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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The School Librarian Investigation

Decline or Evolution?

Keith Curry Lance & Debra E. Kachel

This study was funded by a Laura Bush 21Century Librarian/Research in Service to Practice grant from the
Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLSand conducted under the auspices of Antioch University
Seattle The data are from the Common Core of Data, the flagship data collection of Megional Center for
Education Statistics. Data for 2009.0 through 2018-19 were assessed, and substantial errors and omissions
were addressed using state data sourcedVhile these adjustments made little difference at the national level,
they made a subtantial difference in several states and districts.

National Perspective

A In 2018-19, there were more than42,000 school librarians in the U.$ almost20% fewer than in 2009-
10. Over the same interval, Instructional Coordinators increased by almost 34%; District Administrators,
by more than 16%, and School Administrators by more than 15%. Teachers were reduced by a little over
1%.

A In 2009-10, if school librarians were distributed equally across all schools, there would have been a half
time librarian in every school nationwide. By2018-19, there wasless than a half-time librarian (.43
FTE) in every school.

A In 2009-10, the national ratio of students per librari an was 939 to 1. In 201819, that ratio grew to
1,199 to I» an almost28% increase .

A In 2009-10, thenational ratio of teachers per librarian  was 61 to 1. In 201819, that ratio grew to 75 to
12 a23% increase.

State Perspective

In the absence of school level data,state ratio of librarian FTE per school was calculated. State contextual
data regarding laws, regulations, policies, and practices related to the employment of school librarians were
also collected

A Between2009-10 and 2018 -19, all states lost school librarian full-time equivalents (FTEs)except New
Hampshire which gained almost 3%.

A In 2018-19, generally, there weremore school librarians in the eastern half of the country than the
western half. Among thefour major U.S. regions, the Southern states had the largest concentrations of
school librarians. In Texas alone, there were more librarians than in the bottom 20 states combined.

A Between 2015-16 and 2018-19, school librarian FTEs rose in D.C.(16%) and 14 states? Alabama
(38%), Alaska (13%), Kansas and Michigan (7%), New York and Virginia (6%), New Hampshire (4%),
California and Arkansas (2%), Wisconsin (1%), and South Carolina, Oregon, Texas, and Rhode Igkhd
less than 1% increases).
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A Of the 10 states with thelowest state ratios oflibrarian FTE per school (.25 or fewer), 7 were west of
the Mississippi River : California, Idaho, Oregon, South Dakota, Arizona, Wyoming, and Ut&fichigan,
Minnesota,and Ohio round out the bottom 10 states.

A Of the 10 states with thehighest state ratios oflibrarian FTE per school (.75 or higher), 9 were in the
South: Arkansas, Georgia, South Carolina, Alabama, Virginia, Tennessee, Maryland, North Carolina, and
Mississipp. Connecticut the only state in this group outside the South rounds out the top 10 states on
this ratio.

A The 13 states with thehighest ratios of students per librarian (1,500 or more to 1) include 8Western
states(New Mexico, Colorado, Nevada, Arina, Utah, Oregon, Idaho, and Califorjiad Midwestern states
(Indiana, Ohio, MichiganandMinnesota), and Massachusetts.

A Thelowest state ratios ofstudents per librarian (fewer than 750 to 1) occured in 8 Southern states:
Arkansas, Alabama, Mississippi, Kentucky, Tennessee, South Carolina, Virginia, and Louisiana.

A School librarians were least prevalent in states thatdo not mandate some level of school librarian
staffing, andless prevalent in states that have sch mandates butdo not enforce them. Theywere most
prevalent in states that have and enforce mandates.

A School librarians were least prevalent and most likely to experience jobloss in states with no
institutions of higher education preparing school librarians. As of Spring 2021, thb states with no such
institutions were Alaska, Arizona, New Mexico, Oregon, and Wyoming.

District Perspective
At the district level, analyses focused on the following:

the district ratio of librarian full -time equivalent (FTE) per school (a proxy for school level data),
district s thatemployed any librarian FTE or no librarians,from 2015-16 through 2018-19,

whether or not districts that had no librarians by 201516 had reinstated any level of librarian staffing by
2018-19,

the extent to which library support staff have replaced school librarians by state and over time,

district ratios of students per librarian FTE and teachers per librarian FTE,

districts affiliated with Future Ready Schools compared with those that were not, and

charter districts.

> D

I I >

District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School, 2048

A In2018-19, of the almost 13,0000cal school districts that reported about librarian staffing, 3,983 (3 1%)
hadno school librarians . Districts with no librarians were more prevalent in the Midwest and West. Since
2015-16, numbers and percentages of districts with no librarians have increased.

A Fewer than 25 % of districts reported a .75 or greater librarian FTE per school (i.e., enough for a ful
time librarian in most schools).

A Districts with no librarians were likelier to be ones withsmaller enrollments and to be located irrural
areas. Districts withhigh levels of librarian staffing tendedto havelarger enroliments and to be located
in suburban communities.

A Districts spending the most per pupil (£5,000+) were most likely to have high levels of librarian staffing
and leastlikely to be without librarians. However, districts spending the least per pupil (less than $10,000)
had better staffing than districts spending between $10,000 and $15,000 per pupil. Consequentlyerte
was no clear relationship between staffing and fund ing.

Vi
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A Districts with higher levels of poverty , more minority students, and moreEnglish Language Learners
were less likely to have librarians. Majority Hispanic districts were more than twice as likely to have
no librarians andless than half as likely to have thehighest level of librarian staffing.

Districts Reporting Any Librarians & No Librarians, 2BL&hrough 201819

A Almost 1 out of 4 districts (23.3%) reported no librarians from 2015-16 through 2018 -19. Sates with
more districts consistently reporting no librarians were concentrated in the West and the northern tier of
the Midwest.

>

More than 3 out of 5 school districts (61.5%) employed school librarians consistently since 2015 -16.

>

Districts reporting no librarians between 2015 -16 and 2018 -19 tend to havesmaller enroliments and
to be located inrura | communities. Districts thatsustained librarians during that period tended to have
larger enroliments and to be located ircities or suburbs .

A Districts spending the most per pupi($15,000 or more) were more likely to maintain librarians and least
likely to eliminate them. Nevertheless, there wago clear relationship between staffing consistency
and funding level .

A Districts without librarians from 2015-16 through 2018-19 tended to servemore poor students,more
minority students, andmore English Language Learners , while those that retained librarians long
term tended to serve fewer such studentdMore than 3 out of 5 majority Hisparc districts (56.7%) had
no librarians from 2015-16 through 2018-19.

Status of Districts Without School Librarians by 20850 201819
A By 2015-16, 3,560 districts nationwide (28%) had eliminated all school librarians.

A Nine out of 10 districts without librarians in 2015 -16 (91%) had not reinstated them by 2018-19.

A By 2018-19, some level of school librarian staffing had beereinstated in only 9% of districts that had
eliminated school librarians completely by 201516.

Replacement of School Librarians with Library Support Staff

A In 2018-19, almost half of districts with no librarians  (47.1%) reported some level oflibrary support
staff. In other words, these library support staff are working independently without the guidance of
librarians.

A Between 200910 and 201819, the percentage ofdistricts employing library support staff, but no
librarians , grew by more than hath from almost 9 % to over 12% .

A More than 2 out of 5 districts employed library support staff, but no librarians, in 4 statesOregon (46.0%),
Minnesota (45.9%), Idaho (45.2%), andColorado (40.4%).

A Over the past decade, the percentage ldfrary support staff working in districts without librarians has
more than doubled from 5% to 12%.

A Nine states accounted for most library support staff working without Ibrarians. In Arizona, 7 out of 10
library support staff (71.2%) were employed by districts without librarians. More than half(5 out of 10)
of suchstaffin South Dakota (57.8%) and Michigan (55.9%) did not work with librarians. Four out of 10
Alaska library support staff (41.3%) lacked librarians. And more than 3out of 10 such staff worked

Vil
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without librarians in Idaho (35.5%), Oregon (35.1%), Minnesota (34.6%), Delaware (33.3%), andOhio
(31.6%).

District Ratios of Students & Teacherslgerarian FTE

A In 2018-19, there were 1,250 or more students for every librarian  in 1 out of 6 districts (17.1%). In
about the same proportion of districts(17.9%) there are fewer than 500 students per librarian

A In 2018-19, there were90 or more teachers per librarian in 1 out of 6 districts (16.9%). In only1 out
of 5 districts (19.5%) were there fewer than 40 teachers per librarian

Future Ready Schools Districts

A In 2018-19, districts that had signed the Futte Ready Schools (FRS) Pledge wemore likely to provide
the highest level of librarian staffing (.75 FTE or more per school) antess likely to haveno librarians .

A Since at least 201516, FRS districts werenore likely to havekept librarians andlesslikely to have been
without them .
Charter Districts

A In 2018-19, there were4,000 all -charter school districts operating 5,203 schools. (This does not include
charter schools operated by local school districts, for which separate data are not available.)

A There were only 321 school librarians in charter school districts in 2018-19. Thus, 90% of charter
districts had no school librarians.

For Information About Your State & District and Districts Like Yours

More detailed data are reported at both state and district levelsin the full report at
https://libslide.org/publications/perspectives . Tables present many data details, and charts and maps help
to visualize it for more intuitive understanding. In addition, visit the SLIDE projeonebsite, https://libslide.org ,
for links to related publications (journal articles, news items, infographics, and social media posts).

-1 00 Ei bl OOAT 01 Uh OEI OCEh AEAAE 1 00 hihE/AbslBe.oygsidm -BDOT EAAO
tools/ . These tools will enable you to generate tables, charts, and maps that summarize data for your state and

school district as well as district like yours based on whatyou$eAAO £0T I OEEO OOOAUB8O o AE
(enroliment, locale, per pupil expenditures) and 3 student demographics (poverty, race/ethnicity, and English

Language Learners).

Sources

ELSiTable Generator, Common Core of Data, National Center for Education Statistics (state and district data,
2009-10 to 2018-19). https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/elsi/tableGenerator.aspx

Kachel, D. E.& Lance, K. C. (2021, January 2&pntexts for school librarian employment
https://libslide.org/pubs/contexts.pdf

This project was made possible in part by thénstitute of Museum andLibrary Services (IMLS)Laura Bush
21st Century Librarian GrantRE246368-0OLS20. The views, findings, conclusions or recommendations
expressed in thisdocumentdo not necessarily repesent those o MLS.
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Decline or Evolution?

Keith Curry Lance & Debra E. Kachel

Introduction

SLIDE The School Librarian Investigatiorr Decline or Evolution? is a 20202023 Research in Service to
Practiceproject funded by a Laura Bush 2% Century Librarian grant from the Institute of Museum and Library
Servicesand conducted under the auspices of Antioch University Seattl®ne of the principal components of
SLIDEis an analysis of the available data orchool librarian employment at national, state, and district levels
over the past decadeThis analysis is one of the major deliverables of the first yea020-21. Also, during year
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and conditions affecting school librarian employment in each state. The report on that survey is titl€&bntexts
of School Librarian EmploymentKachel & Lance 2021). These state context data are employed in the state
section of this document and will inform interviews to be conducted iryear two, 2021-22. hool leaders for
districts where school librarian staffing gained or lost .50 FTE or more per school will be ietviewed. The
purposes of the interviews are to verify and clarify the nature of the staffing changes made and to better
understand theexperiences perceptions, values,andrationalesthat led the interviewees to make the decisions
they did. For a fulle explanation of the SLIDE project, more details about its activities, and access to its
deliverables, visit the SLIDE website dittp://libslide.org/ .

This report will be presented as a series of questions followedybtheir answers. Two over-arching findings
dominate this analysis: 1) dramatically reduced employment of school librarians since 20@B0, and 2)
extreme inequities in the distribution of school librarians related togeography (state and region) district
characteristics (enrollment, locale, and per-pupil school spending) and student demographics poverty,
race/ethnicity, and language statu3. Delineating those inequities, however, requirebeginning with national
and state perspectives on the data before examining it at the district level. Before all of that, however, it is
important to acknowledge recent past research on this topic andhe nature of the unigue state and district-
level data sets on whib this analysis is based.

Recent Past Research

What do we know about the status of school librarian employment based on recent past research?

Since 2016, the National Education Association (NEA¢hool Library Journa{SLJ), andEducation Weelhave
published reports or articlesdescribing the scale of recent school librarian losses, identifying some of the
trends driving them, and explaining which student populations have been most at risk of losirgcess to
school librarians.

2016 NEA Study

In 2016, the National Education Association (NEA) publisheldbrary/Media Centers in U.S. Public Schools:
Growth, Staffing, and Resourc€Buck & Holmes, 2016).Drawing on data from the nowdefunct Schools and
Staffing Survey (SASS) of thidational Center for Education Statistics (NCES), it reported that, between 2007
and 2013, the number of fult and part-time school librarians (i.e., a head count) had increased by 8.2%.
major deficiency of the SASS data is thasing head counts tendsd over-estimate staff. (For example, if one
full-time district librarian spends 4 hours a week in each of 10 schools, SASS counted them as 10-fhaue
librarians.)


http://libslide.org/

2018SLArticles

In March 2018, Lance and Kachel (the principal investigator and project director, respectively, of this project)
authored two articles in SL&® @Gchool Librarian State of the Unio@seriesin which they reported the

precipitous decline in school librarianfull -time equivalents (FTEs)in the wake of the Great Recessicand the
confluence of circumstances thatontributed to it.

In (8chool Librarian, Where Art ThouBLance(2018) reported that, between 200910 and 201516, more
than 10,000 school librarian FTEs (19%) had been lost.

In G\ Perfect Storm Impacts School Librarian Numbeés Kachel(2018) identified the national, state, and
local/district trends that led to those losss. National trends includedaging and retirements, changes in
national school accrediting agency standardsnd loss of school librarian certification programs Sate trends
included: public education funding cuts, lack or loss? of state mandates that schools have librarians,
absence or elimination of state school library consultants, weakening of school librarian certification
requirements, and increasing numbers of charter schoolsAnd local/district trends included site-based
managementturnover of staffing decision-makers,school leader priorities,increasing focus on standards
based testing, and evolving positionsvhose titles no longer includethe word library or librarian.

In athird article in the (8chool Librarian State of the Unio@series? "Charter Schools, Segregation, and School

Library Accessr Jesser(2018) examined data for Chicago and California, making the case that the
combination of race and ethnicity and charter schools exacerbates inequities of access to school librarians.

2018 Education Week Article

On May 16, 2018Education Weelpublished (8chools See S&p Drop in Librarians, New Analysis Find$
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the SLArticles (Sparks & Harwin, 2018) In addition to reiterating that school librarian job losses since 2009
10 have been staggeringhey also reported thatminority studentshave beenaffected disproportionately.

About the Data
Whatisthe3, ) $ % D OIT Boukenddivha &eitd strengths and weaknesses?

Ordinarily, an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of existing data would be relegated to footnotes or

an appendix. (See Appendix A fomore details.)In this case, however, thavailableAAOA8 O AEAOAAOAO
are such prominent issues that they must be notedt least briefly at the outset. (See Table 1.)

Since 2012, there has been no national survey of school libraries by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) the Anerican Association of School Librarian$AASL), or any other organization Indeed, compared to
the extensive data reported annually for public and academic libraries, the almost total data vacuum about
school libraries stands in dramatic contrast. Thissi particularly unfortunate given the dramatic changes of
fortune experienced by many school libraries over the past decade.

Consequently, he only source of comprehensive national, state, and district level data about school
libraries? or, more precisely,school library staffing? is the Common Core of Data (CCD) of NCES. CCD
collects data on the employment of selected professional and paraprofessional educatormcluding school
librarians and library support staff? in full-time equivalents (FTES) at state ad district levels.



Tablel. NCES Common Core of Data: Strengths & Weaknesses

Strengths Weaknesses

National, state & district data No school level data

Fulitime equivalents (FTES) instead of head counts| Outdateddefinition of school librarian
Related data on employment of other educators Definition silent on certification

Related data ondistrict characteristics and studer Lag time in data reporting
demographics

Non-compliant reporting in selectestates

FTE data are preferable to head counts of fuland part-time staff, as the level of partime staffing can be
extremely variable. (Someone who works as a school librarian fahree hours per week is parttime, as is
someone who works 30 hours peweek.) The only limitation of FTE counts is that we do not know how many
actual positions or individual incumbents they represent

Another limitation of the data is its time frame. When the SLIDE project began in September 2020, the latest
available data for states and districts was for 20189. Addressing the consequences of the COVID
pandemic for librarian employment will haveto wait for the final report of this project in 2023.

Most unfortunately, these FTE data are not available at the school or building level.

As for the other selected educator positions for which CCD gathers FTE data, the definitions of a school librarian
and a library support staff member date from the 19808 and have never been updated (in the case of library
positions, despite repeated urging by AASL and others) and those definitions make no reference whatsoever

to the issue of professional certification.

Generally, AASL and school library advocacy groups focus on stattified school librarians, regarding all
other incumbents ofschoollibrarian positions as dubiously qualified. Again, though, NCES ignores the issue of
certification for all educator positions, not just librarians.

So, in thesefour respects» no school level data, an old definiton oD OAET T 1  bverhdiAgdak h 6
certification as an essential part of the definitionthe time lag and nonrcompliance by states and districtg the
NCES data are imperfect.

Nonetheless, thee dataare what we have, and, at least, NCES is a comprehensive source providing data for
almost all districts, every state, and thus the nation# # $ d@h@r problematic weaknessis state and district
non-compliance (e.g., missing data, miseported data). Given the improvements made to the datset by this
project with help from state sources these dataare more than sufficient for this comprehensive, multlevel
assessment of school librarian employment patterns and trends.

The fact that the data we have on school librarian employment comes from NCES also provides the advantage
of accompanyirg data on other types of school employment as well as district characteristics (enrollment,
number of schools, and per pupil expenditures) and student demographics (race/ethnicity, poverty, language
status, and disability statusy essential data for a thoraigh assessment of the inequities of access to school
librarians and library support staff.

To describe these inequities of access as clearly as possible, this report examines the data from three
perspectives: national, state, and district. Inequities im state to state are apparent when one compares
national patterns and trends with those for individual states. And similarly, inequities from district to district
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separate analysis was done for altharter districts, the vast majority of which are actually individual charter schools.
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say here that the NCES data employed in our analyses have been edited for selected states to address those issues. While it

is ustally best to accept federal statistical data, asisOx A OO O -Atier® wekd mady known, consequential, and
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are apparent when one compares figures for that level with those for a particular state aride nation as a
whole.

