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This paper is presented in response to the Cormmission's request
for a svimary analysis of our earlier 2,500\'page report.l Wwhat fol-
lous 15 naither a chapter-bv -chapter »nrecis nor a recapitulation of
findings and conclusions. Ratiier, it restates (and at some points

expands) tne cardinal ideas in our earlier vork. As a focused

rather than comprehensive commentary, it reflects what we think

most salient to federal policv, and to that extent, is suljective.
Otuer scholars, examining the same rescorch report, might emphasié‘e
different facets. |
The central outcomes of our w7u,rk may be subsumed under three
statements:
I. A number of porular conceptions as to thc-; role of nonpu‘plic
schools in Anerican life are cquestionable and misleading.

II. 7The nature of the crizis in nonpuvblic aducation is quite

different from what is generally assumed.

*Submitted to the President’s Commission on School Finance,
September 17, 1°071.




III. Superficial attempts to alleviate the crisin will probably

nroduce results oprosite to thase officially espoused.

The rest of the paper deals with each of these ideas in turn.
Because of snace limitations, the treatment is often cursory. Read--
1
ers will neec to examine ‘the final report itself for an adequate

justification of numerous conclusions Adiscussed here.

1. POPULAR FALLACIEC AS 10 T FPOLD
OF NONFUBLIC SCHOOLS

A. Considerations of Racial Justice. --Even such prominent

'scholars as Thomas Pettiqgrew have mnade unvarranted statements con-
cerning the role of nonpuslic schools in the area of racial justice.
Pettigrew asserts, for example, that “a pllrimary cause of segregatici
in the schools is .the existence of private sch/o'ols“-parochial schools
in particuvlar."z‘ lHowever this declaration has been challenged by
David Seeley, who for many months <ras in charge of enforcing civil

3

rights in the U. S. Office of Education. ithen we investigated a

racially changing community in Chicago in wnich most citizens secemed
comm’.tted to achieving stable racial integration, the evidence sug-

gested that nonpublic schools had veen essential to that effort.4

Withou~ the nonpublic schools, the majority of middle~class residents
would probably heve fled to the suburbs loncg ago. Most parents who
vtere interviewed described punlic schools in the area as acﬁademically
substandard, moraliy thréatening, and vhvsically unsaife. ‘hen ve

examined several cormunities in Chicago and Soston where most white
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citizens appeared antaconistic te racizl integration, we found little
fo indicate that integration would have l.een achieved if nonpublic
Schools nad not been available.5 In fact, white residents would more
likely have abandoned these neighborhcods. In one case, the avail-

ability of nonpublic schools to frightened white parents seemed to

‘lhelp stabilize conditions; alloving black and white citizens from

adjoining communities to hegin meeting to discuss their common prob-
lems. Civen sufficient time, perhaps, that neighborhood may be able
to defuse its racial hostilities further and move towrard voluntary,
controlled integration. Without nonpublic schools as "safe’ places
for their children in the short run,'virtually all the whites migit
desert the scene, making integration impossible in the longer run.

‘Je cannot readily generalize from tiis evidence, for the sample
communities were few in numher and fortuitously selected, but it is
evident that the effects of nonpublic schools in the quest for racial

justice are more complex than has generally becn asserted. There is

no valid basis, so far as we can determine, for announcing that we

would have more racial integration (at least in Northern cities,
where tihe hulk of our research took place) if nonpublic schools did

not exist. The opposi@e could very well be the case.

B. Public School Support. -One often encounters the charge

that nonpublic schools deprive public schools of meral and financial
6 .
support. lMost patrons of nonpuclic schools are, it appears. less

enthusiastic than public school patrons about raising the level of

eyt Foe
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public educational exnenditures. tiough no less entihiusiastic than

7 but what is

other citizens without children in publiic schools.
generally overlooked is tihe effect of relieving public schools of
he expense of educating the many students who are in nonpublic
schools.

According to the sketchy evidence availadle, this financial
relief outweighs the relative reluctance of patrons of nonpublic
schools to augment puvlic school taxation. In arcas where greater

proportions of the school-age population are enrolled in nonpublic

schools, per-capita support of public education is lower, but per

pupil support of public education is‘highgg, Several othex dis-

confirmations of prevailing folilore concerning public school support

are discussed in our final report.

C. Equality of Educatioral Opportunity.--Nonpublic schools

L ———

frequently have been depicted as institutions of privilege for the
middle and upper classes, while pub:lic schools are described as the
major avenue of upwvard mobility for the oppressed and poor.8 Recent
research indicates that public education seldom has offered the
equality of opportunity that is often talen for granted.9 The{wide~
spread tendency for public school financing arrangements to gdérantee."
the rich a well supported education at low tax rates while ensuring
the poor a meagerly supported ecucation at high tax rates (a pattern
recently labeled unconstitutional by the California Supreme Court)

is now well documented.10
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Our own work raises provocative new nossibilities concerning the
functions of nonpublic schools in this regard.
In a comparative study in fliciiigan in 1366-67, of public schools

and the three largest groups of nonpublic schools (Catholic, Missouri
synod Lutheran, and Calvinist) three surprising findings emerged 11
(1) 'The Catholic elementary sciiools were far more accessible
to urban low income families tharn the relevant literature had sug-
lgested (see Tables 1 - 5, reprodused here because they are not in

our final report).

