-~ n A
T4 S DOCUNENT EESURE .~ , T .
""ED 1447186, - N EM009 885 T . ¢
' TITLE ' A Study "of Thirteen Cathollc ngh Schools in Greater
. Cincinnati. ‘
INSTITUTION Dayton Univ., Ohio. Office of Educat1ona1
’ ] Services. - .
PUB DATE - Feb 76 - .
NOTE , 207p. L ) .
EDRS PRICE . MP-$C.83 HC-$11.37 Plus Postage. ‘ )
DESCRIPTORS Administrator Attitudes; *Catholic High Schopls; Cliy

Demography; Curriculum; *Educational Philosophy;
. **Enrolllent Projections; *Enrollment Trends; #*Parent .
) 'Attitudes; Prévate Schools; *School surveys; .
Secondary Education; Student Attitudes; *Tables .
.o (Data); Teacher Attitades - ' oo
IDENTIFIERS *+ *Ohio (Cincinnati)- .. ) . .
* «
"ABSTRACT N _ : ' \ .
. Thi's report presents the results of a study of the 13
Catholic high schools in greater Cincinnati. The report presents and -
discusses 1) a survey and analysis of adain rator, faculty,
student, and.parent .attitudes and ideas. about Catholic high school
education, 2) an analysis of the educational pg;losophles/and
curricula of the study schools, and 3j an ana1y51s of demographic and
school enrolllent data for greater Cincinnati in general.and-the 13
‘Cathdlic, hliﬁ schools and their feeder schools in particular. Each
chapter incRdes the study team's recommendations regarding needed
improvements in the schools, in 11ght of .the survey data anéd
analyses. (Kuthor/JG) .
. N . .

‘ ‘ . .
’ ) C e . -
. .

. \ oy :
# " X N ‘ .

****#********************#ﬂ*****t*#t#*************JL*******************

Documents . acqulred by ERIC include many informal unpublished ‘
* materials not avatlable from other sources. "ERIC' makes every effort
* to obtain the best copy avallable. Nevertheless, items of marginal
* reproducibility are often encounteted and this af fects the quality
* of the microfiche and Rardcopy reproductions ERIC amakes available
* via the ERIC Document: Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is,not’
* responsible for the quality of the original dccument. Reproductions
*
*

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the ‘original.
******************#t*****t************#******#ﬂ******************tﬁ

r

ERIC - | s

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC . . v

LA BN BN B BE N B )

‘T

-




. . US OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
. » . ’ EODUCATION & WELFARE
.. . NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
. , . * EDUCATION
. N .

— . e ' THIS, DOCUMENT .HAS BEEN REPRO-
= , ’ - ‘ . DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
oy . R : - THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
- ° . - . ., " ATINGIT POINTS OF VIEW O OPINIONS
. " L. : % STAFED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
—i - : . . SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
R : EDUCATION POSITION OR FOLICY
O » i B . -
/
~
s
s
B
«

-

-

L3 . . T, . ;
. . > . R
. PR . .
» ~ ° - * . ’

' ' o . - ‘ PEBMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
) . . ' MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

- . [ 4
- € 1

i \ o . S, oD Un,ugl/)a;rh*'
\_ A STUDY OF THIRTEEN " TWt EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES .

) : " P . ' INFORMATION CENTER (ERICY AN?«
‘ . by CATHOL/IC HIGH SCHOOLS & THE ERIC SYSTEM CONTRACTOTS
~ ' . ~ IN.GREATER *CINCINNATI ~.., . ~ -
e .. - . * - 4 . . R q. . .
3 hd ® ,;. - ' .
T - —:; ) ’ N e ’ :
' b * . . » v ‘/' * '
R » ' & . » ’ N . - N
) N . - -
‘ o . ‘ .
v '\"
N » ‘ . n C . . -
3 l M - )
' OFFICE OF, EDUCATIONAL, SERVIGES . ~ : .
' . CENTER' FOR VALUES IN EDUCATION K |
' UNIVERSITY OF DAYTON .
DAYTON, OHIO ’ o - .o
% S o 45469 :
o , : :
o g - ¢ ’ ’ , )
Q] ' : T . L '
& -t 4 .
- \ i "’ ‘ - .
. - ' . * » . . -0y v, S ¢ f - " l : .

Q ‘. ) ‘ . . ) .
ERIC - y e . . a \

. N & v
' . o e 'ﬁ." . S




‘ M - -
~ ' B ’ X
y M / ; ' \ N
J * g I
. % £ {‘ .
- - " THE STAFF OF THE ! T .
» —- .~  CENTER FOR VALUES IN EDUCATION )
_ X CoL .
! \_ Janmes E.° Gay , Special Consultant,
\ , . Adminigtative Interviews '
‘ P ] : " _and Sypvey Analysis ‘ -
;- John-0. Geiger Project Director and
" ' . Director, Center for ' -
‘ ' " Values in Education ,
Ellis Joseph ' * Special Cond‘itant, Ad- .

ministrative Interviews -
- . and Administrative Struc-
ture Apalysis

4

Byron Morton ' Special Consultant, Survey
Construction, Enrollment
and Demographic'Analysis

~ . p

Herman Torge S Educational, Field Services
\ R ] Specialist, Administrative
. Interviews and Survey
Analysis
- Mary Cummins: ' Graduate Assistant : = y
Steven Grant . P Graduate AgSistant
) Janet Yahle ’ . Secretary ' !
- - -
L] . - ‘ h
. 3
i m
, ) / .
. VoL .
» ~ | 4
r . " -
» ii" « " - *




s
iy
)

v

/ ADMINISTRATION . .

®©

Rev. Jerdme Schaeper

[

Rev. .Lawrence R. Strittmatter -

éister Laura Mary'lLiegibel
Sister Mary Amadeus

Mr. James O‘Lgary -
Sister Joan Nemann '
érptﬁer Lawrence Evesglage

{

Sister Mark Neumann ,
VAN
Brother Kevin J. G;iffin

- Rev. Lawrence Krusling

v

. Thomas E. Imerson
Sister Caroi Diemunsch
Sister Jean Marie Cleveland

. Rev. John BoR :.

Hr -

] {
Superintendent

Principals

Elder High School ‘
Marian High :‘School

McAuiley High Schooll' ) 2‘
McNicholas H%gh School ‘
Mother ;f Mercy Higﬂ School
Purcell High Sch2?1 .
Seton High School
Lashlle High Schood
Mdellgr High School
Regiﬁa:High)School'
Mt. Notre Dame ﬁi;h'SchobI
Our Lady of Angels '~

Réger acon' High Schoql

<




UNIVERSITY OF DAYTON
DAYTON, OHIO 45469

4 ¢ - 3 4
CENTER FOR VALU®S’

IN EDUCATION .
EDUCATIONAL SERVICES ‘. %

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL ‘ \

- \ ‘ . i h \ .
February, }976

1 . ’

1
s~ LY
‘Rev. Jerome A. Schaeper ' .
Superintendeqt of Schools .
Archdiocese of Cincinnati : -
220 West Liberty Street
Cincinnati, Ohio 45210 ,
| Dear Father Schaeper. B o " :
L4 . } L
The Office of ‘Educational Services of the Center
for Values in Education, University of Dayton, is pleased
to submit this report of its study of the thirteen inter-
- parochial high schools of greater Cincinnati, The reoport
cludes survey and analysis of -admThistrator, faculty,
sgudent and parent attitudes and ideas about Catholic
eddcation in the high schools, an analysis of the phi-
losophies and curricula, and demographic and enrollment -
data. . Recommendations ih. each chapter reerct the study
. team’ s best ]udgements regarding probable improvements
in the.schools in the light of the data and analyses.

[

4

The Superintendent, principals, staffs, faculties,
students, et. al, are thanked for their excellent cooperation ;
in the varlous phases of the study They are all to bei
commended for their openness and illingnesg to allow t e
study team to perform its task. °® «,fg

" While the 5ubm1ss10n of thlS report represents the
culmination Qf thevstudy team's maﬁor effort, the work of
the\board superintendent, principals, staffs, and faculties
is reall just beginning if the recommendations in this
report. are to bel implemented. It is theiﬁeSire of the 0Office
of Educational Services to provide as much help as it can
in this effort, Therefore, ifvyou see a need for clarifica-
tions, corrections or more information iY "certain areasp etg.,

K
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please coptaczfrhe Office, at any tlﬁssf, .

. As requested by the pr1nc1pals and the Superlntendent
‘an addendum to the.#tudy is also suhmltted at this time. ' It
_contains the results of the surveys for each of the thirteen
._high schools. It is hoped that this addendum will be of par-
tlcular'help to .the pr1nc1pals, Superiptendent staffg-and
faCultles. AK . L

»

The eader is cautioned to see thil report ‘ag a resource
for the Catholic high schools. TIt, in no way, represents policies '

of the superintendent's office,* the boards, or pr1nc1pals.

-
‘ Sincerely,

} oo \arkns
\ John O, Geiger Director
. R Office of EducéE

\

ional Services

.o ' - . Cehter for Values in Education

’
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' ’ CHAPTER I ' . « / ’
. i . .o ’ :
- . ADMINISTRATION - N—
] . ’ ; e ) 1 :
O ! i . N . ) )
Intyoduction ‘ to- : .

»
1
- =

This chapter investigates the administration of the thirteen !

high' schqols and the Superintepdent's office. 1Its ba515 is the ot

1nterv1ews conducted- with the pr1nc1pals of the thirteen 1nter-

'>‘ parochlal Latholic high schools of greater Clnc1nnat1, the Super-
; ‘ “
1ntendent and several other*admlnlstrators, lﬂbludlng some from

-

\he{chancelle Y and representatlves from somquf th‘?rellglous‘
communities. ™ o B
/ .

The-chapter reports the iQterviews‘conduoted by the_Univeréity

team, presenting the Qﬁeétions~aaged and a summary of .the }esponséi

¥$ .
followed by an analy51s of the .imformation. contalned in the 1nter-

. v1ews, and flnally, spec1f1c éecommendatxons that\address themselves

»

- > ’ -

to admlnlstragive.sttucture are mede. 4 < .
- . , . - ' y
Interviews < , ‘ . v ce vy
I. Pool of Students Ayailable for Schools | ' - oo

-~

A What do you conSLQer to be the ba51c issue contrlbutlng

L
to the Q;oblem of enrollment in the hlgh schools? . .

»,

¢ & . The major reason glven for enrollment problems‘was_the intrease -

.-

_in tuition in both the high schoolq and thﬁifeeder schools. Tuition ,.

0

began on the elementpry level in 1970-1971 high schoo. tuition

rates 1ncreised $l40 00 pn the average in 1970-1971. Thé result was

a drop in enrollment. - o

’
v

4 A séé\ndhreaSOn related to the location of several high 'schools .,

P , .
1 ]
~e

‘and their feeder schools. ‘épecifically, several administrators ; .

. . . . . \ . .
L .
. * % . . B

; ' ’ -,
L] .
-1= I 1 " S\ .
. .. .
. )
. - . - . '
. ( » v - .,




mehtioned that Purcell'and ﬂhrian'afe°hauing'enrOllment problemE:
X [
because of~the decreasing number of feeder schools’ and potential

R -

students attending these gbhdbls. ;!et the;e is no feaSible way .

of redistricting feeder,schools. Some’beople mentioned that Our-
/

Laé& of Angels, Regina and espeCially Marian are suffering’ from

'.“competition from Summit , Ursula and St Ursdline Academy. The

v problem is compoﬁnded‘since the western ;art of CinCi;hati.is(more
,' heavil§ éatholic than the eastern,part. B ‘ | -i_

. Ihe third iactor}'expfeSséd,especially by those_schools in

Suburbs,>was'increased‘ccmpetition from public and private SChools

. . . ! ) N 2
perceived by pargnts to be of a good qualityw Less frequently %

’ . . s . . .- .
nentioned were gpecific curricular or personhel pxoblems, i.e. a’ too

-

- liberal rel{gion department a too strict administration. In no

¢
1

'chase was this third reason seen as being of anx real Signiszance.

2& In light of declining enrollments in Catholic h[-h schools,.
what actions hold thé\gpst Eromkgg’in meeting this challenge in your.

-
s

school° In the Ciﬂbinnati area° - I ; B
. »
R Overwhelmingly, the most expresseﬁ’bolution to the- prohlem was

¢

consolidation SpeCifically, almost all of the administrators felt

‘there were too many high schools in the light of declining enrollments.

' )

Suggestions included consolidating Regina and Our Lady of Angels,

With some students who would have attended Regina enrolling in Mari,an~

: -
and Mt. Notre Dame> closing Purcell or making it into a junior—senior
)

high school and merging various high schools to achieve co-education.

- -~
Secondly, some saw the solution as redistrCitinq feeder schools.

Two principals mentioned that the northern parishes pré%ently .
» ’ % .
fgeding into Regina should be assigned'to Mt, ‘Notre Damie. Many

v




'thought that circumsténces’had‘changed sufficiently since tﬁe
’l

m1d 1960’s (the last time, there was redistrlctlng) te warrant "
*ra thorough rev1ew. All agreed there was a need ta ma1nta1n hzgh
[ ]

A

quallty and pub11C1ze that quality.

ﬂ

y - 3. How is 1t determlned which feeder schools feed* 1g£o

-

' wh;ch High schools° ‘ShouMd this arrangement‘%e changed?

This is a clear area of d1sagre?ment because it is seen as

crucial tQ the surV1va1 of spec1f1c hlgh schoois. ,SOme principals
- \pr L -
aﬁe .very’ satisfied, some want deflnlte anges, Several principals

’

are critical of the fact that there is a conflict in -that the:

— )

boys' feeder system is not 'in all cases th same as the girls'.

AY

4. ég you admit all _ppllcants? ‘If the answer to th1s

question és_no what selectlon crltenla do you use?

-

leen decreas1ng enrollments, the problem of screeglng ap—
pIicants has ‘not’ exlsted for most s¢hools in the past few years.'

Generally; all applicants are being accepted if they oome -from & |
- . M s *"‘.

* wt

feeder school 1n the hlgh schOol 's area. §pecial,provisions.

- .
{probation perlod, remedlal programs) are made’ in some schools " for,

'those students who not be prepared for the h1gh school,cur:ﬁﬁ

‘rlculum Several prin&ipals mentloned the pOlle of not admitting-
both Cathollcs who d1d1:7§attend Cathollc elementary schogls and

non -Catholics who appear to be enrolllng in the high school to -

A"

avoid desegregatlon 1n the publlc schools.~

. -

-5, What'is the percentagefof dr_p outs from your school
o

,after' Freshman year? Sophomore year? Junlor y Z

. e L
' All the hlgh .schools report they are. not experleﬁﬁing a

”great problém here. .The drop out rate is low, espec1ally when

3




/

" sulted in a lowerlng of Q:he rate.

v .
. P d . _4- ’ ¢ . -
)

P -

s . . . . .
compared with the Publlc schools. Ten percent is perhaps the
averagi' The one area of concern seems to be the loS€s of students
jl'ome schools du FSw}ompetltlon from vocatlonal schoo!s or

L}
oyears ago to 1dent1fy and counsel potentlai drop outs had re-

¢

~lI. Tultlon.and School Cost

1. Wwhat are your thoughts concerning a greater degree of

‘centrallzatlon 1n such ageas as: purchasing, curriculum,
N ’ ‘
‘accounting, teacher recruitment, policy development?

Generally, the pr1ncipals do not favor centrallzatlon or

-

‘ decentrallzatlon as a matter of principle. ’ Rather, they want those

H

thlngs whlch can best be centrallzed for eff1c1ency and economy to

& - "

be cedtrallzed. Dn the other hand, there are areas Yn which they think

the hlgh schools must remalp autonomous if they are to meet student

and community needs. Several principals stated that although some
}

Fentralization was desirable, it was presently impossible-because the’

, T N
superintendent's office is understaffed.

( 'There is a general lthbugh not unanimous), agreementjthat
.purcha51ng could be vastly nmproued by an eff1c1ent cb-operative
purchasing program. Generally the pr1nc1pals see this as a service
the super1ntendentps offlce could perform. However,'rn a
fQW'cases there is a desire to maintain autonomy at least 'in those
areas where purchasing is done with merchants in the high school's
area. : ‘ . ‘ : . o . ;’

In the area of curriculum, there is general agreement that the

high schoo}s should remain autonomous enough to respond to the

. ? . \'. ' A . . .

. / .
centers. One- prlncl al mentioned that a. program 1n1t1ated a few o
|



\ AP . :
needs‘of-studEnts,and community and to the expertise and interests

} -
AN 4 R .

of facuity. The'majority of principals do.want the superintendent's -

£ (3 '( .o
Offlce to offer broad guldellnes and advice in thls area. Two

. -

‘principals menrtioned the need for the»superlntendent s office to help
establish programs for stpdents who need remedlaI help and the qeed

for E.M,R. pxgérams at specified elementary 'And high schools. There.

W
k3

is hope and confidence that theibffice for, Religious Ejgcation will

prévide for greater uniformity and direqtion in'religi

In the area of accountlng, most prthlpals favor some cen-

trallzed budgetlng process. 6pec1f1cally, there se/?g,to be majorlty
sqpport for‘budget heerlnqs,whereby.1nd1v1dual school budgets yquld_
be justtfied and/of modified'w;th reasons based ugon/ﬁriteria.about
which all schools are aware. ) 4

. Teather ‘recruitment does not seem to be an'afea‘qf.aieat con-
cern. Howevet, there is q;zgfiipg that the etperintendent's office

could be -ysed to facilitate‘das'recruiting pfocess orovided.that the,

. » . . . t ’
‘final .decision remains the school's.' i N z ’

. ~ " :
4 The ma]orlty of. prlnc1pals th1nk that there should be clearer

guldellnes ffom the superlntendent s offlce for policy aeve10pment.

N

2. How are costs computed? Are you satjisfied E}th‘thls

method?-

. Generally, ‘costs are coméuted by projecting costs (salaries,

Y

'bverhead; etc.) based upon past budgets, ard then tuition determined

A ~

on the basis of prOJected ‘number of students. Mahy of the princi-
pals think this method is not suff1c1ently reflned.

9.‘ How do you feel about the equalization formula? 5

There. is a strong support for the equalization formula. But most’

.

think enrdllﬁentj pupil-teacher ratio, teacher salaries, length: of

-

' ‘ v T.¥ N
EKC - e

s
e os .
. .




"

-are factors that need tS Be Mcluded. in any formula.
‘honestly by all the principals.

- on enrdllment figures? r“‘

" Several schoolé have working relationships with local public schools

‘. , | . .
. W s T e o
L % e -y " .

~ . . , PH ~
service»qf\laY“teachrs, administrafﬁts* salaries, costs of tuftion

v
" s 7 . s

Several prin-f

cipals questioned whether.all the findhcial data was being pfesepted
I % ' - , _ v -‘
‘.‘\ N ‘ ~ (\‘ ’ ' O

A “ .. oy o, .
4. What is the impact of total costs (charged:to-the student)

i

Reasonable tuition incréases (around ten percent) do not seem

to have too great an effect on eﬁrol@ﬁenﬁ,according to most of the

principals, although some believe.ghaq'some parenté may be reluctant
to send their sons and daughters to schools which cannot somehow

assure them that tuition ra;gs will not increase too significantly.

some of the prihcipals are concerned about the tuition rates and

(

-

¥ g - p .
costs at some oi)}he other schools. For instance, they wonder about

]

the policy some high schools have of_conducting,a great number of small

[

classes on a regular basis. They wonder where tuition costs are
’

»'o

- going when they -‘do not see a significant increase in services; they

wonder if certain high schools are not paying too much in teachers'
1 » - ‘ , LTS ’
or administrators' salaries. . s

Budget ‘hearings (mentioned above) may helpto ‘clarify some of

At least, they could cons

e

the suspjcions.raised by the principals.

tribute to open communication. oo .o
" . 5. what kind of federal/state funds are you receiving? Do you'

feel that you kndahhow to secure these funds or that you have a
< - r —— —1

readiiy'available\éourcé that could help you secure these funds?
K — - RS -

The schools were uéing auxiliary services prbbided by the state.

- ¥
v . e . -
. -

b , -




a
v-?a

-

IS

to provide ‘vocational- education progrims.

" The principal at, one high school that received ov&r $350,000
in the past biennium mentioned the assistance of the Ohig, Catholic

N

.~ Conference. Most pr1nc1pals felt/thls was an drea where “the super-

* . P \

1né%ndent's offlce could and should be of asslstance. Two prin- .
. -,@‘ . -~
Q%pils spec1f1ed that help from the offlce in securing funds for

-

remedial and E.M.R. prOgraﬁs would be very useful.

4
I

Ilfi Belief in Impo}taébe of éatholic Edhcatiohk
‘ Because of the néturex:f the responses to the questions oon-
taaned in th1s sectlon, the administrators’ respohses to qguestions
-
‘one*to five of this sectlon are reviewed in the chapter on philos-

T ophy and curriculum ( see pP.D. 110—1121.

- IV.-aEeith of Client&le in School Personnel - . -

1. How extensive is parental and community involvement in
5 -
your school? :

s

" *"back to school! nlght cr days, PTA organizations, bocsters clubs,.
fund raising efforts among ;‘hmml, an advisory board ‘made up of'a
cross-section of the community. Newsletters are used by some of the¢

schools to inform the commurity of events dhé school dc+1v1t1es.

There, of course, is the practlce of having representatlves from the

® .
community speak to students about careers or areas of interest. Two

schools did indicate that there has been a definite decline in the

PTA. - : L
. Y - ' . ~

L N 2. When do you'ask parents to have contact with your profed-
sional Staff? For what purposes? With what results? .

> +

In addltlon to the points mentloned above, most schools have
-

’ -

| [KC : | ry

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

. 4, ', v : )
Many types of involvement were mentloned: pafents' workshops,,

'
L]




- - h .
N sé— ' g
\f"q’

some type of orientation session for parents and their. children. A
couple of principals mentioned interim reports for parents of fresn;'
men. One principal mentioned @ Student Behavior Board whieh con-
tacted parents of problem students. ip'additien to the "bactho

school" program, one school permits parents t¢g ¢tome in for a class,’

3
—

part ofkthe day or the full day upon request.

P T3
L}
operation of(the high school? ‘What do y see as Qﬂe prime value

What role does your board E ay in policy making and

i

. of this board° R . .
. _ : i ‘ ) ,
Generally, principals indicated that their boards are advisory - .