While it is widely acknowledged that librarian staffing levelsvary by grade level (elementary, middle, or high
school),the lack of school level data makes it impossibl® address that important factor. As CCD provides the
number of librarian FTEs and the numbes of schools students, and teacherdor the nation, each state and
each district, it is possible to calculate the librarian FTE per school ratias well as ratos of students and
teachers per librarian FTEfor each level of geography It is important to remember, however, that these
national, state, and district level ratios are summary figures that may or may not represent any particular
school in a specific dstrict.



National Perspective

How many school librarians are there in U.S. public schools, and how have their numbers changed over
time?

As of 201819 (the latest data available), there were 42,279 fultime equivalent (FTE) librarians. In 200910
there were 52,545. Thus, the number of school librarian FTEs dropped by 10,268.5%) over that interval.
This loss cannot be attributed to @clining enrollment. In 201819, there were 50.4 million students in U.S.
public schools compared with 49.2 million in 2009102 an increase of 1.2 million (2.4%).

In 201819, there were 42,279 librarians in the UtS10,266 (19.5%) fewer than in 20Q1D.

Over the past decade,how do employment changes for school librarians compare with other key educator
positions?

The CCD staffingdata include FTE counts for 5 major types of educatorsdistrict administrators, school
administrators, teachers, instructional coordinators, and school librarians (See Appendix B &£l O . # %36 O
definitions of these positions.)As can be seen from Tabl2 and Charts 1 and 2, the trends for these different
positions over the past decade have been clear:
A TeacherFTEs have been relatively flat, despite minor fluctuatiorss usually no more than a fraction of
a percentage point from year to year;
A District Administrator and School Administrator FTEs have increased more years than not, resulting
in substantial increasedfor those positions over the decade;
A Instructional Coordinator FTEs» particularly during the last half of the decade have increased more
dramatically than for any other educator position; and
A SchoolLibrarian FTEs» alone among these positions have declined steadily, though at aoticeably
slower rate during the last half of the decade.

The bottom-line numerical changes in employment for these different types of educators say much about the
trends in public education employment. Between 200910 and 201819, numbers of district and school
administrators and instructional coordinators rose steadily. Employment growth for those positions
continued apace during the last half of the decade, 2018 to 2018-19. The trends for teachers and

librarians were quite different. Compared to 200910, there were fewer teachers in 201819; but, the losses
occurred early in the decade in the immediate aftermath of the Great Recession. Since 2@10teacher FTEs
haverisen, year by year, replacinglmost half of thelost FTEsby 2018-19.

School librarians were the only educator group to lose FTEs in both time frames,-2009
291819 and 201516 to 201819.

The employment trend for school librarians isuniquely poor. Between 200910 and 201819, more than
10,000 librarian FTEs were lost. While losses between 20185 and 201819 were smaller, school librarians
are the only one of these educator groups to see a sustained loss in their national FTE tdtaing both time
frames.

Who gets counted as a School Librarian?

The opposing trends for School Librarians (decreasing by almost 20% since 20A9) and Instructional
Coordinators (increasing byalmost 34% during that period) are particularly noteworthy, given what we
know? AT A AT T-8abouthbw FTEs are counted for these positions.

Most likely, the figures includeeveryoneA AT 1 AA A O3 Arb nditter hqwinAch thelr 214 dentury job
AAOAOEDOEIT 1T AU OAOU £AEOI ih .#ed8® OA Al § @O AMEAIAEIT EIOEA O BOE A
both ones with other key words in them (e.g., librarian andnformation literacy teacher) as well as those

AoAl OAET ¢ OEA O, 06 xI OA Al O gho&idnliterack spectalist, dighaliRADET 1T AT O
teachen? Inthe CCD instructions, data reporters are directed explicitly to sutivide FTEs, if necessar. For
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instance, if someone is perceived as a hdlfne School Librarian and a haltiime Teacher, they would be
reported as 0.50 FTE in each of those position categories.

Table2. Numbers of School Librarian & Selected Othdu&ator FTEsUnited States,
200910 to 201819

Position(in FultTime
Equivalents) District School Instructional
School Year Administrators Administrators Coordinators Teachers School Librarians
200910 63,969 168,450 74,502 3,209,672 52,545
201011 64,597 165,047 69,236 3,099,095 50,310
201112 62,884 166,416 67,711 3,103,263 48,406
201213 65,420 169,240 70,967 3,109,101 46,685
201314 66,732 168,101 72,935 3,113,764 45,106
201415 68,962 174,664 79,267 3,132,351 44,977
201516 67,778 182,006 87,495 3,151,497 43,531
201617 70,357 183,671 90,183 3,169,499 43,728
201718 74,411 189,155 95,746 3,169,750 42,882
201819 74,366 193,934 99,591 3,169,762 42,279
Net gain/loss 200910
10 201819 +10,397 +25,484 +25,089 -39,910 -10,266
Net gain/loss 201516
t0 201819 +6,588 +11,928 +12,096 +18,265 -1,252
Chartl
Year-to-Year Change in Total School/District Staff FTEs by Position,
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Chart2
Change Since 2009-10 in Selected Educator FTEs, United States, 2010-11 to
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How else might a School Librarian be counted? or not counted?

What complicatesthis most of all, however, isthe position, Instructional Coordinator? a position (indeed,
perhaps more of a position category)nore inclusive than any of the others The inclusiveness of this position
may go far in explaining its growthover the past decade. # % &@&r@ples of such positions could overlap with
the responsibilities of present-day schoollibrarians: supervisors of educational television staff, supervisors of
audio-visual services, curriculum coordinators and irservice training staff, and supervisory staff engaged in
the development of computerassisted instruction. (See Appendix Bfor the full definition.) Our searches for
school librarian job descriptions andannouncements with alternative titles have turned up positions with titles
including terms such ascultural literacy, digital learning, learning resources, information literacy, and
instructional technology? positions that may have beerreported to NCES as School Librarian3eachers, or
Instructional Coordinators or not reported at all.

How will SLIDE improve knowledge of how School Librarians are perceived and counted?

This potential blurring of roles between school librarians, instructional coordinators, and other staff will be
addressed by another major component of the thregear SLIDE project. Ordhundred in-depth interviews of

staffing decisionmakers from selecteddistricts nationwide will be conducted by trained, independent
interviewers during 2022.

The purposeful, extremecases sample of local districts will be drawn from 1) those that gained the most
librarian FTEs per school between 201516 and 201819, 2) those that lost the most librarian FTEs per school

during that interval while retaining some, and 3) those that lost the most librarian FTEs per school after 2015

16, leaving them with none by 201819. Each interviewee in the last two groups will be askedquestions to
AAOGAOI ETA EEA OEAEO AEOOOEAOBO OOAAEAEIT ¢ |11 AdkdratekdrAAT AO
if their staffing model now separates traditional librarian responsibilities (i.e., those included in the NCES
definition) and present-day ones such as those that involve providing access to digital and streaming media,
teaching information literacy skills and STEM/STEAM classesand facilitating inquiry-based learning Such
responsibilities might be assigned to positions now reported to NCES as instructional coordinatars teachers

or perhaps not reported to NCES at all.



One of the sets of questions that will be explored with decisieh AEAOO AOOET C 3, ) %awd O EI O/

factors accounted for decisions to increase, maintain, or decrease school librariataffing. Conventional
wisdom is thatthe most frequent explanation offered for cuts of school librarian positions is a lack of sufficient
funding. Given the trendsin employment of other types of educators, funding alone cannot explain the
apparent losses of school librarian jobslf funding alone were the explanation, how could employment of other
types of educators be growing? Surely, the priorities of decisiemakers, their conception of the job of a school
librarian, and their perception of its relative value compared to other types of educatorare factorsin their
decisions.

Another even more intriguing set of questions during the SLIDE interviews will explorBow decision-makers
have chosen to staff library)earning resources, andechnology servicesin their districts or schools. Could it
be that some school librarian positions have evolved into new ones with job descriptiorso different from
. # %38 O diofed peth@pB even to the extent of having different job titles that district officials who
OAPT OO0 OOAEAEI C &4%0 ET . #%360 ##%$ OOOOAU 11 111CAO
positions may even help to account for theextraordinary increase in instructional coordinators the most

D/
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Beyond providing a comprehensive sense of the status of school librarianship as a profession, this national
perspective is important for identifying the baseline against which equity of access to a school librarian will be

assessed at state and district kels. Whenever equity is an issue, a fundamental question about it is equity
compared to what? This question will be answered in reference to three ratios: librarian FTE per school,
students per librarian FTE, and teachers per librarian FTE.

For the national perspective, each of these ratios is calculated using national figures: for librarian FTE per

OAEi i1 h OEA TAOEI T80 O OAi 1 EAOAOEAT &4%0O AOA AEOEAAA

I EAOAOEAT &4wh OEA AAOGEI 1 B6A ©Oi BAi ABOBAAAR AU OEA 1 AOET |

OAAAEAOO PAO 1 EAOAOEAT &4%wh OEA T AOEI 180 O O6AI OAAAEAO

these ratios constitute summary data in the extreme, they answer theaseline question: what would school
librarianship look like in each school and for each student and teacher, if school librarians were equally
distributed among schools nationwide? While the resulting national ratio figures do not represent the status
of school librarianship for a lot of states, districts, and sabols, they do provide a theoretical baseline against
which equity can be assessed at those less

3 The national ratio of librarian FTE per school is theotal librarian FTE for the nation divided by the total number of
schools for the nation. The national ratio of students per librarian FTE is the total number of students for the nation
divided by the total number of librarian FTEs for the nation. And, the national ratio @éacher FTE per librarian FTE is the
total number of teacher FTEs for the nation divided by the total number of librarian FTEs for the nation.
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National Ratio ofLibrarian FTE per School
y £ OEA 1T AOEIT 1 6 hadbeekdqually distribuied Acto&s All s€hools in local school districts in
2018-19, what would have beenthe librarian FTE in each school?

Because NCES only reports librarian FTEs for states and districts, this study utilizegatio of librarian FTEper
school to estimate the potential AGOAT & 1T £ A 1 Eidi6dvidualisthdoDbuilbiayd. Ok ithéd st
decade began for the 2009-10 school year the national ratio of librarian FTE perschool was 0.53 FTE. In
I OEAO x1 OAOh E A& OE AraliaAsGHatlydadh@d been aventy distribikdd hckobs all sEhools in
local districts, there would have been just over a hatime librarian in every school. By 201819, when there
were only 42,279 school librarians (19.5% fewer than in 200910), that ratio had declined to 0.8 FTE, less

than a halftime librarian for every school.(See Chart 3.)

In 200910, there were enough school librarians to have a haithe (.53) librarian in every
school nationwide. By 20189, there were only enouglischool librarians for less than a half
time (.43) librarian in every school.

Notably, this national pattern and trend stands in stark contrast to the national standards promulgatday the

American Association of School Librarians (AASL), a division of the American Library Association (ALA).

According to those standards, the minimum school library staffing requirements include a felime, certified
OAET T 1 1 EAOAOE BulldingeEdvenfgtade@ucd Agbradridtd Staffing for School Librarie2019).

Based orthe AASL standard anthe 2018-19 figure ofa0.81 EAOAOEAT &4 % DPAO OAEI T 1 h

of school librarians should be 133.6% higher, or 98,7 an increase of 56,485 FTEsNotably, these figures
about the discrepancybetween the AASlLstaffing standard and reality are doubtless conservativeones, given

that the NCESllefinition of a school librarian does notequire state certification fortheDT OEOET 1 8 ) E

figures would almost certainly be smaller still.

Chart3

National Ratio of Librarian FTE per School,
United States, 2009-10 to 2018-19
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Relative to the AASL staffing standard, current librarian FTEs nationwide ambviously grossly inadequate to
meet that standard, and headed in the wrong direction over the past decade. Further, as will be seen when this
ratio is examined from the state ad district perspectives, the differences in reality among the states and D.C.
and among districts with varying district characteristics and student demographics mean thaiccess to school
librarians is characterized by profound inequalities on the basisfomultiple factors.

National Ratio of Students per School LibrarigiE

If students had had equal accesstoOEA T AOET 1 6 O GrA2B18119, wHatFvAuliAhave Beknth
number of students served by each librarian FTE ?

Over at least the last three decades, national school library standar@®&ASL, 1998, 2009, 2018have asserted

and promoted the idea that school librarians are teachers of students. Indeed, in many states and districts,

OAET 11 1 EAOAOCEATARALEBD TEAOAAREARA8®OO 7EAO OAEITI 1 EAOA
ambitious, crossdisciplinary curriculum that should guarantee not only success in school, but also in college,

career, and life in general. This curriculum aims to equip students taitiate inquiries, think critically, include

diverse communities and perspectives, collaborate with peers, organize and share information, explore and

reflect on whatthey discover, and create and share information ethically, botbn their own and ingroups. In

order to meet these teaching expectations, it would be best to have a smaller ratio of students to librarians.

(See Chart 3.)

In 201819, there were 1,199 students for every school librarian in the W.8n increase of
27.7% from 2004.0.

In 2009-10, the ratio of studentsper librarian FTE was 9391; by, 201819, it was 1,19917 a 27.7 percent
increase. (See Chart 4.) To lend perspective, the ratio of students to teachers wad 116 both 2009-10 and
2018-19. Accordingly, the ratio of studerts to librarians in 2009-10 was 59 times the ratio of students to
teachers, and, in 201819, it was 75 times the student/teacher ratio(NCES, 2019)

Chart4

National Ratio of Students per School Librarian FTE,
United States, 2009-10 to 2018-19
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In reality, of course, this national ratio does not apply to most districts, because the national ratio divides the
total number of students? including those in districts and schools with no librarians at ali by the total
number of librarian FTE® who are unequally distributed across states as well as the selected districts where
they are present. Unfortunately, as the subsequent state and district perspectives will illustrate, the reality is
one of acute inequities. In the real world of public schools, som districts and schools have librariang
improving the students per librarian math described above considerabty while others have no librarians at
all. Not surprisingly, districts that have librarians have certain characteristics in common, while those vkibut
librarians share other, contrastingcharacteristics.

National Ratio of Teachenger SchoolLibrarianFTE

If teachers had had equal accesstoOEA T AOET 1 8 O QOnA2B18119, wHatEwAullAhEvE Bebnthe
number of teachers served by eachlibrarian FTE ?

the past three decadeshave promoted the belief that the success of a school librarian dependargely on
collaboration with classroom teachers.

In 2009-10, the national ratio of teacherser librarian FTEwas 61:1; by, 201819, it was 751. (See Chart 5.)
Given a 180day school year, that means that, in 20620, a school librarian determined to collaborate with
every teacher in their school would have had some fraction of almost three days in which to do so. By 2018
19, the number of days into which collaboration would have had to be squeezed was reduced to less than two
and a half.

Chartbs

National Ratio of Teacher FTEs per School Librarian FTE,
United States, 2009-10 to 2018-19
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Just as the students per librarian math is daunting, so it is for teachers per librarian. QGtteone collaboration

is challenging, indeed, given the number of teachers per librariarif that ratio prevailed at the school leveljt

is unlikely that a librarian, no matter how clever andenergetic,would be able to collaborate intensively with
every individual teacher in the school.That suggests that the best hope of librarians and teachers wishing to
collaborate is to do so in groups based on grade lever subject.
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In 201819, there were 75 teachers for every school librarian in the ©.8n increase of 23.09
from 200910.

[=)

As with the students per librarian ratio, however, this national ratio belies greater inequities. Some districts

AOA OEHadng @ &l or part-time librarian in most schoolss x EET A T OEAOO » AdiAgnOEAOA 11
librarians at all, perhapsat bestan occasional visit from oneshared across the district Some states have more

OEAOAG AEOOOEAOON | OEAOOMAINIORA OO BUAO M TOAGA EARRO GDE MO @E A O
to receive some level ofcollaboration from a librarian in managing resources designing and delivering

instruction, andor co-teachinginquiry-AAOAA 1 AAOT ET ¢ OEAO EO AT OEOAIT U AAOAT

12



State Perspective

The national figures belie enormous discrepancies in school librarian employment at state and regional levels.
State geography alone contributes much to the harsh inequities of access to school librarians. This is evident
when one considers the sam@&umbers ard ratios that were examined nationally: total numbers of school
librarians, librarian full-time equivalent (FTE) per school students per librarian FTE, and teacher FTE per
librarian FTE# In addition to zeroing in on how much these figures can vatyy state, this perspective identifies
two factors that are positive and significant predictors of the level of school librarian employment in a state.

Number of School Librarians

How many school librarians are there in each state , and how do thosenumbers vary by region?
(T x EAO AAAE OOAOGAGO 101 AAO T &£ OAEITT1T 1 EAOAOEAT O AEAT C.

While there were 42,279 school librarian fulttime equivalents (FTES) nationwide in 201819, their distribution
among the states varied dramatically by state and.B. region (i.e., Northeast, South, Midwest, West). Map 1
illustrates the strong state and regional patterns in thalistribution of school librarian FTEs. Generally, there
were more school librarians in the eastern half of the country than thevestern half> with the notable
exception of Texas Given the distribution of the U.S. population, thaattern is not surprising. There are some
regional surprises, though. Among the four major U.S. regiorisjs clear that the Southern states have the
largest concentrations of school librarians. Texalsasmore than 4,600 school librarianFTEs. That was more
than 10% of the national total,almost as many as the next two states, New York and Georgia, combined (over
2,500 and over 2,000 respectively), athmore than the bottom 20 states combined. (See Tabl8a and3b.)

In 201819, there were42,279U.S.school librarians but they were not equally distributed by
state. h Texas alongthere were moredlibrariansthan in the bottom 20 states combined.