(2) were vyas more evidence of ecuality of opportunity in the
church-related schools than in the puhlic schools. Of fifteen

"advantages” considered, only threse were as frequently available in

low status public schools as in high status public schools, whereac

the corresponding figures were eight in Lutheran schools, seven in

Catholic schools, and six in Calvinist schools.

(3) Sc far as tiile bulk of these educational “advantages ' were

concerned, the child in the low-status community was hetter off in

church-related schools than in nonpublic schools, whereas the child

fin the high-status community was better of in public schools than in

SIS e Sy e S s e

f church-related schools. (lithin the socio-econom.c range of children
tendency than public schools to discriminate against the poor.

These findings were not widely oublicized at the time, for the

:

) |

attending them, churci-related schools demons trated less of a
extent to vhich the educational “advantages’ were reflected in

achievement was not known, the data reclating to socio-economic status

457210 O = 72 -2 9
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had been derived from es:.t,imates'by school prinoipals, and the pos-
-sibility vas obvions tnat the relationsi:ips.: never uncovered in
previous research, w'ere unicue to iiichigan or even an artifact of'
undetected tveaknesses in the re.,earch design.

liore recently, ho_wever,

a major city in another Mid

' similar tencdencies have reappeared in

Jestern state (Chlcago) in a study with

| ."r.nelghborhoods than 1n Jealthj .elgnbornood .

more adequate data.14 "“1e sanple consl.atec. of 74 ranaomlj Selected

Cathollc ele'uentar«r schiools, one each in the 74 Chlcago communities

(deflned by Commun:.ty Fact Book) "lth elementary schools, along 'uth]:”

one or (whenever 00551 le) two publlc school(s) located nearby in
each nelghuorhood. The followlng f*ndlnos (among others) vere
indicated

(l) Though more Cat 1olic sch‘co"ls were found inWealthier are_'*
than in poor arecas, when locatmn vas controlled."(»‘b'y .mea'ns of. the
stratlfled sampllng described earller) it was ev1dent tnat the “
Cai hollc "cnools vere not, as ha«1 often bheen cnargeo flltetlng ofF
the more 1ntelllgent student.; in eac.‘ area and leav1nc~'z v.ne dregs in

f

tne pub] ic oChOOl . Cltv-nlde the SOth percent:.le ID in the--sample'

was 106 0 for publ:.c schools and 1’;4,5 for fCatnollc school .' ' 'I'hi‘s

: e ‘
fln(. 1ng wa.: not attrlbutable to any tenoencv for Cathollc schoois to

fllter off t.le ‘orlghte;t vtuaent" in ooor nelchborhood and the "

dulle t student in wealtny ne:.ghborhoods,’ at least so far as ab111ty

factors reflected 1n the IO were concerned.-

./; ‘1:

In fact t.xe Ca\.l ollc

n

school lO fell further Le‘und tne oubllc scnool IO"' 1n poor

% QP




(2) Dollar outlays: per pupil for instruction by the Catholic
chools wexe Iiore evaenly diztributed across neighborhoods of

arying wealth thah vas the case with the public schools. 1In low-
ncone communities, (median inoomes unéder $€,500 per year) , Catholic
{chool students gained more in reading and mathematics achievement
etween the third and sixth grades than did public school students
in terms of grade-ecquivalent norns, 2.9 as comparec":{ with 2.0)

' hereas in the higher-income’ communities (median incomes over

lO 800) , Catholic school students gained less than publlc school
tudents (3.5 as.compared with 3.8).

(3). The achievement gap between children frofn high-status
ommun':ities and children from low;statusvcommunit:l':es_w_as~=.-;idehed
etween grades 3 and 6 conside:-.'ably.more in public schools (where
he gain of hlgh- tatus™ chlldren vas .,.8 and the; gam of low-status
"_;_Jn-i’f“n was 2. 00, or ahout half 2s much) - than m the Catholic

: chools (where the former children gained 3.5 and the latter gained
.9, ,a/‘ rather similar mount) . “

. (4)‘ Thougli the Catt‘ollc schools were trylnq in a cpec.a.al wvay,

"',>roport1.on of aux111ary pervonm_l and a lower pupil toacnex ratlo

n low-:mcon\e areas than el.;ewhere »—m-school factors of thlS type

}
,c'hools, wh:.le out of school factors vere reflected in achlevement

.o a greater extent tnan in puhllc school.:.» Perhaps in academlc

artlculars, Jjust as m \\the relwlous partlculars e‘cammcd 1n the

W
l

;;:eeley-Ro.-.si study, the effectlveness of the Cathollc school i

o
h

“f{?,., t seemed, to cater to d1sadvantaged chlldren-—‘ay prov1ding a higher

fere reflecteu 1n achlevement to a lesser extent than in rubllc :
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depends ﬁpon a mutual-reinforcen.nt dym:-lmic.ls Thus, Catholic
schnols may capitalize on hone valuce and activities much more than
public schools are pronez to do. The possibility that differential
dynamics, including self selectiocn by high or low achieverent
oriented families into the parochial and public schools, is further
emphasized by the finding that academic achieverent gains are
associated with larger school size in the public oroup and smaller
school size in the Catholic group. One plausﬂ;le theorv, in addi-
tion to self selection of pafochial schools by upwardly moble fami-
lies, is that achievement is linked to individualistnfc competition
in public schools, but wvith a "we-cgainst-the-outsice-world" sense
of solidarity m the parochial schools. Large school size might
reinforce competition, Lut Is likely to dampen a sense of compur “ty.
Similarly, compatibility bétweg:n school and home is probably more
essential to social solida'rity. than to a competitive outlook. On
the other hangd, Petigrew may be on/_;he right track hut for the wrong
reason. That is the danger to pl;blic édu!ca.tion from the nonpublic
sector lies not drat«'.vincj off the white studénts so much as in drawing
off achievement oriented black families. However, if such families
‘,,do‘noli.:.”perceive the public school ss presently constituted as meet-
ing théir needs then the option to select a vi'.j:ﬂ)le alternative
should be their right. This whole area is in heed of.' further in-
dépth ‘research. |

