to which the independent variables were inherently related to one another

was tested. Doing so was important in order to ensure that regressions only tested

53 Most omitted records were missing multiple fields of data.

64 As mentioned above, the procedure of dividing the data and testing each of the resulting subsets s used
to guard against "discovering" relationships that are a product not of atrue underlying correlation among
variables but because of randomness. Robert Klitgaard used this procedure in conjunction with his
exploratory mode of analysisin histext, Data Analysis for Development. For more explanation, see
Klitgaard, supra note 59, at 24.
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independent variables®® Asit turned out, there were only two instancesin which
multicollinearity was a problem. Asarule of thumb, a"corrdation coefficient” (a
high coefficient means that there is a high dependency) of .80 or aboveistoo high.
(See Table 1 on attached page). As one can see from the Table, the "mclim™ (LSC
relationship to the community) and "mcapc” (LSC capacity to fulfill its duties) had a
high correlation coefficient of .82. In addition, "msipp" (LSC's ahility to formulate a
school improvement plan) and "mvprn” (the LSC's view of the principa) dso had a
high corrdation coefficient at .79. Because of these high correlation coefficients,
regressons were performed with ether "msipp” or "mvprn”, and ether "mdim” or
"mcapc’, but did not include both members of these pairsin any single regression.

All four combinations of these variables were tested.

4) Running Regressions.

a) Multi-linear regressons were run on al the variables (except those that were
strongly dependent on each other) with math gains and then reading gains used as
dependent variables. This was done for one sample, then the other sample, and
findly for the entire data set. All together, six sets of regressions (three sets of

data x two dependent variables) were performed.®®

8 |f there are any severe instances of dependency among variables, then the regression analysis should be
done with each of the variablesthat are dependent on one another. Thisis necessary to avoid the problem
of "multicollinearity."

88 Each set of regressions consisted of 20-30 regressions. All together, 160+ regressions were performed
during thisanalysis.
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b) In each of these Six sets of regressions, a standard routine was followed for
determining the best combination of independent variables that could account for

variation in the dependent variables:

1) Asmentioned above, two independent variables from the entire set of
variables were omitted at any given timein order to reduce multicollinearity.
Since there were initialy sixteen independent variables, and two were
omitted, fourteen independent variables remained. In each of the Six sets of
regressions, al fourteen independent variables were included in the andysis.
For thisfirst and for each subsequent regresson the T statigtics, the R-squared

satistic, and the F statistics associated with the regressions were recorded.®’

2) Thefocus of the analyss was obtaining the best regresson possible for each
of the six sets of regressons®® Thisinvolved obtaining regression equations

that displayed the grestest certainty of involving non-random relationships

7 A T statistic indicates whether aregression coefficient is significantly different from zero. Roughly
speaking, if the T valueis greater than 2, one can reject with 95% confidence the null hypothesis that the
regression coefficient is 0. The R statistic indicates the extent to which the equation presented by the
regression explains variation in the dependent variable. A high R statistic indicates that the regression
equation highly explains the variation in the dependent variable. The F statistic tests the statistical
significance of the regression equation as awhole. It indicates whether the R-squared statistic is
significantly different from zero. The higher the F statistic, the greater the significance of the regression
eguation asawhole. See Klitgaard, supra note 59, at 7.

% Thisisthe procedure advocated by Robert Klitgaard. See note 62 above for more discussion. See
Klitgaard, supra note 59, at 24.



among the variablesin the equation.®® 1t dso entailed ensuring that the
variableswith the highest T-statistics were included in the regressions.”®

Table 2 on the next page presents the results of the best regression equations.

% This entails ensuring that the F-statistic is significant. A significant F-statistic is one, for instance, that
has a P-value less than .05. This meansthat one can reject with 95% confidence that the R-squared statistic
is zero; in other words, that the relationship presented by the regression is random.

0 The T-statistic measures the probability that the coefficient is non-zero. Roughly speaking, if the T
statistic exceeds 2, one can reject with 95% confidence the null hypothesis that the coefficent is zero.
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Results

Table 2
Sample 1 Sample 2 All Data
(n=89) (n=88) (n=177)
Reading Gain F=547(.0017)"* F=2.24 (.090) F=5.13 (.0020)
Adj. R=16.2%" Adj. R=4.1% Adj. R= 6.6%
Coeff=3.58*mcapc (1.84) Coeff=.95*mcapc (1.20) Coeff=2.77*mcapc (2.50)
Coeff=-3.57*mvprn (-2.63) Coeff=-1.84*tbk32 (-1.30) Coeff=-2.98*msipp (-2.77)
Coeff=3.94*csocsta2 (3.14) | Coeff=-2.17*csize (-1.96) Coeff= 2.18*csocsta? (2.73)
Math Gain F=2.50(.037) F=2.35(.10) F= 3,51 (.0048)
Adj. R=7.9% Adj. R=3.0% Adj. R=6.7%

Coeff= 3.79*mlack (2.29)"®

Coeff= 1.87*mlack (1.38)
Coeff= 3.84* csize (1.77)

Coeff= 2.97*mlack (2.27)
Coeff= 3.99* csize (2.54)