Map 1
Number of School Librarian FTEs by State, 2018-19

FTEs
g 4,604.80

46.71

Powered by Bing
© GeoNames

4 The state ratio of librarian FTE per school is the totadchoollibrarian FTE for a state divided by the totanumber of schools for
the state. The state ratio of students per librarian FTE is the total number of students for a state divided by the totahrher of
schoollibrarian FTEs for the state. And, the state ratio of teacher FTE per librarian FTE is tltal number of teacher FTEs for a
state divided by the total number of librarian FTEs for the state.
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Table3. Number of SchooLibrarian FTEs by Stgt201819

a. In alphabetical order by state

Number of

School Librarian
State FTEs201819
AK 133.60
AL 1,322.28
AR 967.49
AZ 426.17
CA 266.13
CO 546.26
CT 733.95
DC 114.75
DE 110.00
FL 1,986.85
GA 2,065.00
HI 134.50
1A 412.46
ID 46.71
IL 1,444.56
IN 575.38
KS 676.40
KY 1,030.74
LA 978.39
MA 621.15
MD 1,148.33
ME 194.30
Mi 483.54
MN 512.66
MO 1,359.63
MS 762.03
MT 365.21
NC 2,043.05
ND 187.68
NE 534.36
NH 333.60
NJ 1,289.97
NM 209.92
NV 257.50
NY 2,553.65
OH 785.87
OK 900.89
OR 164.73
PA 1,599.38
RI 193.86
SC 1,095.60
SD 96.18
TN 1,532.00
TX 4,604.80
uT 227.71
VA 1,791.53
VT 197.24
WA 1,031.83
Wi 929.04
WV 223.24
WY 77.35
U.S. Total 42,279.45

Change in the number of schodlbrarian FTEs in each state over time has also been highly variabl&lotably,
though, the patterns are different for the last decade, 20620 to 2018-19, and for the last half of tlat decade,

2015-16 to 2018-19.
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b. In descending order by number

Number of
School Librarian

Rank | State FTEs201819
1 TX 4,604.80
2 NY 2,553.65
3 GA 2,065.00
4 NC 2,043.05
5 FL 1,986.85
6 VA 1,791.53
7 PA 1,599.38
8 TN 1,532.00
9 IL 1,444.56
10 MO 1,359.63
11 AL 1,322.28
12 NJ 1,289.97
13 MD 1,148.33
14 SC 1,095.60
15 WA 1,031.83
16 KY 1,030.74
17 LA 978.39
18 AR 967.49
19 WI 929.04
20 OK 900.89
21 OH 785.87
22 MS 762.03
23 CT 733.95
24 KS 676.40
25 MA 621.15
26 IN 575.38
27 CO 546.26
28 NE 534.36
29 MN 512.66
30 Mi 483.54
31 AZ 426.17
32 1A 412.46
33 MT 365.21
34 NH 333.60
35 CA 266.13
36 NV 257.50
37 uT 227.71
38 wv 223.24
39 NM 209.92
40 VT 197.24
41 ME 194.30
42 RI 193.86
43 ND 187.68
44 OR 164.73
45 HI 134.50
46 AK 133.60
a7 DC 114.75
48 DE 110.00
49 SD 96.18
50 WY 77.35
51 ID 46.71

U.S. Total 42,279.45




Between2009-10and 201819, one out of five school librariarFTE waslost nationwide.

Map 2
Percent Change in School Librarian FTEs by State, 2009-10 to 2018-19
% Change

I 2.6%

-55.3%

© GeoNames

CA and ID are excluded from this map as outliers. See Tables 4a and 4b.

Between 200910 and 201819, one out of five school librarian FTEs was lost nationwidét the statelevel,
however, change inschool librarian FTEs was quite different. (See Map 2Note: darker shades indicate a gain
or lighter losses, lighter shades indicate heavier loss§<During that interval, only one state, New Hampshire,
did not lose school libraian FTEs; ithad more school librarian FTEs in 20189 than 2009-10. (See Tablegla
and 4b.) Every other state experienced some degree of FTE loss.

Between 200910 and 201819, New Hampshire was the only state where the total number|of
schoollibrarians did not decline.

While the state median reflected the national trend, 10 states stand out as experiencing extraordinarily high
losses. California lost more than three out of four librarian FTEs{6.7%), while Idaho lost more than twe
thirds (-66.9%) and Wyoming lost more than half{65.3%). Seven other states lost between a third and half of
their librarian FTEs over the decade: Michigan-49.5%), Oregon {48.6%), Hawaii (40.2%), Ohio £38.9%),
West Virginia (-37.3%), Indiana (¢35.5%), and Fhode Island ¢34.8%).

At the other extreme, 10 states lost fewer than 10% of their librarian FTEs during that period: Kentucky
(-9.4%), Connecticut {8.5%), Maryland (6.8%), Alabama {6.6%), D.C.-6.9%), Nebraska {4.9%), Arkansas
(-3.9%), North Dakota ¢3.3%), Montana, and South Carolina (boti.9%).

As a result, students and teachers in some states were at far greater rizklosing their school librarians than
their counterparts in other states. One of the most notable things about these two sets of statethose that
experienced doubledigit losses and those that experienced singldigit ones? is that both includestates from
all four U.S. Census regions.
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Table4

a. In alphabetical order by state

. Percent Change in Schoobrarian FTEs
by State,2009-10 to 201819

b. In descending order by percent change

Percent Change,

State 200910 to 201819

AK -20.9%
AL -6.6%
AR -3.9%
AZ -30.5%
CA -76.7%
CO -30.9%
CT -8.5%
DC -5.9%
DE -22.0%
FL -26.8%
GA -10.6%
HI -40.2%
1A -27.6%
ID -66.9%
IL -16.4%
IN -35.5%
KS -19.5%
KY -9.4%
LA -17.9%
MA -26.1%
MD -6.8%
ME -19.0%
MI -49.5%
MN -33.2%
MO -10.7%
MS -21.2%
MT -2.9%
NC -13.2%
ND -3.3%
NE -4.9%
NH +2.6%
NJ -27.5%
NM -27.4%
NV -30.9%
NY -13.8%
OH -38.9%
OK -20.3%
OR -48.6%
PA -26.9%
RI -34.8%
SC -2.9%
SD -29.8%
TN -19.8%
TX -10.4%
uT -17.4%
VA -10.5%
VT -10.8%
WA -10.5%
Wi -18.1%
WV -37.3%
WY -55.3%
State Average -22.7%
State Median -19.8%
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Percent Change,

Rank | State 200910 to 201819
1 NH +2.6%
2 SC -2.9%
2 MT -2.9%
4 ND -3.3%
5 AR -3.9%
6 NE -4.9%
7 DC -5.9%
8 AL -6.6%
9 MD -6.8%
10 CT -8.5%
11 KY -9.4%
12 ™ -10.4%
13 VA -10.5%
13 WA -10.5%
15 GA -10.6%
16 MO -10.7%
17 VT -10.8%
18 NC -13.2%
19 NY -13.8%
20 IL -16.4%
21 uT -17.4%
22 LA -17.9%
23 Wi -18.1%
24 ME -19.0%
25 KS -19.5%
26 TN -19.8%
27 OK -20.3%
28 AK -20.9%
29 MS -21.2%
30 DE -22.0%
31 MA -26.1%
32 FL -26.8%
33 PA -26.9%
34 NM -27.4%
35 NJ -27.5%
36 IA -27.6%
37 SD -29.8%
38 AZ -30.5%
39 NV -30.9%
39 CO -30.9%
41 MN -33.2%
42 RI -34.8%
43 IN -35.5%
44 wv -37.3%
45 OH -38.9%
46 HI -40.2%
47 OR -48.6%
48 MI -49.5%
49 WY -55.3%
50 ID -66.9%
51 CA -76.7%

State Average -22.7%

State Median -19.8%




Between2015-16 and 2018-19, thetrend in school librarian employment improved somewhat Librarian FTE
losses slowed and beame less severe in many states, while some states have actually experienced a recovery
of FTEs.

Alabamawas the standout state, experieniag a 38.2% gain in librarian FTEs over the past few years. (See Map
3.) The other doubledigit gains were for D.C. (15.5%) and Alaska (13.2%%even other states that made single
digit gains were: Kansas, Michigan (both 7.3%), New York (6.1%), Virginia 856), New Hampshire (4.1%),
California (2.4%), and Arkansas (2.0%).

At the other extreme, 10 states reported FTE losses of 10% or mor@klahoma ¢10.1%), Tennessee-11.2%),
lllinois (-12.2%), Minnesota ¢12.7%), Hawaii (-15.9%), Indiana (16.9%), Louisiana ¢18.0%), West Virginia
(-20.4%), Nevada {21.5%), and Wyoming ¢28.6%). (See TableSa and5b.)

Between201516and 201819, Alad | YI Q& ydzYoSNJ 2F aO0OK22ft ff joNI
Map 3
Percent Change in School Librarian FTEs by State, 2015-16 to 2018-19
% Change
m 38.2%

-28.6%
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Table5. Percent Change in Schoobrarian FTERy State, 201516 to 201819

a. In alphabetical order by state

Percent Change

State 201516 to 201819
AK 13.2%
AL 38.2%
AR 2.0%
AZ -4.3%
CA 2.4%
CO -6.3%
CT -3.4%
DC 15.5%
DE -9.8%
FL -3.6%
GA -1.0%
HI -15.9%
IA -2.4%
ID -2.0%
IL -12.2%
IN -16.9%
KS 7.3%
KY -2.1%
LA -18.0%
MA -5.7%
MD -2.8%
ME -0.3%
Ml 7.3%
MN -12.7%
MO -2.3%
MS -5.7%
MT -0.7%
NC -5.3%
ND -2.0%
NE -2.8%
NH 4.1%
NJ -8.8%
NM -9.7%
NV -21.5%
NY 6.1%
OH -9.6%
OK -10.1%
OR 0.7%
PA -7.0%
RI 0.3%
SC 0.8%
SD -4.9%
TN -11.2%
TX 0.6%
uT -9.8%
VA 5.8%
VT -5.8%
WA -6.9%
Wi 1.1%
Wwv -20.4%
WY -28.6%
State Average -3.7%
State Median -3.4%
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b. In descending order byercent change

Percent Change

Rank | State 201516 to 201819
1 AL 38.2%
2 DC 15.5%
3 AK 13.2%
4 KS 7.3%
4 M 7.3%
6 NY 6.1%
7 VA 5.8%
8 NH 4.1%
9 CA 2.4%
10 AR 2.0%
11 Wi 1.1%
12 SC 0.8%
13 OR 0.7%
14 TX 0.6%
15 RI 0.3%
15 ME -0.3%
17 MT -0.7%
18 GA -1.0%
19 ID -2.0%
19 ND -2.0%
21 KY -2.1%
22 MO -2.3%
23 1A -2.4%
24 NE -2.8%
24 MD -2.8%
26 CT -3.4%
27 FL -3.6%
28 AZ -4.3%
29 SD -4.9%
30 NC -5.3%
31 MA -5.7%
31 MS -5.7%
33 VT -5.8%
34 CcO -6.3%
35 WA -6.9%
36 PA -7.0%
37 NJ -8.8%
38 OH -9.6%
39 NM -9.7%
40 uT -9.8%
40 DE -9.8%
42 OK -10.1%
43 TN -11.2%
44 IL -12.2%
45 MN -12.7%
46 HI -15.9%
47 IN -16.9%
48 LA -18.0%
49 WV -20.4%
50 NV -21.5%
51 Wy -28.6%

State Average -3.7%

State Median -3.4%




State Ratio olibrarian FTE per School

To what extent were there enough school librarians in each state in 2018-19 to provide a full -time
librarian in every school , and how has that changed over time ?

While the simple number of librarian FTEs for the nation and for states interesting and meaningful within
limits, a clearer perspective on the status of school librarians at the state level is gained by looking at their
numbers relative to the number of schools.

School librariansvere more likely to be found in schools in the South and the Northeast tHan
in the Midwest and the West.

In displaying this ratio, Map 4 underscores the relatively strong presence of school librarians gthools inthe
South and, to a lesser extent, the Northeast.

Map 4
State Ratio of Librarian FTE per School by State, 2018-19

FTE per School
" 0.90

0.03
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Of the 10 states with the highest state ratios of librarian FTE per scho@ are in the South:Arkansas (90 FTE

per school), Georgia (.89), South Carolina, Alabama (both .8V)rginia (.85), Tennessee (.82), Maryland (.81),
North Carolina (.77), and Misissippi (.72). Connecticut (also .72) the only state in this group outside the
Southe rounds out the top 10 states on this ratio.(See Tablessa and6b.) There is also a regionality at the
other extreme: of the 10 states with the lowest state ratios dfbrarian FTE per school,9 are west of the
Mississippi River: California (.03 FTE per school), Idaho (.06), Oregon (.13), South Dakota (.14), Arizona (.18),
Wyoming, and Utah (both .21) Michigan (.13), Minnesota (.20), an®hio (.22) round out thebottom 10 states

on this ratio.
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Table6. State Ratio of Librariaf-TEper Schoolby State 201819

a. In alphabetical order by state

State Ratio of
Librarian FTE per

State School, 201819

AK 0.26
AL 0.87
AR 0.90
AZ 0.18
CA 0.03
CcoO 0.29
CT 0.72
DC 0.50
DE 0.49
FL 0.48
GA 0.89
HI 0.46
1A 0.31
ID 0.06
IL 0.33
IN 0.30
KS 0.51
KY 0.67
LA 0.71
MA 0.34
MD 0.81
ME 0.32
Ml 0.13
MN 0.20
MO 0.56
MS 0.72
MT 0.44
NC 0.77
ND 0.36
NE 0.49
NH 0.68
NJ 0.50
NM 0.24
NV 0.36
NY 0.53
OH 0.22
OK 0.50
OR 0.13
PA 0.54
RI 0.61
SC 0.87
SD 0.14
TN 0.82
TX 0.51
uT 0.21
VA 0.85
VT 0.63
WA 0.42
Wi 0.41
WV 0.31
WY 0.21
State Average 0.47
State Median 0.48
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b. In descending order by state ratio

State Ratio of
Librarian FTE per

Rank | State School, 201819
1 AR 0.90
2 GA 0.89
3 SC 0.87
3 AL 0.87
5 VA 0.85
6 TN 0.82
7 MD 0.81
8 NC 0.77
9 MS 0.72
9 CT 0.72
11 LA 0.71
12 NH 0.68
13 KY 0.67
14 VT 0.63
15 RI 0.61
16 MO 0.56
17 PA 0.54
18 NY 0.53
19 KS 0.51
19 TX 0.51
21 DC 0.50
21 NJ 0.50
23 OK 0.50
24 NE 0.49
24 DE 0.49
26 FL 0.48
27 HI 0.46
28 MT 0.44
29 WA 0.42
30 Wi 0.41
31 ND 0.36
31 NV 0.36
33 MA 0.34
34 IL 0.33
35 ME 0.32
36 1A 0.31
36 WV 0.31
38 IN 0.30
39 CcoO 0.29
40 AK 0.26
41 NM 0.24
42 OH 0.22
43 uT 0.21
43 WY 0.21
45 MN 0.20
46 AZ 0.18
47 SD 0.14
48 OR 0.13
48 MI 0.13
50 ID 0.06
51 CA 0.03
State Average 0.47
State Median 0.48




Percent change in the state ratio of librarian FTE per school is another strong indicator of the trend in librarian
losses since 200910. As with the number of school librarians, regiowas alsoa factor. (See Map 5 and Tables
7a and 7b.Note: In Map 5, darker shades indicate gains or lighter losses, lighter shades indicate heavier logses.

Between 2009-10 and 2018-19, only 2 states gainedlibrarian FTE per school Connecticut (4.3%) and New
Hampshire (0.6%), both in New England. Of thdozenjurisdictions with the lowest losses on this ratio/ states
plus D.Care in the South: Arkansas-0.3%), Alabama {2.1%), D.C.-3.9%), Georgia {4.8%), Maryland (4.9%),
South Carolina 7.4%), Virginia (-8.4%), and Kentucky {8.9%). Other stées with lower losses included
Nebraska(-1.5%), Montana (2.3%), North Dakota (4.2%), and Vermont ¢7.6%)> all but the last being states
west of the Mississippi River.

At the other extreme, were 14 states that lost a third or more on the state ratio abrarian FTE per school. The
3 states that fared worst were California {77.5%), Idaho (-67.0%), and Wyoming ¢(55.3%). Three states falling
between 45 and 50 percent were Michigan-87.5%), Oregon {46.7%), and Hawaii (40.8%). And8 states
falling by 33 percent or more were Nevada-39.1%), Minnesota ¢36.0%), Colorado ¢35.3%), Ohio €34.9%),
Rhode Island ¢34.6%), West Virginia, Indiana (both-34.0%) and Arizona ¢33.3%).

Between 200910 and 201819, Connecticut and New Hampshire were the only two states|to
experience gains in the state ratio of librarian FTE per school.

Map 5

Percent Change in State Ratio of Librarian FTE per School by State,
2009-10 to 2018-19

% change

I 4.3%

-55.3%
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CA and ID are excluded from this map as outliers. See Tiabéesl7b.
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Table7. Percent Change in State Ratio of Librari&hBper Schoolby State 200910 to 201819

a. In alphabetical order by state

Percent change,
State 200910 to 201819
AK -21.1%
AL -2.1%
AR -0.3%
AZ -33.3%
CA -77.5%
CcO -35.3%
CT +4.3%
DC -3.9%
DE -24.8%
FL -29.3%
GA -4.8%
HI -40.8%
IA -19.3%
ID -67.0%
IL -15.2%
IN -34.0%
KS -13.0%
KY -8.9%
LA -11.6%
MA -26.8%
MD -4.9%
ME -12.2%
Ml -47.5%
MN -36.0%
MO -10.7%
MS -18.9%
MT -2.3%
NC -16.7%
ND -4.2%
NE -1.5%
NH +0.6%
NJ -27.0%
NM -29.6%
NV -39.1%
NY -15.0%
OH -34.9%
OK -20.9%
OR -46.7%
PA -20.2%
RI -34.6%
SC -7.4%
SD -28.1%
TN -23.7%
X -14.0%
uT -18.6%
VA -8.4%
VT -7.6%
WA -15.2%
wi -18.5%
WV -34.0%
WYy -55.3%
State Average -21.9%
State Median -18.9%
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b. Indescending order by percent change

Percent change,

Rank | State 200910 to 201819
1 CT +4.3%
2 NH +0.6%
3 AR -0.3%
4 NE -1.5%
5 AL -2.1%
6 MT -2.3%
7 DC -3.9%
8 ND -4.2%
9 GA -4.8%
10 MD -4.9%
11 SC -7.4%
12 VT -7.6%
13 VA -8.4%
14 KY -8.9%
15 MO -10.7%
16 LA -11.6%
17 ME -12.2%
18 KS -13.0%
19 TX -14.0%
20 NY -15.0%
21 WA -15.2%
21 IL -15.2%
23 NC -16.7%
24 Wi -18.5%
25 uT -18.6%
26 MS -18.9%
27 1A -19.3%
28 PA -20.2%
29 OK -20.9%
30 AK -21.1%
31 TN -23.7%
32 DE -24.8%
33 MA -26.8%
34 NJ -27.0%
35 SD -28.1%
36 FL -29.3%
37 NM -29.6%
38 AZ -33.3%
39 IN -34.0%
39 WV -34.0%
41 RI -34.6%
42 OH -34.9%
43 CO -35.3%
44 MN -36.0%
45 NV -39.1%
46 HI -40.8%
47 OR -46.7%
48 MI -47.5%
49 WY -55.3%
50 ID -67.0%
51 CA -77.5%

State Average -21.9%

State Median -18.9%




Since 201516, the trends for the state ratio of librarian FTE per school have improvedramatically in some
states. (See Map 6.)