»

rathef'than‘policy-making bodies. They saw tneir value as being a
sounding bqard and source of professional adVice and expertise A
few principals saw them as actually making policy. A minority of
the pr1nc1pals §aw_the boardfs role as’ béing 1ns1gni£icant.
Tnérq appeays to be great Jariance in the way Boards are used.
. For'instanee, in one sc ool the board meets once every two weeks on
the average to\censider and establish poliéy. ln anbther_case the

boer has-not met for,over one and one half years.

4. To what extent do you think parents are not sending thekr

‘

children t9°Catholic’high schols'becauséﬂbf dissatisfaction on

-

their part with Catholic‘gducaticn in the elementary ‘schools?
N 4
.The vast majority of pr1nc1pals do not think that this is the
case. 'Someomentioned, however, that there needs to be greater com-

. N \ ,
munication between the high schools and'elementary schools, especially

in curr¥cular areas (specifically, religion).
. .\

-

5. To what extent is you stlff religious and lay, committ&d

N\
- ’
. .

.

to catholic education? ‘ ’ : ) .

- Generally, the principal? referred to,a feeling of‘cohesion and
I:KC ’ l ‘ N ’ 13 oY -
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care among their faculty. Spec1fldally, pr1nc1pals mentioned a _

-

’

facﬁity_day of redbllectionh\faculty retreats, and low faculty

turnover rate. ¢

A

« V. Curriculum Changes andVCatholic‘Educatiqn '

Because of the nature of the responses to the questions con-

tained in:thfs section, the responses are included in'the;section'?x
~—an philosophy and curriculum: ¢ see p.p. 110-115). .
. I . ,'
N ‘ . R ﬂ? c. ., 4 ’ ‘ -
VI. Recruitment . - ‘; . . . _ e E Ty

]
\ 1, What are the recruitment E_Qtedures for the hrgh schools?
.. S )

Are they tied in with the efforts of other schools?

The recruitment procedures for the. schools are varied. Pro-

grams are presented in the elementary schodls-by sdyeral schoqls. \

Slide shows are employed. Some schools use students in these pro-

grams, one pr1nc1pal spec1f1cally obgected to this ractlce More

L]
<+

than half the schools also rely on’ programs that brlng the elemen- N

tary students and their ‘parents into the hlgh school 'th or;entatlcnc

programs,—%lacement test‘?@y/(featunlng lunch, per forma ce.by the

© .

drill team, etc.), an open house with two door prizes of ne‘year - .

awarded to the top scorers. Three pr1nc1pals m¢ntioned that \they

dlstrlbute bulletlns, calendars, and other klnds of 1nformat‘

4

"2 ,

B the feeder schools. .
»2, How are récruiting éproce res implemehted? 4(Wh.o is

resépnsible? What other duties doLs this person have?)

Almost all the schools have speécific person or persons,

responsible'fcr recruiting activities. One school has a public
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, . }
, ) ’

s

relations committee composed of staff‘and students Vho plan and

implement procedures. Another has a public relations departmént~ .

-

which works with the guidance department and-administration.

” . ) o
3.  Are there any recruitment procedures for the elementary
- ‘ > .

schoolsg?

[

" /
The princ}pals stated that there were none“that they knew of.

Several administrators stated that the elementary schools ‘should
) ' 5 '
start kindergartens and first grades since they ought mang

-

ootential studenésiuire being lost at :this stage. Secondly, many -

felt thHe elementary schools should initiate rec itment procedures,

- ’ - ¢ ”
perhaps with the assistance of the superintendent's office.
s - . -

4. What methods are used to determine how successful your

recruiting efforts have been %n relation to time, SBeray. méney
. L ’ ’

okgended? 4 .

Most of the schools *ave conducted enrollment stgdies of one

form or ano’ﬂgfs Others rely oe,inforqi} feedback from feeder
, §

school bersonnel or parents. -Generally, most principals felt that

.

recent efforts have been éroﬁucpiye. ," ,
-y , ‘ .,

VII. Miscellaneous Questions < ' .

1. what general recommendations would you make regardlng school

L3

enrollments, consolidations, administration, centrallzatlon of -

’ - N .
services,: finances, etc.? ) - N

—

In addition to the poipts Jnade previously, the following
\ ! - *
]

recommenda%ions were made by the pﬂpncipals:

a. Increase communication between the schools. . n
. A \ .

- ¢ . -~

!

! -

b. Centralize salaries and tuition.
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o.“gonsolldatlon: a, Move Purcell to Regina, phase -out Redina

. A », .
and send the girls to Mt. Notre,Dame and Marian, while still

using the facility at.Purcell, especfally the atﬂletic fa- 1

.

cility; or b. Share Purcell with Marian, leadirg to a coed- ‘
ucational institution. - ' e
. Start lonq range planning procedures for the entire archdio-

cese. . . ' ~

\ e. Need to recognize that enrollments Wlll contlnue to decllne, -

-Cthat feeder schools are down, and that deflnlte plans. need

to be formuLated.

R

f. Considef the possibility of making Purcell amigpior high

N

school which could then act as a feeder school for the hlqh
. fo
schools. S,

v -

2. How se you see your relationship with the office of,the

gt
2

i

superintendent? . . . o T

’ "}_

- \ ~ n
.Overwhelmingly,‘the.principais reported that they\were pleased

with the performance of the superlntendent Generallv, the pr1nc1-

x
-2
oals uerc%&Ve the suoerlntendent as a COlleaque whose experlence as

L4

a pr1nc1pal makes him qudllfled to nerform his respon51b111t1es

However, the ambiguity as to his relatlonshlps w1th ‘the principals
- % v

was mentioned as a definite Problem. : . .
Several peownle mentioned that the superintendent's office was
understaf fed (one staff member for every 4,200 students) and that

1f it is to glve greater service there would be need for -an increase

'
S

in profess10nal staff qecon&lv, there was almost universal con—'
- ( Il -

fu31on‘over the role of the central boafd of.eduCEtion,,especially

-

. [ x
as it relates to the superintendent, the high schools and the. local

* boards. . s
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- 3. In what ways are you cocperati

s

. With elementary schools? With ggllegeg;—

Secondly, wefe coursé, student and teacher )

the elementary schools.
4

r‘r i - 7 ’ »” .
two pryhcipa}s sp®€ifically mentioned ad-
Al '

On the college “1evel,

7

vanced placefient or early énrollmént programs as presently.working
, / :

A few princigals also mentioned that they took

- bos

» | . :

or being planned.

"'student teachers from Catholic colleges. '

4, In what ways, productive Eg you, can’xou see yourself and

’

your school cooperating with othg£‘Catholiq institutions?
Areas mentioned in this ‘category were exghanging of students
for classes and worklng w1th elementary schools. for greater artic-

N

dlation in the religion currlculum

Analysis

Y

-
i’

The admlantriﬁlve structure analys1s has three emphases ey

the superlntendent s offlce, (2) nature of various boards of educa-

[4
tion, and '(3) policy responsibilities related to instructional per-~_
~ | [

sonnel in so far as such responsibilities are gerie to the function -

- of the superintendent andiboarés of education.

- . -

1. The superintendent's pffice. Itiis evident the superintend-

4

office is expected to assume the function of helping in the .

ent's

d1ssem1nat10n of information and in the prOV191on of practlcal as-

Vi
i

.s1stance in the areas of federal, state,-and Foundation funding’ pos-

sibilities. . Individual schools a>e demonstrating some initiative

\ . @ “ ' .
but admit the effort is 'sporadic and not too effective, particularly
- -7 .
<, ! ‘ ) B L N
EKC , R
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since no o‘l school has the luxury of a/fulletime specitalist..

Also, the super;ntendent‘s office is expected to be the wvehicle
o

through which individual school administrators share experiences and
become aware of effectlve practlces in schools other than the1r own.
Further, the superlntehdent s office_ is expected to be the medium through
which greataﬁ com;uhieation eccurs between,highAscheols~and ele~- |

-
'

mehtary schools generally and sﬁcifically in the area of reMigious

¢

studies. ‘ L

N

The administrative structure--neither horizontally or vertically --
) . /
is at presknt capable of prov1ding the variety of evaluative ser-,

\ 7

‘blces whlch woulq be most practlcal for the system (for example, vary-
1ng.recru1t1ngLprocedures are employed by given schpgls, hbut no for-
k1 .

mal information 1s abailafie/bn their . relative effectiveness).

4
-

-~
Many pr1nc1pals perceive the admlnlstratlve structure is npt

orqanlzed to prOV1de leadershlp in determlnlng budget prlorltles aagm

Y
in justlfylng the many budgets wh}ch are extant., Indeed; it seeirs

-

individual schoel administrators, along with their--"business managers,J

f

»are making the edgnificant budgetdty decisions,

Even though devoid of«necessary supportive personnel, the suﬁer-

4

intendent's office ts percelved positively by 1nd1v1dual school ad—

ministrators. This perception is attitudinal, however, and is not a

v
[}

L 4
result of services rendered, It is recognized the superlntendent is
-

experlenced knowledbeable, and willing to be of §er1ce, however, it

’

is also recognlzed he is ,incapable--regardless of knowledge, w1111ngness,
! — s

and experience--of providing needed services minus ‘a staff‘anﬁ a clear
and authorltatlve descrlptlon of his position. At present the sys-—

Y4
tem is fortunate in hav1ng a Superinténdent so highly regarded _But

he is plagued by a structure he largely inherlted 3— a struc-

»




ture_ldrgely devoid'of,supportéye,pergdnnel and clear definition.
‘ 2.

t i The nature of variousiboards of' education. There seems to

/, -

be no uniform perception gf the nature snd'role of various,bdgrds
- ” - : . ] 4

of education. Some ‘boards are. seen as policy making entitieg, some
. - ’ ; . ' .‘ ' ‘ Al . . ' . ) - - L3
are seen as merely adv1sory bodies, and some are seen as units gon-

taining individuals who may'render professional adriée baseg upon

their expertise. »., L pg’”‘““”'“'””y}¥ '

- . 3 >
policy. i&fﬁ;ofe5510nal eduvator serves as the source of expertlse

and as secretary’ to.the board Thls report does not advocate that
Cathollc .schools adopt the public schgol model for boards of educa-

as a policy role; the fact

“ -

tlon. Howedrr, she fact that a board
e

that board mbers should be provided inmgtruction on -their function

—
prior to assuming board membership--all a¥ _elements of thé‘public
' v ENE L . T g
school model worth noting., If* such elements are noted, “the Yoo

boards—-lncludlng the Archd ocesan.- Boar 111 be chagicterlzed by

pore consistency and w111 ¢ capable of 1mp1ement1ng p0551b1e,system-

wide d1rect1ves which may s rengthen all the-schools should such

a7

d1rect1ves ke promulgated

Just as some confusion exists about the r s of the various v

- 7’

'bosrds, it has also clear .that: (1) there is little uﬁity amohg'
school pe0p1e11n the1r perception of the nitgre\oﬁrthe Archdioeesan
Board, (2) there is very little understandlng of dﬁgvrelatlonshlp
between the ';chdlocesan Board and 1nd1V1dual school boards, and

(3) there is no clear delineation of the relationship between the

. ! .o .
Archdidcesan Superintendent and the Archdiocesan Board(//‘\ N
It is at the Archdiocesan Board level (with the Archdioqesen }‘r
v \ < ) ‘ - ,"'U'/‘ ' '2: “3“'

. ‘\’\ ' ' tm
- o 4
. . ’ .
.
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Superintendent being a source of professional e pegtise) that -some

E

A

hood of strengthenlng the system through 1mpro¢Ld quality of 1nstruc—' . !

far.ranging pollc1és could be formed wh1ch have7the gredtest likeli-

tion and managemen# (some of these p0551b111t1es will be mentioned

~ v
¢ ' '

aunder the "recommendations" in this'chapter)./ - . *

® > e

3. Policy responsibilities related to inmstructional personnel.

¥ - <

Generaliy, the need for a greater degree 6f cent allzed authority in

' the school system is- obvious, partlcularly durlng a pery Lod when the very
)’
‘existence of Cathollc formal education is th;eatened The superlntendent
4
in an atmosphere granting him greater authority may, 4in cooperatlon : ‘

.with others, recommend several policies which could result in sav;ngs
For example, methods of reduc1ng cost of 1nstruct§onal personnel* alter-
ation of policy on increments .for teachers, the p051tlon of the:

" Office for Religious Education, and selection of personnel,-are all i

~

areas in which a superinténdent with 'a "strong" job description could

! o - s . "
. function. Specific examples are contdined in the next section.

~ »
Recommendations ‘ o T
’

i, It is recommended that the task force mandated in the Syno-

dal Document on Education convene a conference of all major school

admyhlstrators in the system for the purpose of,clarifying and;:

-

strengthening the superintendent(s role; the result of such a confer-

ence would be the completion of a superintendent's position descrip-
* tion with the concurrence of major administrtors and with authori-

i < -

tative approval and'promulgation by the chblshop

A

3. It is recommended fhat the superlntendent 's office 'be staffed

" 'with one full-time pérson to provide services to schools in the areas
‘ i - .
of federal, state,‘and fouldation funding. This peréon might he par- ,

ticularly helpful in securing funds for remedial and E.M.R. pregrams: ;3

-

’EKC e D
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3. It 1s.{ecommended that the superlntendent s off1ce be
V / .
staffed: 3in such 3 manner that lnformatlon pertalnlng\to varlous

schools 1s,d1ssem1nated so facultles and adm1n1strators may bene-

- fit from outstandlng practices and polrcres is schools other than

4

their own., - . ) N ' -
13 \ 3 . -’ ’

-4, It is recommended that the superlntendent s office beqpme'
N%
the vehlcle through whlch greater communlcatlon between elementary
L4 -
schools and high schools obtains, particularly in the vital area of
- !

L

religious education. -~ - ca

. . 5. It is recommended that the superlntendent S offlce be
- ’ e

staffed\fo prov1de the broad range of eva1uat1ve services needed to
i

justlfy administrative, 1nstructlonal and financial ;E%ctlces of

schools in the~System. . oA .

- . . ' f .

6, It is. recommended that the superintendent's office devise
a budget hear1ng system (in cooperatian w1th 1nd1v1dual school admin-
1strat0rs) for the purpose of maklng and justlfylng priority dec1slons

M -

for all entities wrth an interest.

a7
.—-4':', .
7. It is recommended that the superintendent's office be’ staffed
AN s
in such a manner that coordination and mon1tor1ng of the act1v1t1es of

'Yarlous.schools buslness managers occurs,
8. It is recommended.that the superinteendent, along with major

- . ~

school administrators, implement:a system of cogperative*‘purchasing:

5 .

(as distinct from centralized’purchasing). Savings utilizing this

procedure. should not be overlooked.

— -

.

*Cooperative purchasing gene&ally proceeds in the féllowrng manner :

(1) . Various ent1t1es submit to the central-office list of agreed

upon items ih the approximate amount of need; (2) the central office
asks suppliers to bid on units of items needed and agreement is .
reached on prices; and (3) individual schools then cont)ct suppllerg'
and purchase the amount they desire at the previously agreed upon
price, -A fuller descrlptlon of cooperative purchasing may be rendered
‘o' f desired.

e Ty N

’ B




v

. in so far as r611910US educat1dn is redarded as formal schoollng,

‘selection of ‘administrative and instructional personnel be

. a - . .- .( ‘ - T : 7 -
\" ’ " ) ‘f s v ’ ‘,"
T ' \ ' . - . s o 'v . H)‘f’

9. ‘It is recqummended that the Office for Religidus Education,

* Ll

be placed under the' supeglntendent s authorlty.,, S 41 © e

4

10. It is recommended that the superinteﬁdent'é role in the ’ e

- A}

strengthened. . . S . A =
- / - . )

: ’ @
) isﬁn.gﬁﬁmgﬂged that each board of education have an

M

< -

” executive commlttee of not\qreater than f1ve members to maxim1m1ze

the possibilities for effective action. ,
o :

I ‘ < N »

12, It is recommended that the task force mandatedfby the -

4 )

. -

Synodal Document on Education establish an,archdlocesa; conference for -

the purpose of~alar1fy3ng the spec;f;c functions of: (1) the

~

Archdlocesan Board, (2)(1ndrv1dual-boards, c%)xthe Archdiocesan Board

as it relates to individual boards, and (4) the relationship ¢

N

between tﬁ/ﬁsuperlntendent and the Archdiocesan Board. nce these

,clar;flcation% are mq\e they should be prdmulgated as policy by

g;rhe Archblshop.

13. It is'recommended that board of  education members be in- -
- . .

‘structed in the1r~roles (for example, they may be requ1red to master a .

/

a document on board oﬁ-educatlon membershlp-- ch a ermal document . J

. 3

exlsts for 1nstructloni} purposes and is utlllzed by publlq school . -

b - e -~
boards». . ’ o \ ‘ . ' , . T
. ,

]

t

. example, an 1ncrement for a master s degree in counsellng should ﬂbt‘ .

be awarded t% a teacher of History as long as tﬂ!t teacher 1s

~

, . e . - .
"4, It is recommended that the high schdols consider the policy

*of awarding salary 1ncrements for adxgnced éghdy to. teachers whose -

formal advanced study 1s dlrectly related to school dptlés. .For _

- . - i Pl - ¢ - . Ay ‘ »
v




teachigg’history..

4

-

. 15, It is recommended that as attrltlon in teachlng staffs

*

occurs, local boards con31der hiring cert1f1cated graduate stu-
dents. The 1nd1v1dua1 school could pay the student's tu1tlon
gplus the small stipend gradgate students normally get from uni-
“versities.i The-total co%}:is far less than the normal salary
for a teacﬁer. . " s ' .
. L - »
"16. It ls'recommeqded that tRe Archdiocesan Board develop - -
- and publicize a policy statement YblCh indicates the criteria upon
wh1ch 1t determines which feeder schools are 1dent1f1ed with gdven
high schools. The statement should contain a sectlon spec1fy1ng
fegular intervals when the board will review the relatlonshlp of
* '

feeder schools to hlgh schools.

F




CHAPTER II
- 'FACULTY :
= s .
Analysis - B N y - o

x This‘section primarily focuses upon faculty members' per-

14

ceptions of the schools within which they work. Certain faculty

.
members perceive specific aspects of their schools more positivel}
than do faculty of other schools. Caution should besexercised- f.
in interpreting such percebtions to mean one school is "Better“
than another. Comparlsons based upon the perceptlons of different

- individuals in dlfferent schools are 1nvalld for obv1ous reasons.

' However,\total faculty percepthps of all schools and perceptlonS‘

P Y : . -
within one ‘school are capable of exposing trends and patterns ’

g - * -

/ which should not be ignored.

Faculty members were asked to indicate their perceptions by

t
‘

!

rating their’réspective schools as "strong", as needing fiore:-

‘n

' 4
"emphasis" in selected areas, and as not~ offer1ng theaarea under

e .

consideration. Faculty perceptlons were solicited primarily in

the fbllow1ng areas: curricular and program areas, profe331onal
. ~ ) . H R
area, services, and other individual categories.

-
“

» 1
-
’ -

Cyrricular and program areas - e -

il

Fy

—

While 74.3% perceive religious education as strong, 24.8%'

felt this vital area needed more emphasts Schools perceived by
/s

the faculty as needing the‘greatest empha31s included Purcell,'

‘ Moeller, Reg1na, ande Our Lady- of'Angels. Slmilarly,{"moral and .

L

character bu11d1ng$ were seeh as strong by 64.8% of all faculty. .

Marlan, Regina, Our Lady ‘of Angels, McAuley, and LaSalle yene

- .

.
“n ¢ 5 I . \
> e . o~
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perceived as strongest by their respective faculties. Desplte the

-

fact that both religious education and moral and character bulldlng

were percelved as strong! a much }arger percentage of facultv see

- [}

their schools as sufficiently Cathollc in atmosphere (98 2%) and -
as being places where. séudents may profit bv going to a Catholic
school .as compared to a publlc hlgh school (95.1%).

Bids! general, 60. 5% of the total facultv feels course offerlnqs
. Vo

are adequate (course offerrngs at Marian, Regina, and Our Lady of An—

gels are seen as need1ng 1mprovement) Eowever, it should be noted
A -
areas such ast general educatlon, fine arts,vand vocatiOnal education.

need emphasis. Pu;cell and Reg1na are percelvadstrongly in general

.education as is: MchcHolas in vocational, educatlon. Correspondlnqu, -

McNicholas is seen as needing emphasis in f1ne arts; dalso, -emphasis -

in f1ne arts is needed at Our: Lady of Angels and Mount Notre Dame.

The, colleqe preparatorv area, alonq with bus1ness education,

- »
extra-curricular oppoﬁtunltres, and sports orograms are perceived

b - . - \

gas strong by an overwhelmlnqu large oercentage-of faculty.

~ -

Obv1ously,asome currlculum and program areas are seen as needing

empha51s because certaln schools have not placed priority upon them ’

LT

hlstorlcally Buslness educatlon for example, need not “and shouild

not necessarily be v1tql to the currlculum of every hlgh school
However, certaan areas must be strong and present in eaéh school if
a given school is te pretend to :;ve an educational mission and eg-
pecially’ 1f the very purpose oﬁ Catholic educatlon 1s.take; sérlously

oo

Also, it 1s assumed there!re siower learning students 1n each

—
- 1]

school yet 66 8% of all resoondents see this area as needlng,more

-t

] . .
emphas1s. ) . o o .o,
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Professional Area
fotential problems maytexist in eﬁé professional area..

Specific guides for contract‘negotiations'are needed. Evaluation

of faculty by approprlate persons is' needed (particularly at Elder,

Marlan, McN1cholas, Purcell, Seton, Regina, Our Lady o”Angels,

-

and. Roger Bacon). LaSalle and Mother of Mercy are perceived strong
' v

’ '
in‘*this aréa, and perhaps an analysis by the superintendent's office

- could determine what could be shared with other schools. It is not

. _
surpr1s1ng that LaSalle and Mother of Mercy are seen.to be strong in’

class visitation procedures while 50% of all respondents feel this

s . 3

area needs emph§81s.‘

'One 1nterest;ng paraIlel which deserves further attentlon 1s

%

that between faculty input into a.school's\philosophy and goals and -

-

agreement with them. Guherally, when data from all schools is
analyzed, it may be sa1d that where input is seen as strong, then
agreement is seen as strony. Even thpugh only 3l.6%'feel input into
phllosophy and -goals needed eméhasis; and even though only 29.5%
felt agreement w1th phllosophy and goals needed emﬁhasls, this are;
is cruc1al enough for such percentages not to be taken llghtly.

Faculty members see themselves as willing to be moderators of

) v‘- J ) S ] ' ’f’
extra curricular activftles. It is perceived this area needs more

. . . /
emphasis at Moeller and Seton. ’ .

It is worth noting that 40.43% of the faculty see their w1lllng—

nees tb have in-service training programs as needing embhasis, with
the gr test emphasis needed at Purcell,-seton, Regina, and Roger:

«

Bacon.