(5) When the amount of achievement attribu;&ﬁle to in~school
var}iabllsg:‘s in the study was i;i'sblatea,,"it"-was clear that the public

sch‘oolsf were benefitting wealthv and white communities wore’ than




‘tities, especially the inner cities, to view Catholic schools as

"T'i-‘;’}fguperior to public schcols academically, morally, and in other

7..'{\-‘.-,_.
I
) .

oor ;-md black communities, while the Catholic schools were bene-
itting poor and black commmunities more than wealthy and whi.e cam-
unities. * While public schools discriminated against the poor and
he hlack, the parochial schools discriminated against the rich and
he white!

These data suggest, as did the HMichigan findings, that while
nrolling a higher procportion of poor students than do the Catholic
chools (and possibly other church-relatec schools), urban public
:chools were contributing to the perpetuation of existi'nér' "”sbﬁéib-r\\;,\
sconomic stratification, whereas Catholic schools were counteracting
t. It is easy to understand the finding s ome y2ars ago that the
barochial schools functioned as important mechanisms of upward
hobility whe_n Catholics were oppressed and poor.

(Data concerning parental perceptions in several recent studies
| pre mucﬁ; in keeping with these tendéncic—;s. Acoording to their own
feports and estimates by prin‘cipals in the schools their children

‘ attend, the vealthier Catholics who live in the. suburbs are much

less likely than the more impdveri,s'hed Catholics who ‘live in the

- particulars.) 17

: ~ (6) These cohpensét_oy;f effects in Catnolic schools were

being produced at a.per-:p_t;pil/ cost onlv 59.8 pe_r'-‘cent._as high as

t‘:'he: public sc_hooll' exper;'éitﬁxjg_llevel._',:__'Even ‘when -the value ~_of__;_vcontfi-V.. -
autéd‘_ _83?,?1,995,', in Cafholic .séhools‘ we).is,-;} i_nc,ludéd, ,théée _schools were. "

opera_tj.ng._gé‘t__'_a'.’nf és/‘g:'im,at;_e“d c_bst_-.eguivaleht of $260.7 ver pupi_l’ll,;:-pér '

s
S i
N . .

v
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pupil per year as comparec¢ with $436,2 per pupil per year in the

public schools. Undoulktedly this lerye difference is due in part

to the higner administrative ccsts, the support tail as it were,

‘associated with public school districts throughout the country.

D. Econonies of Scale--A frequent argument often leveled

against nonpublic schools is that they fragrent the nation's educa-
tional enterprisé into sr:all, competing units with duplicate pro-
crams and facilities, thus making important econonies of scale

18

impossible to achieve. *he arqunent is remriniscent of the carn-

paign after World War II to reorganize thousands of small school

districits—into larger, more efficient units and to consolidate small

—_—

~——
T

. . 13
school-attendance areas 1nto\m‘01~e-\smg\al‘)_1e tracts. The proponents

—— 8
T —

—_—

of reorganization and consolidetion cited eviderce that Tore-ser ices :

per dollar were available in larger schools and school districts
20

than in smaller ones. Their data ¢ié not relate to the effective-

ness of these services, nor was the possibility seriously discussed

‘that rich ethnic subcultures would he destroyed in the process.

Miore redent studies suggest that what were assumed during that

- : . . . . ; .21
era to be economies of scale were in reality often dis-economies.

Yhen schools expand, they seldom increase tae number of extra-
curricular activities accordingly. Proportionately fewer students
Participate in those activities or have opportunity to function in
positions of leadership. Youngsters héve ‘less contact with
either- théir-friendé‘_'or‘ ‘adults ‘in the school. Eﬁidan’ée 'pe'rs-',o:iné‘i’,

the school was smaller, are less effective. . Students show ‘less

|

T

)

apparently because they do rot know the children as well as whén |- -
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endency to identify with the purposes of the faculty. Cheating

s more frequent. Lven if more services are possiblie, such as a
roader range of course cfferings and a greater nurher of special-
sts, less student learning may r’esult.' The major e.‘gplanation, it
ppears,“is that the institution has hecome. too curbersome and

mpersonal to meet the psychic demands of its mewbers. Parti-

lularly during the formative years, human beings may need to iden-

ify with communities small in scale but stable in st:ructure.22

ronically, several recent research findings point hack in the

irection of the one-room schoolhouse that was so roundly con-
23

erned not long ago.