Between 201516 and 2018 19,D.C. (15.5%) and 3tates? Alabama (36.5%), Connecticut (29.4%), and Alaska
(13.5%)> experienced doubledigit gains on this ratio.(See Tables8a and8b.) The high gains by Alabama and
Connecticut are most conspicuous in Map 6 further 8 states made singledigit gains on this ratio. They were
Kansas (7.8%), Virginia, New York (both 6.7%), New Hampshire (3.2%), Arkansas (2.9%), Maine (1.7%),
Wisconsin, amd California (both 1.1%).

Since 2015816, D.C. andl1 states have gained school librarians relative to their numbers|of
schools while 12 other states have experienced doukdiggit losses on this ratio

At the other extremewere 12 states thatlogged doubledigit losses on this ratio. Two states fell by more than
25 percent: Nevada{28.0%) and Wyoming (27.3%). Six states dropped by between 15 and 20 percent: West
Virginia (-17.8%), Louisiana €17.6%), Indiana (16.7%), Hawaii (16.5%), llli nois (-15.6%), and Minnesota
(-14.9%). The remaining4 stateswith losses on this ratio between 10 and 12 percent were Utah-12.1%),
Tennessee {11.3%), Delaware ¢10.6%), and Oklahoma{10.5%). Perhaps the most noteworthy regionality in
these resultsis that none of these states is in the Northeast.

Map 6
Percent Change in State Ratio of Librarian FTE per School by State,
2015-16 to 2018-19

% change
g 36.5%

-28.0%
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Table8. Percent Change in State Ratio of Librariahis per Schoolby State 201516 to 201819

a. In alphabetical order by state

Percent change,

State 201516 to 201819

AK 13.5%
AL 36.5%
AR 2.9%
AZ -6.7%
CA 1.1%
CO -8.9%
CT 29.4%
DC 15.5%
DE -10.6%
FL -0.3%
GA -1.5%
HI -16.5%
IA 0.0%
ID -2.2%
IL -15.6%
IN -16.7%
KS 7.8%
KY -1.6%
LA -17.6%
MA -5.2%
MD -1.5%
ME 1.7%
Ml -0.2%
MN -14.9%
MO -2.4%
MS -3.7%
MT -0.7%
NC -7.2%
ND -1.3%
NE -2.4%
NH 3.2%
NJ -8.3%
NM -9.5%
NV -28.0%
NY 6.7%
OH -8.2%
OK -10.5%
OR -0.4%
PA -5.4%
RI -1.9%
SC -0.5%
SD -4.8%
TN -11.3%
TX -1.1%
uT -12.1%
VA 6.7%
VT -5.2%
WA -7.6%
Wi 1.1%
WV -17.8%
WY -27.3%
State Average -3.4%
State Median -2.4%
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b. Indescending order by percent change

Percent change,

Rank | State 201516 to 201819
1 AL 36.5%
2 CT 29.4%
3 DC 15.5%
4 AK 13.5%
5 KS 7.8%
6 VA 6.7%
6 NY 6.7%
8 NH 3.2%
9 AR 2.9%
10 ME 1.7%
11 Wi 1.1%
11 CA 1.1%
13 1A 0.0%
14 MI -0.2%
15 FL -0.3%
16 OR -0.4%
17 SC -0.5%
18 MT -0.7%
19 TX -1.1%
20 ND -1.3%
21 MD -1.5%
21 GA -1.5%
23 KY -1.6%
24 RI -1.9%
25 ID -2.2%
26 MO -2.4%
26 NE -2.4%
28 MS -3.7%
29 SD -4.8%
30 MA -5.2%
30 VT -5.2%
32 PA -5.4%
33 AZ -6.7%
34 NC -7.2%
35 WA -7.6%
36 OH -8.2%
37 NJ -8.3%
38 CO -8.9%
39 NM -9.5%
40 OK -10.5%
41 DE -10.6%
42 TN -11.3%
43 uT -12.1%
44 MN -14.9%
45 IL -15.6%
46 HI -16.5%
47 IN -16.7%
48 LA -17.6%
49 wv -17.8%
50 Wy -27.3%
51 NV -28.0%
State Average -3.4%
State Median -2.4%




State Ratio of Students per School LibrariBME

)y £ AAAE 00 A&kddequa &xéedsiolitsthool librarians, how many students would a librarian
in each state have beenresponsible for serving in 2018-19?

Like its national counterpart, the state ratio of students per one fultime equivalent (FTE) school librarian is a
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between states on this measure.

Because school librariansvere so unequally distributed across states, the number of students
per librarianalsovaried dramatically from state to state.

Due to the profound lack of school librarians in California, it 23,570 students per librarian FTEn 2018-19.
Of course, few, if any, individual librarians in the statevere responsible for serving that many students. That
off-the-chart number is more a function of the total absence of librarians in so many distrigthroughout the
state. Idaho hd a slightly less extreme value on this ratio at 6,648 students per librarian. Due to the extremity
of theOA OA1 OAOh OEIT OA Oxi OOAOAO AOA AgGAlI OAARAA EOI I
remaining states).

Ten additional states with the most students per librarian FTE were Oregon (3,700), Michigan (3,111), Utah

(2,973), Arizona (2,679), Ohio (2,158), Nevada (1,913), Indiana (1,835), Minnesota (1,735), and Colorado
(1,669). These larger numbers of studentger librarian? from California to Colorade® make it extra difficult

Al O OAEITTI 1EAOAOCEAT O 01 AA OOGAAAEAO 1 EAOAOEAT 086
numbers of students each librarian must try to serve only hint at the trueinderlying reality? that thesewere
states in which thereweOA | AT U OEAOASd AT A OEAOA 11 06 AEOOOEAOO

some students ha the benefit of a librarian while others dd not. (See Tables 9a and 9b.)

Map 7
Students per School Librarian FTE by State, 2018-19

Students / Librarian
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Note: CA and ID are outliers. See Té&ble
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At the other extreme are states with a low ratio of students per librarian. Almost certainly, theseere states
where more districts and schools hd librarians as well as a higher librarian FTE per school, increasing the
potential that librarians could reach more students as teachers of information literacy and inquirpased
learning.

8 of the 15 states with the lowest (best) ratios of students per librariasere in the South

Two states? at opposite ends of the continert had fewer than 500 students per ibrarian: Montana (408) and
Vermont (441). Three other states in the Northeast hiffewer than 750 students per librarian: New Hampshire
(535), Connecticut (718), and Rhode Island (740). Four states in the Midwestda similar ratio of students
per librarian: North Dakota (607), Nebraska (611), Missouri (62), and Kansas (736).Most conspicuously,
though, eight states in the South rdhfewer than 750 students per librarian: Arkansas (512), Alabama (559),
Mississippi (618), Kentucky, Tennessee (both 658), South Carolina (713), Virginia (720), and Louisiana (728).
Doubtless, the strong representation of Southern states on this ratio cabe traced to their larger numbers of
librarians and, consequentlytheir higher ratios of librarian FTEs to schools.
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Table9. Students perSchool Librarian FTigy State, 201819

b. Indescending order by students per

a. In alphabetical order by state librarian
Students per Students per

School Librarian School Librarian
State FTE201819 Rank | State FTE201819
AK 980 1 MT 408
AL 559 2 VT 441
AR 512 3 AR 512
AZ 2,679 4 NH 535
CA 23,570 5 AL 559
Cco 1,669 6 ND 607
CT 718 7 NE 611
DC 771 8 MS 618
DE 1,258 9 KY 658
FL 1,433 9 TN 658
GA 856 11 MO 672
HI 1,348 12 SC 713
1A 1,248 13 CT 718
ID 6,648 14 VA 720
IL 1,372 15 LA 728
IN 1,835 16 KS 736
KS 736 17 RI 740
KY 658 18 NC 760
LA 728 19 DC 771
MA 1,549 20 OK 776
MD 781 21 MD 781
ME 929 22 GA 856
Ml 3,111 23 Wi 925
MN 1,735 24 ME 929
MO 672 25 AK 980
MS 618 26 NY 1,058
MT 408 27 PA 1,082
NC 760 28 NJ 1,085
ND 607 29 WA 1,089
NE 611 30 TX 1,180
NH 535 31 WV 1,200
NJ 1,085 32 WY 1,219
NM 1,589 33 1A 1,248
NV 1,913 34 DE 1,258
NY 1,058 35 HI 1,348
OH 2,158 36 IL 1,372
OK 776 37 FL 1,433
OR 3,700 38 SD 1,445
PA 1,082 39 MA 1,549
RI 740 40 NM 1,589
SC 713 41 CO 1,669
SD 1,445 42 MN 1,735
TN 658 43 IN 1,835
X 1,180 44 NV 1,913
uT 2,973 45 OH 2,158
VA 720 46 AZ 2,679
VT 441 47 uT 2,973
WA 1,089 48 Ml 3,111
Wi 925 49 OR 3,700
WV 1,200 50 ID 6,648
WY 1,219 51 CA 23,570
State Average 1,736 State Average 1,736
State Median 1,058 State Median 1,058
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State Ratio of Teachers per School Librar&hE

) £ A A A Eeadhddsth@uhdd @qual access to its school librarians, how many teachers would a librarian
in each state have beenresponsible for serving in 2018-19?

Like the state ratio of students per fultime equivalent (FTE) school librarian, the state ratio of teachers per
librar ian was driven largely by the number of librarians in the state and the ratio of librarian FTE per school.

In Map 8, lighter shades indicate lower better? ratios of teachers per librarian FTE, while darker shades
indicate higher? less desirable ratios. (This map is indistinguishable from the previous ong

Three states hal the best teacher/librarian ratios with fewer than 40 teachers per librarian FTE: Montana (29
teachers per librarian), Alabama (32), and Arkansas39). Eleven additional states hd better ratios with
between 40 to 50 teachers per librarian FTE. Eight ahe 13 were in the South: Louisiana (40 teachers per
librarian), Kentucky (41), Tennessee, Mississippi, (both 42), Oklahoma (47), South Carolina (48), Virginia, and
North Carolina (both 49). Three additional states with similar ratios were Vermont (42)New Hampshire (44),
and Nebraska (45). When numbers of teachers per librarian are this low, it indicates that a state has more
librarians, a higher ratio of librarian FTE per school, or both. This means it is more likely that school librarians
have timeto collaborate effectively with more teachers than if their state was at the other extreme on this ratio.

9 of the 13 states with the best ratios of teachers per librariarere in the South.

As on the student ratio, California and Idahavere outliers with 1,021 and 358 teachers per librarian FTE.
(Excluded from Map 8.)Ten additional states ha between 100 and 200 teachers per librarian: Oregon (183
teachers per librarian), Michigan (176), Uah (131), Ohio (129), Massachusetts (119), Arizona (114)linnesota
(113), Indiana (106), South Dakotg103), and New Mexico (101). Such large numbers of teachers per librarian
make it extra challenging for librarians to collaborate effectively with alteachers, even if they have supportive
administrators and teachers and flexibly scheduled access to librarie§See Tables 10a and 10b.)

Map 8
Teacher FTEs per School Librarian FTE by State, 2018-19
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Tablel10. Teacher=TEgper School Librarian FTE
by State (FTER01819

a. In alphabetical order by state

Teacher FTEs p&chool

State Librarian FTE201819

AK 57
AL 32
AR 39
AZ 114
CA 1,021
CcO 97
CT 58
DC 64
DE 87
FL 83
GA 57
HI 90
1A 86
ID 358
IL 92
IN 106
KS 54
KY 41
LA 40
MA 119
MD 53
ME 77
Ml 176
MN 113
MO 50
MS 42
MT 29
NC 49
ND 50
NE 45
NH 44
NJ 90
NM 101
NV 90
NY 83
OH 129
OK 47
OR 183
PA 77
RI 55
SC 48
SD 103
TN 42
TX 78
uT 131
VA 49
VT 42
WA 60
Wi 64
WV 85
WYy 95
State Average 100
State Median 77
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b. In descending order by teachers per librarian

Teacher FTEs p&chool

Rank | State Librarian FTE201819
1 MT 29
2 AL 32
3 AR 39
4 LA 40
5 KY 41
6 TN 42
6 MS 42
6 VT 42
9 NH 44
10 NE 45
11 OK 47
12 SC 48
13 VA 49
13 NC 49
15 MO 50
15 ND 50
17 MD 53
18 KS 54
19 RI 55
20 GA 57
20 AK 57
22 CT 58
23 WA 60
24 DC 64
24 Wi 64
26 PA 77
26 ME 77
28 TX 78
29 FL 83
29 NY 83
31 wv 85
32 1A 86
33 DE 87
34 NJ 90
34 HI 90
34 NV 90
37 IL 92
38 wy 95
39 Cco 97
40 NM 101
41 SD 103
42 IN 106
43 MN 113
44 AZ 114
45 MA 119
46 OH 129
47 uT 131
48 Mi 176
49 OR 183
50 ID 358
51 CA 1,021
State Average 100
State Median 77




State Context Predictors of Statewide Ratio of Librarians to Schools &
Change from 20186 to 201819

The variable status of school librarians from state to state and region to region raises questions about what
explains those differences. Rather than ere geography, it seemed likely that such differences were explained
by the very different context of the profession from state to state.

In late 2020, the SLIDE project surveyeils state intermediaries? representatives of statelibrary associations
and agencies committed to supporting this research about policies, practices, and conditions in their states
that provide the context for school librarian employment(Kachel& Lance 2021).5 Issuessurveyedincluded:

A State standards and guidelines,

State certification requirements,

Legal mandates for school library staffing,

State government employee assigned to work with school libraries,

State data about school librariaremployment,

Direct state funding for school libraries,

State-subsidized subscriptions to, or discounts for, licensed databases, and

Higher education institutions that prepare school librarians.

D> > > >

Of these factors that shape the context of school librariansh ip in each state, which ones were predictors
of the state ratio of librarian FTE per school and how it has changed over time?

An analysis of the NCES state data file combined with those survey data identified two factors that are
correlated positively and significantly with school librarian employment School librarian employment
patterns and trends are related tahe state ratio of librarian FTE per school and change over time in the number
of school librarian FTEs in each state.

State Mandate for School Librarians

Does it make a difference in school librarian employment if a state requires that schools have them?

Based on the 2020 study of state mandatedases with enforcedlegal mandates that schoolemploy some level

of school librarian staffingaveraged 0.61 librarian FTE per schodh 2018-19. States that had such mandates,
but did not enforce them, averaged 0.50 librarian FTE per school. And states that reported not having such
mandates averaged 0.38ibrarian FTE per school. Clearly, legal mandates for school librariansand their
enforcement> help to explain varying levels of school librarian staffing from state to state. (See Chart 6.)

School librariansvere more prevalent in states that mandate their employment than in statgs
that do not mandate them. And, in states with mandates, school librariawgre more
prevalent where those mandates are enforced than where they are not enforced. Librarian
losses oer time were also lowest in states with mandates and highest in states withgut
mandates.

School librarian mandates have an equally pronounced association with change in school librarian staffing from
state to state.(See Chart 7.)For this analysis, two time frames were assessed: 20a9 to 2018-19 and 2015

16 to 2018-19. For states with enforced mandates, average loss over the decade w#8%. During the latter
part of the decade, those states actually averaged 3.1% gains irhaal librarian FTEs. For states with
unenforced mandates, librarian losses over the decade average2?.6%, and, since 2018.6,-2.5%. For states
without mandates, rates of school librarian loseswere greatest of all: -29.0% from 2009-10 to 2018-19 and
-7.6% from 2015-16 to 2018-19. Enforced mandates contribute positively and significantly to the maintenance
of school librarian staffing levels over timgKachel, 2021)

5 Be aware that many of thesstate contextconditions change constantly.

30



Average Ratio of Librarian FTE per School

Average Percent Change in Librarian FTEs
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Higher Education Institutions Preparing School Librarians

Higher education institutions that prepare school librarians probably draw most of their students from their

own states. Certification requirements for school librarians and their approved preparatory programsvary

from state to state(Kachel & Lance, 2021) For this reasonamong others, it is not surprising that the analysis

of NCESstate data with SLIDB® O  cstate survey data revealed thatA OOAOAS8O 1 01 AAO | £ EEC
institutions preparing school librarians correlated positively and significantly with school librarian

employment. (See Chart 8.)

$1T A0 A OOAOGAGO 10i AAO T £ EECEAO AAOAAOQEITT Eilt@e@eDO0EIT O
of school librarian employment or its change over time?

Based m the 2020 survey, sates with 4 or more higher education institutions preparing school librarians
averaged0.61 librarian FTE per schooln 2018-19. Sates with 1 to 3 such institutions averaged 0.45 librarian
FTE per school, and states with no such institutions averaged 0.21 librarian FTE per school.

Chart8

Average State Ratio of Librarian FTE per School by
Number of Higher Education Institutions Preparing School Librarians,

2018-19
1.00

0.75

0.61

0.50

0.25 0.21

Average Ratio of Librarian FTE per School

0 1-3 a4+
Number of Higher Education Institutions Preparing School Librarians

School librariansvere more prevalent and less likely to experiengab lossin states with
more institutions of higher education preparing school librarians.

Like school librarian mandates, the number of higher education institutions preparing school librarians is also
a predictor of change in librarian employment over time, bth from 2009-10 to 2018-19 and from 201516 to
2018-19. (See Chart 9.)States with 4 or more such institutions averaged librarian losses 6f.7.9% over the
decade and-1.7% since 201516, while states with 1 to 3 such institutions average losses e22.5% over the
decade and-4.1% since 201516. States with no higher education institutions preparing school librarians
averaged librarian losses 0f36.5% over the decade and5.7% since 201516.
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The relationships between school librarian staffing levels antheir change over time and the number of higher
education institutions preparing school librarians confirm that potential school librarianswere more likely to
be employec and to remain employed over time if there were more institutions to choose from forboth
initial preparation and ongoing professional development opportunities.