. Services

‘was thOught to need emphasis).

¢ "—22-\'

e’

Guidance}‘f66d attendance, testing, and library services
are perqe1ved as strong and needlng llttle emphasis (with the

except1on of Elder, Marlan Seton, and LaSalle where food service

PN

L)
Health and psychologlcal services

.

need émphasis; indeeg, {a large percentage of teachers are apparently

not aware of the extent of their availability. :
~ R

Individual categories ' .-

Over=-all, buildings are thought to be adequatevand maintained.

[ 4

(However, 79.5%'of,2ur?gll faculty felt this area- needed emphasis).
The following areas were perceived 3s strong for the most-bart

(schools seen-to need emphasis on given items appear in parenthesis

14

next to the item):
) » - . c.
Availability of instructional material.

e

\. Reputation of school (Our Lady of Angels)

Al

Staff‘cdmmittees’

vy - A

(

Staff-adm1n1strator commun1cat10n (Purcell, LaSalle,J
Regina,, Moeller)

Staff cempetency

) |
Staff esprit

- -~

—

Student government

’ . . y :
Student -opportunities to rece;:2 individual attention
Teacher—éarent relat@&ﬁhhips

P

.Teacher-student relationkhips .

| ] . «

Teacher-counselor relationships
‘ () o ) -

Present staff assignment

pemerit.or detention system

1 3 \
Student ‘evaluation

~

o
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-
e
/
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, Opportunities for parents to receive positive
comments about. student progress - (Seton)

i ~ /
¢ a Ablllty grouplng (Martan, Our Lady of Angels) ‘\\;kv

Opportunlty for evaluatlon of rules by
students and staff (Purcell Regina) ’

Uniform enforgement of dlSClpllne rules
. - (Elder, McNicholas, Mother of Mercy, R
. ‘ Our Lady of Angels) : i

LIS ,mz»*

Two areas whléh need eﬁphadis are .pupil-teacher rati (particularly

at Elder MchchoIasn LaSaale, and Moeller) and teache -admlnlstrator
¢
relationship in dedlslon mhklng (partlcularly at Elder, Purcell

. 7 <
N

Seton, LaSalle, ﬁoeller, aﬁd Reglnal. . P
Recommendationg’ . . \
—Y .
1. It 1é recommended that religious education, as a functlon

L =
' g{_ﬁgrmal sch%ollng,cbecome a curriculum area under the authority

-

S
of the superi%tendent's office.

N D -

2. It i% recommended that since the fine arts constitute a

-

- legitimate reélm of meaning as important as any other, an arch~

diocesan task“fgrce of educators and parents be formed under the
i ) ' .
direc}ﬁhiyof the Archdiocesan Fine Arts CoQrdinator to determine P

how it may achieve. the emphasis teacters perceive it needs, A

spec1f1t dlrectlon ﬁQ{~the task force may be to determine how to make

.the best use of fine arts resources in the Cinc1nnati area,

™ 3. It is recommended that the Superintendent form a task force

to determine how vocajional and general education (particularly for
] .
‘' slower learning students) may receive the emphasis‘teachers perceive

. \ -
they need, . -

v 4. It is recommended that”achool administrators receive in-
service trafning in the areaS‘of/eontract negotiations, eQaluation

of faculty, and faculty development

L]

EKC : “ s e L.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC - -
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“ . 5. It is recommended that the Archdiocesan Coordinator for -«

-

Pupil Personnel Services work with the guidance counseldrs to make

teachers in the individual schools more ‘aware of the services

s ' * .
available and the procedures involved in,using “these services.

[}

6. Tt is recommended that since 56.4% of the faculty have

earned atqieast the master's degree,,the individual high schools

e

shquld formuIate a4 policy which would deny increments in salary

for advanced educatlon unless such advanced schooling. 1s in an area
directly related to a teacher s function. The policy shouyid not

be fétroacé&ve. N //?f

¢
7. It is récommended that, as attrition occuss, the Super-
- Va -

: ’ . N [ M ,
intendent conslder forming arrangements with area colleges and

A
universities whereby recent cert1f1cated graduates may be empleyed

by the school while undertaking graduate wbrk

d R

graduate student's tu1t10n costs and by offerlng a modest st1pend,
archdiotesan schools may benefit from a better pupil-student ratio

with reduced costs. More details on this $érocedure are available
€ -~

ldl

on request. - ‘. ' e g

€y

\)‘i -~ :'4

By subs1d121ng the -

-~
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Survey Results

Percent
Co%légé éfeparation

Strong 81.8%
Needs emphasis T 17.9%
Not available 0.2%

Business education -~

%
Strong »_ . 78.8% ~ 372
Needs emphasis 20.8% 98
Not available 0.4% 2

»
/

General education area (provisions for slowar students)

Strong : 26.0% . 122
Needs .emphasis 66.8% *+ 314
Not available ° 7.2% 34

Rel%gious education

Strong : 74.3% - 341

Needs emphasis. ' 24,8% 114

Not available -~ 0.98" - 4
‘ - ' )

L Vocatiqnal education {Homg ec., Dfaftinq} échanicaiﬁArts, etc.)
Strong : 28.7% 133
Needs emphasis ', 46.0% 213
"Not availabls 25;3% - 117

Extra curricular program

Strong . 78.9% 370 .
Needs emphasis 20.7% 97..
Not available 0.4% . 2

Fine arts program

Strong ‘ '43.3% 199

Needs. emphasis 50.7% 233

Not availdble 6.1%. 28
Intramural and or uarsity sports program .,
Strong _ 86.0% 399

Needs emphasis 13.6% - 63

Not available =~ - 0.4% . 2

rd

-

»




10.

11,

12;

?

3

Moral and character building v

-
Strong - - 64,8% 296 . : -~
Needs emphasxs 34.8% 159 /
N6t available "0.4% 2 <

Adequacy of course offerings
A

Strong : 60.5% 280 ' '
Needs emphasis - 38,.9% - 180
Not available 0.6% 3

Spec1f1c guides for contract negotlatlons

Strong . 30, 9% . 135
- Needs: emphasis 44.,6% 195
Not available 24.5% 107
.. .
yStaff willingness to moderate extra-éurriculars o
Strong 67.0% . 303 o ‘\>
Needs emphasis 32,21% 145 .
Not available +0.9% 4.
———

13.

14,

k.

15,

l6.

Evaluation® of staff by approprlate persons {dept, chairman.
or qdmlnlstratlon)

\

Strong 44.6% 204, -
Needs emphasis 50.1% - 229 -

Not available 5.38 . 24

Class visitation by admiriistration and or dept. chairman

Strong 41.5% 191 - ¢
Needs emphasis 50.0% 230
Not available 8.5% 39

Input into phllosoﬁhy and goals of the school

Strong . . 65.1% 299
Needs emphasis 31.6% 145
%ot available 3.3% 15

~

Agreement with philosophy and goals of the school

Strong .69.4% 322 . 4
Needs emphasis . 29,5% 137 -

Not available 1.1% 5

' *
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17. staff willingness to have in-service training programs -

Strong ")
° Needs emphasis
+ Not available

18. Maintenance and adequacdy

. Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory,
No opinion

-27-

,w%v ‘
56.0% 252
40.4% 182
3.6% 16

€

- 74.8%

23.7%
d.5%

,

-

of{ihe building

353
112
7

19.. Availability of instructional material

Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory

No opinion Z

20, Reputation of the‘échod{'

Satisfactory
Unsatigfactory
No- opinion

86.1%
13.2%
0.6%

[ 4

89.7%
9.0%
1.3%

21. Pupil-teacher ratio

»

Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory
No opinion-
22, Staff committees
’ Satisfactory -
. Unsatisfactory
* No opinion.

23. Staff competency

Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory
No opinjon

s

24!

Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory
No opinion -

'52.6%

45,9%
1,5%

69.9%
18,3%
11.8%

89.6%
8.6%
1.8%

71.1%
26.1%
2.8%

‘398
61
3

408
41

246
215

309
81
52

397
38
8

Staff#administrator communications

330
121

. 13

e

4

A\

*
/
«
L'}
'
/~ ~
v, a
~ .
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26.

27. sStudgnt opportunities to receiv

30.

—

31.

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

No opinion

25. staff esprit -

-28=

78%0%
17.8%
4.2%

Student government

Satisfactory

No opinion

) Satisfactory
sfactory

Unsa
No opinion

Teafher-administratof relationsh p in decision-making

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

No .opinion

. Unsatisfactory

.

“
71.6%
"19.9%

8.5%

64.9%
32.1%

7 3.0%

57.8%
35.2%
T 7.0%.

35

33
9
4

307
152
14

273/
166
33

Teacher-parental relationships

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

No opinion

Teacher-counselor relationséips |

Satisfactory

. .Unsatisfactory
. No opinion

74.5%
18.5%
7. 0%

R

»
85.5%:
11.1%
3.4%

353
88
33

400
52
16

Teacher—-student relationships

Satisfaétory

Unsatisfactory

No opinion

93.8% -
4.7%
1.5%

441
22
7

3
%

Your present staff assignment

-.Satisfactory
Unsatisfactory

No opinion

N

—

L4

“

88.9%
10.2%
0.9%

409
47
4

‘individual attention -

T

2,
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36. Ability-grouping (levels) of students N
Satisfactory 66.2% 310 ' . -
Unsatisfactory 26.7% 125 o .

No opinion 7.1% 33
. . . .
37. Opportugity for evaluation of rules by students and or staff :
. -~ ‘ , ’ - i

- Satisfactory 67.4% 314 - ' .
Unsatisfactory 24,0% 112 Co ’
No opinion B.6% 40 .

38. Uniform enforcement of discipline rules

~/ o . .
Satisfactory - £2.6% 293 »
Unsatisfactory 33.8% 158 , -~ -

No opinion, ° \3.6% 17 ‘ . -

39, Guidance sé&viceé

( ) .

Satisfactoryl 89.8% 423 -
.. ~-Unsatisfactony 7.2% , 34

No opinion l\ 3.0% 14 .
- .. i B Y 4

40, Health services ,

» . to - ' P

‘ Satisfactory 53.2% 246
Unsatisfactory 35.1% 162 - -

No opinion 11.7% 54 - , =

41. YPood services ) (

Satisfactory 63.2% 295 -

. Unsatisfactory 29.3% 137
No opinion . 7.5% 35

B REEEES , :

7 v

& -29-

33." peﬁerit or detention system

Satisfactory

81.0%
“Unsatisfdcto 14.0%
No ppinion 5.0%

34. Student evaldation igradingf

" satisfactory 83.3%
- Unsatisfactory 13.1%
* No opinion 3.6%

Opportunities for parents to
about the student's progress

35,

»/ Satisfactory 76.7% y
¥ - Unsatisfactory 19.8%
No opinion 3.4%

376
65 .
23 .

/389-

61 : S '
17 , , :

receive positive comments

¢

-

356

e




Attendance

" Satisfactory 94.2%
. Unsatisfactory 3.7%
* No opinion - 2.2%

Standardized testing

Satisfactory 73.8%
Unsatisfactory 8.4%
No opiftion ) 17.8%

Library and .laboratories:
' S ' , ,
Satisfactory 79.6%
Unsatisfactory 16.6%
No opinion . 3.8%

Psychological Services -

Satisfactory 25.3% }18

Unsatisfactory 45.7%° 213

No opinion 29.0% 135 o "8

‘Do you feel that the students at your high school proflt

by going to a Catho;lc high school (raqper than a publxc one)°

-

Yes . - . .95.1% 449" L
No . 133% 6
No.opinion . 3.6% 17 ’

Do you feel that the high school where you work is:

Sufficiently Cathollc‘;n T 98.2%. 1445
atmosphere and therefore .7
different from the pub11C°

high school .

Y
No different in atmos-
phere than the!public
high school

-

-
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48, ’Indicat,e_your cl%s_i'fication 'ampng the faculty - ..
Resigi‘ous '29.0% 135 .
La . 71.0% 330 o -
. . ' ‘ &
49, Irydicjate your highest degree
Associate 2.1% 10
Bachelor 41,3% 195 )
‘.Masters u : 56.4% 266 )
Doctorate = 0.0% 0 ,
Other » 0.2% 1
50. How many ;yeérs of teaching experience have you had?
"ﬂ- . v * 7 . ‘ ) ‘ )
T Tlto3 e 2%0%. 104 .
4 to 77 . 25.8% 122
8 or more ' 5_2.2_% . 247
: b te N ~ \
: \ ¢
4 . ./ -
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CHAPTER II1 '
A  HIGH SCHOOL ,STUDENT SURVEY
" ' . © ~

During the compulsory education vears, the choice of 'a school -

L]

in a majority of cases.is rather limited Alternatlves to Dubllc

-

educat:.on are recognlzed and used 3}( relatively few people. 1In

these cases, the choice is qenerally one wh1ch is made by parents, .
espec1allv during the younger years. However, this may not be the -

case as chlldren grow older and enterd¥into the later years of

)
£

mandatory educatlon.

N ’

-While the cost of alternative education is undoubtedlv a
prime” consideration, there are often other factprs whi¢h de€termine
" whether a child attendis a Catholic school, These mav include - -

_ ' . oy
aspects of the educational experience which the student finds sat-

EN
- )

i isfving or unsatfsfying. A ) \ , _
. The purpose Of the survev of students in th1s stngy w#s to .
atteﬁbt to dlscover attitudes and feellnqs about school .that ﬁlqht ‘
be 1nfluent1al in*either direction. If pos1t1:e, they should e A

éap%tallzed for use in the future, and if neqatlve, they should
8 N
determane areas for'study At the same t1me}~the.study-was to ‘give
@

an overall: plcturgz%f the, cllmate of the “high' schools‘as seen | §p

q“’\.,..
though the, eyes of the 'student. . .
- = -
‘ ’ F) e “
The survey 1nstrument used was based~on questlons uséd in ‘a -
[] ’ .
ber of previous studLes, in both publlc an? orlvate sschools, and

»

w1th ‘other questlons added as déemed Pecessarv. Both the




.

=33- .o
A { =
[ ¢ ;.
instrument used by the high school students ‘and the shorter one . -
used in Chapter IV were rev1ewed by the adminjistration for sug- y

gestions ang addltlons N
The samole 1ncluded a 20%- 25% portlon of each one of the
designated thirteen Cathollc high schools 'in the Cincinnati area.

Within each schoola$the admlnlstratlon was, requested to admln;ster'
the survey to the upper three classes &he reason for elrhlnatlnc
freshmen from’' the sample was that this was a survey based on an
experience of time in the schodl. The administration of the in-

strument early in the school vear to freshman wdﬁld not be valid.

The samole w1th1n the school was a number of homerooms in the

L]

. dgslgnated class areas if the homerooms vere randomly grouned If

-

this were nqot the case, then a class subject where there had been
. . [ [
e .
» . . 4
no purnoseful or predetermined selection was used.

The'f#nal sample on which the survey results are based is

- F
-

listed as-foplows. . * o ’ ‘
“Total Retuffs.............:1950 .
~§reshmen.i ..... {f.2.3% ‘ ‘ . g
| * sophomores...... .31.68 |
p Juhlors ;.,...3?.5% . ) -
"'}:\ Sen/i.%rs.'.’........32.6%
. R L ‘Beys...;4'8.7%.' . ]
o Girls.,.51,3%
A review df the cuestlonnalre shows that of the 48 items,. ali'
but a few are "Yes" "No “ Or 'Don t Know" responses. The analySLs of

“'M ‘ .




A

. these responses lnvolves lnterpretatlon which is necessarily some-
what subjectlve. It 18 through ‘a thorough rev1ew and critique of
'thlS analysxs and“ the’ accompanylngﬁdata by all concerned parties

hat eduCatLQnally sound pollcies and prac‘tlces can be developed

~ ‘ . . . a, N

-

Analye?s of Composite , F'-* \ ‘ . ‘4 e

' - faken as gaghgig,.the'responses‘by the students reflecé a
positive.picture of Cathoiic education. The great majorltylllke
their school and over 75% w0u1d choose the school again if the
choice were entlrely thelre{ w1th anzaddltlonal 13%‘not certain.-
Stddentsfare positive in mdéé reepecrs“about.stafr and methods of
teaching, generally feelfnglrhey are getfing a°good :Eucation and '
being well prepared for whatever lies begond»hlgh school.

Therefore,” from thls wint, the deallngs w111 be w1th those

specific areas ‘where 1t is felt some ln%rovemént coudd be made.

homework, 50.9% -~

When asked whether teagheri;ngulred too ﬁuc ~

responded "no",.and 15% “not“tertain Thls could indicate serious

“

con31deratlon of a rev1ew qf the academlc requlrements and standards

\ stt by the schaols, and whether etudents are seriously being
- . - - ’
¢

challenged. | -

~

* e -
~

Questions- seven and nlne have to do with pupil-staff relation-
.. 'v"“ s Y
ships., Staff and administratlon "should probably be concerned if
: » . . K

over 50% of their,studentéﬁefrher feel.or are not sure "if there is
‘ K - ) -

conéistency and/or patience‘injdealing'with‘students, especially

\

since consistency Qnd faarness are tremendous morale factors in any

3

organuzatlon, 8chools being no exception. . o0 o

>

The matter of guldance, help and assigtance, and perhaps the

area of individual attention,'might be worthwhile examining more
. ' . \/.'-—‘. | . ' ) X

ERIC ' A R
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L R
closely.‘ Attegtig? is called o the foliowingz
| .~ 12. I am given enough help in,making decisions.
' : .-; '58%  Yes - \\
' 21.2% No e .
20.88 2 |
"30. Help is available for agx;gersenal problem

L

T nigﬁt nave. . . S

708 - Yes .
18%  No . ~ .
) i,
- 128 2 : -
| 4 - ' X
40. It is easy to get help when I need it.
. ..
3 60% Yes
. 19.2% No - e
: - . - L .
20.8% 2 ~ < e

41. There are adequate guidance services - -
* for my personal needs.
- o ‘ . 72% Yes™

16.4% No

11.7%2m?

Thet"Yes ‘'responsgs to each of these are in the majority percent.

On the ‘other:hand, the percent responses to the "No" and "?" T

~

category, suggest deflnlte needs, Either there is not enough help
Amand guidance available, or else the students are not aware of what

is possible. 1In either . .case, arrangements are suggested to deal ,

[

more deftnitely with a stuydent's individual needs.. A
‘_}\ - , -:_
™A significant percentage of the students seem to think there

i‘s not a great emphasis on student involvement in certain policy

A%

. areas related tp them since only thirty-eight

" )

N -
s . . .
[ -~ .
M .

.\)

LY

3

[
\..;.
«

)
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) - .
* . = S ‘ ! ]
percent noted that students have a voice in setting school *‘rules

and. fequlations.

,
. N . (3N

A number of questiopns refer to: curriculum and general school
offeringS. Earlier, reference was made to the fact that students
felt they were receiving a good education. Rgsponses'to various

curriculum questions seem to indicate a need to give serious con-
. ) . L
. . . P .
sideration to curriculum revisions, additions, and perhaps changes
o ¢ ’

in techniques. “While none of th#se indicate majorities, they are

sufficiently large to suggest areas for future study and inservice.

ry

Classes are ﬁonotonous? ‘.33% Yes
Codrses chalienging? 20% No ‘
> SubjéctS-interes¥§?g? ' 34% ‘ No
' éreater variety ofSEOu;seéa ' ‘
, needed? { 50% Yes \
More emphasis on the 3 R's? . 73% No "
' Would you like to take R

! different courses? 308 Yes

with'careful study, and planning, each schoel could étrengtﬁén its )
curriculum within the limits of its individual financial gnd
personnel .resources. |

The reason for goiqg to a Catholic school (#4}) is rather

'closely:givided among Epree reasons: "to obtain a superior

training in school 'subjects"”, "to develop a strdng moral character

based on religious principles", and "to pfeparé myself for making.
@ good living". These can all be considered as valid and gooa

‘reasons for atténding any school. Only a self evaluat%on;of the

.

- philosophy of Catholic education and of these three reasons, -will

[}
1 L 3
' . .
-

\ ’ r . * ' -

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:
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X &

determine their equal Yfliditx.ihlf there ié disagreement, then
a program of awareness of the reasons and need” for Catholic edu-
cation is both des1rab1e ;;d necessary.

The ratxng students give academic training as opposed to
rellglous‘1nstructlon shows evzdence of the dissatisfaction that
has been voiced about religious 1nstructLon in the high schools.
qﬁly 44.5% rate religious instruction very good or better as
opposed to 68.3% ‘for academic training.

Not eaoh and. every question has been individually interpreted
in the interest of keeping the length of the report within reason.
'It should be teiterated that the overall impression that one re-
ce1ves from the students is pos1t1ve. The attemﬁ,‘has been to

p01nt to those areas where improvements are desirable and possible.

Analysis of Individual Schools

In the previous discussion, the percent figures used in the

V'

responses were the.ayeraaes’for all thirteen Cathoi}c high schools.
The data were then analyzed and individual school percents com-
pared with the average. All schools were then tabulated»%s to

their individual responses to all questions. Those schools falling

cohsiderably below the average were noted for each question (see
Table 1). Theldiffe&ence was arbitrarily set at ~10% points -
from the average. This was deemed reasodnable ,in that if these had

been removed from the average). the percent positive ;n most in-

.

sthnces would rise considerably. A review of the dat; shows this
) >

to be true. - T . .
. . ' . .
A _complete tabulation of the thirteen schools and all questions..

3 - 50 shows that ten % the thirteen schools were‘below\the average ,,

vy ' T~




Table 1

1

RESPONSES OF 10% OR MORE BELOW THE AVERAGE’

~
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on eight or less of‘the queetions, and that there was no e;gnificant
grouping of the responses. ‘"It is suggested that each school review
its own data hQ\thlS respect to dé!ermlne the need for individual
action other than that sugges%ed in_ the comp091te report.: 1In someg;
1nstances, even this action might not be necessary in that the re-
sponses were vetry positive.