Jhen school systems are too massive, furthermore, hoard mermr-

ers and central office administsetors find theniselves presiding

4

ver such a polyglot of competing neighborhoods and interest groups

hat to be 3 responsive—+to_the orcanlzat:.on = clients is impossible.24

. [heir financial base. Virtually any action taken is sure to infuri-~

ite several groups. Jhen the system fails to respond (because

| ~fenerally it cannot), meny rarents and students axe al'ien‘.,ated.

he alienation, in turn, appears closely linked to low acaderic

_lchievement.zs_ Schools and school systems that cater to constituen-
Cobies smalierv in size and more homrogen2o0us in outlook can adapt rore
",(."::'eadily to special needs and interests. Small umts, closely llnkrd

‘o their eonununitiee, may Le par ticularly vital to the surv1va; of

umerous ethnic groups, . thoucvh '-he recent responsetof courcs and

: ub11c school admmistratcrs to the aVersion of a (‘hmese conmum.tv
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o son for—emsuring that-citizens wonld erhibit.a ‘modicum_of _common

in San Francisco to plens for buasing children to distant, ethnically
heterogeneous schools reflects 1i%+le sensitivity in this connection.
Even less consideration has been given in several states to the

desire of the 0l1d Order Amisia <O maihtain tre small rx’xral scnhools

that seem essential to their culture_.26

(E) Wational Unity--The fear that educational pluralism will

weaken the mucilage that holds the nation together seems difficult
to lay to rest.?‘7 The research of Greely and Rossi indicated that
the oppogite might be the case, at least as far as the Catholic

schools were concerned, for the graduates of these schools secemed

somewhat less prejudiced and exclusivistic in their views than were J
grad\_xates of public schools who care from similar home bacquounds.zg

The fear persists, nevertheless. espacially so far as new variet. °s

of nonpublic schooling are concerned. The likelihood is overlooked '.)
that the "common school” long ago ceased to be an essential mechan- 1L
1

[t a2

outlooks and values. In the light of the extensive exposure of the
young to identical televiecion procrams, nationally ma‘rketed bobk§
and 'magazines, and fads that strike schools in Florid\a. and Alaska
almost simultanecusly, perhaps & rore important functiubh for schools
today is to proinote divergent thinking. TFurthermore, despite the
recent Suprere Court argument, analyses by Vervoort and Steeman both
suggest, that attempts to vestablish" an official ideological stance
in a pl'ur}alivstic sqciety »(whe@:hé‘r; the attempt be made through eétab-

lished churches or monolothic 'schooling arrangenents) are likely to

[

16
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rroduce, not unity, but disunity. 29 e "pillarization" of society in
he Netherlands, often viewed with alarm by American observers, was a
ecessity, "ervoort suggests, in a nation torn by religious antagonisms.
'he pillarization was a way of assuring fundamental rights and privileges
hat had previously been denied to minorities, thus defusing long term

ostilities. Pillarization permitted gradual progress toward more de-

intagonisms might have intensified. Perhaps our alarm should be directed
oward attempts in the United States to stifle new educationsal options,
s witnessed by vociferous opposition of most educator organizations to
oucher experiments (even experiments limited and superscribed with great

rare) and by steps in numerous legislatures to withhold benefits from

" tchools untii they have been established for at least 2 or 3 years.

irable socio-political arrangements. In a setting of enforced "commonality,"
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II. THE NATURE OF THE CRISGIS IN NONPUZLIC SCIOOLS

Volume II of our report to the Commission, entitled The Social

nd Religious Sources of the Crisis in Catholic Schools, may be our

Lost-crucial single analysis, for misunderstanding is endemic con-
terning the reazons for the current enrollment decline in nonpublic
chools. | ' |

Hith scatterevd exceptions, the immediate emergency is almost
txclusively a Catholic school phenomenon, particularly focused at
the moment on t_he parochial elementary schools. .Nationally, the
‘ewvish, Greek Crthodoy, Calvinist, Seventh Lay Adventist . and
Protestant Episcopal schools have been holding their own, as have_'
he .generally nonsectarian institutions affiliated 'ﬂ‘zith the IQational

ssociation of Independent Schools (I12IS). The N}\IS college-

breparatory boarding schools, especially tho e of the m:.lltary

'cademy" type, are dramatic, thoucr7 n.xmencally 1ns:.gn1f1cant,

»xceptions. '"he Missouri oynod Luthcran schools have expenenced

inrollment losses, but only to an extent that leaders in the synod

.‘nttribute to the recent bi_rth rate decline.

There must be a reason why only Cetholic schools have experi-

- bnced startling setoacks 1n v:.rtuallv all parts of the country. If,
-8 most relevant leg:.slatlon oov10usly assumes, the crisis is:
- ‘pasically financial 1n ongin, the Cathollc elementary schools should

fi)e losing students less rapldly than most oth r aroups for tuition

. Fee,_, are generally lorzer in Cat,:ollc elementary schools than in al-

o A




- plainable in this light, as Stceman demonstrétes.32 So long as

-many schools once operated by Protestant churches is easily ex-

important, there was obvious need fcr schools designed tco protect

16

(Significantly, so far as vve are atrare, not one of the recent
analyses of relationships between enrollment and tuition levels has
produced evidence that parents are leaving nonpublic schools primar-
ily because of incrcasing costs . 3!
The fact that Catholic schools Are profoundly threatened while
several otier cihurch-related groups continue to grow does méke sense,|
however, if one recognizes that changes in the social and relicious
orientation of school-—-sponsorina groﬁps have been tle most prominent
force behind widesnread closures of church-related sdhool$ in the
past.31 Historically in the United States, the major constzllations
of church"relatea schools have existed to assist their clients with
problemmatic societal relationships, religious mersecution, social
exclusion, and ethnic adaptation and survival.v.hhen these problems |

disappeared, the schools were larcely ahandoned.