-"mcapc" = capacity of council to perform its duties

-"mlack" = absence of obstacles to the deliberation of the council
-"msipp" = ability of council to formulate school improvement plan
-"mvrpn" = council's view of the principal

-"csocsta2" = socio-economic status of children who attend the school
-"tbk32" = teacher education

-"csize" = size of school

"L F statistic. The F statistic describes the significance of the entire regression relationship. The higher the
F, the more confident one can be that the overall relationship specified by the regression is non-random.
Also included in parentheses next to the F statistic is the P statistic associated with the F. The P statisticis
the probability that the relationship is random. For example, if one looks at the Reading Gain relationship
for Sample 1, one seesthat the F statistic is5.47. In parentheses, the P statistic is0.0017. The P statistic
here means that thereis a0.17% chance that the relationship found here is random.

2 Adj. R, or Adj. R-squared (called R for short). The R statistic explains the amount of variation in the
dependent variable explained by the independent variables. The higher the R, the better. For example,
looking at the Reading Gain relationship in Sample 1, one sees that the adjusted R statistic equals 16.2%.
This means that the relationship presented here explains 16.2% of the variation that existsin reading scores.
Theremaining variation is probably explained by variables other than those studied in thisanalysis.

'3 Coefficients. The coefficients indicate how a particular independent variable affects the dependent
variable. For concreteness, one can look at the first coefficient listed in the Math Gain relationship for
Sample 1. The Coefficient expression is"3.79 x mlack (2.29)." One should note three aspects of this
equation:

a) The sign of the coefficient: The sign on the coefficient of 3.79 is positive. This meansthat a positive
mlack scoreis correlated with a positive math gain. One would expect this correlation if one believed that
the math performance at a school would be associated with a council facing few obstaclesto constructive
deliberation such as burn-out, alack of commitment, etc.

b) The magnitude of the coefficient: Here the magnitudeis 3.79. This meansthat for every one unit change
in terms of the mlack score of the council, there is associated arise of 3.79 pointsin the annual gain on the
math section of the ITBS. For example, for aone standard of deviation (1.10 points) increase in the

average mlack score (3.22), the equation predicts a4.2 point gain in the math score for ITBS.

c)The T statistic: In parentheses next to each coefficient expressionisaT statistic. The T statistic indicates
the statistical significance of the variable at hand. Asarule of thumb, if the T statistic is greater than 2,
then one can reject with 95% confidence the hypothesis that the coefficient is zero, i.e. that the variableis
unrelated to the dependent variable. For the example above, the T statistic in parenthesesis 2.29. This
means one can reject with 95% confidence the possibility that there is no relationship between mlack and
math achievement. A T-stat of approximately 2 or greater indicates statistical "significance.”



Interpreting the Results:

Three generd conclusons arise fromthe data. Oneisthat very few varidbles are
correlated to student achievement. Second, only the variables mcapc and mlack retain a
gpecid power in explaining variation in sudent achievement. Third, mlack and mcapc

appear to corrdate differently with different types of student achievement.

Few Variables Correlate With Sudent Achievement

Only two components of LSC performance, "mlack™ and "mcapc,” appear to
correlate with student achievement ether sgnificantly (T-dtat is gpproximately 2) or with
agpecia power (itsinclusion in the regresson is necessary to achieve the best regression
equation) that other variables do not possess. Mlack represents the absence of obstacles
to the congructive ddiberation of a LSC, and mcapc is the generd ability of councilsto
fulfill their duties

Some other variables do arise as potentidly interesting candidates to explain
student achievement. However, they do not correlate or retain special correlative power
across dl subsets of data. Therefore, they should be disregarded. For example, "msipp”,
the ability of councilsto formulate school improvement plans, appears to be corrdated to
reading achievement based on an examination of the entire data set. Looking more
closdly at subsets of the data, though, msipp does not appear in the best regressions for
reading achievemern.

What is more interesting is that eight out of ten variables pertaining to LSC

performance are non-corrdated to student achievement. For example, neither the ability
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of councilsto evauate principas nor their ability to formulate budgets appears to
correlate with student achievemen.

One reason might be that, in redity, these variables have little direct correlation
with student achievement. This observation might be particularly relevant with regard to
the council's ability to formulate budgets. Even if acouncil possesses high ahility to
formulate a budget, this ability might not trandate into funding the right educationd plan
for itssudents. Further, it might be the case that good budgeting might leed to high
student achievement. Nonethdless, a council's poor ability to formulate a budget might
not mean that a sensible budget will not be adopted. According to the law, the principa
is tasked with the job of assembling the budget in the first instance.”* The coundil is then
supposed to review and approve this budget. If the principa does agood job of devising
the budget, then perhaps the council can safely defer to his good judgment. 1t need not
possess the ability to review and process the budget itsdlf. Thus, high achievement
happens despite the council's poor budgeting skills.