Three of the high schools, jndging by student responses, have
student- morale problens. This is manifested in their -lack of posi-

tive responses to many of the questions. The number of negative

- responsee is listed for each school aegfollows. < Lt
Elder - ’0
Marian ) i N 8 (
S ' McAuley 16 )
- - McNicholas 21
. Mothe; of Mercy. - 27 . ’ _
N Purcel% 2 )
Seton - 3 \
lasalle : 6 ‘
Moeller 1 : '
Régina ' ‘ 5 '
Mt. Notre Dame 3 : ' <
.  Our Lady of Angels 21
Roger Bacon* 1

In the case of McAuley, the morevnegative responses, tended to
cluster around questions three through smxteen--student school ‘and
staff relaélonshlps. Students at McNicholas tended to rate the

school o6n ‘a negative basis concerning the latter part of the survey,
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in terms of how good a job is being done, and the liking or interest/

7'in courses and those teaching. Students at Our Lady of Angels were

-

negative in their responses on student, school staff relationships

~” .
and on the matter of how well the school is doing as reflected in

-

the latter part qof the questionnaire, academic training, religious

training, an& preparation for making a living. -
Conclukion R .
- N

A review of 'the data presents, on the whole, a positive picture
of Catholic education as viewed through the eyes of the student. Three
of the high schools do have a negativism among students that is unde-
sirable, and measures should be undertakeg‘to correct this. A change

of approach to education by -the staff could be a long step -in that

e

direction. Sehool spirit and pride are well worn phrases, but without
them it becomes a dreary place for faculty and students alike. School
must be an enjoyable plac%yfor effective learning.

On the othe9 hand, it is doubtful whether the problem of de-
clining enrollment of the several schools is a matter of student
attit Those,:::fiiencing the sharpest enrollment drops are not

those whose stude eem to be experiencing significant problems or
. v

v

attitudes. Even those schools where students display some negative

feelings, the choice for the most part is still the Catholic school,

considering the alternative of another school.

e
'Recommendation

’ -

.
’

1. It is recommended that the administration and st;ff of

each school constructively review the findings of the surveéy.
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The improvement of the areas o{LnE:E}gpula'be’the
theme of numerous in-gefvige education meetings,

-

form a basis for the study and the review of the

'school'd phiiosoghy, and lay the grdundwork for .

improving studggf-staff relationships.

-

R 4
e

R
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Survey Results
3. I like my school

Yes 80.7% 1521

B No '» 9.2% |, 173
- ? 10.1% S rel . .

7 1

4. Most of the teachers are "up to date"™ in their ideas
. and actions - ~ :

L]

Yes . 72.6% 1348
No . 13.8% 257
? . 13.5% v 251 ‘
s, Most of my teachers make their lesson assignments definite
- and clear . - LT
Yes 68.2% -~ 1268
No 18.3% - 341
? ! 13.5% '~ 251

»

6. ,Most of my
‘regular cla

-

pchers require too much work outside the
périod :

<F

Yes .18 639
.. No 50.9% 955
? 15.0% | 282

-

7. The school staff is consistent and fai; in its dealings at

’

- my school .

= Yes © 46.4% - 878
F  No 30.1% 570
? - 23.4% 443 .

8. Most of my teachers are easy to get.acgug;nted with

-

es . 75,38 1413
‘o 12.3% 230
_? . 12.4% 233
9. The principal and teachers are patient in deaiiﬁ@ with
students ‘ ' .
— : . . ' .
" Yes . 47.2% . ° 890
No 25.7% 485 ' 8
2. . 27.0% 509 . .
4 oLt . & - - -




T

i

. \ y ‘ .
10. I'm proud' of my high school

* -Yes

Noe
’

e,

-

76.4%

9.5%
14,0%

.

11. .Eost of my teachers hold

ix freely with students

Yes

No
?

12. v

Yes

No
?

18,5%
63.8%

L]

'].7.7%'

58.0%

21.2%,

20.8%

I am now attending

Yes

No
?

18,5¢%

68.7%

12.8%

T -

: b |
142y - - fe

178
262 ¢

themselves apart and do not

i h ]
‘345 ' ' .
1193 :
331

@

1079 o
394
386

13, I would like to attend some school other. than the one

-

345 *
1283 .
239 ; -

14, Studeﬁts,hng a voice in setting schools' rules “and

reqgulations

Yes
No
?

’ +
15. Generally, my parents
school

Yes

No
?

“
. 33.0%

48.3
18.

are-interested in what I do at ’

85.9%
8.0%
6.1%

16. Discipline.at this school

JYes
No *
?

S

28.6%
. 54.4%
' 16.9%

" . "Df
614

898
347

-

-

1581 ¢* \
147 ..
112 ’ .

is too styict ’ q‘Q’

-531 .
1009 .
314 .2

17. I understand the present school rules and policies
regarding student conduct

Yes
No
?

. 85,9%
7.8%
6.3%

\- 1584 .
144 *
117°
P N
= ’.1 - : .,

- ™ N s
I am given enough help in making decisions in my school

¢




. Yeb S L 78.1% 1442
. , - NO C ‘v ©7.7% 143
£, R ok 14.1%¢ .261
KR v 19, Extra—currlcuiar act1v1ties help me with my social
» ' needs that ‘I Jtannot+get in the- classroom sltuatlon
. . 0 ,
- Yes T T T 909 ‘
4 . , N © Y 4.9%/. 457 hd w
@ . h . .6% 471 —~
e s ~20 I get along reasonably well wa.th other studer&:s
?""__ .at my school e , 4 , 7
T Yes L, v, 9478 1704 .
No’ . i 2.7% 48 °
2 _ N 2,68 W 47
21, ¢ !’eachers are fau‘éln gradlng me z
4 -~ . * '3 '
* Yes. ' e ’Il.l% . '1308 -
No 12.0% - 221
, N ? 16 9% 311
" . 22. The presfent grading system used in my schoo is L
@ - satigfactory to me . _ -
T - ) \ a . - ’ g
g % Yes o 4r o 75.43% 1362 :
- ) No. 15.2% 274
s .82 . . 9.5% 171 ’
N -‘ - . -
’ 23 kg My classes are usually monotonous “
T les S 33.6% 611
. . ‘No . =39,0% 708
M ? e ‘27, 4%\ ' 49,7
., 24&. - There should .be more emphasis on the three R's .
’ (Reading, 'Riting A 'Rithmetic) in my high school
Y Yeg v, 12.6% 236
¢ No ’ - 72.7% 1363
? V14,78 . 276
7
25.4 "I ‘have dlfflcult’ in keeping my mind on what I a:m
"~ studying . ) .
‘. ‘ :
. Yes - T 44, 2% '825
No e T 2.4 79L§
T . ? 7T 13,48 251 L2
? - ’ b : . ‘u
‘, e s S

“
L]

-

18. fMost‘oﬂ my tgachers seam o enjoy teaching

3

-
- .
E3

>*




1 find, most' of my.cgurse’,so challenging.

. Yes- o 66.28 1231

No . 20.4% * 379 .
2 | . 1§48 2500

I think I am getting a good education ‘at my school.
Yes 80.2% ' 1487 -
‘ 4 - 7.68 149 ;

? ® . 12.2% 227

I have experienced conszl.derable dfff:l.culty in ©
prepar:.ng for my classes \ SR
Yes . 21,28 - 392
No 7. . 65.2% 1211 )

"2 / . 13,78 255 -

We need a greater var:l.ety of course offerlngs .
Yes . 50.0&_ 920
No : 32.1% 591
2?2 - 17.9% - 329 -

-9 . "
Thére is help available here at my scheol for any
personal problem I m:Lght have

 Yes . ) 70. 0% 1276
o - 18.1% 330
L 12, 0% 218
-~
& I have been able to part1c1pate in the schdol
act1v1t1es which dnterest me .

¢

— 70.5% . -1284.

23.08 418

. - 6. 5-% " ) 118_ ~ ) &

Our Qool places too much emphasis on grades

s N . A

Yes ‘ . '35.4% 646 r
No 41.9% 764
? ® 22.7% . 415

Fi

' 4

N

Mast of the subjects I am taking are very interesting

Yes . e . 43.9% 803
" No . 34.4% - * 629
, : 21.7% 398




.1 would like to take a different grouppr courses
than thgse iq which J am ‘Presently enrolled-

Yes ";‘/// © 29.9%  isse .
No - 50,5% 939 | ot
? N 19~ 6% 364 C A ' ’

I 11ke most of the’ subjects I am now taklng

Yes - ' 65.5% 1204
No S 21.1% 3?7
? . 13.4%

4
-

Teachers are generally ready and w1lling to help me
individually with my school work :

Yes ' 65.8% - 1201
No - . 16.2% 296
? ‘ 17.9%_ 327 .

T have been 4nvolved in dec1ding what subjeg .
C will HF offered at my school

Yes o 31.4% . 577
, No q 62,0% 1139

? ' . 6.6% 121

s

' My parents place too much emphqi}s on grades

Yes - . - -~ 38.7% 715
No - . 51.2% 947
? - 10.1% - 18]

L g

At my -8¢hool there is a varlety of teaching methods‘used such

as lectures, discussions, lndependent study, team te¥®hing, e€3?\\

: 'Yes ‘6d.2¢ 1184
. No .’ . 24,9% 460

: » 10.8% 200
(f ’ ‘ v
40. It is easy to get help in my school when I need it

Yes , ‘ N 60.0% 1110

i;ﬁ. " No L ©19,2% . ~355

L2 i 20.8% 385 '

4). .There are adequate guldance services for my personal
needs . L T A

L3

1] . . P
Yes E 72,0% 1334
~ .‘NO ¢ o2 16.‘%
S 11.7%




¢

v

42. Most of my teacﬁers-are‘%ompetent in their subject area
. ' v, . 5 »

Yes
No
?

-

79.0%
B * 8.2%
N 12.7%

1457
S 152
. 235

-

= L0 /

Other students at, my high school con;ider this a goédv

place to, be
6 o~

YeS ARIEN

No .

2 -

- t

63.8%
4 14.4%
T r21.9%

1193
269
409

/"

.

Suppose ‘someone were to ask you:: "Why, are you

going to a

Catholic school?" Think for a minute’ & then mark the reason
which ig most like the one you have for attending a Catholic
high school. Be sure to give your, bwn personal reason.
Choose one . . T

-~
LY

To obtain a'superier' ' )
training in school subjects
[

"’ To develop a strong moral

- > )
¥33.5% 605

character based on religious

principle

To form a group of, . =

true- friends
. . *

Prepare feor ma

a good living

king

To become a patriotic,

-

American

If the choice of high schog%’
, ;wquld.you~st§91 attend this high school? Choose .one -

' »
- Definitely yes

Probably'yés‘

Uncertain~ ., _

Probably no -

» N .
Definitely no

* 40.4%

e 34..6%
13.3%

{

7.3%

4.3%.

24.2%

)

8.1%
.33.6%

0.7%

{

755
647
248
137
81

12

»

were left entirely up to you,
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Catholic schools like other schools train their students®
in what might be called the "regular school subjects" such
as 'English, mathematics, social studies and science. How
-would you describe the academic training you have received
in your high.school? Choose one ‘ T ’

, - s ‘ g
Superior ' ., Y9.5% 363

Very good, but . ‘ e
could be better 48.8% 907

»

-

Average Coy ‘29,08 539

Below average - .la&" . 30

Poor . . 1.1% 21

» ~ .
In addition to "regular school ‘subjects®, Catholic high
schools algo give special instruction in the teachings and
practices of the Catholic. religion. How would you describe
the religious ingtruction you have received in your high
school? Choos;i » * '

Superior e 12.9% 236

]

Very good, but .-
could be better 31.6% 579

Average 40.4% 739
Below /averagé ',:., S 9.5%8 174
.-. . ? ) ':‘.
Poor 9-6% - - 103 f

You are often asked,by"friends,ﬁnd relatives how -you are
doing in school. Suppose;ihstiad;,they werd to. ask you
how well your. teachers age doing in helping you to learn.
Considering your present.high 8chedl class as a whole, how
well do you think the teachers, who have taught your class, ]
have succeeded in teaching you the regular school subjects?
Choose one ‘ ’ S~ . CL e

I . . B . " N , [ .
ﬂ%ceétionallyu ] W PR
well ' .+ 16.1% 296
Very well, but’ .-,
could be bette - 98.2% 700

1

. Moderately wel 37.68 . 690,

Only fairly well 6.4% 118

-

¢

Poorly- . 1.6%
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50.

IR Y . . -

Some of the traits which all schools seek ’ to develop in
their students are studiousness, interest in learning
new things and a strong liking for reading. Considering
your present class as a wholé&, how well do you think your
high: school has succeeded in developing these scholastlc
traits.? Thoose one . .

'Exceptionally 13.0% 245 )

- well o - . ~
Very well, but U . .. -
could be better > 32.9% 619
Moderately well 39.9% 749

L

Only fairly well -, A 11,1% 209 -
Poorly SN 3.08 ' 57
It is generally recognized that education-has a "dollar .

and- cents” values~ that your schoollng will help you later ‘
on to gbtain a good job and earn a‘suitable living. How

well do you think your Catholic high.school isvpreparlng

you for your life work? Choose one

Exceptionally , . .
well - 30.2% .. 565 .
. . .
Very well, but .
could be hetter . 33.9% 633
Moderately well ' 22.8% 426
Only fairly well - ] 8.2% 153 ° ‘
Pooriy ‘ 4.9% 91 ' PR
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P CHAPTER IV

.

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL SURVEY

N ‘ ST - .
As 'a part of the total study of the Cincinnati Catholic High

-
-

" sechools, a survey was made of elementary school students.i The

purpose of this pértion of the study was to determlne attitudes
of elementary students toward their school and toward high school.
There are 80 Catholic eLamentary schools in the.Cinpin-
nati area which feed'into the 13 high schoolsd. - These ”feeder
schools vary con51derab1y in size--from iess than 100 to over
1,200. All schocls were asked to take part in the survey, bht
participation was yoluntary. Fifty of the schools chose to take ;
part. Only grades flve,‘seyen, and eight were yged in the sample.

—~

A total of 1 092 students took part

-

Student Sample

- Grade 5 - 57.2% ) -
Grade 6 . 4.0% | ‘
g " Grade 7, - 3L.3s .
| Grade 8 7.4 g . -
Boys 48.7% .

. \
' N Girls 51.3%

e Lo S T
Even though Grade 6 was not requested, the data was used.

A

”’




A. COMPOSITE REPORT

Unlike the'questigp%aire‘used for high school students, the one
. - for the elementary students was quite short, consisting of only eleven
actual questions. . '

In respondihg to whether they want to attend a’bathoiic High
School, 74.1% said they did, and only 10.6% did not, \Of importance ?
“are those lS 3% who den't know. Some action should be takén to move
"those persons to the positive “side. In like manner, 74.0% said shat
“their parents wanted them to attend a Catholic.high school. Alsg,

AY

22.3% did not know the preference of their parents.
Coeducation does not s€em to be an issﬁe'abopt which_there'is a
‘definite consensus, with 44% for it, 34.1% not_for it, and 21.9% not sure.

'Attitude toward the prisent school is quite positive, with 82.4§ )
responding "yes". At the same time, 72.6% of the students indicatéd '
that discipline was not too strict. ,iny 15, 4% said that iE was.. f

When asked whether anyone from a Catholic high schgpl had spokep
to their class about attending such a school 73.2% responded nega-
‘tively, and only 20.9% indicated that theyﬂhad. While most of their .

-~

" friends will go on to attend a-Catholic high school (53;8%), some

19.6% indicated that their friends were planning on going to a public

]

school,

The reasons for attending a Catholic school varies slightly

from those given by the high school students. The same three mﬁjor

-

reasons were given but.in' slightly different order. .

.
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) ’ .
Reason Elementary High Scho;l
' To.oﬁgéin superior training 23,18 33.5% .
in school subjects . . <

To develop strong moral
character based on ’ . ' .

religious principles 34.8% 24.2% -

g

To prepare myself for making
¢ -~

"a living . 25.2% 33.6%,

Other reasons - 16.9% 8.7% . ‘u
I ; ' ’ﬁ‘\\
\bglemegtary stﬁaepts similarly have a high regard for the‘academic
traiﬂing they are receiving, higher than that of thé high school stu-
dents, which in ;tself was qud.
' Religious instruction seems to be réceived with high regardrby

the elementary students, higher than their high school counterparts.

Elementary High School

L]

.SuperfOr : : 37.6% J12.9% ) 4
Very good . | " 33.8% 31.6%
Average = T 25,3 4004%
Belowfaverage - 2.5% 9.5% i
Poor - 0.8% 5.6% %
¢

~

Finally the students were asked to respond to a list of things
¥ .

. %




-

. ' <:j:j‘ .
were important. The\meer of ‘chec}gs each item reteived were con-

vverted ini:o a bar graph to illustrate those receiving the most

Lo ‘-‘k' .
v, @ attentlon:

¢

. ELEMENTARY STUDENTS .

WHAT THEY LOOK FOR IN A HIGH SCHOOL

\  PERCENT RESPONSE

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 , 80

.

FEE
[

s i
Interesting Classed-y ///ZI//// 2LV

.

Job Preparation iz V7777077 1.0

Good Sports Progran FA7 TI7TTTVIT7V7A k6. 74|

e Py

Friendly Classmateq 2 777 MO0.6%

Strong College Prepg U/ s

48.8F

[0
Religious Training [ [ L 2%

Extra ACur.ricular .
- Program V4

Conditis#n of Bldg. | /7
N

0y

Voc. Pfégram
Small Classes

Hours Spent in
> School . B

1 School

Reason )
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L S - B. INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL REPORT

Following the same pattern of d1splaying data as for tne h;;h
t Bchool report, a table is enclosed for all the elemehtary schools.
An "x" under a questlon on the number indicates where a school
Yesponded negat1vely by at least 10 percent from the average of
all schools. L1sted below are those schools having four or more
such responses anq,at the same time, the high schools into which
they feed. Not counted in the responses were the gquestions on re-

éruiting' and the reasons for Catholic education. The latter reason

should belindividually reviewed by each school.

SCHOOL NUMBER OF " HIGH SCHOOL
- ‘ S _NEGATIVE”RESPONSES ) .
St. Francis Seraph 4 ~ Roger Bacon
, ' ' Our Lady of Angels
‘ , < , ' ,
St. Pius 7 Roger Bacon
: Our Lady of Angels
i St. Martin de Porres’ 6 Roger Bacon
. . ‘ » @ur Lady of Angels
Our Lady of the Rosary 4 Roger Bacon -
. ~ Our Lady of Angels
St. Peter & Paul ' 4 'Purcell -
(Norwood) : . Regina
St. Bernadette . 7 McNicholas ’

° . <

——— ] . [y
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Table 2
RESPONSES OF 10%-OR MORE BELOW THE AVERAGE .

~

BY SCHOOL

*_Qggggionjﬁumber

7 81 9 10 | 11

St. Agnes . ‘ .

St. Aloysius
Annunciation
St; Augustine
St. Boniface
St. Cathgrine

: -
St. Cecilia
St. Carles Borromeo
St. Clare
Cu;e of érs L
St. Francié'Seraph
GuardiapAAngels
Holy Family
Little Flower
St. Margaret of
Cortona
St. Mark
'St. Mary
$t. Morica |
Nativity
Our Lady of Grace
Our Lady of Loufdes

St. Pius’
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Table 2 cofit.

[ 2o
St. Richard

St. Teresa

St. Vincent de.Paul

All Saints) ' ’

St. Xloysius‘§onzaga

. St. Ann-Groeasbeck

St. Bartholomew

4

St. Clement

Corpus Christi -

St. Dominic—pelhi
St. Gabriel-Glendale
St. Gertrude-:
Gressle School

St. Ignatius

Immaculate Heart
of Mary .
St._..James

% .
St. John -Dry Ridge

St. Margaret Mary

"8t. Martin .

t

St. Martin de Porres
st. Mighael

Our Lady of the
Rosary )
Our Lady of Victory

Saints Peter & Paul
St. Saviour

St. Bernadepge/

X

St. Célumban

\

Q (. .

IToxt Provided by ERI

<

5.

.

'
™
(

i‘,%




. As was. pelnted out earlier, the shrvey of elementary students
b
presenﬁs a posit;ve picture of Cathollc educatlon from the point of.

. v1ew of the students They like their schools, are looking ahead
towards £ Cathollc hlgh school, and }eel they are rece1v1ng goéd
-training both in the academiés ang.rellglon. " Their view of the’
reasons for Catholic education might, ge theﬂwrfter“s opinion, be
more closely allgned with the general phllOsOphy of Cathgilc edu-
cation than’ ‘that of the hlgh school students, This, however, is fG'nS

those in positions of Fesponsibility to decide.

e
'Reéommendations

> P

- N " -
Recommendations coming from this portion of the study}ére two,
in number. . - } - - :

1. It is recommended that a.mqte”effective recruitment. policy be
implemented; It must begin-earlier than the eighth grade. It must
\

<apitalize on those areas which students believe to be- important in,
' -~

"a high school. It must be thorough enough so that all students \"
know whethér their parents want them to attend a Cathollc hlgh school

It must be a program carrled on. by -both the high sqhool and the

»

feeder school; it must be active enough so that-all students’ are
aware of lts A studdnt will take a much more posltive view of a new"

school when the stqdent realizes the school wants him or herﬁ-

<+

2% If is recommended that those schools having a high number of

L ] H

negative feelings about the g%estions asked . evaluate themselves to

ascertalnlpgoper measures for the correotion‘of these attifudes. Thisg

[ *
4\ \(_\F\ . .
_ 1s especially tgﬂe'in the number of schools, which feed into the same
high school, /;he effect that these att1tudes have on enrollment can
only be guessed. Even so, these negative att1tudes can persist_and

have future effects on the high schools themselves.

[c




¢ 7 o « Survey Results .
: - : ‘ D ,
3. - Do you want to attend a Catholic high school?

e , . . [
Yes ©  74;1% 7%7.
- A ’ >
o . s
* No : ,'I0.6%._ __104
? 15.3% " 150, .
* . # .

4. Do your parents want you to go to

a Catholic high sthool?.

»

”

Yes - ‘74.0%‘ " . 713 -

_ N . . _
+ ' "No . 3.6% 35 - . )

? 22.3% 215 _ .
5. "Do you want'to go to a-Catholic high school that .hes girls
and Boys attending  (td-edugational)? S

*

Yes - #4.0% . 424 - B AR TURE

. No ., 34.1% "328 _ o
w2 2198, an . O

6. Do irod like the school you are going to 'fxow?,f

“

Yed 82.4% 800 .
No . ~ 7.8% 76
2. . 9.8%, . 95

Is discipline .a_t your s‘cl.aoo‘l to% s‘ict?
Yes 15.4% 149 - e -
‘No - 72.68 703 ° 7/
7. . e ~ t o

: ) - i :
Has anyone .sent from-a high school ewver spoken t¢ you'or
- your classgpboyt coming to-a’'Catholic high schdol when ypu
‘graduate from egemenatry sehool? -

Yes 21.08 , 203 .

. 73.28 - " 709

T e

5.8% °




N\
\ * " . ’ -
: , ® -
’ N i ".'.60-
b ' * - ) -y ‘ -‘

i oA ' / ' ’ " v - 4 ’

' ) 3 . . . - .
9.- Where are most of your friends planning *o0 .go to high school?