The demise during the first half of the lineteenth Century of

these churciies saw the differences that separated them as all-

children from fatal heresies. But the late Eighteenth and early

Nineteenth Centuries in the United States saw

the grovwrth of a broad religious consensus which made
the céifferences betireen the [Frotestant] churches
less significant. ... The public schools, ... in-

- corporated ... this broad religious consensus in their
curriculum. They could present themselves, or at least
were acceptable to the churches, as being basically
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Protestant Christian in a Srozd sense. Thus there
wvas little reason left ror the denominatioas to
claim their rigiht to ecucate their children the
pu>lic school somehor did what was most smportant
in the eyes of the Protestant churches .3

The religious groups that continued to maintain their own
schools after this crisis of the early lineteenth Century did not
assent to the Protestant consensus whose.central values vere ex-
pressed in the emerging public sqhéol system, or while not dissenting
from the consensué on theological arounds, were strongly ethnic in
orientation. The latter groups, whose exclusivity was mostly ethnic,
were the next to go. They failed to survive the abandonment of
foreign ianguages as the medium of instruction that followed‘hard on
the heels of the anti-foreign hyysteria cf ‘Jorld iJar I and its after-

34

maths. Hundreds of Lutheran schools collapsed soon after English

was adopted as the language of the classroom.

The religious groups that continued to maintain their own
schools after the crisis of the early Twentieth Century weré, for
thé mosﬁ part, still denied full participation in Zmerican society
(Roman Catholics) and/or still were very consefvaﬁive and anti-
ecumenical theologically Catholics, the two moét conservative
Lutheran bodies, the Seventh Lay Adventists, énd‘the conservative
segment of Protestantism's Calvinist wihg, the Christian Réformed);

With this histéry as background, one wouid expect the éurrehﬁ

crisis in nbnpublic schools, the crisis of the liid~Twentieth Century,'
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to involve primarily the schiool-sponsoring religious group that is
experiencing the most profound shift in social and religious orienta-
tion: the Roman Catholic Church. since other school-sponsoring
religious groups such as the Christian Reformed, the_Seventh Day
Adventists, and Lutheran churches associated with the Missouri and
Wisconsin synods--have not yvet been caught up wholeheartedlj in the
winds of ecumenicity and doctrlnal change, and have not, like the
Catholic Church. very recently been relieved of outcast statu their
schools should not he affected comnarably, and 1ndeed __gz_are not.
sut the emergency now facing Catholic education should not be long
arriving at other doorsteps. The Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod-~
at whose annual conventlon this year the oroponents of chanﬂe and
ecumenicity won lmportant victorizs, will probably be affected first,
followed not long afterward, e suspect hy the Ca1v1nlst schools
(supported largely by the Christian Reformed) . There are.few signs
apparent to the out516er, as yet of theoloclcal liberalism among
the Seventh Day Adventlsts and Jisconsin Synod Lutnerans, but 1f
religious SOClOlOGlStg are at all correct the power of denom1na~
tJ.onalJ.ZJ.ng‘l forces in our soc1etv w111 eventually affect these
groups as well-—and}slmultaneously Jeonarsze thelr schools.

But to return to ‘the Cathollc schools. The flrst large wave

of Cathollc lmnlgrants durlng the early 1800 s found a developlng

ﬂpubllc school system that vas admlttedly Protestant and blacantly

21
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anti—Catl;olic. | Newly arrived Catholics "ere persecuted on at least
three counts: because they ‘rere Catholic, vb'eca}use' their cultures
were repugnant to WASP traditions, and because they were po‘or.
Public schools were regarded by leadlnq publlc f:.gures as mechan:.sms
for the obliteration of forelon folkways, es~1ec1a11y rellglous posi-
tions outside mainstream Prote.,tantl . 'The Cathollc schools were
widely ill-esteerned for numeroﬁs rrason ’ espec1a11y .Jecause they
insulated many Catholic children from ,Americanizing"" mechanisms.

It was partly (largely, some scholars insist) for this reason that
early steps were taken to cut off the pos‘sihility of public aid to

Catholic schools.

During that period in his tor; the Clat?».'x’o"lic ‘school 'exis'ted' tn

preserve the faith of the young in t‘xe face of a ‘hostile environ-
ment - and a Protestant publlc school system,' Corollary,. but often
unstated goals, were to helo Cat‘nolw‘co tc achieve rﬁiddle»class .
statu., and to protect the ethn:.c1ty of Cat!: oiic 1mmgrants from

several areas of L‘urope.  As Steeman observes :

: the Cathollc paroch1a1 _>chool system, then is an

" institutional expression of tiha hasic uneasiness. which the .

. Ameri.can Cathollc felt in facing American realities. Con-
stantly aware.of the fact that liic environment was ba51ca11y

- Protestant, the Catholic took a nosition of self-assertion

- .and defen51veness.;.'i‘he .simple fact seems to be that the .

'~ Catholics ¢id not ("Ulte th into the major:.ty pattern of
-Amerlcan soclety 35 . , . R

: We ‘have ; character:.zed the Cat’mollc att:.tude as one of .-
reserved part1c1pat10n in the nation'’s life, accompanied
by :a feeling of uneasiness vis-a vis ‘American society.. .