Ancther possible explanation for why most variablesfail to correate with student
achievement is that they only have a delayed or remote effect on student achievement. In
that case, the effects of these variables on student achievement have not appeared yet in
the data and therefore cannot be detected by this study. An example might be a council's
ability to evauate principas. A council might possess a high ability, i.e a
comprehengive process, to evauate its principal, but this might not trandate into high
student achieverment right away. A council might have done a good job sdecting a new
principa, and the principad might have done a good job ingtituting changes in the school .

The changes, though, might till be in their infancy. Therefore, they might not have

24



borne fruit yet. If that isthe case, then the data might not reflect the full impact of these
changes.

A third possible reason for the absence of correlation is that the data are defective.
At bottom, the data consist of self-assessments by survey respondents. Itistruethat in
attempting to vaidate the accuracy of survey responses, the Consortium found that
answersto the LSC survey were mostly consistent with past teacher assessments of
LSCs. Itisaso true, however, that no objective, non-survey based, evauation of LSCs
has been performed in the areas relied upon for this paper's analyss. Hence, it is possible
that although teachers and L SC members concur that an LSC isdoing agood jab, in
redity, the LSC is not doing well as compared with other councils or measured on an
absolute scde. Thus, it is possible that the andlysisin this paper is adversdy affected. If
a school's students are performing poorly, but the Consortium survey says that the
school's council isdoing well in acertain skill-areawhen it is not, the correlaion
between poor student performance and poor LSC performance in this areais weakened.
If objective data were available, the correlation might be stronger and the andysis more

accurate.

Variables That Do Correlate

Reading Achievement:

In the overdl data, "mcapc,” which represents a council's generd ability to fulfill
its duties, significantly corrdates with reading gains. The F gatigtic ishigh (5.13), and 0
isthe T-stat for mcapc (2.5). The coefficient ishigh aswell. For aone standard of

deviation increase (.82 points) above the mean mcapc score (5.5 points), again of 2.9

4 See 105 ILCS, supra note 23, at § 34-2.3(4).
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reading pointsis predicted. Thistrandatesinto a 71% increase above the average annua
reading gain across dl schools of 4.1 points.

It should be noted, however, that mcapc is not sgnificantly corrdated to reading
gainsin both subsats of the data. In Sample 1, mcapc has a high T-dtat of 1.84, indicating
with 93% confidence that the coefficient for mcapc is non-zero, in other words, that there
is a non-random relationship between mcapc and reading achievement. In Sample 2,
mcapc has amuch lower T-stat of 1.20, thus casting doubt on the significance of mcapc.

Mcapc retains a specid power, though, that other variables do not possessin
explaining variaion in reading gains. It is required to produce the best regresson
equation in both subsets of the data, and it is highly Satigticaly significant in the overdl
data. Furthermore, having mcapc as an independent variable, the best regression for
Sample 2 4ill evidences an F-datidtic of 2.24. Therefore, it can ill be said with 91%
confidence that a non-random relationship between the independent and dependent
vaiablesexigds. This suggests that mcapc is worth exploring in more detail.

One question is how might mcapc be related to student achievement. Mcapc
represents the ability of councilsto fulfill their duties. In practica terms, this represents,
among other things, their knowledge of new educationd practices, their ability to get
teachers try out new programs and idess, and their ability to obtain resources for

programs.” It seems possible that this variable is linked to student achievement. For

> Aswill be later explained, mcapc measures a"latent-trait" of an LSC; in this case, its general ability to
fulfill itsduties. A council's score for mcapc is based on whether the council possesses specific attributes
related to the latent trait. These attributes are tested by individual survey questions meant to test for each
attribute. The three attributes mentioned above in defining mcapc were each tested by a specific survey
question. For example, one of them said:

Please check how strongly you agree or disagree with [the following statement] :

'Members of this LSC have worked to bring in new resources.'
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ingtance, it is plausible that a council, not possessing these abilities, would fail to create
and implement programs that enabled teachers to educate children in different ways from
the past. As a consequence, sudent achievement would remain lackluster. Similarly, it
is plausible to imagine a council, possessing high ability in these areas, restructuring their
children’s education in innovetive ways to cause higher achievemen.

An important question that arises, however, iswhy mcapc would correlate with
achievement while other variables do not. Asin the case of other variables, the link
between mcapc and student achievement appears to be indirect. Further, there would
necessarily seem to be adelay between any council action and an impact on student
achievement. One would no more expect this variable, mcapc, to have an impact than
one would the ability of LSCsto evauate principas ("pevad"), for instance,

There might, however, be an important difference between mcapc and variables
such as peva. Mcapc represents more directly the ability of LSCsto effect change in the
school. The ahility to evauate principds, in contrast, represents the LSC's ability to
effect change through the principa. Consequently, if delay isafactor affecting both
variables, maybe it would have a greater impact in the case of the latter variable than the
former because of the former's moreindirect link to change.”® Whether thisisin redlity

the case is unknown. The data would support, to some degree, this inference.

Thus, the attributes that define the variable mcapc are those that define mcapc in the minds of survey
respondents. It should be reiterated that mcapc is a construct of which survey respondents are never aware.
User's Manual, supra note 62, at 21.