. & [:]

A .

. Public . 19.6% 194 R /‘
. ¥ catholic 56.8% ' 563 . ) ‘ o -
-~ — ’ . ,s * . i : “ - Y 4

- Private’ *  1.9% 19 : o _ @ -
S 2 21.8% . 216 ' :
' - - * -» ' ' 1 3 ' > 4
. 10. Wwhy are you'going to a Catholic elementary school? )
«- ;Superior 23.1% 225 | ot o . -
© v 4&faining . . '
%, ) 4 ) - . . >
\ Moral * 34.8% - 339 ‘ w ‘
i CharaCte} 'Y . .. -~ . ' - v
¥ ' . ‘ \ . .
. Form true 12.5% 122 .
friends™  « I ‘v :
- - S ° T o
' Prepare. |, R5,2%° 245 o . ' > .
5 mY?_elf for ) ) . ‘ ‘
! a Iiving - . - s « .
- ) - ' 1 : R . . .
- Patriotic . = "4.4% 43 : . . oL,
citizenship - . | ’ .
1l1. How would you describe. the academic training yoﬁ hav received
" . ' in your school? . ',\f{ : i
. Supégior 32,38 316 ‘ C ' . ~
i ™, ¢ . e . ’ ' .- - * i , .
-~ » Very good 45,38 443. Lo
L3 N . . L. »* .
. . C et " *F | -
" Average 20.7% .. 2027 | A : _ -
-~ . Below “ ©1.1% < i, - o ‘
average ) LN - _ T
¢ . - Y ) . .
Pobr - 0.6 - 6 : ‘ S
12. How would yod describe the religioh instruction yé\l have '
‘* .. regeived in your school? . L . 7,
' 4 ‘ . * . ’ - . /o )
. % ‘ 4
. Superior . 37.6% 367 et LY ' ! g
~ ., p —: ' [ \ . ’ "l"
" Very good 33.8% 330 2 . C e~ . ,
\ . NE e - . . ’
Averagey 25.3% 247- e ;o ;
" Below ' , ' 2.5%° 24.% e L o

4 - ’

o average 1(\' 4 x e

¢ b . . I3 . . .
- - - - . €

< Q Poor . 0.8% 8 -~ -

_____
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.'¢CHAPTER V
- PARENTS OF STUDENTS ATTENDING

L. CATHOLIC HIGH SCHOOLS
. I
" . - N\ g

1
-

Introductlon —— . @

¢ - of the 2 OOQ parents of students attendlng the thlrteen Cathollc_'

hlgh schools who wete randomly selected to lel out*&-durvey re- ‘-

‘ gard1ng their perceptions of Catholic schools,u730 chose to fill'outj,

-

—t

and return the survey. This“represents)a return rate of  36.5%. d

. . '
This chapter presentd a summary and ana1y81s of these returns

. ¢
’ A

and several recommendatlons based on the analysls. It needs to be

stressed that: these results. represent parents' percept1ons- they heed

4

to .be balanced aga1nst other data presented 1n _this report and

_available from other sources. ,' .; ) .

3

Take% a5 a unit, howevér, 1t is h0ped the résults of ‘tHis survéy

e

may be ha&pful to school adm1n1strators, teachers, high school boards

‘'0f edfication, and.the Archd;ocesan Board of E!ucatlon anseveral'ways:

?
’

‘a.” Schools will become more cognizant of parental

likes\and‘dislikesé:'
, k

-] . ~
Where.parentat perceptrons are rnaccurate school
\g‘ 7

off1c1als WLllwspend some energy in maklng them

[

C -
more accurate. )
. S . W et
. Future decisions can be made more ‘wisely.
. oL . - . . . .- v
Dialogue will take?place between school .officidls,

parents and'students’bn the general subject of -

-

n maklng theﬁschool experlence more productlve.
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~ For purposes of summary and analysis, the survey results have

been divided into five areas: curriculaf and program$hreas, iHL
! 14
cludlng specific educatlonal outcomes, teachers' quallflcatlons and

) reIatlonshlps~w1th students, serv1cesh fac1llt1es, and 1nd1v1dual

categorles. It lS mentioned 1n parentheses when responses of

-

‘parents whoseé chlldren attend a spe%}flc high school dev1ate s1gn1f—

o —

'1cantly from the average. ’ ' e . ‘

- L)

- ' - .
Curricular and Program Areas

. P -
(i/ | °
. ., .

’ ) (. M " .

. In the area of curriculum it seems quite obvious that parents

Ve

that publlc hlgh schools' do a better job in vocational and technical

' educatlon ‘than Cathollc hjgh schools do, Quer 90% of the parents J/

- 'S

' 70% thlnk Cathollc high schools are dolng‘a better job of preparing

students for college thah the1r public counterparts (parents from -

Roger Bacon were'most favorable in their responses; Sefon and - .

L3

. Mt, Notre Dame high school parents were least favorable in this area).

* EV1dently the majorlty ‘of parents are satisfied with this -cur-

: riCular empha51s since over 85% of[/hose responding 1nd1cated that

they feel Catholic schools were, in fact, preparlng their chlldren
for a career after hlgh school (Elder ngh School was.most avorably

percelved regarding this variable);, and more than Half of/th parents

feel 7:at Catholic schools have the best curricular choices/for thelr

chpildren's academic needs. - - e
> A

s

- These results are signlficant when compared with the fact thatl

,

public schools are seen by parentseas offering a,greater variety of

. . : ‘ . ' » .
‘course offerings than Catholic schopls (parents from-McAuley High

I

- t . i se

3

-

X . ;-\,
- o N
are sending,their\children to Cathof:c high schools'despite a belféff K

'see publlc schools as_superior,in this area. On the other~hand, almost .~




o . ¢
7 ' » . I d . - B .

A
;]
School see, the greatest dlscrepancy in, varlety of course offerlngs,

Elder ngh School parents see the least degree Qf discrepancy).
Secondlgk parents perceive nogs;gnrricant dlﬁfefence beiyeen Cath- -
oli¢c and public ‘high schools in the realﬁ.pf edqcatlonal 1nnovatlon
yﬂthe.only magor exceptlons to thls-v1ew’are'MarLan parents, more .of .

.
k4 . L

. whop_see CatHolic schools as inpoVativg: than is the nbrm; parents
S ° . o ~ * '

from*Regina and Mt, ‘Notre Dame - high schools indicated thep think

)

/
Cathollc hlgh schools to be the least 1nnovat1ve) But onl

s

v

about

2% of the pareﬂts rndlcated thaéNhnnovatlve programs were a 31gn1f-
4cant factor in determ;nrng wh1ch,hlgh sdhool thelr.chlldren_would'

attend.”

¢ i

high schools prov1de adequate\_pportunltles‘for non-classroom :

'

—

a-{u}laVS% of the parents thlnk thlS to -be the case; Roger Bacon re-.

celved the- leagt support (35%) in this area). T oS
,.~{__‘ le'ﬂ..—. ,.‘)40 .
_ In the area of extrawcurricular acth1t1es, parents think the
s & ’

- pdbllc schools‘have stronger programs (parents fiom Elder ngh School
ranked Cathollc High schools the strongest ln.thls area, whlle parents

from Regina ranked Catholic schools the. Weakest in this area). On“thef'
* . 1 4 \ # e ¢ .
other hand, ;t hould be noted that only about 4%'gf the parents ‘indi-,
.xn ». 3 . T‘ ®

cated that the athletlcs program;dan lmpottant part of\extra- ‘. "'

-

v

‘” in thelr ch01cé of a h}Qh school

.
AN
J

And extra—curricular act1V1t1es

were hardly mentloned by parents in théir comments. )
) N4 -
In terms of educatlonal outcomes, almost~all the parents '

[ ) “ b

(703 of 721 who responded) seé Catholic high schools as hav1ng

. C e
. 4 .

. ’

EKC -. \ | 3 , H.'; C Cs ” S
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llearnlng act1V1treg’(Mar1an High School recelved exceptlonal support. =

currlcular actiV1t1es, was ‘one’ of the fo@?*most signlﬁncant'factdrs Qt'

S . ) - . ‘
Thirdly, over half of theﬂparents (50.6%) feel that Catholic .« -

T o,
<’

*
v

~

,stronger dlsc1pllne programs than publlc h1gh schools. Only three
parents of 721 feel publlC schools are 601ng a better job, whlle' R
g . . _ . v \ . . N




. . . v ' \" -
fifteen parents. see no significant-difference. %&mll ly, by an

overwﬁelmlng mqjorlty (95%), parents indicated that they’ percelve . o
[]

Cathollc schools as d01ng a\better job of developlng respect for - . T

- -

persons and property than pubch schools (Regina parents were

espec;ally supportlve in this area% Over 83% of the parents think ‘i
Ll ,\ ! »

;Eathollc schools are’ do!%b a better‘job of‘fa0111tat1ng moral growth

L
.and honesty than is done in publlC schools (Marlan and Roger Bacon
Ch . R
. parents were espec1ally supportivezln‘thls area).r '

t N .
+

These results.appear not only to reflect a percelved superlorlty

of Catholjic over public schools but also a’ satlsfactlon with what
L, .
Cathollc schools are doxng_ln this area since almost 90% of the

Parengs feel that their Catholic high school ‘p"ﬁblping their child S,
develop high personal. values and standards,”while only 1378% do not '
th1nk the1r Cathollc school is- fulfllllng this functlon adequately. .~

- ”

Furthermore, a]'nost 60% of" the parents fndicated that dlsc1p11ne was -

- "o
®

one of the four most significgnt factors in dec1d1ng upon a CathoI\c_, \

-bigh,school. And almost 44% indicated that personal growth in re-

sponsibility was one of the four\most significant factors in their L

.decision\\A / . 3 rr e ‘ - ‘.
ANor‘do'the parents seem to feel'thatwtﬁese outcomes are being '\\?'

'/obtalned at :E; cost of other worthwhile objectlves éome 85% of |

~.
S the parents .1 dtcated that they feel their Catholic’ hlgh school is . -

hélplng*fhelr 9pn or daughter have p051t1ve feellngs and a good’self-

»

'lmage about hlm or herself «the school ranked espeoially high 1n thls .
area was - LaSalle,,the Ieast helpful school as perceived by parents,.'

v

was McAuley) Slmllarly, almost 90% of parents reSpondlng indicated

that Cathollc schools do a better job of facilltatlng‘self*dlscipllne

.

PEEY “ . N 4

t
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and promotang hard wérk on -the part of students (Mt. Notre Dame

[

parents were most supportlve and McNichplas parents least supportlve

in this area). Furthermore,\by an overwhelming majority (over 95%),

R ' ] T N ‘ .
parents indicated that Catholic school‘discia!ine policies_are.not
"too strict. _ , L ' _ ;X

‘In the area’ 0f~reIIQLOUS educat1on' while a large major1ty of
L
parents would Tike fo see more 'religious on the facult1es of the

schools, 85% of them See Cathol:Lc schools! as being successful in

}prOpagating Catholicd values and'morals in their chjidren (Mother of

\
MercgdaﬁQFﬂbger Bacon parents were most supportlve and McNicholas

\ parEntf?ieast supportive in th1s area) Apparently these parents do

<ot ' see- th1s outcome as.-being ach1eved at the expense of other areas
roos

~s:|.nce 96% of the parents disagree with the statement that Catholic

T

schools dyell too heav1ly .on religion, even in non—re11g1ous studies.

A .
’ .

Almost nine of every ten parents d1sagree with the 1dea that there is

llt}le need for rellglous 1nstruct10n‘beyond~the elementary school .

» .

'level. Furthermore, more than half of the parents indicated that
. .- . . .

&

v

"Christian atmosphere” -was pre. of the four most important factors in

L 4

deciaing upon a Catholic high school ~ An almost equally large number -

///(44 '7%) listed rel1g10us training as one og'the four most significant
factors. . ' - . * Y:

In one lmportant area, -parents do not overwhelmlngly see Cathollc

- \

schools as ,doing ﬁ;erlor job In the eyes of 39% of the parents, ‘

’
hd -

Catholic schoo do a—hetter job of promotlng intergroup. harmony be~

tween the ra .and, etgnlc groups than do public schools. A little

ozer 20% see the publrc school-effort as superior; while over 40%

see noﬁsrgnificant ﬂifference,between the twd systems ‘parénts from
ca ) Aty S , ‘
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_ as belng too segregdted (parents from Marian, McAuley and Purcell do

least as knowledgeable as their colleagué&s in public schools (parents .,

-66-

A

Marian High School see Catholic school#®in the most positive®light

in this area; parents from Purcell are least supportlve in this area).

On the other hand, only one of ten of the parents see Catholic schools

P

see ségregation as more of a problem than do parents from other h;gh
. -
schools)f - .

Teachers' Qualifications and Relationships wﬁph Students
7

» most significant finding is that over 99% of. the parents

.

perceive teachers in Catholic high schools as being more dedicated
than teachers in public high schools. At the same time, over 90%

indicate that'they think teachers in Catholic high schools are at

2 1

from Marian High School as51gned the highest walue to the knowledge

»

"of Cathollc hlgh school teachers; McNicholas High School parents were

b -

least support1ve~1ncth1s,areaﬁl ( ’
. . '- . - - ’ .
In the area of'relatioenships between‘students and faculty, three Y
out of'four parents.see Cathollc schools as pay1ng more 1nd1v1dual ‘ -~

5
attentlon.to students than do publlc schools. They alSo tend to

J

thlnk that students atteﬂhlng Cathollc hlgh schools have class sizes
more fayorable to student learnlng than students attendlng publlc

'hlgh schools. slmllarly, more than three out 6f four of the parents -

.-

feel that there is open communlcatlon between thed chrld and the

teachers at thelr high schools (communlcatlons were/geen as most open’

»

by parents of. Mariap High'School students- as least open. by parents

" of. McAuley an% Our Lady of. Angels H1gh School students) Similarly,

69% of the parents See Communlcatlons between the adminlst;a{:gn and

'students at thelr ngh school as being open._(this tendenqy was seen (\

. . .
l[‘ [N . o \/ B ’ > ) B

-~ \ ' . {') .
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to be the strod!sgt at cher 3acon'and the weakest‘at McAuley HighA
School). . a

In terms of communication between themschocl and parents, four:
out of five parents think teachers in their Catholic high school have -
open communications with parents (parehts of Roger Bacon students
were most, supportive and those associatedkrith McAuley least suppor-
tive in thig area)l. More than 78% of the parents perceive communi-
cations as open between themselves and the administrators of their
high schools (again, Ro%fr Bacon parents were most supportive in

this area). - - ' N\

<
v

\
Services : 2
. , -

In the area of services, more thah-half of the parents perceive

Catholic high schools as doing a poorer job in offering psychological

N

- services to students ‘than public ‘schools (McAuley High School parents

-

perceive Catholic high schools as the weakedi/in this area). On the

r hand, only 27% of the parents think public high schools are

'a better jcbiof offering couhseling services,‘while the fé;

ing 73% think either that Catholic_high schools are superigr or
R

that there is no significant'difference in this area (parents from -

Elder High school have the most positive view of counseling services’

at Catholic high schools; McAuléy parents were least supportive in

this area). v )

,'In a related area, abcut 40% of the parents indicated,that Cath~

olic high schools do mot offer courses for students with special

needs (i.e. handicaps, learning disabilities, etc ). About 23% v

Ll

indicated that it is their understanding that such courses were

available,while 38% 1ndicated that they did not know whether ‘such
. + - - Q _ . . *

[ e .
” - v A . *

EKC - _— o
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courses were being offered. =
- . ® -

. . At

Facilities - '

Parents do not percelve CatH®lic schpol facilities as being

better than publlc school fac111t1es. A large percentage see the

»

phy51cal educatlon, classroom, library and laboratory fac111t1es as

4
-~ superior in the publlC schools. It is only in the area of mainte-

- -

nance of the buildings that Cathollc sthools are given a higher

rating than ‘public schools..
- - A " l-‘ . s

’ " L
-

, Individual Categories o : $
Certain individual categories which are often discussed as ‘
. being related to the selgction.of a.Catholic or public high school -
were al§b surveyed. ‘
1. 1In the area of transportation, the responses indicate that.
fer most parents who send their child to a Catholic high scheol,
transportation ig'nob‘a major factor in their decision. - §
2. Over 50§’of the parents indicated that the quality'of : R
educat;en’therr :hild received in elementary school was a factor in %
,,_~se1ectrng‘a Qatholic high school.
3. Parents were eqnally split as to whether there should be
an "open enrollment” policy for Catholic high schools. Almost
42% agreed and about 40% disagreed Qith the statement, "Our child
should have had the oppertunity to attend any Catholic high‘SChool
in the Cincinnati area (open enrellmént reeéived the strongest
support from parents associated with Marggn, Puﬂgefl and Our Lady
of Angels high schools).
i\ ’4.- There appears"not to be strong snpport for co-education

i

among the majority of parents. Almost 60% disagre®e with the . , .

EKC' ..";‘_‘5-2 .

ST




Toed s

-69-

S

opositiofthat Catholic schools should be o-educational’, “On
th ther hand,. it needs to be pointed out tKat parents of children

©~ in the only co—educational.school,:McNicholas, supportéd co-education -
-7 by ?0%. ) { . , !
‘5. The area-of recryitment ‘is one that seems to need strength-

enina. Only 17% of the respondents indicat!ﬁ that a substantial -

recruiting effort was - made to insure that their child would attend a

-

Catholicwhigh school (recruiting efforts were most perceptible to

parents from Purcell and_Rooer Bacon high schools: McAuley High
School parents perceive& the least recruiting effort). As'eqnally

. significa:f, only about 10% of the’parents were aware of substantial
efforts to recruit their children into Catholic elementary schools.
It seems important to note in this regard tﬁat only ;7 of 730 parents
indicated that*their child made the ultimate dec1slon about which
high school he would attend- more than 91% indicated that e1ther(lhey
alone or they ‘together with theit child made the choice about which
high school the child would attend. ) '

.. --6, Finally, parenfs were asked to indicate if they thought
Cathollc schools are too expens1ve. Slightly.over'half4o£'the-pgrents
do think the schools are too. expénslve When this response was
correlated with par@nts reporte;>\§come it was found that more than' :
60% of the parents whosé income gas "under $12, 000 1hd1cated that the
Catholic schools are too eXpensive About 55% of parents whose income
is $12,001 to $20,000° agneed, whlle only 40% of parents whose income |

~\ is $20,001 or above th1nk Cathollc schools are too expensive.

A Y . ¢ - - - [}

These results seem to indiohte that the choiceé of a Catholic

high school involves, a -definite finanoial hardship in the eyes of
N . . ot i . o - N

s
"
i




. . .
. f ’ ’

the vast maJorlty of parents\whose famlly income is $12,000

by L.
or helow. Nevertheless, these parents are willing to spend the

.,

money as long as they think i't results in a superier educations,

which seems to mean to them an e%hcation thchf'in a Christian

atmosphere, promotes«self¥discipline, moral responsibility,

respect for persons and property, good work habits, and religiocus

training as well as academic preparation.

Recommendations

l. It is recommended that a substantial increase be made in

N L . L /
the recruiting efforts of the th1rteen high schools and their feeder

schools. These efforts should be partlcularly directed to parents
on a personal\ba51s X ‘ ]

ot s
2. It is recommended that the recruiting efforts highlight

>

the following parental perceptions: . ) - /7
a. Catholic'high schools ‘have a dedicated ‘cadre of teachers.

b. Catholic high schools have a discipline program thatihas

. - « . - -

reasonable limits, is fairly enforced,ﬂand which promotes ‘,2'
L d

self-dlsclpllne and the development of good work habits,

Cathollc hlgh schools have faculties that proV1de
.1nd1v1dual attentlon to their students.‘( o
\
d. Students going to Cathollc hlgh schopls receive suq;rror .

academic counsellng. ) _ i o
. =

atholic high schools pro%ide\a'climaﬁﬁ that promotes
intellecttal and Splrltual growth. \ - Lo
3. It is recommeﬁﬁed that before any plans are’ madg_to implement
co—educatlonal ‘high schools, a cons1derable effort be made to make 1t
“poss1ble for parents to -see how this change w111'benef;t their

.

children.

3 'Ec




: majof émount of enérgyrand money,--in strengthening already”stroﬁg

|

b

\.

A d ¥

4, It is recdémended that: ¢ ‘ ) ,
- N A &

a. It be communicated to parents that’incrgasingJy

1

»

. Catholic high schools ar% being» agsked to serve

students, who come to higﬁ'schppl with serious *
gcademic deficiencies. ¢ ' . ‘

.
" .

b, At'leasﬁyénéwpferhigh school éenter (grades 4-8)

7 * be idengéfiéd and staffed to handle such yngbsEérs. gr

x. - C. At least one hidﬁeschool-centbr be designéfed to -
S set ﬁp a program for such youngsters. ’ . i

It is recémmeﬁded that patholic high'schools‘spend the

i

aca-

5,

b -

¢ . 5 - -~ a N
demic- programs as opposed to attempting -to strengthen vocational-

technicad education, innovative educational programs and éxpanded’

. . - .4 -, .
~variety of course offerings. ] . - i

-6, It is recommended that ‘the high schools do all they can,

P ¥ -
b

| within’finanéigl'ﬂimitations, to give better support to extra-

Lt
. s -
L]
=~ . ~

curricular programs, .
[ ]
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. Survey Results’,

1. Vocational and gechnical Fducation

Catholic 4,.8%
Public 90.5%
- No. difference 4.8%

2. College Preéaration

Catholic
Pubhlic

69.7%
3.8%

No diffefénce2655%

3. Discipline’
Catholic A7.5%.

Public - 0.4%

No difference 2.1%

Catholic ) ‘ 43
Public 8.3%
No differencel7.3%

.

Catholic 27 .0%
Public 34.,5%
No difference%S.S%

34
646
34

. 492

27
187/

Y15

519

58
121

Lo o \ 0 - . .
5. Extra-curricular Activities
*

191

244
272

6.4 Phvsical Education Facilities

s

Catholic

_,.
.