Chart9

Average State Percent Change in School Librarian FTEs by
Number of Higher Education Institutions Preparing School Librarians,
2009-10 to 2018-19 & 2015-16 to 2018-19
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District Perspective

State and national figures belie enormous discrepancies in school librarian employment at the local district
level. Access to a school librarian is impacted strongly by several district characteristicenrollment, locale,
and per pupil spending and studert demographic® poverty, race/ethnicity, and language status This is
evident when oneexamines variations indistrict figures for three ratios: librarian full-time equivalent (FTE)
per school, students per librarian FTE, and teacher FTE per librarian FFEIn addition to zeroing in on how
much these figures can vary from district to district, this perspective also profiles districts that have been most
stable over time (either having or not having librarians from 201516 through 2018-19). It also exanines how
school librarian employment patterns and trends differ between districts that had signed the Future Ready
Schools pledge and those that had not. Finally, this perspective describes what is happening in two
circumstances where school librarians ag absent: where school librarians have been replaced by library
support staff and where school librarians have beepresent, andabsent, for four or more years.

District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School
In 2018-19, how many districts had school librarians and, if they did, at what FTE levels per school?

In the absence of school data on librarian employment, the best way to address this issue is by reporting the
district ratio of librarian FTE per school.(See Chart 10.Five levels of librarianFTE per school were created for
this analysis: .75 or more FTE per school (i.e., almost a ftithe librarian in every school or a fulttime librarian

in most schools), .50 to .749 FTE (at least hdifne, but less than threequarter time), .25 to .499 FE (at least

Chart10

District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School,
Local School Districts, 2018-19
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one-quarter time, but less than halftime), .01 to .249 FTE (less than onquarter time, but greater than zero),
and zero FTE per school.

In 2018-19, school librarians were present at some level in8,857 districts (69.0%). Another 3,983 (31.0%)
reported having no librarians. (Notably, this excludes the small number of districts which did not report about
librarian FTE at all.) More thanl out of 5 (22.5%) had enough librarians to have .75 FTE or highen every
school. More thanl out of 6 (15.7%) had enough librarians to have .50 to .749 FTE in every school. Almist
out of 6 (17.3%) had enough librarians to have .25 to .499 FTE in every school. More tHaout of 7 had enough
librarians to have .01to .249 librarians in every school.Three out of 10 districts reported no librarians. These
figures illustrate the extent of inequality of access to librarians among districts when compared to the national
ratio of .43 FTE per school.

In 201819, 31% of districts had no librarians, and only 23% reported enough fortiinée
librarians in most schools. Since 2015, numbers and percentages of districts with no
librarians have increased.

At the district level, how have school librarian employment patterns and trends changed over time?

The best baseline for district comparisons over time is 2016, the year for which the most complete data
were available prior to 2018-19. (See Chart 11.) As at state and national levels, frardistrict perspective,
school librarian employment was stronger in 201516. More districts reported employing school librarians at
the 3 highestFTE levels, and fewer districts reported having no school librarians.

Chartl1l

District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School,
Local School Districts, 2015-16
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How did these district patterns vary from state to state?

Table 11 reports librarian FTE per school levels by district for each state and D.C. As a cursory scanning of this
table makes evident, FTE per school levelsincluding districts with no school librarians? varied wildly among

the states.
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5

Tablell. District Ratio of LibrariarrTEper School by FTE Level and State, 2088

.50-.749 .25-.499 .01-.249
State .75 FTE/school FTE/school FTE/school FTE/school ZERO FTE/schod Total
AK 3.8% 3.8% 7.7% 7.7% 76.9% 100.0%
AL 79.6% 20.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
AR 79.4% 20.2% 0.0% 0.0% 4% 100.0%
AZ 5.6% 4.2% 9.3% 12.1% 68.7% 100.0%
CA 0.6% 0.6% 1.2% 4.0% 93.6% 100.0%
CcoO 3.9% 8.4% 17.4% 14.6% 55.6% 100.0%
CT 58.0% 13.0% 14.8% 3.0% 11.2% 100.0%
DC 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
DE 21.1% 26.3% 15.8% 21.1% 15.8% 100.0%
FL 25.4% 25.4% 29.9% 10.4% 9.0% 100.0%
GA 73.3% 15.6% 10.6% 0.0% .6% 100.0%
HI 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
1A 5.5% 7.3% 33.3% 51.5% 2.4% 100.0%
ID 1.7% 1.7% 5.2% 24.3% 67.0% 100.0%
IL 38.3% 19.9% 24.7% 16.2% .9% 100.0%
IN 9.9% 12.6% 26.6% 22.5% 28.3% 100.0%
KS 14.3% 21.0% 18.5% 7.7% 38.5% 100.0%
KY 46.2% 31.2% 16.8% 4.0% 1.7% 100.0%
LA 50.7% 12.7% 8.5% 12.7% 15.5% 100.0%
MA 26.9% 12.3% 17.3% 23.8% 19.8% 100.0%
MD 66.7% 16.7% 8.3% 4.2% 4.2% 100.0%
ME 11.0% 15.7% 18.8% 24.1% 30.4% 100.0%
MI 2.2% 3.5% 8.2% 17.7% 68.3% 100.0%
MN 2.4% 10.6% 18.2% 12.8% 55.9% 100.0%
MO 21.1% 25.7% 26.9% 15.1% 11.2% 100.0%
MS 43.3% 33.3% 21.3% 1.4% 0.7% 100.0%
MT 18.5% 11.3% 17.5% 23.0% 29.8% 100.0%
NC 60.8% 20.8% 10.0% 4.2% 4.2% 100.0%
ND 4.7% 22.4% 31.2% 22.9% 18.8% 100.0%
NE 4.9% 32.8% 48.0% 13.9% 0.4% 100.0%
NH 52.1% 23.0% 8.5% 4.8% 11.5% 100.0%
NJ 34.7% 24.1% 12.4% 8.0% 20.8% 100.0%
NM 2.3% 5.7% 8.0% 23.9% 60.2% 100.0%
NV 0.0% 11.8% 11.8% 47.1% 29.4% 100.0%
NY 49.3% 23.8% 13.8% 5.4% 7.7% 100.0%
OH 5.5% 11.0% 24.5% 17.5% 41.5% 100.0%
OK 13.1% 19.7% 25.6% 17.8% 23.8% 100.0%
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§
Tablell. District Ratio of LibrariaRTEper School by FTE Level and State, 208 continued

.50-.749 .25-.499 .01-.249

State .75 FTE/school FTE/school FTE/school FTE/school ZERO FTE/schod Total

OR 1.7% 2.8% 8.0% 17.6% 69.9% 100.0%
PA 34.9% 31.9% 21.8% 6.2% 5.2% 100.0%
RI 36.1% 47.2% 13.9% 0.0% 2.8% 100.0%
SC 80.2% 16.0% 2.5% 0.0% 1.2% 100.0%
SD 0.7% 2.0% 20.1% 17.4% 59.7% 100.0%
TN 74.3% 16.0% 5.6% 2.1% 2.1% 100.0%
TX 13.4% 11.3% 18.1% 14.4% 42.9% 100.0%
uT 4.9% 2.4% 19.5% 39.0% 34.1% 100.0%
VA 48.1% 32.1% 13.7% 6.1% 0.0% 100.0%
VT 38.8% 23.1% 11.6% 6.1% 20.4% 100.0%
WA 57% 11.8% 15.2% 12.8% 54.5% 100.0%
WI 19.4% 20.3% 34.7% 16.5% 9.1% 100.0%
wv 17.6% 14.7% 29.4% 38.2% 0.0% 100.0%
WY 2.1% 12.5% 22.9% 33.3% 29.2% 100.0%
U.S. 22.5% 15.7% 17.3% 13.4% 31.0% 100.0%
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-

In which states d id more districts provide the highest level of librarian FTE per school  in 2018 -19?

Districts with a librarian FTE per school of .75 or moreveOA £AO 11T OA 1T EEAT U O1 AA EI
Atlantic, and the Northeast.Such districts were far less likely to be in the plains of the Midwest and the
Mountain and Pacific West. (See Ma®.) Notably, because this is an FTE ratio to schools, that pattern is not
merely a reflection of population concentration in the former regions. State factors identified earlier as
predictors of school librarian employment state mandates and numbers of igher education institutions
preparing school librarians? help to explain why districts in certain states in particular regionswere more

likely to have a substantial librarian FTE in most schools.

Map 9
Percent of Districts with .75+ District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School
by State, 2018-19

% .75+ FTE
g 100.0%

0.0%

Districts that come closest to having fdiime librarians in their schoolsvere more prevalent
in the South and the Northeaghan inthe Midwest and the West

Besides Washington, DC (a single school district), a majority of districts in 10 statesdhihis highest level of
librarian FTE per school. About four out of five districts have such librarian staffing in South Carolina (80.2%),
Alabama (79.6%), and Arkansas (79.4%). About three out of four districts Hahis level of librarian staffing

per school in Tennessee (74.3%) and Georgia (73.3%). Twbirds (66.7%) of Maryland districts have such
staffing. About three out of five districts ha .75+ librarian FTE per school in North Carolina (60.8%) and
Connecticut (58.0%) And just over half of ditricts had this highest staffing level in New Hampshire (52.1%)
and Louisiana (50.7%). Itis no coincidence that eight of these 10 states are in the South, where states are more
likely to mandate having librarians in schools and to provide more institutios where aspiring school librarians

can attend graduate programs(See Chart 12.)
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States with Largest Percentages of Districts with
.75+ District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School, 2018-19
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In which states were there the most districts reporting no school librarians in 2018 -19?

States with the most districts reporting no school librarians tend to be concentrated in the West and the Great
Lakes region. (See Map 10.) As reported earlier, states in these regiovere least likely to provide structural
supports for the professior? such as a state mandate for the position and numerous (or indeed any)
institutions offering school librarian preparation programs.

By far, the hotspot for nelibrarian districts is California, where more than9 out of 10 districts (93.6%) lack
school librarians. (See Chart 137)Over 3 out of 4 Alaska districts (76.9%) were in a similar position. Two-
thirds or more of districts lacked librarians in Oregon (69.9%), Arizona (68.7%), Michigan (68.3%), and Idaho
(67.0%). Three out of5 districts were librarian-less in New Mexico (60.2%) and South Dakota (59.7%). And
more than half of districts hal no school librarians in Minnesota (55.9%), Colorado (55.6%), and Washington
(54.5%).8

Tables 12 and 13 provide state rankings for districts at both library staffing extreme® those with .75+
librarian FTE per school and those with zero librarian FTE per school, respectively. The range of percentages
in each table indicates the extremity of the extent to wikh local districts vary in librarian staffing by state. To
find these staffing levels reported by state in alphabetical order, return to Tablell

7 Notably, reporting of school librarian FTEs in California has been problematic in recent years, due to a shift toward

OADPiI OOET ¢ OOAAAEAO OEAOAOEATN OGEAOAOBRAREA OO&IDAOOT AOAT Uh OOAOA
district data to reclaim those FTEs. Efforts are underway to improve the accuracy of district reports to NC&$school

librarian FTEs.

8 Most likely, lllinois does not apgear in Chart 13only because more than 48% of its districts did not reporschoollibrarian

staffing for 2018-p w 8 YITETTEO AAAT O1 60 -wofhing distriots fbrAbat @darAbufl, hIGL£dfltsd O 1t ou 1
districts reported no librarians. This suggests that many, if not most, of the missingata districts should have reported

zero.
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Map 10

Percent of Districts with Zero District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School
by State, 2018-19
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Tablel2. States Ranked bpercent of

Districts with .75+ School Librarian FTE p

Schoo) 201819

Percent of districts
with DRLS .75+

Rank | State FTE/school
1 DC 100.0%
2 SC 80.2%
3 AL 79.6%
4 AR 79.4%
5 TN 74.3%
6 GA 73.3%
7 MD 66.7%
8 NC 60.8%
9 CT 58.0%
10 NH 52.1%
11 LA 50.7%
12 NY 49.3%
13 VA 48.1%
14 KY 46.2%
15 MS 43.3%
16 VT 38.8%
17 IL 38.3%
18 RI 36.1%
19 PA 34.9%
20 NJ 34.7%
21 MA 26.9%
22 FL 25.4%
23 MO 21.1%
23 DE 21.1%
25 Wi 19.4%
26 MT 18.5%
27 WV 17.6%
28 KS 14.3%
29 TX 13.4%
30 OK 13.1%
31 ME 11.0%
32 IN 9.9%
33 WA 5.7%
34 AZ 5.6%
35 OH 5.5%
35 IA 5.5%
37 NE 4.9%
37 uT 4.9%
39 ND 4.7%
40 CcO 3.9%
41 AK 3.8%
42 MN 2.4%
43 NM 2.3%
44 MI 2.2%
45 wy 2.1%
46 ID 1.7%
46 OR 1.7%
48 SD T%
49 CA .6%
50 HI 0.0%
50 NV 0.0%
State Average 27.7%
State Median 18.5%
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Table13. States Ranked blpercent of
Districts with Zero School Librarian FTE p
Schoo 201819

Percent of districts
with zero

Rank | State FTE/school
1 CA 93.6%
2 AK 76.9%
3 OR 69.9%
4 AZ 68.7%
5 Ml 68.3%
6 ID 67.0%
7 NM 60.2%
8 SD 59.7%
9 MN 55.9%
10 CO 55.6%
11 WA 54.5%
12 X 42.9%
13 OH 41.5%
14 KS 38.5%
15 uT 34.1%
16 ME 30.4%
17 MT 29.8%
18 NV 29.4%
19 A% 29.2%
20 IN 28.3%
21 OK 23.8%
22 NJ 20.8%
23 VT 20.4%
24 MA 19.8%
25 ND 18.8%
26 DE 15.8%
27 LA 15.5%
28 NH 11.5%
29 CT 11.2%
29 MO 11.2%
31 Wi 9.1%
32 FL 9.0%
33 NY 7.7%
34 PA 5.2%
35 MD 4.2%
35 NC 4.2%
37 RI 2.8%
38 1A 2.4%
39 TN 2.1%
40 KY 1.7%
41 SC 1.2%
42 IL .9%
43 MS T%
44 GA .6%
45 AR A%
45 NE 4%
47 AL 0.0%
47 DC 0.0%
47 HI 0.0%
47 VA 0.0%
47 (A 0.0%
State Average 24.6%
State Median 15.8%
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District Characteristics

Enroliment range, locale type, and per pupil expenditures are district characteristicassociated significantly
with inequality of access to school librarians. Data on these characteristics were strongly related to the District
Ratio of Librarian FTE perSchool.

How doesA A E O éntlimkrd @léte to its level of librarian staffing?

Unsurprisingly, local districts serving larger enrolimentswere more likely to have a substantial librarian
presence in most schools (.75+ FTE), while those serving smallenroliments are more likely not to have
librarians at all. (See Chart 14.) In 20189, 48.3% of districts with enrollments of 25,000 and over had .75+
librarian FTE per school. The same year, 59.2% of districts with enroliments under 300 reported zero
librarians.

Chart14

District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School by
Enrollment Range, Local School Districts, 2018-19
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m .75+ FTE 48.3% 41.0% 40.3% 35.2% 23.6% 16.5% 14.1% 6.3%
50-.749 FTE  12.3% 13.1% 15.3% 17.5% 18.5% 20.9% 17.1% 7.1%
.25-.49 FTE 9.9% 12.0% 11.6% 15.5% 22.8% 22.5% 17.6% 12.6%
.01-249 FTE 19.5% 16.0% 16.6% 16.6% 11.5% 10.0% 11.0% 14.9%
Zero FTE 9.9% 17.9% 16.2% 15.3% 23.6% 30.0% 40.1% 59.2%

Percent of School Districts

Enrollment Range

—J

Districts with larger enrollmentswere more likely to report the highest level of librarial
staffing and least likely to report no librarians. For districts with smaller enrollments, the
oppositewas true.
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How doesA A E OIDCAIE rkl@Stdits level of librarian staffing?

The locdion of a district can affect all of the other equity factorghat influence access to school librarians
enrollment size, perpupil spending, poverty level, race/ethnicity, and language status Districts located in
suburbs were most likely to have .75+ librarian FTE per school, while those located in rural areas were most
likely to report no librarians. In 2018-19, 36.9% ofsuburban districts had the highest librarian FTE levels per
school, followed by city districts at 31.6% The same year, 38.8% of rural districts reported no librariangSee
Chart 15. SeelLocale in Appendix Bfor locale type definitions.)

Chart15
District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School by
Locale, Local School Districts, 2018-19
40.0%
8
S 30.0%
(%]
2
B
o
S 20.0%
Y—
o
=
3
= 10.09
o %
0.0%
City Suburb Town Rural
m .75+ FTE 31.6% 36.9% 24.2% 14.7%
.50-.749 FTE 12.9% 17.0% 16.7% 15.1%
.25-.49 FTE 11.5% 14.9% 20.1% 18.2%
.01-.249 FTE 17.9% 12.1% 14.0% 13.3%
Zero FTE 26.1% 19.1% 25.0% 38.8%
Locale

Suburban districtsvere most likely to report higher levels of librarian staffing and least likel
to report no librarians. The oppositevas true for rural districts.
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How doesA A E O fDrdlifghéededo its level of librarian staffing?

Local districts that spert the most per pupil (in 2016-17, the latest available datavere most likely to report
the highest level of librarian staffingin 2018-19. Surprisingly, however, therewas not a linear relationship
between K-12 spending and librarian FTE per school.(SeeChart 16.) Almost a third (31.5%) of districts
spending $15,000 or more per pupil hd .75+ librarian FTE per school. More than a quarter (26.7%) of the
poorest districts? those spending less than $10,000 per pupil had similar staffing levels. Districtswith more
middling per-pupil spending ($10,000 to$14,999 per pupil) were the least likely at about 15%» to have
similarly high levels of librarian staffing.

Conversely, districts that speihthe most per pupil ($15,000 or more) and the least (less than $10,000) were
almost equally less likely to report not having librarian® just over a quarter for each group (26.4% and 28.6%,
respectively). Districts with more middling spending ($10,000 to $.1,999 and $12,000 to $14,999 per pupil)

were almost equally more likely to report no librarians? just over a third for each group (33.4% and 35.9%,

respectively).

These findings challengehe notion that employment of school librarians is mostly a matterof funding. This
implies that other factors besides financial pressures drive decisions about whether or not to employ librarians.
The SLIDE interviews of school decisicmakers will attempt to elicit some of those factors as well as the
thinking involved in assessing the tradeoffs between financial and other factors when making staffing
decisions.