78 The question might be asked about why msipp, the ability of acouncil to formulate an SIP, does not
correlate significantly. The answer must be that mcapc and msipp are not well-correlated with each other.
Why? Maybe because the council feelsthat even though it possesses the energy and ability to effect
change, it still remains puzzled over the issue of school improvement plans.
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Math Achievement:

In the overal data set, "mlack,” which represents the absence of obstaclesto a
council's ability to deliberate, Sgnificantly corrdates with math achievement. The F-
gatigtic for the best equation here is high (3.51), and mlack's T-datidtic is high dso
(2.27). The coefficient on mlack is moderately large as well. For a one stlandard of
deviation increase (1.10 points) above the mean mlack score (3.22 points), an increase of
4.2 math points results. This represents an increase of 46% above the average annua
math gain across al schools of 9.0 points.

Like mcapc in the context of reading gains, mlack seemsto corrdate with
different degrees of datistical sgnificancein the different subsets of data. In Sample 1,
mlack has ahighly sgnificant T-gatigtic of 2.29. The equation in which it appearshas a
high F-statistic (2.50) aswell.”” Mlack's behavior in Sample 2, though, resembles that of
mcapc's behavior in Sample 2 in the context of reading. Mlack's T-gatistic islow (T dat
=1.38). While mlack hasalow T-datigtic, itsincluson is necessary to obtain the best
regresson equation for thissample. In other words, it retains a specia correlative power
that other variables do not possess. Therefore, just like mcape, mlack seems worthy of
further study.

One question iswhy mlack might be corrdated to student achievement. Mlack
represents the absence of obstaclesto the congtructive deliberation of councils. For
example, some obstacles that might get in the way of such deliberation include burn-out
of members, conflict, and alack of commitment by members. It seems plausible that

such avariable would be related to student achievement. Just as in the case of mcapc, a

"7 Mcapc appears to have some explanatory power aswell. In the next best regression, mcapc has ahigh T-
statistic of 1.96.
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council plagued by problems of conflict or burn-out might be unable to function. Not
only would such factors prevent the LSC from helping teachers and the principa get their
jobs done, they might aso prevent teachers and the principa from working ina
professiona atmosphere.”® A wll-functioning ddliberative council, on the other hand,
could make important improvements to the school. This, in turn, might lead to student

achievement on a steady basis.

Why the Variables Correlate Differently with Different Student Achievement

A curious aspect of the results is that mcapc correlates more with reading than
math achievement, while mlack does just the opposite.”® Why this has happened is
unclear. Inthe literature are different theories about which subject is more susceptible to
change by aLSC®°, but the literature does not predict which subjects would be more
likely to be affected by certain components of an LSC's performance.

It does not seem logica that either the ability of councilsto perform their duties,
mcapc, or the absence of obstaclesto LSCs congtructive deliberation, mlack, would
sgnificantly correlate with one aspect of student achievement but not the other. Thisis

one of the unanswered questions of this study, and therefore, further researchisin order.

8 Anecdotes would lend truth to this suggestion. For example, one school had a corrupt principal, and the
LSC knew it. Yet, the council was so riven with conflict that it could not decide on areplacement. Asa
consequence, the corrupt principal remained. Telephone Interview with amember of an LSC in Chicago
(February 23, 1999) (confidential interview)

9 For the first sample, however, mcapc seemed to be the next best variable to exp lain math achievement.

80 Taylor and Bogotch believe that math achievement is more susceptible to academic change than reading
achievement. The authors cite evidence that reading is more a function of factors at home than at school.
Taylor and Bogotch, supra note 40, at 308-09. Note that cscosta2, the variable representing the socio-
economic background of the children, issignificant for reading achievement in the overall data. See Table
2 above. Thisvariable might represent one of those influential factors at home to which Taylor and
Bogotch refer.
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In any event, both of these variables deserve further attention since they appear to have a

datidicaly meaningful effect on sudent achievement.

What Does High Performancein Mlack and Mcapc M ean?

Performing well in mcape and mlack indicates ahigh "latent” ability-levd in
these areas.®* High performance in meapc meansthat a council feds strongly that it is
cgpable of fulfilling itsduties. 1ts members are, among other things, open to new idess,
willing to obtain resources to start new programs, and aware of new educationd
practices. High performance in mlack represents a notable absence of problemswith
skills, commitment, or support among council members. A council that scores highin
mlack faces few problems with burn-out or conflicts among members, for example.

Satigicaly, performing well in mecgpe and mlack aso indicates a high ahility to
answer "correctly” survey questions of high "difficulty” level. Answering a survey
guestion correctly meansindicating possession of the skill tested by the survey question,

and a high-difficulty question is one testing for higher-order mlack and mecapc kills®? In

81 |n other words, only a council with a high ability to capably perform its duties could score highly on a
metric, such as mcapc, measuring its ability to capably perform itsduties. The Consortium used a"Rasch
Model" to develop such metrics. See User's Manual, supra note 62, at 15-16. The Rasch Model isone of a
class of "latent-trait" models. Seeid. These modelsinvolve the creation of survey questions designed to
measure traits or abilities latent in the subject of the survey. For ageneral description of this model, see
MARY J. ALLEN & WENDY M. YEN, INTRODUCTION TO MEASUREMENT THEORY 127-30 (1979) and LEE J.
CRONBACH, ESSENTIALS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING 116-17 (1984).
82 Metrics for different skill-areas, such as mcapc, were scored based on a council's answers to survey
guestions regarding that particular skill area. The questions ranged in "difficulty" level. The more difficult
questions tested councils on skills or attributes that question- designers believed only higher-ability
councils could possess. If acouncil indicated that it possessed the skills or attributes tested by these more
difficult questions, that is, it answered these questions "correctly", the council was given a higher score for
the overall skill-area. See Allen and Y en, supra note 81, at 127-30.