-

350 - -

10.7% 76
Public 68.5% “488
‘No difference20,8% 148
7. Couﬁselinq Services
Catholic  .40,6% 280,
" Public 27.0% 186
No difference32.5% 224
. s \ . ¢
8. Psychologidal Services
Catholic "23.1% . 150
~ Public” 53.9%
N6 difference23.0% 149

9. .Varietx of Course Offerings

Catholic 10.0%
Public 67.6%
No difference22.3%

70
472

.,156
v
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N
» »
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. *
s
«
- -
. s »
[y
-
\ -
- Al
. . .
. 4
[
o
.
,\- .
¢ . .
)
¥
.
- .
v L=
R “p.
. 4
ur.
- T
13
A}

47




o . \.. ! , LY " e ‘
« * . & P
- 1 . 4 * ) T
- ac. ‘. ~ ‘ B . - 3— s . . - - — .
. . _.(L- 3 \ ) A, . . N . s . i . . .
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- ‘ Cathollﬁ- \ 21.6% . 149 - _ - ! :
* . Public N 44.1% | 304 - - e
. “No’ dlfference '33.3% . 237 + L ' : -
. - A t N -
S sa‘ll,‘ Lab,oratory f‘ac111t1es, . Vo L
.. . ? : B . i
’ "catholic - 10, 5% 71 - .
. [Public 61.4% 414 TR o -
) "No- dlfference 28.0% . 189 A A
H \ . N 4
. 1!§ Malntenance ﬁ Bu11d1n5& & \' - .
, Catholic  .l47.2% ® 328° ~ . '
-Public 19.'6% 136 T . ) ~
B . _&No dlfferepcq 33‘2% 231 . . A A
v , ~l3.\ . Number of studenti:j)e class’ -
[ ] . . 4 o
) . ) ~ . - £
: . = catholic * v s50.1% - 3364 - -
: - Publ}_? T24.3% . 16 . 2 ’
v W Mo di fejence 25.6% 0172, R o :
) SN N}/ fore Dedlcated Teachers 6 ,"r ] ¢
. . N
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: 2 ~/No dlfﬁe epce 15 9% .12, o ‘
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, & Public. . : 8%% , s54 o e -
¥ ., -, No difference 49. 8% 338 ., -
’ -
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- N “
Transportatlon ‘was a major factor in decldlng ‘what
high' school our child would attend°

’ Yes 1o 3% 75
3iNo - 88,7% . 646
-'Don't Know - 1.0% | .

j“}l@.\& The quallty of the educatlon that our child recieved
" at the-elementary-level was a deciding factar for
\sendlng our child, to his/her hlgh schooyl?

Yes 51.5% 371
No . - . 4545% 328 @
Dontt: know 3.1% 22

20. Our: ch™d should have had the opportunity to attend
‘ . any Catholit high scho®l In the anclnnatl area?
. o
es , 41,9% 297 .
40'.3‘%‘ 285 ’ .7
- 'Don“t Know 17.8% 126 .
p- -
21 *Catholic schools traln ch;ldrenzln selﬂ—dlsc1pllne
and hard woﬂk better than public schools?

L 4

S Yes ' - 89.3% 649 -
No T . 4.,0% 29 : 5
- Don't Know "6.7% .49 - . ' ¢ .

gstholic schools teagh children to like other races
nd nationalities better tham public schools?

Yes 38.8% 277 S
. No L 20.7% 148
: Don't.Know '4@ 5% 28& ! Y zad
- > 2, . , . . .
Catholic schools traln chlldren to be more honest and
morally uprlght than puhlic schools? ‘ .
® . . o
Yes ) 83. l% ~ 593 ‘ -, ‘
No .o 7.0% . .50 ) "
Don't Khow 9.9? ‘%71 - I
Cathollc schools have dlSClpllne pOllCleS that.are
tOO StrlCt "" . . ” . N 3 °
- ,v ¢ u" - \ .
CYes 2:3% 16 y
No .. ~: ~95.7% 696 ’
Don't'Know 2, l% ©- 715 ',| . - .
Catholxc sghpols should have more. religious (31sters,'
- brothers, prxests) on their faculties. - % :

Yes © 65.1% 462
No, . ,16.8%:% 119 -
Don't Know 18.2% .- 129

<

Y |
. .




27.

28 »

.Yes .’ ,3.7% : 274l'° ’

Catholic schools do not offer courges for children
with special needs (i.e. handlcaps, leafnlng dlsabll-

ities, etc.). y

1

Theré was a Substantlal recruitment effort to get &ur

Yes . 39, 3% 284" _? L :
No 22.6% 163 . . . ' ’
Don't Kmow 38.1% . 275 L

child to attend Catho}ic high school when he/she left

elementary schodl? . .
Yes " 17.2% . 125 A -
No - C77.2% 561 .
Don't Rnow 5.6% 41" '

There was a substantial effort made to have us enroll
our child 1nto CatHolic elementary sch\sl -

v .

Yes'n + _ 10.4% 75 .

No . . . 86.9% 628

Don't Know ~2 8% .., 20

Catholic ;chools are"oe4e;pen31ve—mw ' ' v
Yes - . 52.6% '376 I .
NG - .39, 6% 283 .
,Don tKnow 7.8% 56"

o . -
Cathollp schools are too segregated. -

.o . . io ® - ﬁé

ZYes , 9.7%
) 79,.9% : ¢ '
!”t Khow 10.4% . '7# e

570 « o

*

Catholic schools dwell too heav1ly on relléaon,,even
non-religiousestudies. , (

No ™ .- 92.0% 666 . - S
Don't Rnow 4.3% 3l . ‘ z\\ .

'There is llttle need for rel;glous 1nstructlon beyond

the, elementary level

) ) s ;.‘/ > N "
Yes ‘ 18.1%. 58 Co .
No | 89.0% - 637 . ‘
Donlt Know ~2.9% 21 . :

Y .. . ® "y
)

The school owg child presently attends is preparlzf oh:

child for a cdreer after high, school

- . . N .
85.8% —6d2 = . L
-‘8o7%¢ . , 62 . ?. ~ -
V-S.S'%.’ 39 R L=
* 4 'C:S ' ] 4 ‘ ' 2

..

¥

in

-
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34, . The school our child presently attends is helping our
" - child to develop high personal values and standards.

: Ye§
No
Don't Know

. 89.6%
3.8%
6.7%

©

A |

=76~

645
27
48

<

\

b

1

4

35. The school our child presently attends is‘helping him/

her to have positive feelings and a good sel¥~image."

83.0%

Yes ©® 595 ° e
No . 4.0%8. 29
~ Don't Khow '13.0% 93 .
- . ~ 4 -

36. The school our child presently attends has the best .
curriculum choices for our child's academic needs.
Yes . 53.9% 383 T
No- 21.4% 152

. +« Don't Know 24 .6% 175

37. The school our child presently attends provides adequate

v opportunities for non-classréom leatning activities
‘(field trips, special assemblies, etc.]).
. . g ., .
Yes 50, 6% 361 ‘
No 28.4% 203 .
Don't Know 21.0% 150 _ Lo
1638f _The sc¢hool our child éiesentlyfatténds should be co-
" educatienal. : o
] Yes * 7% 173
~ =7 No 7% 418
~Don't Know  15,6% 109 *
39. The schdol our child presently astends is ihstilling
, .Catholic values and morals: into our :children's spjritual )
growth, ) R .
k i B \ -
Yes . 84.3% - 602 o
. No _ 7.0% 50 i
“. Don't Know 8.7% " 62: '
S e S , . -
40, The school our child presently attends has open communication
" between teachers and our child. : ' T
5 .. . X .
. ~ L . ..
Yes ... 76.5% 547 e D
No A% 18,88 7 638 e .
" Don'f Know ,14.7%. 105 . . ~‘N\§
=y R B e ‘ ’ :
+4%. -THe school”our child presently attends pas open communication
. ‘b#tween teachers and mé «(pazent).. - . -
- o~ ~ - - ) - Lo -t .
Yes .-8Q.8% - 75 ) ) ‘ Y
'No . rl0.4%7 74— ' . .
jﬁgn't Know 8.9 63 *?i‘ P :
. v ' * g-" . ) —

Lt
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45,

P

o : 1 v
\- a -

The school our child presently attends has open

communicatien betWween otir child "and the administration.,

Yes v, 69.08  483. ~- )
No . .. - 10.6% | 76 . WA
Don't Know 20.4% - 146

* : B
The school ,our chjild presently attends has open k\;
communication between me “(parent) and the ‘admini-

stration. . !

L

Yes 78.8% 559
No 9.4% 67 <
Dog't Know  11.7% 83 v -

‘Do you have any children at home who are §ouﬁger thén .

your high school age’ child who might atténd Catholic *-
high school? " :

1

, -
Yes 66.5% 482

No 33.4% 242 o
Don't Know R 0.1 1

If,Zyes",‘how many?

’

i 38.6% - 187 :

2 32.08 | 155 . .
3 19.6% . . 95 "t

4 " 4.7% 23

5

. » B - - . R . A N . .
or more | '542%" - Zfﬁ - L
\ ! ° s

Our average .family income 'is:

\ ) . S

below 88,000  5.1%' 33 : g )
$8,000-12,000 18.9% 123 S
$12,000-20,000 46.2% . 301° :

sbove $20,000  29.9% 195 .

.

Who made the ultimate decision about which high school

youriskild‘yould attend? ”

Your cHild 6.7% 47 .

You (parent) = 24.2% - 170 ce v
‘Both 67¢6% 475 o T g
Other . 11.6% -+ " 11 :

-

#
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: .
that were the most important in fheir choice of a hfgh school.
A Y -L ' ! : T B PN .
To process the data, weighted scores were used. TIf a parert indi-

'Fxom the list below, parents werc aské&ito se13ct four -items

cated that one choice was the single most important factor in their

selection, a weighted score 6f 4 was assigned; if it was second

* o
« 5 - . M N 1Y b

most important,‘a weighted soore of*3 was assignédr if it was
chosen -] t" third most rmportant factor, a welghted score of 2 °

was a551gned- and if, 1t was the fourth most meortant factor, a

[T~
] ‘welghted score of- 1 was assigned. * . ’ ,' S

-

" Then the weighted scores for each choice Wete adaed. Obvi-
~nel .

~ R 4 "‘& ‘

ously the higher the sum of-the weighted score, the more important

it was to.parents responding. éhpices'wete then' erdered.

»

~

‘ Christian atmOSphére o + 1084

3 Discipline | ‘ 1070
Religlous-tralnlng . ‘ 965
Personal growtﬁ"a respon51b11Lty 562
Colléhe P-r'épa.ratfio{n Progra:@ : . 559°

\ Exccilent-teachihg ctaff' T ‘ ‘3éi
“Tr5d1t10n and repupatlbn ‘. .: o :365
Dlssatlsﬁactlcn with other schools' ' 298 . e
Ind1v1dual attentlon ; o ‘ 14’
Otper‘ ‘? Vo o ‘ ‘
'Athretic program

s

3innovative.programs‘
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o . ' T CH.APTER vl -
PARENTS OF STUDENTs.,NoT AT@ND;NG T e
cﬁnomc HIGH, scnoons o 2.
. , ‘ B
U T » . N t !

»

Apprbx1mate Y 1 200 randomly selected parents of students who

Introductign - - 1 . v

non—Catholl
\

“céting their perceptions of Catholie_schools.' 126 of these parents

chdse to fill olt and return the surveys. This represents a return

rate of 10.5%.* ' - ) -

_ This cngpter present§ a{suﬁﬁz:;?;nd anelysisQOf.thésg,ze&gi:s.

' comparisons with the returns of the survey of parents of gtuden
. L '

who are attending Catholic high schools, and a set of recqmmendations.

.
v

Again, it needs to be eﬁphasized:that.the perceptions‘éf tﬂ@s groups

of parents needs tg be balanced with the other information eontained

’
A"

_in this report and available from\bther sources.
* - - M _ N *- ) »
For purposes of sumfary, analysis afid comparison, the survey -
" "n . .
results have been divided intp five. areas: currciular ‘and progrém

L area, 1nc1ud1ng spec1f1c educatnxaloutcomes, teacﬁers' qua11f1cat10ns

- *
. '

L Y- and relatlonshlps with students, serv1ces(€§?c111t1es,‘and individual

\ ’

‘categories. ce - .
-t { o '
- % " c. . : L4 ‘ L
'ff'In‘bomparlson to the other groups of parents surveyed this '

* ‘return rate is obv1ously\gow, perhaps Indicating a lower level
of concern on the .part.of these parentspwith the ‘fujure of
Cathollc high schools.

‘ I3 , - . 4
B -
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~ Curricular and Program Areas e

Parents of‘students attendinganon-Catholic'highkschools by a

. percentage of‘86.5 to 3.5 see public high schools as\offering better

programs in VOcat%onal and technical education than Catholic hlgh

schools., 8, 7% of the parents see no Significant diff‘rénce between

'the two. This—perception closeﬁﬁ parallels the views of parents of

students in Catholic hlgh schools who indlcated that they see public

'

s

¢ . h1gh ‘'schools having stronger programs in vocational and technical
education by a ratio of 90.5% to 4.8%. !

. . 3
This similarity in pefceptions is not as true in the area of

college preparationahowever. By a margin of better than two to one

(42 9% to 17. 5%), Catholic high schoels are seen_as doing a. better

<

]Ob of preparing-students for college. A signifiCant 37.3% of thef

parents see né\difference between~public and Catholic high schools

in_this area.' Th/se percentages, though still "favoriﬂb‘ Catholic

-

schools, ate. quite -different from thosé obtained from parents of

Catholic high school students where 69.7% (an increase of 26. 8
. 1
percentage points) see the Catholic schools as doing a better jOb

public high schools were seen as dOing a better job by only 3.8% of

these parents (a decrease of 13. 7 percentage p01nts)u But 1t al\b
needs to be.noted that only 25.4% of these parents feel that the ‘

non—Catholic high'school their child is attending is providing a’
better academic background than the Catholic high school would have-'
almost 44% indicated that they thought the Cathglic high school
deﬁinitely would have provided a bebter gcademic background Secondly,
non-Catholic high schools arekseen as not prov1ding adequate oppor—

. N \

tun:t{es for non-classroom learning activfties by a margin of more

N '
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"than two to one of these parents. This is in sharp comtrast to the
peréeptions of the Cathoiic high schools made‘by parents of Catholic

high school students.

In terms. of variety of courses and innovations, parents of

s 5
non-Catholic high‘séhool students share the perceptions -of parents

of Catholic high school students. Parents see public high schools

as being stronger in the variety of cqurse offerings than Catholic
high.schools Q74.6% of the parents of_non-Catholic high'qehool stu-

‘ dents‘favor public schools to 4.8% favoring Catholic hi%& schools IL
in this area). —Similarly, b9'a substantial margin (more than three
to one).public high schools are seen by these ,parents as having

stronger programs in educatlonal 1nnovat10n However, 1t.should be

——— — ———— ——

noted ‘that -these parents did not place a high level importanée

on this area when selgcting a high school. oOnly 11.9% listed

innovative programs ds onq;:f €He four reasohs ﬁhy tﬁry selected a -

non-Catholic high''school fér their child. )

»

i V .
In terms of religious-training, less than 10% of these parents

~
'Y

feel that Cathelic schools dw¢ll too heavily on'religion even in

ndn-religious‘studies. “And only one out of every six feels there is’
¥
little need for religious’ 1hﬁtruct10n beyond the elementary school

level /%urthermore, by a margln of three to Qne, thls group of
parents 1nd1cated that they would prefer to have more rellglous as
members of the faculties of Cathollc schools.$ / , A

Thls view of rellglous educatlon also is reflected in the ﬁact 5

[ a
that a relatlvely 1n31gn1f1cant perqentage of these parents 1nd1cated

that rellglous education\was a _reason. for SGIGCthg a non-Catholic

[}
hagh school ‘and few. commentsa(elther posltxvefbr negative) about

L ‘o .
. ]

A . ” L
. . R ' -~

s

CERIC -

-
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‘religious education were made don the.survey5'by thése parents.,

v

- In the area of extra—currlcular act1V1t1es, this group of
parents by a ratio of almost elght to one views publlc hlgh schools

as having programs which are superior to those of the Cathollc hlgh.
] 1 : :

schools. 7Parents of students in Catholic high schools concur in
this perception thbugh not by aS‘wlge a margin. However, both

groups of parents 1nfrequently mentloned extra—currlcular activities

¢ .

in their'comments nor did they indicate the area as one of the most

— Crucial cons1deratlons in the ch01ce of a high school

-~ ~

In the area of selected educatlonal outcomes, this group of

parents generally sees the Catholic‘high_schools as doing a better
- ] ’ N

- job than the public high schools. '77% of the pafents responding

see‘Catholic high schools as having stronger discipline programs

“ N -

than public high schools. 1In the eyes of only 4% of the parents,
public high schools were stronger ih discipline {as in other‘areés,

this set of parents have a less favorable view of Cathollc hlgh
" schools than parents whose chlldren aréi!ttendlng Catholic hlgh

. schools: 20% fewer see Cathollc hlgh gschools as superior in th1s.

\

areaf. Furthermore, by a margln of more than two to one (61 9% to ' -
26.72%) th1s group of parents seesCatholic schools a do g "a better
job of promotlng self-dlsc1pllne and developlng hablts of hard work .

in students than ‘is done in public schools. And less than 5% think

»

the" dlSClpllne ‘policies of Catholic schools are too strict.

_These. pOSltlve perceptlons of Catholic hlgh schools are also
! ]

vreflected in the parents' views of -other areas. 'As does the group

of parents who have chlldren in Cathoilc hlgh schools, this group J’r :

. : — N ¢
~ . r!‘* ) 'b . .

.

< Y ) /

' - i ~ \
SO S RN :

) ' . ; ) -

& L
. ot ‘
t 3 N - ~

* of parents,, A a tremendous margin (69% to 3.2%), seesg Cathollc high
N / . s

"

it

XY
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- and- parents whose chlldren are attend1ng Cathollc hlgh schools - cg/v

’ ’ 1
- [ -~ V]
. .

. < . —_
—83_' . ) f . F R N

~
,
f
F

schools as having superior programs for developing respec¢t for -
‘persons and property than do public hlgh schools. Similgrly, they™ *’
see_ Cathollc hlgh schools as d01ng a 6etter jeb of tralplng students

to be more honest and morally uprrght than publlc schools by, a mar— \

gin of 52.4% to 30.2%. Flnally, while 54% of the parents 1nd1cated,
that the non-Catholic hlgh schools their chlldren are attendlng is | o F
helping them' to have positive feelings about themselves this flgure

does not compare too favorably when contrasted with the fact that
» A

over 83% of the parents whose chlldren are in Catholic high schools RN

< -
state that their hlgh schools are fosterlng positive self—image -

In one f1nal area, there is a contrast between the perceptlons .
[ 4

of parents whose chlldren are attgnding a non—Cathollc hlgh s¢hool

w
These parents perceive the public schools -as doing a better jOb of -

¢ e

teach1ng students to like, other races and natlonalltles than the ; . $

set of parents, only one oux of six of th

i L]

Catholic schools are dolng .. On the other hand Nslm;lar to-the other \
e‘gaz&ents feel that Cath--
olic schools are tdQsegregated. . '( : .

T\ § dee .
s AT - ,
Teachers' Qualifications and Qelasionshggs with Students . '

o""

50% of the parents of childreiaittendlng non—Cathpllc hlgh .

school¥® see teache;s in Cathol}c hi’ scﬂools as belné’more dedlcated

¥

.than teachers in public high schools, 5 6%.see teachers 4n public

-

high schools as more dedlcated whlle 38. 9%‘tﬁlnk there is rno slgnlf—

{cant dl erence z‘l'l:I'lougl'x these perceptlons favor Cathollc high
s,. they are not as favorable as the. perceptlons of parents W}th
Chlld in Caﬂlollc hxgh schools where 83. 3% of “the parents think

teaohers En ‘the Cathollc high schqols are _more dedlcated By a sllgit
. Al ¢ . -

. - v
Q : ) .

oA

H}

:

.

-

Y
P N
g
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.




-

margln (20.6% to 15.9%)" teachers in” Cathollc hlgh schools are seen';
-

}' as more knowledgeable than teachers if publ&c hlgh schodls. A

slgnaflcant 54.8% ofe_hese parents see no slgnlflcapt difference

%etween_;ae two groups. The group of parents cited in thegprevious °*

; chapter favors teachers in CagholiC'schools ln‘this area by a mar-
glneof 42, 3% to 8% with 49, 8% seelng no 51gn1f1cant dlfference. \"

" This general trend is also’ reflected in the\area of 1nd1v1dual

attention and class size. By a llttle more tban ‘a two to one margln,
2 .
this group-of parents sees Cathollc high schoblé as being superlor

to publ::’?ihools in making individyal attention-available to the

student However, this view is much less favorable than the per-

c&ntages of

. . PN N . ¥
arents cf students attending Catholic hicgh scho ls. .
is group of parents sees Catholie high- schools as belng
/ -
'superior to piblic- hlqh schools in the number of studentﬁ per class

Similarly, t

py a margin’ 32.5% to 22.2% to 34.9% (Cathollc hrgh school to pub—f
, $

(J : ) i
lic high s€hool to no 51gn1f1cant difference respectlvely) This is

."in contrast’ to the patents of students in Cathollc h1gh s hools

‘ where the respect1ve flgures were 60. l% to 24.3% to’ 25 6%,

x

Slmllar to the perceptlons of parents oﬁ‘Cathol}c hlqh school
h

students, th1s group of parents indicateq that they think communi-

catlons/hetween students and teachers and between students.and
. ’ . ‘ - 7 ’u

administrators are better at Catholic high schoolskthan.thez are at’

s

.
B
- -
. '
- .
' .

' Parents of non-Catholic high schoc& udents see public high

'public high schools. -

SerV1ces -~
—rﬂ-&—-——

3

L]

schaols <as havxng superlor pr0grams in counsellng by better than

e

two and one half to one. Thls is a 31gﬂ$f1cant1y hlgher flgure than

.

(
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‘the one presented by parents who have students Lq Cathollc high /
3 ~.
schools. The views of the two groups of parents pataliel each other

A1 b -

T

-

in the area of psychologlcal services; parents of non—Cathoilc hlgh
L4 /

- sCchool students also see public hlgh schools as having superior pro-

grams. ‘Finally, 43, 7% of these parents{}ndlcated that they do not )
k—

know whether Catholic hlgh schools oﬁ%er courses for chlldren w1th :

special needs (i.e, handlcaps, learnlng dmsabllltles, etc ). Another'w

' 19.8% “feel that Cathollé high schools do not ofger such courses. .

5

- -

cs s . T - . ) . : -
: Fac1llties . : T '
\\t Catholic

v 1]

This group of parents' perceptions of facilities a

v

and public high schools paralleis closely those of parents uith .

children in Catholic high schools. By a w1de margln they percelve

-

publlc high school's as superior 1n the phy51cal educatlon, claSS— . .

roon, hibrary and laboratory fac1llt1es in -comparison with Cathollc

hlgh schools. They also think that“Catholic high schools are doing
. v
a better job maintaining their buildings than the public +high schools .