Chart16
District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School by
Per Pupil Expenditures (2016-17), Local School Districts, 2018-19
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Based on thenon-linearrelationship between per pupil spending and librarian staffing, funding
cannot be the only factor determining whether or not a district has school librarians
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Student Demographics

Sociceconomic differences between districtswere also powerful drivers of inequality of access to school
librarians. The Common Core of Data (CCpjovides data onthree student demographics that demonstrated

strong, significant relationships to the Distict Ratio of Librarian FTE per School: Free and Reducedst Meals

Eligibility (a poverty indicator), race/ethnicity, and languagestatus.

How does poverty relateto A AEOOOEAOS8 O 1 AOGARI 1 &£ 1| EAOAOEAT OOAEEET C

O ATTTTT TAAOCOOA 1T &£ I OAOOU ET AAOAAOETIT OAOAAOAE EO
for the federal Free and Reducedost Meals program. Notably, unlike school spending, this financial variable

was more predictably related to litrarian staffing levels. Gee Chart 17.) In 201819, almost3 out of 10 districts

with the fewest students eligible for the federal meals progran{29.5%) had .75+ librarian FTE per school Of

other districts, only 1 out of 5 (19.2% t019.5%) had that highest staffing level.

The relationship between poverty and having no librarians was more linear. Two out &f (40.7%) districts
with 75% or more of their students in poverty reported no librarians,while fewer than a quarter (24.3%) of
districts with fewer than 35% of their students in poverty reported no librarians.

Districts with the most students in povertyvere most likely to have no librarians.Districts
with the fewest students in poverty were most likely to have librarians in all or most schoo|s

These findings are concerning, as they indicate that schools in poorer communitieere less likely than s&ools

in wealthier communities to enjoy the benefits of the services librarians have to offer to students and their
teachers. Despite decades of federal and state education programs intended to reduce such inequities, they
continue. Ironically, studentsin schools experiencing such inequities need the services of librarians even more
than their counterparts in more prosperous schools.

Chart17
District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School by
Free & Reduced-cost Meals Eligibility, Local School Districts, 2018-19
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How doesthe racial and ethnic composition of A A E O @u0énBbbdy @late to its level of librarian
staffing?

There were predictable differences in librarian staffing associated with majority norwhite versus majority
white districts as well as majority Hispanic versus majority norHispanic ones Theextremity ofAthe two sets
of differences is somewhat surprisingj 3 AA | BPPAT AE®@ " &£ O A@bil AT AGEI 10

=

Majority white and majority nonHispanic districtavere more likely than others to have highe
levels of librarian staffing. Mgority Hispanic districtavere twice as likelynot to have librarians
as majority norrHispanicdistricts.

In 2018-19, the percentages of majority norwhite and majority white districts with .75+ librarian FTE per
school were almost equal at 22.1% and 229, respectively. The same year, however, 38.0% of majority non
white districts reported no librarians compared with 28.9% of majority white districts. (See Chart 18.)

Differences associated with ethnicity were much more extreme than those associated withce.Also, in 2018
19, fewer than half as manymajority Hispanic districts (only 10.9%) reported .75+ librarian FTE per school
comparedto majority non-Hispanic districts (23.9%). Conversely, twice as many majority Hispanic districts
(56.7%) reported nolibrarians compared to majority non-Hispanic districts (28.3%).

Chart18
District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School by Race/Ethnicity,
Local School Districts, 2018-19
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How does the presence of English Language Learners relatetoA AEOOOEA 08 O

Districts with the most English Language Learners (ELL) were least likely to have .75+ librarian FTE per
school and most likely, by far, to have no librarians.
FTE per school) was found in fewer thAn 1 in 5 districts (18.7%) with the most ELL students compared to
more than a quarter of districts (26.4%) with the fewest ELL studentsThe same year, more tha out of 5
districts (42.7%) with the most ELL sudents had no librarians compared with1 out of 5 districts (19.5%)

with the fewestELL students (See Chart 19.)

In 20189, the highest level of librarian staffing (.75+

Districts with the most English Language Learners were least likely to have the highest le

librarian staffing and most likely, by far, to have no librarians.
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Districts Reporting Any Librarians & No Librarians, 2a¥sthrough 201819

This section examines school librarian employment to determine trends over time from 201%6 to 2018-19.
Districts that maintained some level okchool librarian FTEs shared certain district characteristics and student
demographics. Districts that eliminated librarian positions by the middle of the last decadeand had not
restored themby 2018-19» fit a very different profile.

How many districts maintained any level of school librarian staffing ? however variable it may have
been? between 2015-16 and 2018-19? And conversely, how many districts have reported no librarians
between 2015-16 and 2018-197?

Three out of5 districts (6 1.5%) reported some fulktime equivalent (FTE) of school librarians between 2015
16 and 201819. Almost a quarter of districts (23.3%) have reported no school librarians since at least 2015
16. Remainingdistricts (15.2%) are those that had librarians some gars, and not others. (See Chart@.)

61.5% of local school districts have employed school librarians consistebiyween 201516
and 201819. Almosta quarterhave reported no librarians since at least 201%5.

Districts that maintained school librarians share certain geography, district characteristics, and student
demographics. Districts that gave up their last librarians by the middle of the last decadleand have not
reported restoring them? fit a very different profile.

Chart20
Districts with Any & No School Librarians from 2015-16 through 2018-19
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Which states had the largest percentage of districts that continuously employed school librarians
between 2015-16 and 2018-197?

Applying the comparison ratios? librarian FTE per school, students per librarian FTE, and teachers per
librarian FTE? districts that sustained some level of librarian staffing were concentrated in in the eastern half
of the nation, particularly the South. (See Map 11.)

Map 11
Percent of Districts with Any School Librarians, 2015-16 through 2018-19
% of Districts
I 100.0%
3.2%

Powered by Bing
© GeoNames

Jurisdictions with the largest percentages of districts that employed school librarians continuously between
2015-16 and 201819 included D.C. and Hawaii (100.0% as each is a single district) as well as seven Southern
states? Georgia(98.9%), Arkansas(98.3%), Virginia, Kentucky (both 97.7%), Mississippi(97.2%), Tennessee
(95.9%), and South Carolin95.2%). Othersimilarly staffed Midwestern states include Nebraskg98.4%) and
lowa (96.4%). (See Charpl.)

Between 201516 and 201819, districts in the South anélortheast were more likely to have
continuously employed school librarians than those in the West.

Which states had the smallest percentages of districts that continuously employed school librarians
between 2015-16 and 2018-19?

Twelve states reported fever than half of their districts as continuous employers of school librarians. Those
states include8 Western states: Washington (43.8%), Colorado (39.3%), New Mexico (36.0%), Idaho (29.6%),
Arizona (26.2%), Oregon (22.2%), Alaska (18.9%), and California (3.2%)lhe remaining 4 states with low
percentages of districts employing librarians continuously ee in the Midwest: lllinois (44.7%)9, Minnesota
(41.6%), South Dakota (34.9%), and Michigan (22.3%{See Chart 2.) Percentage of districts reporting any
librarians consistently from 2015-16 to 2018-19 are reported by state in Tables #a and Ub.

9 As almost half of Illinois districts did not report librarian staffing, this percentage isncomplete.
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Chart21

States with Largest Percentages of Districts with Any School Librarians,
2015-16 through 2018-19
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States with Smallest Percentages of Districts with Any School Librarians,
2015-16 through 2018-19
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10 Almost half of lllinois districts did not report schoollibrarian staffing during this four-year period, so this data is
incomplete.
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Tablel4. Percent ofDistricts with AnySchoolLibrarians by State, 20156 through 201819

a. In alphabetical order by state b. In descending order bgercent of districts
Any librarians 2015L6 Any librarians 201516

State through 201819 Rank | State through 201819

AK 18.9% 1 DC 100.0%
AL 74.5% 1 HI 100.0%
AR 98.3% 3 GA 98.9%
AZ 26.2% 4 NE 98.4%
CA 3.2% 5 AR 98.3%
CO 39.3% 6 VA 97.7%
CT 87.0% 6 KY 97.7%
DC 100.0% 8 MS 97.2%
DE 84.2% 9 1A 96.4%
FL 89.6% 10 TN 95.9%
GA 98.9% 11 SC 95.2%
Hi 100.0% 12 RI 94.4%
IA 96.4% 13 NC 93.3%
ID 29.6% 14 PA 93.0%
IL 44.7% 15 MD 91.7%
IN 63.1% 16 FL 89.6%
KS 54.2% 17 CT 87.0%
KY 97.7% 18 Wi 86.1%
LA 84.5% 19 MO 85.7%
MA 71.9% 20 LA 84.5%
MD 91.7% 21 DE 84.2%
ME 58.1% 22 NY 83.5%
Ml 22.3% 23 NH 82.4%
MN 41.6% 24 ND 77.1%
MO 85.7% 25 AL 74.5%
MS 97.2% 26 OK 72.7%
MT 64.8% 27 MA 71.9%
NC 93.3% 28 NJ 71.6%
ND 77.1% 29 WY 68.8%
NE 98.4% 30 uT 65.9%
NH 82.4% 31 MT 64.8%
NJ 71.6% 32 IN 63.1%
NM 36.0% 33 WV 60.0%
NV 50.0% 34 ME 58.1%
NY 83.5% 35 OH 55.8%
OH 55.8% 36 VT 54.4%
OK 72.7% 37 KS 54.2%
OR 22.2% 38 TX 52.3%
PA 93.0% 39 NV 50.0%
RI 94.4% 40 IL 44.7%
SC 95.2% 41 WA 43.8%
SD 34.9% 42 MN 41.6%
TN 95.9% 43 CO 39.3%
TX 52.3% 44 NM 36.0%
uT 65.9% 45 SD 34.9%
VA 97.7% 46 ID 29.6%
VT 54.4% 47 AZ 26.2%
WA 43.8% 48 Ml 22.3%
WI 86.1% 49 OR 22.2%
WV 60.0% 50 AK 18.9%
WY 68.8% 51 CA 3.2%
State Average 68.8% State Average 68.8%
State Median 72.7% State Median 72.7%
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Which states had the largest percentages of districts report ing no school librarians between 2015-16 and
2018-197

During the 4 years understudy, states with more districts without librarians long-term were concentrated in
the West and the northern tier of the Midwest. States with some consistent level of librarian staffing were
concentrated in the South along withsomestates in the Midwest.(See Map 12.)

Map 12

Percent of Districts with No School Librarians by State,
2015-16 through 2018-19

% of Districts
1 82.6%

0.0%

Powered by Bing
@ GeoNames

Between 201516 and 201819, states that continuously had no librarians weo®ncentrated
in the West and the northern tier of the Midwest

During this time period, regional patterns emerged among states with the most loAgrm no-librarian districts.

Of the 11 states reporting more than 45% of their districts without librarians for the4 years of study, 8were

in the West: California (82.6%, Alaska (69.8%), Oregon (60.2%), Arizona (59.3%), Idaho (56.5%), Washington
(49.5%), Colorado (48.9%), and New Mexico (47.2%). Tl&eremaining states with large percentages of long
term no-librarian districts were in the Midwest: Michigan (63.3%), Soudt Dakota (49.0%), and Minnesota
(45.9%). (See Chart 2.) Percentages of districts in each stateonsistently without schoollibrarians between
2015-16 and 201819 are reported in Tables ba and B5b.
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Chart23

States With Largest Percentages of Districts With No School Librarians,
2015-16 through 2018-19
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Tablel5. Percent ofDistricts withNo SchoolLibrarians by State, 20156 through 201819

a. In alphabetical order by state b. In descending order by percent of districts
No librarians 201516 No librarians 201516

State through 201819 Rank | State through 201819

AK 69.8% 1 CA 82.6%
AL 0.0% 2 AK 69.8%
AR 0.0% 3 Ml 63.3%
AZ 59.3% 4 OR 60.2%
CA 82.6% 5 AZ 59.3%
CO 48.9% 6 ID 56.5%
CT 7.1% 7 WA 49.5%
DC 0.0% 8 SD 49.0%
DE 5.3% 9 CO 48.9%
FL 4.5% 10 NM 47.2%
GA 0.0% 11 MN 45.9%
HI 0.0% 12 X 35.7%
1A 0.0% 13 OH 34.2%
1D 56.5% 14 uT 29.3%
IL 0.0% 15 KS 28.3%
IN 17.1% 16 NV 22.2%
KS 28.3% 17 MT 21.2%
KY .6% 18 ME 19.4%
LA 4.2% 19 IN 17.1%
MA 12.0% 20 WY 16.7%
MD 0.0% 21 ND 12.4%
ME 19.4% 22 MA 12.0%
Ml 63.3% 23 NH 9.7%
MN 45.9% 24 OK 9.0%
MO 7.4% 25 VT 8.2%
MS 0.0% 26 MO 7.4%
MT 21.2% 27 CT 7.1%
NC .8% 28 Wi 5.5%
ND 12.4% 29 DE 5.3%
NE 0.0% 30 FL 4.5%
NH 9.7% 31 LA 4.2%
NJ 0.0% 31 NY 4.2%
NM 47.2% 33 PA 2.6%
NV 22.2% 34 NC .8%
NY 4.2% 35 TN 7%
OH 34.2% 36 KY .6%
OK 9.0% 37 AL 0.0%
OR 60.2% 37 AR 0.0%
PA 2.6% 37 DC 0.0%
RI 0.0% 37 GA 0.0%
SC 0.0% 37 HI 0.0%
SD 49.0% 37 IA 0.0%
TN 1% 37 IL 0.0%
TX 35.7% 37 MD 0.0%
uT 29.3% 37 MS 0.0%
VA 0.0% 37 NE 0.0%
VT 8.2% 37 NJ 0.0%
WA 49.5% 37 RI 0.0%
Wi 5.5% 37 SC 0.0%
WV 0.0% 37 VA 0.0%
WY 16.7% 37 WV 0.0%
State Average 18.6% State Average 18.6%
State Median 7.4% State Median 7.4%
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District Characteristics

The longterm presence or absence of a school librarigras reported by districts,is strongly related to three
district characteristics: enrollment, locale, and pepupil expenditures.

How doesa district 8 énroliment relate to the long-term presence or absence oflibrarians ?

Between 201516 and 201819, 4 out of 5districts (more than 80%) with enroliments of 2,500 or more
reported consistently having librarians. However, the proportion of districts with stable librarian stafing
dropped off sharply for smaller enroliments, ranging from7 out of 10 (69.1%) for enrollments between 1,000
and 2,499 to fewer than a third (32.7%) for those with fewer than 300 students. Conversely, orlyout of 23
of the largest districts? those with 25, 000 or more students (4.3%) were without librarians during this four-
year period, compared with almost half (45.5%) of districts with fewer than 300 students. (See Chart2

From 201516 through 201819, dstricts serving larger enrolimentezere more likely to employ
librariansconsistently while districts serving smaller enrollmentsere more likely to have had
no librarians.

Chart24

Districts Reporting Any Librarians & No Librarians, by Enroliment Range,
2015-16 through 2018-19
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HowAT AO A AE O @&&tE B &é Iongtefimipresedce or absence oflibrarians ?

Between 201516 and 201819, suburban districts were most consistent in employing school librarianswhile
rural districts were most consistently without them. Librarianswere employed, at some level, consistently
between these yeardy more than7 out of 10 suburban districts (72.7%), more than twethirds of districts in
central cities (68.5%) and outlying towns (67.8%), and just over half of districts in rural areas (53.6%).
Conversely,3 out of 10 rural districts (30.2%) have been without librarians, compared withabout 1 out of 6
districts in central cities (18.1%) and outlying towns (18.5%) and fewer thanl out of 8 suburban districts
(12.7%). (See Chart 25SeeLocale inAppendix Bfor definitions of city, suburb, town, and rural areas.)

Chart25

Districts Reporting Any Librarians & No Librarians, by Locale,
2015-16 through 2018-19
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Between 201516 and 201819, nore suburban districtconsistentlyemployed school
librarians, and more rural districtsvere consistentlywithout librarians.
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How doesa district 8 fOnding relate to the long-term presence or absence ofschool librarians ?

Data about the consistency with which districts do or do not employ school librarianand its relationship to
per-pupil spending challenge the ofterheard claim that school librarians were cut because of insufficient
funding. The districts most likely to have had librarians consistently between 201516 and 201819 were the
wealthiest and the poorest ones (6.8% of districts spending $15,000 or more per pupil and5.7% of those
spending less than $10,000 per pupiin 2016-17). Fewer than 3 out of 5 districts spending between $10,000
and $14,999 per pupil employed librarians consistently. Conversely, a quarter or more of districts with
middling funding (25.1% to 28.1%) were the ones most likely to be without librariansover this time period.
(See Chart B.)

School funding alone cannot explain librarian staffing decisiorBetween201516 and 2018
19, districts most likely to have employed librarians consistently wetlgose spending the
mostt and the least per pupil.

Chart26

Districts Reporting Any Librarians & No Librarians by
Per Pupil Expenditures (2016-17), 2015-16 through 2018-19
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Student Demographics

Sociceconomic differences between districts are also powerful drivers of lonterm inequality of access to
school librarians. The Common Core of Data (CCprovides data onthree student demographics that
demonstrated strong, significant relationships to the presence and absence of librariahetween 201516 and
2018-19: Free and Reducedost Mealseligibility (a poverty indicator), race/ethnicity, andlanguage status.

How doespoverty relate to the long-term presence or absence ofschool librarians ?

Over the 4-year time period studied,just over half of the districts with the highest poverty levels (53.5%)
reported having librarians consistently since 201516 compared to more than twethirds of the districts with

the lowest poverty levels(68.0%).j 3AA #EAOO ¢x8QqQ 4EA ETAEAAOI O 1T £ I OAO

students who are eligible for the federal Free and Reducezbst Meals program. (SeAppendix B) Conversely,
almost a third of districts with the highest poverty levels(32.3%) did not have librarians throughout the 4
years, while only fewer than1 in 6 of districts with the lowest poverty levels (17.3%) had no librarians for
multiple years. Notbly, a student in one of the poorest districtsvas almost twice as likely to have hadttle or

no exposure to a librarianastheir counterpart in one of the least poor districts.

Between 201516 and 201819, dstricts with the most students in povertyvere the most likely
to have been without school librariangonsistently  Districts wih the fewest students in
poverty were the most likely to have had librarianall 4 years

Chart27

Districts Reporting Any Librarians & No Librarians, by
Free & Reduced-Cost Meals Eligibility, 2015-16 through 2018-19
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How do race and ethnicity relate to the long-term presence or absence ofschool librarians ?