For example, as part of the mcapc metric, the following questions were posed:

Please check how strongly you agree or disagree with this question.
"Our LSC is knowledgeabl e about new educational practices.."
Answer choices: Srongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree.

Please check how strongly you agree or disagree with this question.



fact, only those councils with high ability-level could answer correctly the most difficult
questions on the survey. These questions are too difficult for councils of low ahility, i.e.
low-scorersin mecapc and mlack, to answer correctly.

The reason thet thisingght isimportant isthet it provides away to determine how
councils of low ahility in mcgpc and mlack might be helped. 1dentifying the most
difficult questions for mcgpc and mlack is the same as identifying the areas in which low
ability councils might have trouble®® Once such areas can be identified, policymakers

can then determine how to help low ahility councils perform better 34

"Member s of this LSC make decisions based on what is best for children.”
Answer choices: Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree.

The top question tests a specific skill: knowledge about new educational practices. Thisskill is
one that the question-designers believed that only high-ability councils possess. Thus, this questionisa
"difficult" question. The bottom question tests for an attribute that is much more general: acting based on
what is best for children. Thisattribute is one that question-designers believed that most councils of al
ability levels possess. Thus, thisquestion isaless difficult question than the top question.

If acouncil answered aquestion "correctly," it indicated that it possessed the skill tested by the
question. Therefore, if it answered the top question correctly, i.e. stating that it "strongly agreed" or
"agreed" with the question, it indicated that it possesses knowledge of new educational practices. If it
answered the bottom question correctly, it indicated that it acts out of the best interests of children. The
council is scored on the overall metric, in this case mcapc, based on the extent to which it answers more
difficult questions correctly. If acouncil answered the top question and the bottom question correctly, it
would be given ahigher score than one that just answered the bottom question correctly.
83|t is possible that even councils of relatively high ability level might have problems endorsing these
guestions. Itisstill informative to examine the most difficult questions for both these skill-areas because
they present the highest challengesthat all councils must meet if they are to attain high ability level in these
skill areas.

84 One way of going about thistask is selecting for analysis several high difficulty questions for each of
these skill-areas. Another way isto analyze the most difficult question in each skill-area. The former has
the advantage of providing abroader picture of the council's needs in these areas. The latter hasthe
advantage of sharpening the policymaker's focus on the issue that most differentiates high and low ability
councils. The latter will be the procedure used here because of its focus on what most differentiates high
and low ability councils and because the most difficult question for each areais considerably more difficult
than other questions on the survey.

The most difficult question for mcapc is, by far the most difficult, among the questions testing
mcapc abilities. Itsdifficulty level is 1.47 compared to the next most difficult questions, with difficulty
levelsof 1.07 and .90. The most difficult question for mlack, with adifficulty level of .48, isfollowed by a
question of difficulty level of .40. All other questions are of much lower difficulty levels. The one with
difficulty level of .40 asks the question of whether a"lack of ongoing technical support" isaproblem.
"Ongoing technical support" seemsto be shorthand for training and information from the central Board of
Education. See User's Manual, supra note 62, at 21-25.
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The most difficult item for mlack was the following question:®
Please check how much of a problem [the following] has been for your LSC.
"Lack of training."

Answer Choices: "Not a problem, Somewhat of a problem, Serious problem’

The most difficult item for mcapc was the following question:®
Please check how strongly you agree or disagree with [this statement] :
"Members of this LSC have had enough training to do their jobs well."

Answer Choices. "Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Srongly disagree”

Notable about the mogt difficult questions for these two measures istheir focus on
traning. Because these are the most difficult questions, the lowest scoring councilsin
terms of mlack and mcapc did not endorse these questions about training. Whilea
legitimate question arises as to the type of training in shortage, the lowest scoring
coundils must have found their amount of training to be lacking.8” Thisis a cause for

concern.

8 User'sManual, supra note 62, at 24. Endorsing this question means answering, "Not a problem.”
8 Seeid. at 21. Endorsing this question means answering, " Strongly agree, or Agree.”
87t is possible that the quality of training was also an issue for respondents, but the questions specifically
raise the question of whether the training was lacking, or enough. These seem to be queries regarding the
amount of training and were probably interpreted as such by respondents.