. are doing.

]

, Individual Categories p : y-

Y * . - >

. B > -\
Six other areas which have been often discussed in relation to-

- the selection” of a high s¢hool were albd'Shrveyed e

3

1. 25% of the parents whose offsprlng attendea‘Cathollc ele—

mentary schools but now attend non~Cath011c hlqh schools 1nd1catéd

“that transgortatlon was a major factor in deciding Wthh high school

thelr‘chlld would attend. - - * )

\ ‘ /
¢ . 2, 20% of the/parents respondlng indicated that the quality of "

the elementary school was a sxgnlflcant factor in determlnlng whlch

- g
‘high school their Chlld would attend. . ‘ % RSP R ;
~ . ' r -1 ’ )
. ’ o e ) J ‘ ’ <
EKC( . Y i ’ \ ] ‘ . ' - : . \ i




.than do Catholic h1gh schools. = % - ’

A

ks

. ‘ b ) ) . . ""
-g6= 8 v
: . - AN
'3. By a malgin of 37% to 28.68%, parents indicdted that theilr o

A

child‘ehpuld have had the opportunity t® attend any Catholic high
school in the Cincinnati area.
* . ,\ . .u

4. 21.4% of the paremnts indicated ate co-education was one,
" :

of the four major reasons that they chose ?non—catholj.c high < ]
school. This pércentage may relate to the fact that by aboﬁt a
. \ . - . * . 4 - .

three té two ratiq, this grodb of parents indicated that thg§ think N

public sqhools“fov1de students with a more balanced soc1al llfe

-
N [

5. Slgnlflcantly, less than 30%Jof the parents 1nd1cated there
had been a- substantlal effort made to recrult their chlldren for

Cathollc high schoqls. As with the othe group of parents, this (
group 1nd1cated there had been ewen lesé of an_ effort to recruit " , Y‘

their chlldren for the Catholic elementar¥_schools Agaln, this

»

reSpon53 rate i's 1mportant_ given the fact that over‘90%-of the S ya

1nd1cated that they or they together Wlth their Chlld made'

the ultlmate dec151on about which high- school the child would attend

-~

as opposed to the child making the ultimate dizision. '

paren

- w6 As-wasﬂanticioated, the area of expenge and tultion appears

to be a very significant area for varents whose children are not
- - »* . .-‘ -

-

attending Catholic high‘school%?: For instance, three out of »four af 'Fl

~

these parents 1n,d1cated that they feel Latholic schools are too ex-

pensive. By a ?argln bf more than two to one (62. 7% to 30. 2%),
parents‘indlcated that the1r chlldren are 901nq to non—thhollo
séhools because the prlce of tu1tlon at Cathollc high gschools is too’
high for thejfr famliy budgetls. - Simjilarly, 6!? of the pazgﬁfe who -

indicated tuftion as one of the four most important reasons for‘

- .
s . . . b
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chopslng a non Cath/ilc high schbol listed it- as the single most A

1mportant factor in thelr decision.

7 -

v
A »

’

Furthermore there is an outstanding difference‘wheh tuition

-

¢

as a factor in cholce of high school is related to reported family

K]

income’ among these parents. §8% of the parents whose famlly income

.1s between $8,001 and 512,000'indicated that the non-Catholic

»

parents should be emphasized: : - _ . ‘

’ b.

school. was chosen'becauie the tuition was deemed too high for the .

9 '

family budget. OnIy.QS% of-thoselwhose income was $20,000 or'AQove ‘.

| .

chose the mon-Catholic high schookJLecause the.Catholic°hiqh school

. - S
tuition was too high for the family. budget. "
1 ) , ' _7 -
Recommendations ¥ g '
1. It is recommended that.in mdking policy deéisions and when

a -~

in contact with parents the following perceptions of'both groups of

a.

-

2, It

hlgh school

Catholic schools provide an atmdhphere_thatﬂ;!ads

Catholic high schools are very human institutions®

Catholic hlgh schools prov1de an opoortunlty for stu-

dents to receive individual attentlon from a dedlcated

-

teacher,

Catholic high schdols are places where reasonable’ s
1 . L] . - .

and fair S\Imits are established for students.

Catholic schools prov1de ‘an atmosphere where students

can grow sp1r1tually and morally as well as cognltrvely
' 4

children to think better oﬁsthemselves: :
¥

is recommended that the superlntendent s office and

“
principals, in a spirit of cooperation, attempt to devise
. ¢

.

-—
-

-




~ , : s e M

policies which will help to reverse the trend -of parents with lowen
s y O ' ) : . ﬁ
family ihcomes choosing'péblic rather than Catholic hi hools

prlmarrly hpcause of high tultlons, lest.Catholic hlgh schoels

’ become less representdtlve of the Cathollc pooulatlon at Large.*

- . . ‘\—’

n th1s regard, - recommendatlons contalned in thls report whachalhyolvé
potential sav1ngs and measures for 1nsur1ng the coptinuation of R

Cathollc schoo}s-should not be overlooked. ' Lt , ) .
- t
3. It is recommended that, if .the high schools are 901ng to

:

Ltake the respon51b111ty for promoting 1nter rac1al and lnter ethnlc
A
understandlng, they should'adopt definite ahd visible programs in

this area. The schools should work more closely with the Archdi-
'ocesan Urban’ Schools Coordinatog*and barticipate more fully.in
workshbps and conferences arranged or recommended by the suoerln-
tendent s office .to promote 1nter'rac1al and 1nter-ethn1c under-
standlng. This seems particularly important since‘neitherigroup '“;gg
of parents gave_ the .Catholic schools very high.ratings in this area.
4, It is. recommended tha; there be more opportunltlbs for
co- educatlon.in order to respond to what seems to be-desired by a
significant number of the Catholic popqlation. This recommendation
should not- be interpreted as meanﬁng tth all hidh schools shouid
- ove in thls dlrectlon.
5, It is recommended that Cathdilc high schools not attempt to
-

compete with non-Catholic hlgh schools in variety of courses offered,

etcy~é%??h°li¢ schools must put the emphasig on the éﬁality of their

>

programs.
v * ’ -
- \Vd °
- ’ h -
Iy - r - -
. -~ ‘
ts +
" . - A )
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Survey Results

‘Vocational  and Technical Education

Satholic =

./ ) -

*

A

3.2% 4 ‘

Public . 87.9% 109 ©
No Difference 8,9% lﬂi‘ .»T\ .
College Preparation ' ~
Catholic © 43.9% . 54
Public 17.99»%, 22 - ~
‘No Difference 38.2% 47" N
Discipline . g

"Catholic 79.5% 97 : . )
Public .4.1% - 5
No Difference 16.4% 20
Individual Attention
Catholic 43,3% 52
Public 18.3% 22
No Difference 38.3%" 46 : .
Extfa—cu%ricular Activities / -« .
Catholic 8.9%- 11 '
Public - 65.9% 81 ~
No Difference 25.2% 31 ES
‘Physical Ed. Facilities -
Catholic 5.9¢ _ 7 . )
Public 82.2%. © 97 ° .
No Difference '11.9% 14 ‘ -
Gounséﬁing Services
Catholic 17,88 21 . -
Public - 45.8% 54
No Difference 36.4% 43

'“Psychological Services ‘
Catholic 12.7% 14 ¢
Public 51.8% 57 .
No Difference 35.5% 39 -
Variety of Course Offerings ,
Catholic 5.0% 6 N

- Public 78.3% 94
No Difference 16.7% 20 ‘ ]




<

Classroom and Library Facilities

Catholic 1.1s 13
Public 51.3% 60
No Difference 37.6% 44

A

~

Laboratory Facilities

Catholic 9.7%
Public '66.4%
No Difference 23.9%

Maintenance of Buildings

Catholic ' 29.6% 34
Public 22.6% 26
No Diffe 47.8% "55

er of students per class

. 36.3% 41
Public 24.8% 28
No Difference 33.9%' 44

More Dedicated Teachers

B . 4
Catholic ; 52.9% 63
Public 5.9% - 7
No Difference 41.2% ' 49

More Knowledgeable Teachers
Catholic ' 22.6% 26

Public - 17.4% 20
No Dif fergnce 60.0% 69

Innovative Educational P:ogfams.
L 2

Cathplic , 14.08 15 -
Public® 43.0% ,46 -
No Difference 43.0% 46

. A

Developing Respect for Perspns and Property

Catholic .. | 73.7% 87
Public ©3.4% - 4
No Difference - 22,9% 27




18.

22. .

. 23,

Pt I

24,

-

Transportatiqp'was a major factor in igé}zing
on what high ‘school .our child would a nd.

Yes IS 24 .8% 31- S
No 72.0%8 90 : :
Dénfianow 3.2% - 4

‘ '
, The quality of the education that our/child received
" at the elementary level was a deciding‘factor for

sending our child to his/her high “ghool. '
‘Yes ( 21.8% © 27 '

No - 71.8% 89 _ ,

Don't Know 6.5% 8

Our ¢hild should have had the opportunity to attend
any Catholic high school in the Cincinnati area.

Yes 39.2% 47
No . 30.08 36 .
Don't Knew  30.8% 37 R

.

Catholic schools train children.in self-discipline
and hard work better than public schools.

Yes T 63.4% 78~
No 26.8% -33
Don't Know 9.8% 12

Catholic schools teach children_to like other races
and nationalities, such as Blacks, Puerto Ricans
and immigrants, better than public schools.

Yes 25,0%\ » 31
No . 43,5% 54 )
Don't Know 31.5% 33k’” ' \

Catholic schools train children to be more honest and
morallygupright than public schools. R

Yes - 53.7% 66
Np =~ - 30.9% . 38 ‘ . .
qﬁp?t Know - 15,4% 19 o '

Catholic schools have discipline,

" policies that are too strict. -

s
'3
4

" Yes' 4,.8% 6 ) oo r
No C 85.5% 106
Don't Know . 9.7% 12 ,
S




24'

29.

30,

C s

\ . )
-92- ¢ | o
Cagholic, schools have discipline policies that are /
tgo strict. / o -
s  _-4.8s \?¥" '
No -7 85,58 106
Don't Know 9.7% 12 )
> .

CafhoLic schoolgshould have more religious (sisters,
brothers,}and iests) on“their faculties? .

LY

Yes «39.8% 73 . t ) . '
No 17.2% 21 :

Don't Know 23.0% 28 R
) ' . - ¢ e . : .

Catholic schools' do not offer cburses for children with
sbecial needs (i.e. handicaps, ,learning disabilities, etc.),.

, 7
Ye J . 34,43 42 :
No T 20:5% 25 ° . .
Don*t Know 45,1% 55 - -

, —
Rl -

There was a substantial recruitment effort to get our
child to attend Catholic high school when he/she left
elemenFary school, ‘

Yes 28,8% 36 /
No ] 67:2% 84 ’
Don't Thow 4,0% - 5

There was a substantial effort made to have us enroll
our child into Catholic elementary school.

Yes . 16.4% 20 o .
No 82.0% 100 . B o
Don't Know, 1.6% 2 - . ) - >

’

catholic "schools are too expehsive: . .

Yes 76.6% 95 : .
No- . 20 % . ,25 3 - .
Don't Know ’573% 4 ' _ ‘ . .
Catholic schools arevtoo segregated. )
Yes 16,88 . 21 . . T .
No ., : 66.4% 83 ‘ ‘
Dan't Know  16:8% 21 . -, Lo
Catholic schools dwell .toegheavily on religion; even in
non-religious studies, v -

S . i . PN
Yes: 9.6% 12 . "

- No 79.2% 99 , T

Don;t Know . 11.2% - 14 ‘ ~




35.

—38.

-93- ' : o -

1 A '
, K N/

There is 11ttle need:for rellglous 1nstruct1on beyond

the eleuentary level s (
Yes 17.4% 21 .(fji -

N¢ ) - 75,2% 91 , L ’ O
Don't Know 7.4% .9 B o

The school our child presently attends prov1des him/
her with a positive feeling about him/herself i

Yes 70,78 - 87, z
No 8,98 11 :
Dop't Know  20.3% 25 ..

The school our child presently attends provides hlm/
her witH a better academic background than the Catholic .

'schools. o
Yes 26.0% 32 o
No 4,73 55

Don't Know 29.34%° 36

- '
The school our child presently attends provides him/
her with substantial non-classroon learnlng a%t1v1t1es
(field trips, special assemblies, etc. .l

Yes ' 55,7% .68~

The school our child presently attends ptovides Kim/
her with agéore adequate system of communication with
teacherg than the Cathollc schools. do, -

Yes 23.1% 28 - ,
* No 47.9% . 58 . :
Don't Know ‘28,91 .. 35 ! . ,

The school our child presently at%endé provides him/
her with a more adequate system communication with

administration (principal, vice prlnq}pal, etc.) than e

the Catholic schools:do. -

Yes ' - 26°.2% . 32 '
. No . 939.3%° ‘48 : , .
Dop't Know 34.4% ‘ 42 ’ . .
o » b * v &

No - .19.7% | 24 T : ’

Don't Kiiow ° 24.6% 30 ) ‘ . )
~J

The school our child presently attends prov1des him/ .

her with a more balgnced social l%fe than is available

at the Catholic schools. o

Yes " 46.0% 59 e N

*No . - 30.6% 38 . ~ S A )

Don't Know 23.4%  ° 29 . - L . SR




v
< . -

4

39. The school our’child presently attends provides me
parent) with an adequate system of communication with

eachers, V)

¥ Yes 66.9% 83 L
No . . - 14.5% 18 ’
Don'! t -Know 1a.§% 23

40. The 'school our child presently attends provides me
. v (parent) with an adequate system of communications
: - with administration (principals, vice principals, etc.).

. Yes 68.5% ° 85 | )
No , 11.3% 14 -
» Don't Know  20.2% 25 . 0T '

. -

v - ‘ : ,
41. 'The school our child presently attends was chosen be-

Ls

cause the price of tuition at the Catholic hjgh school
was too high for our famil» budget. ‘

Yes 66.9% ] 79 L .
No _ 32.2¢% 38 : . \ 4
Don't Know v0,8% 1 .

+

42, The school my .child presently attends is

Public " 98.2% 11
Private 0.9% )
(other than
Catholic) ' ’

Vocational 0.9% N Coe

A Training - )

' school

1 ‘ ,
1. ‘ -

¢

43. Do you have any children at home who are younéel than

. your high schHqol age child who might attend a Catholic - d
y ] ‘high school? " - AR .
. - Yes 72.6% 90 : L
. - No 27.4% 34 3 v

2 “44. If "yes", how many? . - c : -

: 17y s0.0%8 38 . Lo .
. . 2 22.1% |, 21 ’
' 3 ., 17.9% 17 - :
4 e 12.6% -1 . .
y .+ 5 or more - J.4% - - : ’ .

45. - Oyr average family income .is (Please feel free to omit
this if you find it personally objectionable).

-—

, below $8,000 7.1% | 8 . e~ X
$8-12,000 33.9% 38 . . N,
$12,-20,000 44.6% 50
$20,000°&. 14.3% = 16 -

above _ i"i - . '




o+

- -
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46. Who'made the ultimate decision
your child would attend?

. your child  6.5% - 8 /
you (pafent) 38.7% ° 48 '
‘parent & 53.2% 66 .
child e A
) another -~ 1.6% 2 g
- - (specify)
‘ ¢ i i ‘. '
\ N
. % .
’ [y ,’/ ! ' 4
- ~ ( L
-
v \
s
\
] 5
- : ‘
. " ’
‘ “ ‘ '
. . : '
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=~ @ From the list below, parents “were asked to select four items 7
—_—

¢ - LR,

that were the most meortant in‘ the1r choice pf a high school. )

".To process the data, weighted scores were used.

If p\parent indi-

'

cated thaf one choice was the single most 'important - factor -in Jheir.

LY

selection, a welghted score of "4 Was a591gned- if it was second

>4

most 1mportant % weighted score of 3 was assigned; 1f 1t was ‘ o

‘was assigned;
weighted score of 1 was assigned. !

Then the’weighted scores for each choiceAwere added.

and if it was the fourth most i

N\
chosen as the ?hlrd‘nwst 1mporta!t factor, a weighted score ot.z

ortant factor,:a

3

-

Obyi-'

ousiy the higher the sum of the weighted score, the more important ~ .

] ~
it was to parents responding.

T;uition « _ '

Personal érowth(in ;esponsibility
ACollege Preparation‘Program;
Excellent teaqhﬁﬁg staff

Discipline - ‘

. \
\ A

Tradition andl reputation

Coeducation -

. Other

‘" Religious training

. }
{Individual attention o F
% ‘Ipnov3five programs

Athletic progran

.
L]

Dissatisfaction‘with’other schools

Chojces were then ordered.

171
127
111
101

95

- 60

57
50

50 - ..

-

43 >

' "35X .

33
20




s 4

Al

\ ) | | .. . R
"CHAprR Vi1
. : PARENTS OF POTENTIAL:- STUDENTS A

.
A “ *
N . -
.
s~

Introduction - S . »
! L] . . .

‘Fifteen hundredlpa;ents of potential s;udents"Wgrq sent surveys ‘

. . H H 5 M v -
to discover their attitudes» and Ppinfong'about Catholic education.’ 4

v H

Parents' names weré randomly selected from the gifth:>seventh aﬁd'
'eightﬁ‘grade'classes §§“feede; scﬁoéls. A £otal of 570 parents filIéd' <

ou;'and rety;ned the suryéyg. -?His total‘représéﬁ;s a_ré@urn’of §8%.'ﬁk
Tfmis chapte’ c':oPsists‘Téfra' smnm\a\r;;r:-a_md a‘nalysis oﬁ'tfle 'res'ullé“o*f the* .
K survey'and‘several rgcommenqationé based og'?he anaiysié; g
As with che other surveyé’?ené to parents, this survey agtémptédh
to deterwine'opinidn'reéa;ding the relative merizé.bf public‘aﬂd?iath—

’

’ < L
. olic scBools and to indicate the importance parents placed on specific

areas. For furposes 6f_summary and anaiyéis ghe survey can be divided
tinto fi;e areas:..cur;icular and,‘program areéé, teachers' qualifications

and relstionship with s%u@entﬁ, service;, fagi%itiesﬁgné indiviquai;:s, B

égtégor;es related to:sglgction'of high schools.

-

¥ Y g ~—
\

. R N
Currigular and Progeam Areas . ,

I .

! R : .
In the area of curriculum,éparents perc;EXS CAtHolic schools as
v ! - . .

being clearly superior in the area of col}egé preparation. They, think
the public schools are doing a suberior j@P.in vocational and tech- '
nical education-ahdfin the variety of -courses whiéh é!; available to

- 8 . .
studentg. In the area'of innovative educational programs they see

«

rly

do¥ng. ho%ever, innovative educational programs are not paf&icu}
A b . .

i?gnificanf to pérgnts in deciding which high school their children.
] * e . D . ) ‘ t,
R ~97-. . . .o
) \)4 ] .. " - ) ) kY .’! ‘\.‘(‘ N - " .
| EMC hd - 4 ! ‘. - ’ : v )

IToxt Provided by ERI 9 . . N

‘ ( > L ) A . P
very little &ifference ‘between what .Catholic and pubkic échools'alé » '

A
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will attend, whereas college preparatlon is important to-a larger .
d 'p%rcentageiof parents ‘w S e . i o]
A ¥ J: '(. -

% -

- In pr gram areas, -an overwhelmrngly large per&entage of the parents :

N
percexvg dathollc schools as 'doing a superlor ‘job in developing d15C1-
..l cy . ’\
- pllne, respect for pers?ns and properfy, Honesty and moral uprlghtness,

.

,xand the ablllty to ‘work hard ,Slgnlficantly, they ghlnk the -Cathglic

schools are accompllshlng these objectlves w1thout discipline pollc1es

Whlch ‘are too st ict. and 4n a way which promotes self- dlsc1pllne
| ; self-

Equally as 51gn1f1cant, a‘najorlty of parents indicate that the: areas‘
' of deVe10p1ng personal growth in respon51b£izty and d1sctpl1ﬂ yill
o ‘welgh heav1ly ;n determlnlng which high school’ the1r chlldren would
;ttend {, i . o l ‘ - *

4 »

is need or, religious 1nstruct10n on the g&gh school lgvel and do not

‘ ’ L

feel th Cathollc\iohools dwell too heavaly on: rellglon, even in non-
. 5
religioys studles.. Furthermore, a majorlty of the. parents 1nd1cate~ _

- i
that re 1g10us training w1ll be an 1mportant factqr in their selgbtlon

of a hlgh schoof although the1r‘cdmments on the'surveys reflect
. deflnlti‘dlsagreement'over what‘eonstitutes a good religinus educatidn.
\

Inian 1mportant related area, the. majorlty of parents do not see ’

+.
the Catholic” schools as d01ng a s1gn1f1cantly better jOb thag publlc

l RS \
s

= + schools; only about 37% agree w1th the statement that Cathollc schools

N »

#

’schoolsy About 24% disagree with the statement'and more tRan 39% feel

< ~

. ! : :

they dognot know if there ig a difference.between the®two systems.

On the pther hand, while they dq not pe&ceive Catholic sohools as’ )
oﬁ.ln th1s area nelther do they th1nk they are too’ segragated

oo N . » PR
. , [ -« R .

s
. 4 . - “ N
“ , ) i
» . . . H . i} -
¥ - s \
' .
. .

Tox Provided o ERIC - .-
b . .

superi

e g

' In fpec1f1c program areas, the vast majorlty of paregxs think there

-
P

" teach q&;ldrenato llkelother races ‘and natronalltles better than public -




«v

. An overwhelmlng 74'7% dlsagree wzth the statement that Cathollc schools

- . "y R

" .are too segregated . SN co A
’ . o . . : : . B
In extra-currlcular actlvxtles, only about 21% of the parents see
- N - . ! ‘ll
Cathollc schools as belng stronger, wh;lerabout 42% thlnk publlC

schoolé are d01ng a bett.r jOb A slgnlflcantly lat§e number (37%)

.thlnk there 1s basically no dlfference. At}the sathe’ trme, only 4.6%.
B : ! + 4/
\Ilsted the athletic program, anflmportant area in extra‘Currlcular
d ;.*.xé.!‘ (
act1V1t1es, as belng one of the fouf\hmst 1mportant reasons they would - r

L3R D)

send ,their chlldren to a certain high schppl None of the“parents '

.-gwntloned extra-curricular act1v1tieso(i\their1comments as being of

.significant concern.

*a

Teachers' Qualifications and Relationship with Students’

3

Parents‘perceive teachers in“Cathol;c .8chools as’being more dedicated.