Generally we must say t;at t‘xe Cathol:.c oopulatlon opted for

: £
‘ ‘:.‘J\‘.(‘ 22
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- a ghetto-like existence. ... The solution of the 1844 's
was that the Cathciic identity came first, and that a
good Catholic would also make a good American. Thus we
have gn American Catholic rather than a Catholic Ameri-
can.3 ‘

|

The parochial schools functioned in the Catholic com-
munity very much like the public school in the nation: they
had become the object of an emotional investment, &an:-
institution symbolic of the Catholic identity in America.
The opposition to the public school 1likewisc served to re-
inforce this separate Catholic identity. | ‘

We need not retrace the convoluted processes by which the
American Catiholic Lecame the _C_athov{J.'-’ic_ Amersican, a;ind by ‘which the
national consensus once embracing only_main‘streamiProtestantism
was redefined to include Pfotestant,' Catholic, a.nsﬁ Jew, all three
now regarding distin‘c.tives that rrevious ly divided them as sub-
ordinate to ideals that uniﬁ_e th'zm---wthé values of_:': “The American
Way of Life.“ The trainsition from American Catholic to Catholic
American was not without trauma and ccmplication, as Steeman
emphasizes. At ohe‘ boint a Pope explicitly conderfined the heresy
of "Americanism.” ot until the Second Vatican Coj,uncil were many
vasic ck}éqges in American Catholicism, ﬁherefore o“ccurrin‘lg sub rosa
for the': vv_'ﬁ'\;)st part, openly acknowledged and approved. \

The a/x/vr'x't‘i-—clatho’lic’ siege ha‘srl»ieezll lifted, and the t.:radi't‘ip'.nal
raison dv‘/'étre of Catholic ,f';clidols, defused. ,;I‘hev ré'iigious ‘ins'trvuc-?
ﬁlionv of children still deéply concerns Catholi'c p‘ax;ehtt', -as abuﬁdant
research evidence makes clear. But 'tvh‘é Amer‘i,can_iza.jtio.n-’ process has
deflated the :nece.s.;sl"i ty of Lhe Catholic ‘s"chogils'_-\ir"’st";‘e’m as ‘the »pyr_imary
"'agency ._for”rjeligious éd‘ucatiOn', barticulafly 1n the‘* mﬂinds.:'of the

younger, l;éttepedueated members bfvthe Church.'

- G, g
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‘In the light of thes: realitiss, one must be naive, uninformed,

or dishonest to depict the current enrollment decline in nonpubllc
schools as fundamentally a consequenee of cost increases. The
evicdence belies that contention. This is vnot to say that finances
are not a factor ard that public assistance can have no effect, a
po-..,lblllty to which we shall return at a later roint. American
history seems to reveal no major group of church-related schools
which, when faced with a compeyrably nrofound shift in client orienta-
tions, has managed to adapt and reestablish its viability. But
can an institution as deeply estapblished in church structures and
loyaltles as the Cathollc school csvstem, if given half a chance,
reorient itself ahd move into the Future revitalized? After examili.
ing the events of the past few ysars. we conclude that the system
has had no reasonable opoortum.tv to restructure. As if the whirl-
wind of internal change syrbolizeC DY the Second Vatican Counc:.l
were not surficn.ently ‘difficult to ar*commodate, Cathollc schools
have faced in rapid succession, aﬁd often s:.multaneou.,ly, sucl'.x‘ com-
pli‘catiohs axfiong others, -E‘l“ the follewing -

1. A major out—mgratlon of Catholics from ’the »Centrall
c1t1es; wnere publlc schools offered ‘little effect:.ve competltlon
! - and Catholic <'chool bulldlngs were \udelv avallable, to the suburb.;lr

where public =;choolfs were in generallv hJ.gh reoute and new facxl—

ities had to be erected at a time when constluctlon cost<' vere

spiralling at an unprecedented rate.
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‘h 2. A major 1n-m1grat10n to the cen*'lal cities of disadvantaged
people, mostly non C_athollc, who covuld readlly be attracted to
Cat_holic schools for reasonsg relatlnr to academic quality, moral

stability, and physical safety, but often could not afford even the

norral fees these schools rwust: levy to surv1vea The Church had
developed no adequate mechanism for raising money where it was
plentiful and using it where it was needed the most.

3. L rapid decline in the number of teachers avai'lablel from
the religious orders_', teachers wiose contrlbuted services repre--

sented mas:uve .,ub51d1es and wnose presence was needed to hold

conservatlve Cathol:.c clients esnec;al]y now that the loyaltles

of more liberal CatholJ.c clients were wavering in the wake of

- e B

¥ VatJ.can Ii.

ik 4. Along zuth the intensified problem of competing with

‘II

v

publlc scnools acac.em: ca11v wh:.c;: trlggered the staggering expenses
! : of reduced pupll teacher ratlos\ a stcep 1ncrease in salary costs

occasioned by the teach<_r hargaining novement esnec:.ally when, as:

B Tt

a concomltant of 1ncreaslng prooor"lons of lay teachers in Cathollc

B - . o

schools, the movement spread to the Cathollc sectcr 1tself

5.. The effect.._of the recent ‘olrth rate decllne whlch by

accentuatlng enrollment losses,_ ade defectlons from Cathollc ss hools

/ ) \

seem more serJ ous than thej actually were. and damaged morale ac-

- .

cord:.ngly. ‘
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G A surrqunding atmosphere of discontent, conflict, con-
fusion, ahd drastyic change.
7f As a donsequence of these and other facto;s, a mounting
crisis .of confidence that caused barents, teachers, a\{‘s‘dﬁ;’i"‘hig\trators ’
. A
and supporters whose loyalties might have remained firm in rﬁbre

tranquil times to lose faith in the system's future and cease

txying to salvageﬁ' it.
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ITII PERILS OF PUDLIC POLICY