A question arises as what kind of training is being described by the respondent to these questions.
One answer might be that afailure to endorse these questions isindicative of ageneral lack of trainingin
several areasincluding the evaluation of school achievement data, formulating an SIP, selecting and
evaluating aprincipal, and deciding on abudget. Identifying ageneral lack of training, however, as being
the root cause of council ineffectivenessis problematic because of other test results. One of the variables
included in the regression analysis was a variable measuring a council's exposure to training in all facets of
itsjob. Thisvariable, however, did not correlate with school achievement. Perhaps one reason was that it
included too many different types of training related to everything from a council's ability to evaluate a
principal to communicating its agendato the community to formulating its budget. See User's Manual,
supra note 62, at 29.
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What the Law Requires

Theissue of training has taken on more importance recently. Origindly, the law
authorized councils to request training from the Board of Education as the councils saw
fit8 In 1995, however, the Illinois legislature decided to make training mandatory
because not enough councils were trained®® Specificaly, the legidature amended the
law to require council members to obtain three days of training in the first Sx months of
their tenure®® Notable about the law was its language stating that the Board of Education

was not required to pay for it

Another possible answer isthat the training described hereistraining in the context of skills
particular to mcapc and mlack. A failure to endorse the training questions might suggest in the case of
mlack, alack of training in group deliberation and dealing with conflict, for instance, and in the case of
mcapc, alack of training in new educational skills. Other questions listed in the category of questions
under mlack and mcapc pertained to these subject matter. See User's Manual, supra note 62, at 21-25.
Overall, however, it isunclear what is the training to which these questionsrefer. Inany case, itis
important to examine the prominence of training in the reforms.

8 The reform law said and continues to say the following:

[LSCs are empowered] [t]o request of the Board the manner in which training and assistance shall

be provided to the local school council. Pursuant to Board guidelines alocal school council is

authorized to direct the Board of Education to contract with personnel or not-for-profit
organizations not associated with the school district to train or assist council members. If training
or assistanceis provided by contract with personnel or organizations not associated with the
school district, the period of training or assistance shall not exceed 30 hours during a given school
year; person [sic] shall not be employed on a continuous basis longer than said period and shall
not have been employed by the Chicago Board of Education within the preceding six months.

Council members shall receivetraining in at least the following areas:

1. school budgets;

2. educational theory pertinent to the attendance center's particular needs, including the

development of the school improvement plan and the principal's performance contract; and

3. personnel selection.

105 ILCS, supra note 23, at § 34-2.3(10).

89 A "consensus" had developed among all groupsin the city that training should be required of council
members. Thistranslated into action by the Illinois legislature. Telephone Interview with Carlos Azcoita,
Deputy Chief Education Officer of the Chicago Public Schools (March 12, 1999) [hereinafter Azcoita
Interview].

% The new provision, in pertinent part, says the following:

The board shall collaborate with universities and other interested entities and individual s to offer

training to local school council members on topics relevant to school operations and their

responsibilities aslocal school council members, including but not limited to legal requirements,
role differentiation, responsibilities, and authorities, and improving student achievement. Training
of local school council members shall be provided at the direction of the board in consultation
with the Council of Chicago-area Deans of Education. Incoming local school council members
shall berequired to complete a 3-day training program requirement established by this

Section. .. .In addition to requiring local school council membersto complete additional training



The training requirement has evolved over time. Whereas in the past, council
members were required to undergo three days of training, now they are required to
undergo eighteen hours of training.%?  In addition, the Board has funded and run the bulk
of the eighteen-hour training itsalf.%® Furthermore, it has provided additiond fundswith

which further training might be purchased >

Reactionsto the I ssue of Training
The empiricd andyss of this pgper suggests that training might be an issue worth
examining. It would be useful, though, to conduct aredity-check on thisandyss. In

other words, it would be ingtructive to determine whether in redity, administrators and

during their term of office and shall provide recognition for individuals completing that additional
training. The board is authorized to collaborate with universities, non-profits, and other interested
organizations and individuals to offer additional training to local school council memberson a
regular basis during their term of office. Theboard shall not berequired to bear the cost of the
required 3-day training program or any additional training provided to local school council
member sunder this Section.
Id. at § 34-2.3(b). (emphasis mine). This provision was enacted in January of 1995. Seeid. The surveys
forming the basis of this study were administered from the spring of 1995 through the winter of 1996. See
User's Manual, supra note 62, at 7-9. Electionsfor new LSC memberswere held in thefall of 1995. See
Hess, supra note 3, at 54-55 (describing how the first elections were held in October of 1989. If the
elections are held every 2 years, then they must have been held in the fall of 1995). Therefore, newly
elected council members taking the survey after October may have received training pursuant to the new
provisioninthelaw. Otherstaking the survey before November did not. Thus, the results of this study
may not fully reflect the impact of the new training provision in the law.
°1 The provision says, "The board shall not be required to bear the cost of the required 3-day training
program or any additional training provided to local school council members under this Section."” See 105
ILCS, supra note 23, at § 34-2.3(b). When aschool isin"remediation” pursuant to 105 ILCS §34-8.3(a),
the general superintendant may allow the school to apply to the Board for additional funding for training
foritsLSC. Seeid. at § 34-8.3(b).
92 The eighteen hours are broken down into nine two-hour lessons. Six of the lessons are mandatory and
are provided directly by the Department of School and Community Relations of the Chicago Board of
Education. This core requirement iscalled "Basic Training" and covers: roles and responsibilities,
conducting effective teams, formulating school improvement plans (2 lessons), formulating budgets, and
selecting and evaluating principals. The other three lessons are el ective in the sense that councils are
required to take three additional lessons, but they may choose the subject matter and the provider of these
lessons. Azcoitalnterview, supra note 89.
93 |f councils have the Board provide all nine lessons (Basic Training plus the three elective lessons), they
arefree. If the councils elect to have another trainer for the elective lessons, then these lessons will haveto
be funded in another way. For instance, the school could use its discretionary funds to pay for them, or it
could obtain agrant from afoundation, or it can ask to have them provided for free. In addition, it should
be noted that the Board gives each school $400 to purchase additional training asthey seefit. Therefore,
these three extralessons could be purchased using part of this $400. Seeid.