Differences in longOAOi AiI DI T UI AT O T &£ | EAOCAOEAT O AOA OAI AGAA
student body. More than 3 out of 5majority white districts (63.3%) have had librarians consistentlybetween
2015-16 and 2018-19, while just over half (55.5%) of majority non-white districts have experienced the same.
Conversely, almosB out of 10 majority non-white districts (29.0%) have been without librarians since 2015

15 compared with only aboutl out of 5 majority white districts (21.6%). (See Chart B.)

Majority non-white districtswere less likely to have had librariartsetween201516 and 2018
19. Over the same periodnore than twice as manynajority Hispaniadistricts as majority non
Hispanic districts were consistenthyithout librarians.

The differences in longterm school librarian employment were more extreme for majority Hispanic versus
majority non-Hispanic districts. More than3 out of 5 majority non-Hispanic districts (64.1%) had librarians
between2015-16 and 2018-19, compared with fewer than?2 out of 5 majority Hispanic districts (38.4%).

The most egregious inequity based on ethnicity, however, concerns districts thaere without librarians for at
least 4 years Almost half of majority Hispanic districts(46.7%) were without librarians compared with only 1
out of 5 majority non-Hispanic districts (21.0%). Notably, a student in a majority Hispanic districtwas more
than twice as likely to have had little or no experience of a school librarian as thaounterpart in a majority
non-Hispanic district.

How does the presence of English Language Learners relate tothe long-term presence or absence ofschool
librarian s?

Between 201516 and 201819, 80 A AEOOOEA OGS O b A OvelelEAghst Bargliade LEDGOGA AT OO x

grew, the odds of it having had librarians since 20146 declined, while the odds of it having had no librarians
increased Of districtswith the most English Language Learner¢top quartile), only about half (51.9%) had

librarians all 4 years while more than a third (34.4%)had no librarians during the same period Of districts
with the fewest ELL students(bottom quartile) , more than7 out of 10 (72.7%) had librarians all 4 years and

only about 1 out of 7 (13.5%) had been without librarians. (See Chart 9.)

Districts with the most English Language Learnevere least likely to have had librarian
consistentlybetween 201516 and 201819, andmore than twice as likely as districts with th
fewest ELL students to hawgad nolibrarians throughout the same period.

v v)

61



Perspectives on School Librarian Employment in the Unitdtes, 200910 to 201819
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Chart28

Districts Reporting Any Librarians & No Librarians, by Race/Ethnicity,
2015-16 through 2018-19
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Districts Reporting Any Librarians & No Librarians by
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Replacement of School Librarians with Libré@ypport Staff

To what extent have local school districts been replacing school librarians with library support staff?

To determine if librarians were being replaced by library support staff, wanalyzed. # %3 6 O | E AdatA OU
from 2009-10 to 2018-19. In 2009-10, there were 12,145 districts that reportedsome level of school librarian
staffing (including none). Of hose, 2,159 districts? 17.8% of thA O U A2Xd63ld@al districts? had no
librarians. Of those 2,159 districts1,725 also reported some level ofibrary support staff. Amost half of those
1,725 districts (49%) reported no library support staff as well asno librarians. Of theremaining district s?
those relying on library support staff without any librarians? about 1 in 6 (16.0%) reported near-full -time
library support staffing (.75+ FTE)per school, aboutl in 7 (14.3%) reported half- to three-quarter time library
support staffing per school, and about in 5 (20.7%) reported less than halftime library support staffing per

school.(See Chart 30.)

Chart30"

District Ratio of Library Support Staff FTE per School for
Districts Reporting No Librarians, 2009-10
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.01-.249 FTE/school,
130, 7.5%

11 Notably, this analysis does not report library support staff levels for individual schools without librarians, if there were
any librarians elsewhere in the distict.
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In 2018-19, there were 12,840 districts that reportedto NCES some level of school librarian staffing (including

none). Of ttose, 3,983 districts? 31% of the 12,840 district EAA 11 1 EAOAOEAT O I £ OEAOA
districts, 1,323 oralmost half (47.1%) reported some level of library support staff. The remainder 1,488 or
more than half (52.9%) reported no library support staff as well as no librarians.

In 201819, almost half of districts with no librarians reported some level of library suppt
stafft library aides working without the supervision or guidance of @ite librarians.

J

Of the districts relying on library support staff without any librarians, about 1 in7 (14.5%) reported near-full -
time library support staff per school, about 1 in 8 (12.5%) reported halfto three-quarter time library support
staff per school, and about 1 in 5 (20.1%) reported less than haiine library support staff per school. (See
Chart31.)

These circumstances analogous to having instructional aides replacing teachessraise concerning
guestions:

A
A

A

>

Who, if anyone, provided these paraprofessionals with daily supervisich

To what extent are they though classified and reported as library spport staff? expected to deliver all

or part of the services usually associated with a certified, professional librarigh

If they are being expected to work beyond the paraprofessional level, what services are they attempting to
provide, how well are theydoing that, and what is falling by the wayside?

Or, is the employment of library support staff instead of librarians simply a reflection of a staffing decision

i AEAOBO AAOAOI ET AGET 1T OEAO EAOGEIT C OT 1 AT T A rcési(edl, i

AT i bOOAOOh 1 AEAOODPAAA ANOEDI AT Oh AT TEO AT A 1T OEA

Chart31

District Ratio of Library Support Staff FTE per School for
Districts Reporting No Librarians, 2018-19
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The replacement of school librarians with library support staff is a growing trend In 2009-10, only aboutl in

12 districts (8.6%) employed library support staff, but nolibrarians. By 201819, 1 out of 8 districts (12.5%)
were employing library support staff, but no librarians (See Chart32.) Notably, these figures include only
whole districts without librarians. In addition to these cases, there were also an unknown number of schools
with library support staff in place of librarians, due to the presence of librarians elsewhere in the district

Between 200910 and 201819, the percentage ofdistricts relying onlibrary support staff
working without librariansincreased by almost halrom 8.6% to 125%.

Chart32

Percent of Districts With Library Support Staff Without School
Librarians, 2009-10 to 2018-19

14.0%

12.5%

0,
12.0% 11.4% 1ew 118% 119%
: 1.1%
10.3%
10.0% 9.8%
9.1%
8.6%

8.0%

6.0%

4.0%

2.0%

0.0%

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19
School Year

Percent of School Districts

While these yearto-year increases indistricts replacing librarians with library support staff are concerning,
they are being driven largely by a few states in the West arntle Great Lakes region (See Map 13.By 2018

19, between 2 out of 5 and almost half of districts employed library support staff without librarians in 4 sttes:
Oregon (46.0%), Minnesota (45.9%), Idaho (45.2%), and Colorado (40.4%). Between a quarter and more than
a third of districts relied on library support staff in place of librarians in 6 states: Alaska (35.8%), Michigan
(31.5%), Kansas (30.4%), Ohi¢29.8%), Indiana (25.9%), and Wyoming (25.0%)(See Chart 33 and Tables 16
and 17.)

Over the past decade, more and more districts have been employing library support staff in
place of librarians.By 201819, this trend was most pronounced in 4tatest Oregon,
Minnesota, Idaho, and Colorado.
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Tablel6. DistrictsWith Library Support StaftWithout School Librarians by State, 2018

LocalSchool Districts, 201819
Number ofdistricts with | Percent ofdistricts with
Total library support staff library support staff
number of without school without school
State districts librarians librarians
AK 53 19 35.8%
AL 137 0 0.0%
AR 234 0 0.0%
AZ 214 30 14.0%
CcO 178 72 40.4%
CT 169 12 7.1%
DC 1 0 0.0%
DE 19 1 5.3%
FL 67 3 4.5%
GA 180 1 0.6%
HI 1 0 0.0%
1A 330 3 0.9%
ID 115 52 45.2%
IL 891 0 0.0%
IN 293 76 25.9%
KS 286 87 30.4%
KY 173 1 0.6%
LA 71 2 2.8%
MA 324 41 12.7%
MD 24 1 4.2%
ME 191 26 13.6%
Ml 537 169 31.5%
MN 329 151 45.9%
MO 517 2 0.4%
MS 141 0 0.0%
NC 120 1 0.8%
ND 170 9 5.3%
NE 244 0 0.0%
NH 165 7 4.2%
NM 89 17 19.1%
NY 720 27 3.8%
OH 617 184 29.8%
OK 512 57 11.1%
OR 176 81 46.0%
PA 499 13 2.6%
RI 36 0 0.0%
SC 83 1 1.2%
SD 149 36 24.2%
TN 146 0 0.0%
TX 1,022 93 9.1%
VA 132 0 0.0%
VT 147 10 6.8%
WA 297 0 0.0%
WiI 418 26 6.2%
WY 48 12 25.0%
State Average 250 29 11.5%
State Median 173 9 4.5%

States for which data not available: CA, MT, NJ, NV, UT, and WV.
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Tablel7. States Ranked by Percent of Distristbth Library Support StaftVithout School Librarians,

201819
Percent ofdistricts with
library support staff
without schoollibrarians,
Rank | State 201819

1 OR 46.0%
2 MN 45.9%
3 ID 45.2%
4 CO 40.4%
5 AK 35.8%
6 Ml 31.5%
7 KS 30.4%
8 OH 29.8%
9 IN 25.9%
10 WY 25.0%
11 SD 24.2%
12 NM 19.1%
13 AZ 14.0%
14 ME 13.6%
15 MA 12.7%
16 OK 11.1%
17 TX 9.1%
18 CT 7.1%
19 VT 6.8%
20 Wi 6.2%
21 ND 5.3%
21 DE 5.3%
23 FL 4.5%
24 NH 4.2%
24 MD 4.2%
26 NY 3.8%
27 LA 2.8%
28 PA 2.6%
29 SC 1.2%
30 IA 0.9%
31 NC 0.8%
32 KY 0.6%
32 GA 0.6%
34 MO 0.4%
35 AL 0.0%
35 AR 0.0%
35 DC 0.0%
35 HI 0.0%
35 IL 0.0%
35 MS 0.0%
35 NE 0.0%
35 RI 0.0%
35 TN 0.0%
35 VA 0.0%
35 WA 0.0%

State Average 11.5%

State Median 4.5%

States for which data not available: CA, MJ, NV, UT, and WV.
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To what extent have library support staff beenworking without school librarians?

The growing trend of librarians being replaced by library support staff is even clearer if, instead of examining
the trend at the district level, oneconsidersthe percentage of library support staff FTEemployed in districts
with no schoollibrarians. In 200910, only aboutl in 20 (5.2%) library support staff FTEs worked in districts
without librarians. By 2015-16, that proportion had increased tol out of 10 (10.1%), and, by 201819, almost

1 out of 8 (11.8%). (See Chart 3.) Notably, these figures include onljibrary support staff working without
librarians in whole districts without librarians. Unknowable, due to the lack of school levetiata, is the
percentage of library support staff working without librarians in districts where some schools haveand some
do not have librarians.

Over the past decade, the percentage of library support staff working withsahoollibrarians
has more tran doubled from 52% to 11.8%.

Chart34

Percent of Library Support Staff Without School Librarians,
United States, 2009-10 to 2018-19
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Over the past decadenore and more library support staff have been employea place of
librarians By 201819, this trend was mospronouncedin three states-Arizona, Michigan, and
South Dakota.

While these yearto-year increases in library support staff replacing librarians are concerning, they are being
driven largely by a few states in the West and northern Midwest. (See Mag.1 By 201819, in 7 out of 10
library support staff in Arizona (71.2%) were working without the supervision of a librarian. In South Dakota
and Michigan, more than half of library support staff (57.8% and 55.9%, respectively) woed without
librarians. In Alaska, over 40% ofibrary support staff worked without librarians and about a third of library
support staff in four other states in the West and northern Midwestlacked librarian supervision: Idaho
(35.5%), Oregon (35.1%), Minnesota (34.5%), and Ohi(81.6%). Notably, Delaware (33.3%) was the only
state on the eastern seaboard where a similar pattern prevad. (See Chart3and Tables B and 19.)
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Map 14

Percent of Library Support Staff Without School Librarians
by State, 2018-19
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Tablel8. Library Support StaffVithout SchoolLibrariansby State, 2018L9

Library Support Staff, 20189
Total Library Support | Percent ofLibrary
Library Staff Without Support Staff
Support Staff | SchoolLibrarians | Without School

State (FTE) (FTE) Librarians
AK 77.16 31.89 41.3%
AL 188.94 0.00 0.0%
AR 173.31 0.00 0.0%
AZ 69.70 49.61 71.2%
CO 703.01 131.93 18.8%
CT 448.28 14.10 3.1%
DC 3.00 0.00 0.0%
DE 3.00 1.00 33.3%
FL 803.26 57.00 7.1%
GA 1,181.00 4.00 0.3%
HI 53.20 0.00 0.0%
IA 408.33 4.00 1.0%
ID 268.80 95.48 35.5%
IL 955.26 0.00 0.0%
IN 1,122.76 197.70 17.6%
KS 626.40 117.90 18.8%
KY 186.96 1.00 0.5%
LA 158.22 21.00 13.3%
MA 1,332.68 102.46 7.7%
MD 274.09 5.20 1.9%
ME 302.60 26.10 8.6%
Ml 742.25 414.65 55.9%
MN 680.86 235.69 34.6%
MO 72.10 0.44 0.6%
MS 81.74 0.00 0.0%
NC 214.24 1.00 0.5%
ND 186.51 5.28 2.8%
NE 382.22 0.00 0.0%
NH 224.20 2.70 1.2%
NM 124.94 27.86 22.3%
NY 1,070.30 39.70 3.7%
OH 1,559.53 493.21 31.6%
OK 682.50 73.30 10.7%
OR 686.51 241.13 35.1%
PA 1,282.00 38.00 3.0%
RI 14.10 0.00 0.0%
SC 497.50 6.00 1.2%
SD 62.95 36.39 57.8%
TN 454.40 0.00 0.0%
TX 1,646.37 141.99 8.6%
VA 1,702.73 0.00 0.0%
VT 113.00 4.19 3.7%
WA 0.00 0.00 0.0%
Wi 685.64 29.85 4.4%
WY 351.57 44.57 12.7%
State Average 507.96 59.92 12.0%
State Median 351.57 14.10 3.4%

States for which data not available: CA, MT, NJ, NV, UT, and WV.
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Tablel9. States Ranked by Percent of Library Support Stéiffhout SchoolLibrarians 201819

Percent ofLibrary
Support Staff Without
SchoolLibrarians

Rank | State 201819
1 AZ 71.2%
2 SD 57.8%
3 MI 55.9%
4 AK 41.3%
5 ID 35.5%
6 OR 35.1%
7 MN 34.6%
8 DE 33.3%
9 OH 31.6%
10 NM 22.3%
11 KS 18.8%
11 CO 18.8%
13 IN 17.6%
14 LA 13.3%
15 wy 12.7%
16 OK 10.7%
17 ME 8.6%
18 TX 8.6%
19 MA 7.7%
20 FL 7.1%
21 wi 4.4%
22 NY 3.7%
23 VT 3.7%
24 CT 3.1%
25 PA 3.0%
26 ND 2.8%
27 MD 1.9%
28 SC 1.2%
29 NH 1.2%
30 1A 1.0%
31 MO 0.6%
32 KY 0.5%
32 NC 0.5%
34 GA 0.3%
35 AL 0.0%
35 AR 0.0%
35 DC 0.0%
35 HI 0.0%
35 IL 0.0%
35 MS 0.0%
35 NE 0.0%
35 RI 0.0%
35 TN 0.0%
35 VA 0.0%
35 WA 0.0%

StateAverage 12.7%

State Median 3.7%

States for which data not available: CA, MT, NJ, NV, UT, and WV.
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Probability of Reinstating School Librarians Once Eliminated

What happened over time in districts th at eliminated school librarians? How often have lost librarian
FTEs beenrestored?

To examine whether districts reinstated librarian positions once eliminated, we tracked, from 20136 through
2018-19, districts that reported no librarians in 2015-16.

In 2015-16,3hv gt AEOOOEAOO 1T AOQOEI T xEAA OAPT OOAA 11 OAEITI 1 EA
year of no librarians, or it may have eliminated its last librarian sometime eatrlier.)

In 2016-17, of those nelibrarian districts, 210 (5.9%) reported something greater than zero for librarians. It
may have been one librarian for the entire district, a fultime librarian in every school, or anything inbetween.

In 2017-18, of those nalibrarian districts, 275 (7.7%) reported something greater than zero fo librarians.

In 2018-19, of those nalibrarian districts, 336 (9.4%) reported something greater than zero for librarians.

'] OET OCE OEEO CcOiO0b 1T £ O11 1 E-AOAGFhAD 205819 shonedsohmed O OO0AA
minimal additions of school Ibrarians over time, the probability of librarian positions being restoredwas not

high. In 2016-17, 94 out of every 100 districts that reported no librarians the year before had none. Even three
years later, in 201819, 91 out of every 100 districts thatreported no librarians in 2015-16 still had none.

Nine out of 10 districts that had eliminated school librarians by 2016 had not reinstated
them by 201819. This indicates that, once lost, a school librarian position was highly unlikely
to be restored.

These data suggest that decisiemakers for the vast majority of districts that eliminated school librarians dd
not see a need to reinstate them at least, within the three subsequent years for which data were examined.
These findings raise importantquestions that SLIDE interviewers will seek to explore with decisiormakers
from such districts.

A If school librarian cuts are not reversed within three years, what, if any, consequencs their students
and teachers do decisiormakers believeresulted from those cut® What, if any, steps were taken to
ameliorate those consequences? What, if any, protests were heard from students, their parents, teachers,
the community, or local media?

A If, as NCES data indicate, school librarians were cut, who, if anyone, replaced them? Were any of their
responsibilities shifted to other particular staff (e.g., reading teachers, educational technology staffy
added to the workloads of all teachers? rGare those responsibilities no longer fulfilled by anyone?

A If school librarians were cut in order to make room for a new staffing model involving a different position
or positions, what does that model look like? How were alternative positionstaffed and by whom?