Unless the foregoing analysis reflects a t:ollosal misinterpre-
tation on our part of data from our studies and many others, a num-
ber of implications for puhlic policy are now rather clear. Theis
has always been a cemand in our societv for alternat'ives‘ to pub-
licly sponsored education, but the needs and preferences of citizens
differ from one era to another. The private educational enter-
prises that flourished in the colonial era would have made little
sense in the early jb]ineteenth;Ce'mtury, when millions of immigrants
sought special inst‘;'rumentaliti"és‘to deal with their new envirom-i;ex}‘t.
In turn, many schodls of that pericd would be hard put finding ‘
clients todav. And the fu1-xction§ of hundreds of gcontemporary schc;;f-lé;
‘:inay soon be ohsolet.e. The cduty of 2 government committed to »lural-
ism is to créate ccénditiohs conducive to the emergence and develop-
ment of the educati::on'al options that each génerat’ion'craires.‘ If the
demand for some formq oF non: ww)llc education is waning, lntere t "in
alternatxveq to convem‘-lonal incstruction is not. ..f:.any_,;black citi-
zens, despalrmg ofﬂ reform in the public scliools désix_:e é'-chools of
| their own. The "free school" movement has spread in a few _"'nionth.s
from 'CoaSt to coastf. In many circles, an evident réti;ifi"n to 'eth,-.‘

n1c1ty "may soon eventuate in the desire for var1t1es of 1n"truc~—"

‘

tlon that are ch.ff:v.cult or impossible to Lqrovme in the publlc

i
Sl
()

i

sector. Induqtryua.s uelng invited 1ncreasmgly to try ao»-roaches

that scem b(}jOY}(’ the repertmre of c*o"’entlaled er’ucators anﬁ

W
exlstlng schools. Groxung attentton is belng paid to various.

Ty . Qf‘,-
N
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nde-schooling® approaches. As the doctrine recently enunciated

by the California suprenme Couxr negins to have impact nationally, it

may soon "secome impossible for i7a alUly neighbo**hoods to ensure that
their public schools" are mcre lliherally funded than puhlic schools
elsevhere, in which case many 'pa‘rents may shift to private schools.
There is no dearth of interest in alternatives. The danger,
however, is that they may prove financially feasible, given the cur-
rent spiral of educational costs, only arong affluent families,
whereas people of nodest means wvill enjoy few educational options ‘

E at all. Ye have said we do not believe the basic factor behind

( Ccatholis schocl clefections is financial, but finances are very 11]
; ly to inhibit nev options~--espec1allj ootions that chuxches are. not
1 prepared to gubsidize. |
i . .

1 ‘ The fact that new eeucational alternativ‘*s have not been emerg»~ ,
: 1‘11 ‘ ing at a more rapid ra ._e in resoonqe to v1 dely articulated huhlic :
' ii. . discontent is at least martial 1y tne responsibility of covernment.

I " -
\\ Tax suwport of: public education. (whose res:Lstance to change has be~ -
‘\ : come a major arfaa of 1nc'u1ry fO" scholars) has forced the costs of
educational perqonnel and facilities to a level that many would-be o

school founuers finu ru:ohibitzve. s in other areas of life,. gov

ern"nent 1ntervention l'lc.. becor. 50 na f:-"ive ‘*nd'ubiqui'tous as to. .

destroy the prekuf' ec‘uilibriun in the scales of individual choice:

By Virtue of )uulic largesse, public ancnc1es have preempted the

field. Carelesqu des:Lgner" sunport for najor existing qrou’w of
‘nonpublic fchools, if suff: c1cnt1" qizeahle, could have the effect

_oﬁ merely creating another preemptor, and this in: the name of

i
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]

:pluralism. If the major task of government is to create conditions
under which educational instituticas will spring up, die,gwax, wane,
and adapt in response to constantly changing c1t1 zen needs, f-here is
little logic in aiding either public or,no,npuhl_lc schools without
regard to whether they keep. pace with client aspirations.

As Steeman aptly. observes, existinglchurch---related schools as
a whole represent far less ideological and pedagogical dissent than
formerly‘. Their patrons, for the most part, have shed many erst-
‘lwhile ethnic, religic)uvs, and syociail-*classl--linked distinctives.
Most of the schools have made sweeping concessions to the public
school modus _operandi, partly in an effort (possibly misguided)
" ]to.qualify for public support. It seems likely, then, that American
: educati‘,on‘,, public and nonpublic; is now characterized by Le_'s_s_vdi-'-
uersity than at virtually any other noint in its history.

’e_have not been assigned the function of making recommendations

./ |to the commission, ‘but in case.the Commission should decide to con-

sider some form of aid to nonpublic schools, wve think a strong

case can he rnade, __on the basis of our work, for using the aid
(through & genuine voucher plan, perhaps) to put unprecedente;'i power
in the hands of parents~—-particularlv parents of llmlted means-=-

: power to - determlne by "votlng vith t‘l&lr feet what schools,' nev

/

.and old, w111 enJoy enougn support to survlve. ""his would be "rea‘l”.v

accountablllty not the pseudo accountability of the ”payme'lt of
results schemes presently 1n voque wlnch hlstorically have proven

disastrouu in other countrles. T ,g,}? o
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Such an approach would give Catholic and other church-related:
schools a reasonablc ovportunity o ~=._rient themgelves, bhut would

in the long run withhold assistauoe if they do not. If the Supreme

Court will not permit such a framevor: to bhe applied to the church~

related schools, government should et least foster the development
of secular educational options. Perhaps, further, many church-
affiliated schools should consider seriously the approaches to de-
affiliation discussed by Geoege Elford in our final report.38

In summary, if government simmly responds to predoninating
political pressures when 1t considers aid to nonpublic schools, it
may provide a551stance of whatever Forﬂ or maqnltude, that 51mply
encourages the current ¢iminishment of educational diversity. Ve
hope,‘instead, that a wvay will he ..... md to encourage wvhatever al-
ternatives citiﬁens consicder vital, 1ncluﬂlﬂg options that have
not yet had opportunity to emerge. e can only hore that puhllc
discontent with public edacation:dces,notjgeach the c:lsls stage be

fore legislation is forthcoming.