members of LSCsfed that training is an issue of concern. The following section reflects
the reections of various people to theissue of LSC training. These people voiced their
opinions in telephone conversations with the author.

Reformers and members of L SCs have expressed concerns regarding the training
of LSCs. Some have said that the training has amounted to merely "reading a bunch of
dides’ or talking in agenera way about SIPs, budgets, and other matters®® Others have
pointed to inflexibility in the training schedule. They complain of inconvenient
centralized training classes and not enough dates from which to choose dlasses®® These
latter critics aso note problems with the content of thetraining. They say that itis
occasiondly inaccessible to non-English speskers, that it is not regularly revised to
reflect changes in educationd theory, and that it does not include materias designed to
expose L.SC members to new educational practices®’ Finally, some have said that LSC
members do not have the resources in time or money to get the proper training they need.

They receive some resources from the Board, but they clam that sometimes, it is not

enough.%®

The adminigration of the Chicago Public Schools (CPS) says that some of the
issues that critics raise have merit and are being addressed. Other issues, they claim, are

politicaly motivated. For example, with regard to the flexibility of training, one officer

4 The Board provides $400 annually with which to purchase additional training. Seeid.

9 Telephone Interview with member of aLSC in Chicago Public Schools (February 23, 1999) (confidential
interview); Telephone Interview with James Hammonds, Acting Director of the Chicago Association of
Loca School Councils (CALSC) (February 9, 1999) (calling the training "bare-boned” and delivered in the
style of a"lecture") [hereinafter Hammonds Interview].

% The Chicago Public Schools supposedly advertised only two training dates at the beginning of the
summer of 1998. Additionally, training supposedly took place only at the City Colleges, thus causing great
inconvenience for LSC members. PARENTS UNITED FOR RESPONSIBLE EDUCATION (PURE), LSC
MANDATED TRAINING PROGRAM: RATIONALE FOR PURESRECOMMENDATIONS 2 (1998) [hereinafter
PURE LSC Training].

9 Seeid. at 3-4.



of the CPS says that the CPS has tried to accommodate LSCs. To address the complaint
thet training istoo centrdized, for instance, the CPS has run training for clusters of
schools.® The CPS has recognized the funding of training as alegitimate issue as well,
the officer continues. In an effort to encourage more training, it has provided $400 to
purchase training in addition to the free eighteen hours it provides directly.’®® Onthe
other hand, the officer contends, other issues are politicaly motivated. Regarding
complaints of some groups that the training has not been administered well or that its
content is lacking, he clams that these groups merdy want a greater share of the training
load.*®! The officer dso daimsthat there will dways be problems administering training
to 560 LSCsin the city, and that some patience is required before dl these problems are

resolved.*%?

Conclusion and Policy Recommendations

It needs to be emphasized that grand policy prescriptions cannot be made on the
bass of one sudy, especialy one examining educationa issues. Education, like many

other topicsin the socia sciences, is wrought with complexities not easily or ever

%8 Hammonds I nterview, supra note 95 (complaining that "timeis abig pressure" and that the LSC to
which he has been an eight-year member does not have enough money to do training).

% Azcoita Interview, supra note 89 (describing how training of LSCsin clusters have twin benefits. Oneis
that it is moreindividualized than centralized training. The other isthat it enables LSCs from different
schoolsto share their experiences and communicate with one another).

100 Azcoita Interview, supra note 89. Infairness to the Board, it should also be noted that some groups
offer freetraining to LSCs. For example, PURE providestraining free of chargeto all LSCsthat request it.
Telephone Interview with Julie Woestehoff, Director of Parents United for Responsible Education (PURE)
gFebruary 10, 1999).

91 Azcoita Interview, supra note 89 (describing how PURE, for instance, has resorted to complaining about
the Board's training because of frustration over its declining share of training. What's more, Azcoita
maintains, similar complaints about quality have been lodged in the past about training done by PURE).
Julie Woestehoff contends that her group has been shut out of the training process by the Board for political
reasons. Woestehoff Interview, supra note 100. See also PURE LSC Training (alleging that PURE has
been blacklisted by the Board for political reasons).