The SLIDE interviews will be the first time there has been a largecale effort to understand the thinking of

school leaders regarding such decisions and their consequences. An improved understanding of their thinking

would better inform the school library community to identify more promising strategic directions for the

POl ZAGOGEI 180 A£OOOOAR Hi OOEAI U ETAI OAET ¢ 1T Ax All1 EAT AAO
share wider concerns for what are now perceived as librg, learning resources, andeachingwith -technology

functions.
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District Ratios of Students & Teachers 8choolLibrarianFTE

Two additional measures of school librarian employment at the district level are the number of students per
librarian full -time equivalent (FTE) and the number of teachers per librarian FTE. As noted earlier, the 2018
National Standards of the American Association of Bool Librarians (AASL) perpetuate the longheld ideals
that school librarians should teach information literacy and related skills to students and collaborate on
instructional design and delivery with teachers. At the district level as at national and stée levels? the
numbers of students and teachers per librarian FTE make fulfilling those charges extraordinarily challenging
for most districts and schools

The wide range of these ratios can be attributed very largely to the fact that few schools are & with
librarians on the basis of how many students or teachers they serve. Generally, individual schools have one
full-time librarian, a part-time librarian (ranging from a few hours a week to something approaching fullime),

or no librarian. Generdly, only the very largest schools have more than one librarian FTE. Consequently, due
to the range of buildinglevel enrollments, the ratios of students and teachers per librarian FTE run the gamut.

District Ratio of Studentser Librarian FTE

How did the ratio of students per librarian full -time equivalent (FTE) vary among local school districts
in 2018-197?

Fewerthan 1 out of 5 districts (17.9%) had fewer than 500 students per librarian FTE.Smilar proportion s of
districts had 500 to 749 studerts per librarian FTE, 750 to 1,249 students per librarian FTE, and 1,250 or
more students per librarian FTE. The remainin@ out of 10 districts (31.0%) had no librarians at all. (See
Chart36.)

Chart36

District Ratio of Students per School Librarian FTE,
Local School Districts, 2018-19
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In 201819, in lout of 6 districts, therewere 1,250 or more students for every librarian.
There werefewer than 500 students per librariam about the same proportion of districts

As extreme as this national patterrwas, however, the distribution of districtsamongthese students per
librarian FTE categories at the state level nmde for extraordinarily unequal access to school librarians for
students. In 201819, districts with fewer than 500 students per librarian FTEwvere in the majority in only

five states: Arkansas (70.8%), Vermont (61.2%), Montana (60.5%), New Hampshire (56.4%), and Nebraska
(51.6%). At the other extreme, in D.C. and three stateDelaware, Florida, and Utah there were no districts
with fewer than 500 students per librarian FTE. (See Tabl20.)

#1 1 OAOOAT Uh ET AAAEOEIT O (AxAEEB830 OEI CI A OOAOGAxEAA
librarian FTE ina majority of districts in 2 states: Utah (58.5%) and lowa (52.4%) InD.C. andnly three

states? Arkansas SouthCarolina,and Vermont> were there no districts (of those with librarians) that had

1,250 or more students per librarianFTE

Plainly, the numbers of students per librarian FTBvere so low in districts in some states and so high in

others that student acces to a librarianwas highly inequitable. Further evidence of inequity of student
access to a librariarwas the percentage of districts in each state with no librarians at all. (Also, see TaBl)
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Table20. District Ratio of Studentper SchoolLibrarianFTEby State, 201819

Students perschool Ibrarian FTE

State <500 500-749 750-1,249 1,250+ No librarians Total

AK 3.8% 7.7% 3.8% 7.7% 76.9% 100.0%
AL 43.8% 46.7% 8.8% T% 0.0% 100.0%
AR 70.8% 25.8% 3.0% 0.0% 4% 100.0%
AZ 2.3% 3.3% 4.2% 21.5% 68.7% 100.0%
CA 3% 2% .5% 5.4% 93.6% 100.0%
CO 10.1% 6.2% 7.3% 20.8% 55.6% 100.0%
CT 36.7% 27.8% 13.6% 10.7% 11.2% 100.0%
DC 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
DE 0.0% 21.1% 15.8% 47.4% 15.8% 100.0%
FL 0.0% 11.9% 56.7% 22.4% 9.0% 100.0%
GA 6.7% 46.7% 40.6% 5.6% .6% 100.0%
HI 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
1A 7.6% 11.2% 26.4% 52.4% 2.4% 100.0%
ID 1.7% 1.7% 4.3% 25.2% 67.0% 100.0%
IL 23.2% 21.4% 23.2% 31.4% .9% 100.0%
IN 3.1% 7.8% 17.4% 43.3% 28.3% 100.0%
KS 22.0% 16.8% 14.0% 8.7% 38.5% 100.0%
KY 24.9% 48.0% 19.7% 5.8% 1.7% 100.0%
LA 19.7% 38.0% 14.1% 12.7% 15.5% 100.0%
MA 10.8% 15.7% 14.2% 39.5% 19.8% 100.0%
MD 4.2% 62.5% 16.7% 12.5% 4.2% 100.0%
ME 17.3% 15.7% 17.8% 18.8% 30.4% 100.0%
Ml 7% 1.9% 8.0% 21.0% 68.3% 100.0%
MN 1.5% 5.2% 17.9% 19.5% 55.9% 100.0%
MO 42.0% 28.2% 13.5% 5.0% 11.2% 100.0%
MS 24.1% 51.8% 22.0% 1.4% 7% 100.0%
MT 60.5% 6.3% 2.0% 1.5% 29.8% 100.0%
NC 16.7% 55.0% 18.3% 5.8% 4.2% 100.0%
ND 47.1% 21.8% 7.1% 5.3% 18.8% 100.0%
NE 51.6% 30.7% 15.2% 2.0% 4% 100.0%
NH 56.4% 23.0% 7.3% 1.8% 11.5% 100.0%
NJ 13.7% 23.6% 23.9% 18.0% 20.8% 100.0%
NM 3.4% 4.5% 4.5% 27.3% 60.2% 100.0%
NV 5.9% 5.9% 17.6% 41.2% 29.4% 100.0%
NY 28.7% 29.8% 21.7% 12.1% 7.7% 100.0%
OH 3.6% 6.2% 15.7% 33.1% 41.5% 100.0%
OK 27.1% 22.7% 18.9% 7.4% 23.8% 100.0%
OR .6% 1.1% 6.3% 22.2% 69.9% 100.0%
PA 7.6% 26.3% 42.3% 18.6% 5.2% 100.0%
RI 22.2% 50.0% 19.4% 5.6% 2.8% 100.0%
SC 22.2% 56.8% 19.8% 0.0% 1.2% 100.0%
SD 13.4% 6.7% 7.4% 12.8% 59.7% 100.0%
TN 30.6% 49.3% 14.6% 3.5% 2.1% 100.0%
TX 3.6% 7.9% 22.5% 23.1% 42.9% 100.0%
uT 0.0% 2.4% 4.9% 58.5% 34.1% 100.0%
VA 19.1% 45.0% 20.6% 15.3% 0.0% 100.0%
VT 61.2% 12.9% 5.4% 0.0% 20.4% 100.0%
WA 7% 8.4% 17.5% 18.9% 54.5% 100.0%
wi 18.2% 21.5% 27.0% 24.2% 9.1% 100.0%
WV 8.8% 20.6% 23.5% 47.1% 0.0% 100.0%
WY 16.7% 12.5% 14.6% 27.1% 29.2% 100.0%
U.S. 17.9% 17.6% 16.4% 17.1% 31.0% 100.0%
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District Ratio of Teach&TIs perLibrarianFTE

How did the ratio of teachers per librarian full -time equivalent (FTE) vary among local school districts
in 2018-19?

Teacher access to schodibrarians? and librarian access to teachers varied across the almost 13,000 local
districts for which data were available. Onlyl out of 5 districts (19.5%) had fewer than 40 teachers per
librarian. About 1 out of 6 districts (16.1% to 16.9%) had, for each librarian, 40 to 54 teachers, 55 to 89
teachers, or 90 or more teachers(See Chart 3.)

Chart37

District Ratio of Teacher FTEs per
School Librarian FTE, Local School Districts, 2018-19
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As for the students per librarian ratio, the district ratio of teachers per librarian FTEanthe gamut among the
states. In the best scenario, here were fewer than 40 teachers per librarian FTE in a majority of districts irY
states? Alabama (89.1% of districts), Arkansas (62.2%), Vermont (58.5%), Kentucky (58.4%), Montana
(58.0%), Tennessee (56.9%), and Louisiana (53.5%). D.C. and Delawaege the only jurisdictions reporting

no districts with this most desirable ratio. Converselystates with the most districts with the least desirable
ratio? 90 or more teachers per librarian FTE included Hawaii (100.0%), lowa (54.2%), Utah (46.3%),
Massachusetts (42.9%), and West Virginia (41.2%)Alabama, Arkansas, D.C., and South Carolina reported no
districts in which the teachers per librarian ratio was this least desirable ongSee Table21.)

In 201819, school librarians in 1 out of 6 districts worked with 90 or more teachers.
Librarians in 1 out of 5 districts worked with 40 or fewer teachers

Clearly, someschool librarians face far greater numerical challenges than others when they seek to collaborate
with teachers on instructional design and delivery. Some librariares those serving fewer than 40 teachers
may find it realistic to collaborate with teachers ndividually. Other librarians? those who have 90 or more
teachers to serve must be far more strategic and efficientfor their collaboration with teachers to have
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schoolwide impact. This suggests that workingwith their teacher colleagues in groups by grad level, subject
area, or special projetmay be more effective

Table21. District Ratio of TeacheFTEer Librarian FTBy State 201819

Teacher FTEs pschool librarianFTE No school

State <40 40-54 55-89 90+ librarians Total

AK 7.7% 7.7% 1.9% 5.8% 76.9% 100.0%
AL 89.1% 8.8% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
AR 62.2% 31.8% 5.6% 0.0% 4% 100.0%
AZ 5.1% 2.3% 7.5% 16.4% 68.7% 100.0%
CA .5% .3% .6% 5.0% 93.6% 100.0%
CO 10.7% 5.6% 9.6% 18.5% 55.6% 100.0%
CT 29.6% 31.4% 15.4% 12.4% 11.2% 100.0%
DC 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
DE 0.0% 21.1% 26.3% 36.8% 15.8% 100.0%
FL 7.5% 32.8% 35.8% 14.9% 9.0% 100.0%
GA 17.2% 47.8% 29.4% 5.0% .6% 100.0%
HI 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
IA 8.5% 10.6% 24.2% 54.2% 2.4% 100.0%
ID 3.5% 1.7% 4.3% 23.5% 67.0% 100.0%
IL 24.9% 20.3% 25.8% 28.1% .9% 100.0%
IN 5.8% 10.6% 16.4% 38.9% 28.3% 100.0%
KS 22.4% 15.7% 14.0% 9.4% 38.5% 100.0%
KY 58.4% 25.4% 9.2% 5.2% 1.7% 100.0%
LA 53.5% 12.7% 7.0% 11.3% 15.5% 100.0%
MA 10.2% 9.6% 17.6% 42.9% 19.8% 100.0%
MD 8.3% 58.3% 20.8% 8.3% 4.2% 100.0%
ME 11.5% 16.8% 17.3% 24.1% 30.4% 100.0%
Ml 1.1% 5.6% 5.8% 19.2% 68.3% 100.0%
MN 2.1% 7.3% 17.9% 16.7% 55.9% 100.0%
MO 38.5% 24.6% 19.3% 6.4% 11.2% 100.0%
MS 42.6% 40.4% 14.9% 1.4% T% 100.0%
MT 58.0% 4.8% 3.3% 4.3% 29.8% 100.0%
NC 42.5% 35.8% 10.8% 6.7% 4.2% 100.0%
ND 39.4% 18.2% 14.1% 9.4% 18.8% 100.0%
NE 38.5% 37.3% 19.3% 4.5% A% 100.0%
NH 49.1% 24.2% 10.9% 4.2% 11.5% 100.0%
NJ 9.1% 16.9% 29.3% 23.9% 20.8% 100.0%
NM 3.4% 5.7% 3.4% 27.3% 60.2% 100.0%
NV 5.9% 5.9% 23.5% 35.3% 29.4% 100.0%
NY 19.4% 26.2% 30.4% 16.4% 7.7% 100.0%
OH 7.0% 7.6% 17.3% 26.6% 41.5% 100.0%
OK 36.1% 19.5% 13.7% 6.8% 23.8% 100.0%
OR 2.3% 4.5% 4.0% 19.3% 69.9% 100.0%
PA 9.6% 29.3% 38.5% 17.4% 5.2% 100.0%
RI 25.0% 30.6% 33.3% 8.3% 2.8% 100.0%
SC 45.7% 39.5% 13.6% 0.0% 1.2% 100.0%
SD 12.1% 5.4% 10.7% 12.1% 59.7% 100.0%
TN 56.9% 31.3% 6.9% 2.8% 2.1% 100.0%
X 2.9% 10.1% 21.1% 23.0% 42.9% 100.0%
uTt 2.4% 4.9% 12.2% 46.3% 34.1% 100.0%
VA 29.0% 42.0% 14.5% 14.5% 0.0% 100.0%
VT 58.5% 10.9% 7.5% 2.7% 20.4% 100.0%
WA 7.7% 11.1% 13.1% 13.5% 54.5% 100.0%
Wi 19.9% 21.5% 25.8% 23.7% 9.1% 100.0%
WV 14.7% 14.7% 29.4% 41.2% 0.0% 100.0%
WYy 16.7% 6.3% 20.8% 27.1% 29.2% 100.0%
U.S. 19.5% 16.1% 16.5% 16.9% 31.0% 100.0%
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Future Ready Schools Districts
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that encourages innovation in education by providinglistrict and school leaders with tools and resources they

need to create better learning environments by adopting evidenebased practices Due tothe success of

Future Ready Schools and its allied program, Future Ready Librarians, we wondered if there svany

relationship between a district signingthe FRS Pledge and thdistrict ratio of librarian FTE perschool as well

asthe probability that FRS districts havebeen more likely to sustainlibrarian staffing over time.

The Future Ready SchodMedge

1. Foster a culture of collaborative leadership. FRS district leadership teams are composed of leaders at all levels who
work collaboratively to transform teaching and learning to a more learneicentered approach.

2. Provide rigorous academic content for all students to build life skills. In an FRS district, curriculum, instruction, and
assessments are aligned tightly with and designed to engage students in personalized, technolegypowered, and
deeper learning experiences that build lifdong learning ills.

3. Empower personalized professional learning opportunities. FRS districts strive to provide all educators with acces
to professional learning experiences that are personal and authentic.

4. Help schools and families transition to anytime, anywhere learn ing. High-quality, high-speed technology and
infrastructure within an FRS school district are essential to advancing authentic, learneentric experiences.

5. Rethink the use of space and time. Learner-centric experiences in an FRS district require change® ithe way
instructional time is allotted and how the learning space is designed.

6. Focus on longterm sustainability. In FRS districts, the transition to learnercentered, technologyempowered
experiences requires strategic shortand longterm budgeting aswell as creative leveraging of resources.

7. Share and mentor for continuous improvement. FRS districts understand that transformation is a process, not an
event. Regardless of where FRS districts fall on the implementation continuum, they work diligently tand a system
of continuous improvement districtwide, with emphasis on its lowestperforming schools and student subgroups
(Future Ready Schools, n.d.).

Is a district participating in Future Ready Schoolsassociated with its level of librarian staffing?

There was a significant, positive relationship between a district being a FRS Pledge signatory and its level of
librarian FTE per school. Three out of 10 districts (29.2%) that had signed the FRS Pledge by 2618 had.75

or more librarian FTE per school that year Onlyl out of 5 non-FRS districts (20.5%) had that highest level of
librarian staffing. Conversely, almost a third of no#+RS districts (32.4%) reported no librarians for 201819,
while only a quarter of FRS districts (26.4%) reported an absence of librarians. (See Char8 & which yes
indicates that a districthad signed the FRS Pledday the 2018-19 school yearand no indicates that ithad not.)

In 201819, districts that had signed the Future Ready Schools (FRS) Pledge were more likely to
provide the highest level of librarian staffing (.75 FTE or more per school) and less likely tolhave
no librarians. Between 201516 and 201819, FRS districtsvere more likely to have kept
librarians and less likely to have been without them.
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Chart38

District Ratio of Librarian FTE per School by
Future Ready Schools Pledge Status, 2018-19
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Similarly, Future Ready Schools statusas somewhat related to whether or not districts retaired librarians
between 201516 and 201819. More than7 out of 10 FRS districts (71.4%) had librarians consistentlguring
this period, while fewer than two-third s of nonFRS districts (64.7%)did so. Conversely, fewer that out of 5

FRS districts(19.2%) were without librarians all 4 years while a quarter of norFRS districts(24.5%) had no
librarians during that time. (See Chart 3.)

These findings should enourage other researchers to investigate in more detail the relationship between
Future Ready Schools (FRS) status and not only librarian staffing, but librarian success at teaching students
and collaborating with teachers. This data point is a snapshat time. A district may have been involved in
FRS for several years or signed the pledge only recently. If merely being an FRS Pledge sigratpeyhaps
even a very new one is related to librarian staffing levels, there must be more to learn about the rolef FRS
and Future Ready Librarians in activating the potential of librarians to foster schoa@nd studentsuccess.
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Chart39

Districts Reporting Any Librarians & No Librarians Since At Least 2015-16
by Future Ready Schools Pledge Status, 2018-19
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Charter Districts
How prevalent were school librarians among U.S. charter schools in 2018-19?

Thirty -four (34) states and D.Creported having all-charter districts in 2018-19.12 Nationwide, in 2018-19,
there were 4,000 altlcharter school districts operating 5,203 charter schools. The total humber of school
librarians employed in those schools was 321.19 fultime equivalents (FTEs). That amounts t® librarian
FTEs for every 100 charter schoolsln 2018-19, 90.1%of charter districts reported no school librarians. (See
Chart40.)

In 201819, 90% of charter district@xcluding charter schools that are part of local school
districts) had no school librarians.

The SLIDE project is focusing on regular public schools in local districts. The charter school sector, where
school librarians are so rare, should be the focus of a similar study. Because many charter schools pride
themselves on innovative organizational structures and staffing models, school library leaders and educators

need to gain a better understanding of why most chaer school decisioamakers eschew having libraries or
librarians. 7EAO AOA 1100 1T &£ OEAI AT ET C ET OOAAAe 'TA xEU
librarians?

Chart40

12 The 15 states with no charter districts include: Alaska, Florida, Hawaii, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Maryland, Montana,
North Dakota, Nebraska, South Dakota, Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia, and West Virgifiigy. charter schools in these states
are part of local districts. Due to the lack of school level data about school librarians, this section addresses only
independent charter districts, though notably the vast majority of them are, in fact, single indepdent charter schools.
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