I
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' A TABLE 1
PERCEWTAGE OF ELEMENTARY AND SE4JIOR HIGH SCHOOLS

ESTIMATED TO SkRVE HICGH-AWD LOW-IHCOME ATTENDAICE ARFAS
(MICHIGAL, 19€6~-67)

———

Lstimated

wverace llead CATI{IOLIC CBILVIHIST -LUTHERAN FUBLIC
hf Household Elein, Sr,i.l. Elenw. or.tiil. Tlert. S5r.pi. EBlem, Sr.Hi,
Incone % % 2 3 % % 3 %
‘lLess than 54 46 35 20 33 0 57 63
1 $7,000 (263) (78) (12) (1) . (30)  (0) (1482) (354)
1 7,000 46 54 65 80 67 100 43 37
or more (222) (31) (22) (4) (61) (1) (1124) (208)
Totals 100 100 100 100 120 100 100 100

(485) (169) (34) (5) (oL~ (2) (2606) (562)

TADLY 2

r ESYIL-ATED AVEFACE ACL -OF RLSIDIICES I.! ATTZIDANCE
AREAS OF LLErBJTARY .00 SDJICR HIGH SCIHOOLS
(I*ICHISRI, 1266-67)

Estimated
Lverage Age CAT!OLIC CLLVINIST LUTL:ERAI! PURLIC
of rlewr. Sr.Hi, obler . Sr.Hi, tler. Sr, Ui, Ilem, Sr.E1.
residences 2 $ % % % 3 % 3
Less than 590 47 79 100 71 100 58 54
25 yrs, old (24¢) (73) (2¢)  (5) '(65) (2) (1506) (3€3)
i'ore than ‘
25 yrs. o0ld@ 590 53 21 0 29 0 42 46
(248) (83) (7) (0) (26) (0) (1093) (260C)
Totals 100 100 100 100 109 100 100 100
{494) (150) (33) (5) (21) (2) (2596) (563)
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TALLY 3

PELATIVL SSTLIATHD VALUL OF DONTHRUT
REZSIDENCE I EYTUJLANCE AIEAS OF
CLOZENTAMY Ado SUuICR HICH SCHOOLS
(IIC: XTI, 1256-+67)

Relative CAT: 0LIC CALVINIST LU TAN PUTLIC
Estinated Elem., Or.li. ilen., &Sr.li. nlem. Sr.Bi. #len. Sr.Ui.
Value $ ) % 2 % ) g %
Low 34 30 13 290 17 e} 43 a1
(166) (46) (€) (1) (15) (0) (1099) (231)
ilecium 62 66 79 890 £2 100 53 56
(303) (103) (27) (4) (75) (2) (1363) (314)
liigh 5 5 3 0 1 0 4 3
- (23) (7) (1) (0) (1) (0) (112) (16)
Totals 100 100 100 109 100 109 1060 100
(492) (156) (34) (5) (51) (2) (2574) (561)
TALLE 4
OSTILATED TYEE OF LUEIGHRNRGLOND FROLI (JHICH
ELZISSLTARY AIID STIITIOR AICH SCPOOL
STUDEITS ARE PPLDODMILIANTLY DRAWI
("“ICLICALl, 1S€G=C7)

CATLOLIC CALVIIST LUTEPALT PUDLIC
ieighbor- ler., Sr.li., TClen, Sr.Hi, Elen, fr.ii. Elem., Sr,li.
hooa Type % $ $ % % % $ %
Industricl 15 19 5 33 a 0 3 13

(49) (22) (1) (1) (5) (0) (163) (29)
Commexcial 6 6 0 0 4 0 B 1l
(20) (7) (9) (0) (2) (0) (62) (3)
Residential 79 75 95 67 88 109 87 g5
(258) (86) (18) (2) (4°2) (2) (1563) (198)
Totals 100 100 100 1900 100 109 100 100
(327) (115) (19) (3) (56) (2) (1725} (220)
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TABLE 5

OCCUBATIONS ESTIMATED AS PREDOMINATIVMG IN ATTENDAWCE AREAS
OF ELEMENTARY AND SENIOP HMIG!H SCHOOLS
JTAICHIGAN, 1966=G7)

Occupational CATHCLIC CLLVINIST LUTIIERAN PUBLIC
Classifica- klem. Sr.Hi. ILlem. Sr.7i. Zlem. Sr.Hi. Elem.Sr.Hi,
tion 3 ] % % £ % $ 2

ow status

(semi-skilled 76 65 55 40 86 100 79 66
workers, (348) (98) (18) (2) (72) (2y  (1933) (441)
farmers,

laborers)

High status

(managers, 24 35 45 60 14 0 21 14
professionals, (107) (52) (15) (3) (12) (0) {500) (74)
skilled

workers)

Totals 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
F (455) (150)  (33) (5)  (84) (2)  (2433) (515)
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