102 Azcoita Interview, supra note 89. There are roughly 6,000 council members sitting on these LSCs. See
THE CONSORTIUM ON CHICAGO SCHOOL RESEARCH, CHARTING REFORM : LSCS LOCAL LEADERSHIP AT
WORK 5 (1997) [hereinafter Charting Reform].
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captured by empiricad andyses. Many variables, though having some influence on

student achievement, may inadvertently be omitted from this andysis, and it isnot clear
whether test scores are a proper means for measuring educationd achievement. Further,
the results of this study show only correlation, not causation between certain aspects of
LSC performance and student achievement. Indeed, it is difficult to mechanically

describe or prove how some components of LSC performance cause student achievement
more than others.

Keeping in mind these cavedts, two components of LSC performance appear to be
correlated with student achievement based on this study: mcapc, the genera ability of a
coundl to fulfill its duties, and mlack, the absence of obstacles to its constructive
deliberation. These are not sgnificant across dl subsets of data; however, they retain an
explanatory power that other variables do not possess. Therefore, they are worth
examining in more detall.

Upon closer scrutiny, these variables point to the training of LSCs as potentidly
being important to L SCs functioning well. Alteration of the education reform lawsto
provide L SCswith more training might have recognized the importance of training.
Therefore arequirement of more training is awelcome development. Whether this new
requirement of training is enough isadifficult question. The datathat formed the basis
of this study was gathered before the new law fully took effect. Thus, this study cannot
answer the question of whether the new training law is sufficient to address the problem

of alack of traning.
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Thereis reason to believe, however, that there may be problems with current
traning. Some of the fighting between reform groups and the Board is probably political.

Nevertheless, some of the issues raised by critics may have merit.

Recommendations

1) Theissue of training L SCs needs to be further researched. Some questions that need
studying indlude: what should be the objectives and content of thistraining?'%® Isit being
provided in the most effective manner possible? Who should provide this training and
when, where, and how often? The legidature left the manner in which training would be
adminigtered to LSCs as an issue for the CPS to decide. Perhaps it would want to re-

examine thisissue itself or encourage the CPS to re-examine this isue 1%

2) It seemsto be an open question whether eighteen hoursis enough timeto trainaLSC
or whether $400 condtitutes a sufficient amount of money to purchase additiona
training.2®® A valid objection to requiring more training is exerting additional demands

on aready-taxed LSC members.}%®  Perhaps training them in their schools would help

103 For example, teacher training is far from generic in quantity and type. What should be the type and
quantity of training given to LSCs?

104 Technically, the law requires CPSto direct training after consultation with the Chicago-area Deans of
Education. It does not require the CPS to adopt the recommendations provided by the Deans. See 105
ILCS, supra note 23, at § 34-2.3(b). Perhapsthe legislature could also provide more discretion to the
Deansto decide training issues. Introducing more independence to the decision-making process, this
measure would help to de-politicize the issue.

105 Asnoted earlier, this $400 comes directly from the Board of Education. The Board providesall schools
with the same amount of training money. AzcoitaInterview, supra note 89. Councils may spend more
than this allocated amount if they wish to do so. This additional money, however, would have to come
from their discretionary budgets, or from outside sources. Woestehoff Interview, supra note 100. Given
the time pressures associated with being an L SC member and the already-pressing needs for their
discretionary money, it is unclear how much more time or money councils are willing to devote to training.
It should be noted, however, that some groups such as PURE provide some freetraining. Woestehoff
Interview, supra note 100.

108 Azcoita Interview, supra note 89. According to the Consortium, 1/3 of survey respondents reported that
they spent at least 20 hours per month on LSC work. See Charting Reform, supra note 102, at 8. Thisisin
addition to the work that L SC members do as part of "volunteering, attending school committee meetings,

33



dleviate the burdens of training. For that to occur, additional resources would be

necessary.

3) Some facets of the training laws might prohibit LSCs from getting dl the training they
wish. For example, one provision saysthat if LSCs have the Board contract with outside
groups to obtain training, they are not permitted more than thirty hours of training.**’
Further this provison says that no outside group is alowed to act as a contractor if it was
hired as a contractor within the past six months.*%® If it is determined that more than
thirty hours of training is required, then these laws need to be re-examined. These laws
may have been formulated in the spirit of preventing the de- standardization of training of
LSCs. While LSCs remain under-trained, however, the benefit of removing these laws

might outweigh the benefit of keeping them.

participating in or attending extra-curricular events, and serving on the PTA." Id. According to the
Consortium, 1/3 of L SC members reported that they spend more than 20 hours per month engaged in these
activities. Seeid.

Most LSC members also work. Forty-six percent of all LSC members occupy "Professional™ or
"Technical/Administrative Support” jobs, where "Professional” is defined as "engineering, teaching, or
nursing” jobs and " Technical/Administrative Support” is defined as " sal es representatives, claims adjustors,
or administrative assistants.” Id. at 7. The Consortium quotes one member as saying, "[Serving on an LSC]
has taken an enormous amount of time away from my job and family. | have found it emactionally
upsetting and very stressful.” Id. at 41.

107 See 105 ILCS, supra note 23, at § 34-2.3(10).
108 Seeid.