.Whlle only .about l% thlnk public school teachers are more dedlcated

»

78t4% ‘thinmk Cathollc school teachers are more dedlcated. »More than a

majority’ of ‘the parents think - there is bas1cally no d1fference 4in the *
. B )‘

knowledgeableness of the teachers 1n public and Cathol;c schools.. At

3
a

-the same time they thlnk there is a smaller number of students per classr

. + A
in Catholic schools~m\ .o ' , BN <! o

T
N . . ' [y R i
;' ~These results are also probably reflected“in the fact that the

-

-

vast majority believe that students receive more individual attention

in‘Catholic schools Thls percelved superlorlty of Catholic school “

[

teachers is slgnlflcant when it is noted that 48%" -of the parents ‘re=

Al

spondlng listed the excellence of the teaching staff as belng one. of

“ the four things- that would be most 1mportant in determining which

.ﬁ

high sdhogl the1r children would attend. -

4+
[
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Services - .t :
DELV_LES _ ) /- '
.‘hat individual attent,ion is-a function ‘of the faculty's dedication

. )
-

. ,’ probably reflég.ted in the extent to ?ch parenots see the C/atholic
uh

lic schools in spec1fic ' ',~ ‘J'

»

schools as xnferior or not .superior to

services offered. Ove:whelmingly, panents think that Catholic schools
:are far behind in offering psybhological services to students, only
about 31t think Catholic schools ,are superior~in the area of co’gseling

Cm services. Only 18% thought that Catholic schools were offering courses

for children Witb spec1al needs. (i e. handjcaps, learning disabilities,

o -

L

etc)‘ oL B
., > " .“
* Facilities . . . , )
o . “ . J}
-Parents" also see Catholic schools as inferior in t area of *

facilities. A large majority think the physical eMucation and labo-

ratory facilities are better jn public schools. Similarly, only about
' i -~ * . A N ’

- .
. '

'18% think Catholic schools offer superior classroom and library facil-

it/§s It is only in the maintenance of buildings that parents per- -

~.

ceive Catholic schools to be better off. .h '

Al

‘Other Individual Cétegorfes B *

Four areas that have been hiscussed as being significant in the

. . -

selection of a high school weré surveyed These werg co-education,

finances, transportation, and the quality of‘Catholic elementary édu-_
cation. \‘\*/NN\\ S . : i L | T

" Parents do not seem to be particular§y\concerned abo;t the issue 4
of co-edncation,fnor does there seen:to be a oo eﬁsus Jgout the issue:

A * v

Forty-four percent agreed with the statement that Cathblic. schools ‘ -

.

. should be’co-educational the majority indicated that they either did ' .

" inot know or that thé&‘thought they should be co-eduqational At" thé

ERIC .
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samé time, an 1n51gn1f1cant percentage indicate that this wlll be one

-,

of the four most important factors in dec1d1ng @pon a h1gh school for

their children. -

. o . o
In the area of finances,r the: majority of parents agreed with the ‘ .
N _ro % .

statement that Catholic . echools are too expenslve, an even lafger

& /‘\ - »

percentage indidated that Caghollc schools deserve a larger share of
.

‘the &ax’dollars. Yet "onl arbund/ll% indicated that the absence of

4
‘,(
'

(} tuition would be one of the four dec1dlng factors 'in determining
which hlgh school their chlldren wlll attend. These results see?'to'

1nd1¢ate that while the ma]brlty of parentsxﬁeel that Catholic school

.

tultlon is hlgh they think it is worth the(prlce if it prov1des a
better education (especlall, “in the area of moral dgd religious

-tra1n1ng, d1sc1p11ne, and college preparation)vand it_does not result

» X * w 1 »
in too great a financial hardship. This gonclusion is supported'by

. the fact that the most repeated comment on parental surveys was that

tuition' was too high for low ‘income and/or large famllles. It is also
’ - ’

supported by the fact’ that the lower the average family income the

+

more parents- tended to 1nd1cate that Catholic schools were too expen-

[3
E

sive and that tuition wbuld be a factorlln determ1n1ng which high
: : ‘ o A
school their chil@fen would attend. \\\\\\ /

" Somewhat surprisingly,,only about 24% of the parents indicat

that transportatlon will be.a major factor in' the ‘decision about

- ~

-

wh1ch h1gh school their chlld w1ll attend More than 70%'disagreed
" with - the statement ‘that transportatlon will be: a ma]or factor. This

\ result perhaps relates to two other surqez_guestlons. About half of
the parents disagreed with the statement that the quality:of education

-

. their child is presently receiving at his/her elementary school will .

.

s [Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




be a dec1d1ng factor fo;wmhlch hlgh sahool’ he/she will attend about .
43% agreed w1th the statemeh; At the same time, a significant num~
ber (58. 7%) feel that thelr Chlld should have the opportun;ty to ;\i./

.
aﬂ.end any Catholic high spﬂool ln the. Clnclnnatl area.

/ Al

;hese three,survey questldhs‘taken together may 1nd1cate that

.a majority of parents of potentlal hlgh school students want the

.

opportunlty to freely choose the school (Cathollc, prlvateﬁ publlC) B
that they ‘think will offer the best edudatlon for their child. They

willifneither autbmatlcally and w1111ngly send _their child to the h1gh

L

. school which the elementary school feeds int6 nor 4¢ they s1mply want

to send him/her to a high school because it is the closest to their

. <. . : , &
-~ home. . , o : . i r . <, '
. ¥ - : - - ¢ .
Recommendations .

1. It is recommended that the elementary and secondary schools

with the Urban Schobls Coordinator from the superlntendent‘

we

office 'develop and use programs designed to teach students

~ to understand and appreciate the many races and natignalities
- 8 ' ' h :
that make up’AmericaTsmpfhralistic society. ) ‘ .
2. It is recommended that the superlntendgnt s offlce pub11c1ze T

N

the policies and orocedures whereby adequate psycholqglcal

and counseling serv1ces are offered to all students attendLng

Y Cathollc elementary,schools. '
N,

3. It is redommended that a'study be undertaken of the

féCllltleS on the elementary level te determine what ' R
facilities should be closed or consolldated te provide - Yy
for the most eff1c1ent use. C . ‘ 1 -

. T
R - L N Lo ’\ N . .t .d,A.
. - * . :
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It is recommended that the policies which permit
sjpudents to ‘attend high schools outside of their
districts be expanded t6 .include the case where
thére is |a strong "family tie" with a, school
other thah the one the student would normally
dttend.’ T ,
5.
. - R .
. k!
! Y} .
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Survey Results -

-

l. Vocational and'Technical Fducation

Catholic - 7.1% 38 L
Public - 88.8% 476
. . No difference 4.1% 22

2. . College Preparation

Cathoj)ic . 66.6% 351

" Publdc | .4.0% 21 .

No difference '29.4% *. 155
3. - Discipline

L]

Catholic. 96.3% 521
. Public ’ C.9% 5 .
No differenqé\ 2.az;y/) 15
. 4, Individual Attenti e
Catholic -~ 73.3% 4384
Public 5.7% .30

¢ Noai ference 21.0% . 110 T ~‘
5, tra-curriculdr Activities *’

Catholic - 20.6% \ "109 m“
Public - 42, 3% 224
. No!difference 37.1% - . 196 '
‘ { C 6. Physical Education Facilities -
gaiholic 8.8% 47 4/ O~
ublic ) 68.7% 369 -
No difference 22.5% 121
: . 7. Counseling Services
. ] * R -
Catholic SB1l.4% 160
.- Public 36.9% ° 188 «~ -
) No difference 31.6% 161
* §. Psychological Services
(;;/ Catholic 19.1% 93 . 7
. . Public 56.8% 277 -
No difference: 2(.2% © 118
M 9. .Variety of Course Offerings ,
. .o { .
-~ Catholic 12.6%¢ 66
Public 67.2% 352 ,

No difference 0.2% <106
10, Classroom and\Libiary Facilities
- . o J

[ .-
- NP :
'S R ! .\_j
y

o4
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No difference~‘30.7%

152

Catholic - 17.8% 9y ¢
Public 43 4% 233 A\
No df{fference \%8.9% ‘199 -
. ll. Labpratory Facilities
Catholic . . 9.1%8° 45
Public 60.2% © 298

12, Maintenance of Buildings . \

-

Catholic
Public-
No' difference

'41.6%
. 19.7%
38.7%

.13+ Number of students

217
103
202

per class -

Catholic 50.3%  "™253:
- Public 24.3% 122
No differerice 25.4% - 128 .
14. More dedicated Teachers - o
. - . \ £
Catholic 78.4% £14 .
" ' public 5 1.1% 6 . .

No difference 20.5% 108
15. More Kpowledgeable Teachers

Catholic. 'Ty\3ei7%-‘ 199

Public
No difference

46, Innovative Educatio

Cathqlic;4
Public -~
No differencg

17. ' Developing Respect ,for

Catholic
Public
No difference

-

”~

§.22
53.1%

P

"93.4%.
. 9%
5.6%

4

'« 140
150
197

499
5

'-'\30 "f

Programs

Persons and Properfy

L]
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o . Y A . :
Transportation will be s°major fg;%;g in the decision
of which ‘high gchool our “‘child will-attend. ' .
ves'© ' 23.8% 131

N6 ) 70.2% 387 .

Don't Know . 6.0%: 34 h .

The quallty of education-our.child.is presently rece1v1ng

-, at his/her elementary school will be a deciding factor

21.

© 22,

Lo

23.

24!

25,

for which high school he/she will attend -

Yes’ 43,0% 234
No 51.7% 281
Dony't Know 5.3% 29 ’
Our child should have the Opportunlty to attend any . -
Cathol;c high. school in the Cincinnati area.

Yes - 58.7% + 320

No 27.9% 152

Don't Kgow 13.4% 73

Catholic schools train chlldren in self-discipline and
‘hard work better than publlc schools.

Yes . 87.3% 480 -
Nb ' 6.0% T

. Don't Know 6.7% »37

3

Cathcdlic schools teach children to like other races and
nationalitiés such as Blacks, Puerto Ricans and 1mm;grants
better than public schools. :

.

Yes | 37. 2% 200
No : ’ 23.8%, 128-
,bon't Knﬁw 39.0% 210

Catholic schools tggin'children to be more honest and

morally uprighy than public schools,

Yes 80.3% 437

No 7.2% 39 o
Don't Know 12,5% 68 _ <

Catholic, schools have discipline policies that are too )

Str1Ct .

.Yes - P 2,6% l -14

No 92.7% 508

Don't Know 4.7% - 26 . o
: \

Catholic schools should have more religlous (91sters,

brothers, priests) on their faculties.

‘- T

Yes - 67.0%. 360
No 14.5% 78

Don't Know  18.4% 99 -
- : R i1h

~
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30.

VAR

31.

~107- - . o o

- e r'd

. ' ", . ‘

Catholic schools deserveva larger share of the iax
dollar.

“Yes 88.7% 477
No o 6.3% 34 B -
Don't know 5.0% 27

»

Catholic schools do not offer courses for children.
with special needs (i.e. handicaps, learnlng disabil-
ities, etc.). :

Yesy 46.1% 251 ¢ y
No . 18 2% 99 § -
Don't know  35.8% 195 - ..

Catholic'schopls are too expensive.

R

Yes 60.0% 317

No, © 33.9% - 179 ' Y
Don't know 6.1% 32 1

Catholic schools are too segregated

Yes 14. 1% 76

No - . 74.7% 402" o
Don't know ~11. 2 60 - Y 2

~

Cathollc schoots wéll too heav1ly on neliglon, even
in, non—rellglous stud1es.

9.1% 28 |
88.6% 484
6.2% 34

Yes
No .
Don't know

«

Catﬁolic schools should be coweducational.

€38.6%

" Yes . 206 o . ——
No 44.0% 235 .
- Don't know . 17.4% - . '

the elementary school level.

There is llttle need- for rellgzous 1nstruct10n beyond

¢ .’

'Xes 7.7% 4]
No . 89.1% 476 B
Don't know 3.2% 17

s ©

Ay
vy
”

[
oy
-
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‘34,

35.

36.

How many children do you have at home who, are _not

yetsin high school?.
‘134

2 27.6% 150 5.
3 24 0% . 131 . '
| 14.4% 78

5 or more 9.2% - 50.»

"

Of these, how many children will probably attend a Catho- *

lic high ~s:chool'>

0 27.9% 124
1 29.0% 129
2 23.6% 105 -
3 19.6% 87

Our average family income is:

Below $8,000 -

' 4.8 24
$8,000 to $12,000 ‘14,78 . 73
$12,001 to $20,000  50.3% 248
“$20,001 and above 30.1% . 149

Who will probably" make the final dec1sion of whlchA
high schopol your child will. attend?

Your child 3.2¢8 . 17
You (parents). '36.1% 194
Parents and child 59.8% 321

together

+Another source 9% 5

LA




=

)

Pl

~109-

-
- .

.

~ < Y s

- From. the list below, parents were asked to select four items

that will probably be most important in their choice of a high

school.

To process’ the data, Weiéhied scores were used. “If a

. C . - ‘
parent indicated that one choice was the single most important

factor iqﬁxhefr selection, a weighted score of 4 was assigned; if -

it was second most important® a weighted score of 3 was assigned;

@&

" if it-was chosen as the third‘mést important factor, a weighted

. score of 2 was a581qned; and if lt was -the four%p most lmportant

4
ibusly t

factor, “a welghted score of 1 was assigned. - N

-

higher the sun of the weighted score,’ the more important

it wag to\parents responding. Choices were then ordered.

.
. v W
’
» -

Personal growth 'in re

"Then the)welghted scores for each choice were added. Obvi- i*

Religious train % 811 L§>
Excellent t 721 -
&a91§c1p11ne | - 674 !
Colledge Preparation program 600
C . a o, 4
Individual Attention 256 oomp
" Tradition and Reputation . 212 ’ -
: ‘ oL *
No tuition® , 152 .
l,, - - & Jsﬁ«
" Ipnovative programs, _ 83 .= \ v
Other ' ‘ 77
L - e
Coeducational . . 44
Not Coeducational .40 ,-
Athletic program e 37 -
\ \

, ye. .
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. . CHAPTER VIII _ N -
t , . A . -, - ’ v -
. - , ' PHILOSOPHY AND CURRICULUM - g

’ 1

Philosophy and curriculum are the ﬁggmework of every school..
' Purposes and jusﬁifica;ion‘gf(pﬁrpoéés cén.prdvide direction and
- ' ! ' * N . [ ‘
. spirit, to-a school. Curriculum is a vehicle fdr the achieveqfnt"\

. of‘purposes. It can serve as the tool through which the faculty

" and administration dialogue with the students, facilitating pef- 5
. f] . LI - .

'sonal- growth and‘ﬁn@;rstanding, The purpose of this chapPér is
, . . N -

to review and‘énalgze the philosophjes of education of the thir-
teen high schooIs, review the curriculum in relation to-these

philbsophfes and make specific recommendations.

. d . ~ '

- . ‘;q
Philosophies of Education

-

- a

% The reason for the existence of Catholic scﬁﬁols is.as vital a

questionftodhy as it has ever beén. Lower enr&llméhtg, financial

di;ficulties; changes i religious and other values, the declining
‘ . - —

number of religious facu}ty and administrators, the changing social

and economic condition of thk Catholic populati‘g and the relation-
- T . ) ' ’ .
ship of Catholics to non-Catholics in American society have con-

“tributed to an awareness o§ the need to explain theoretically and

. « .

i

to implemen%,goncretely—not only what is unique about Catholic

schools in general but unique about each Catholic school,

-, - "L N ‘
‘ The principals of the thirteen high schools, identify the unique
purpose of heir schoo to be that of bringing the message of Christ
‘ v, . 4
to §heir students’ in the manner Christ delivgased His message. This

[}

purpose_manifegts itself in a Christian atmosphere in which adminis-

trators, faculty and students live and grow -together. It'is.an ,

~ S : — .
¢ .. . -110- SN
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had 11" L] .
’ , "‘
. , L ‘
— {
] s . . .
atmosphere of concern and compassion in which each sees Christ in »

_ >- R '
the other. * \

N\ v .
This purpose is reflected in the curriculum tPrough the religion
h 4 : .

o

courses, special programs concerned with social issues, and in the .
fact that faculty™and students have'input into course offerings. It ..

h] ~
- is manifested in the fagt ghat faculty accept it ;s'their responsi-

bility to develop directiz Christian values in all of the courses '

-

they teach.' o N\

s

‘ z e /
Believing that the Christian person is the self—disc1p;1ned

person, the pr1nc1pals think their dlsc1p11ne procedures are estab-

lished to enable students to move from extengor to 1nterlor drsq;pllne,
L

b 3

to a feellng og personal respons1b111ty\by allow1ng freedom within

limits, from a concern only with self 0 a love and concefn for others.
To the principals this means that disc1pline‘procedures are firm but

. ! . . . P . .
.not oppreSs1vey sensitive to individual .personalities and-characters.
. ¥

It also means that Catholic schools are geared to re1nforc1n§\those
Chrlstlan principles developed in the home durlng adolescence when
‘traditionally there is a great deal of questlonlng of values. All

the priﬂqipals are aware that“parents look to Catholic high schools
. ‘ . ; »

to’ fulfill.this vital function.
This purpose is reflected in.theﬁfact'that several adminis-

. I T S N 1
trations have team involvement in' decision making’ that faculty .are

hired not only on the basis of their academic. credentials but also

\ . (e B - "“"‘
on the basis of' their religious an®m 1 ‘commitments and that ~
o

yy

faculty are given the opportunity to make retre;ts and engage in
other rellglous experrg__es as a group. It means to the princ1pals
that they have a responSLbillty to Qémqnstrate a concern for .their

EKC T NS | ' S
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stud%nts and faculty as persons. ' o . e -

In terms of-counSeli%g, it -means that there are religious
O« ; A Ie
.- : . . ; NEEN /
availabie for religious counseling so that the’religious'and morgl R
’ t S .
needs of the students can be cared for as’ well as the academlc, . -

h

vocatlonal and othtr needs. It means that faculty and counselors

can meet together o] conslder the whole person of the student

1

. Thls Cathollc purpose 1s manlfested very concretely in the fact

-~ .

* that ad@lnlstrators, faculty and students have’ the opportunity to
practice their faith together. Daily, weekly, monthly masses, stu-
dents and faculty d1rectly involved in the llturqxh praylng together,

students 1nvolvement 1n the commun;tﬁgbeté in short, the faith
i -

" 77 community is the purpdse of Cathollc educatlon. \ . 5

oA

The written ph;losophy statemedbb of the high schoolsg reflect

many of the-same components the pr1nc1p<alB outlined. &c,objéctlves
- . .
most frequently listed in the statements 1nclude the follbwang.

? l.' To develop Christian chazgcher which includes seek1ng MR
xR .

just solutions to personal, communxty, natlonal and

world problems, recognizing the basit dignity of ‘the ‘\z/&\'.ﬁ
’ P oA

‘ ' .individual, the forﬁg!ikn of*a conscience which re-

1

[

sults in a sense of responsibility, growth through:

the llturgy and sacraments, an understandlng 6f doc-
trine coupled w1th partlclpatlon in the'. apostollc

~ mission of the Church, and the integration of Christian
* 5 . .

. 'values in human culture.

2. To develop qualities needed in the society such as
appreciation for and ability to perforﬁtthe respon;

Y A ' ) . \
sibilities of democratic citiZenship,®interpersonal

.

Q - b ‘3 .~ ' !
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. "'§kills-and community awareness, and vocatlonal N
5 N ‘\ - ) ) I " \
. preparation, “

L

3., To develop such personal qualltaes as apprec1at1qn
:for the culture and herlt?ge, phy51cal ahd mental

o~ ﬁhparth crlt;cal thinking skjills and proper
p} :

| ;uggm!ht. @ . N

L » -
“yThese objectives are most often justified by referring to:

-

e
1.. The Christian ﬁgssage of salvatlon for man which
Y enables the person to deyelop to the fullness of
Y ‘ ' consciousness the supernatural end of man and’en—

. ables him to integrate the. secular and thedppiritual.
T2, The reallty of Chrlstlan communlty as.being that

-

whlch is created by sharlng and living the gospel

¢
. Jesus Christ. ‘hh
. w . - .

3. -The realities of a democratic society and the/
. e I ' T
_rights aﬁ&\responsibilities of each person in

', the society, =

3

* . . . +

. s and social, process, guldance and di scxpllne are b

v1tai,mean§'of educatlng, and that ducatlon 1s:

everyone's @ight and the duty of .the fam:.ly-to :
N . < -
PR support, - L R , . .

The followlng are most frequently glVenoln the phlicsopﬁy

eﬁ{..statements as ways of ach1ev1ng the-objec es: oo
"z : ) . - .

1. Provide an atmosphere of Chrlstlan community

o o«

which includes such. qualities as trust, respect;'r.

.y
cgn31stency in word and actlon dedlcation to . .
- . .. o '

. truth 'ané orlentation toward pe sonhood

B “ ‘ T A , ) -
. C. . ’ 1”‘.\3. :

3
~ . - . -

. 4. The basic 'principles that educatibn is a personal - *

Q » ' . . ) \
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. N2 Provide.a broad array of educational experiences .

a .

*

including a broad curriculum which includes prep—-

-
-

aration for ¢ rs, physical and health education,

‘courSes designed to\pass on and help individuals
develop the culture [and heritage, a variety of

’. < ' .
instructional$ and extra-curricular activities.

Provide' a facultv‘an administration who have f
integrated religious vallues with the rest of their
lives, who take the whdle person‘(lncluding the

spiritual elément)—finto consideration in their

dealings with others, who work with the guidance
-

departments in meeting each student's needs, who .

keep parents rnformed'and work together w1th‘parents who_
cooperate w1thoother educatlonal,&nstltut;onsy who

continue to update and refine their skills and

'knowledge, and who project an .image of respect for

lifev | . . i
. L4

) I
v Y i
\
l

Curriculum .

‘

~to better meet the objectlvesJof the schoolss In séme cases this
L -t
<has 1nvolved major sh1fts from curr1culum geared solely to college

preparation to remedial and.general educatlon'programs In other

cases, it has 1nvolved the 1ntroduct10n of new méthodologles or

v

courses. Such 1nnovat10ns as modular schedulrng, m1n1-courses,

’,

.. semlnars, team-teachlng,-independent study, e1ect1ves in re11g10n

on’ the Junlor and senior levels, electives in Ehgllsh and advanced

»

[KCL e
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Changes in the curriculum have been made ln the past five years

Y

-
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placement have been introduced. 1In still other instances it has .

ES

iHVOlve% the introduction 3f totally new'courses'such_as communi;
catlon arts, bu51neés law, computer pt&gramlng, television productlon,
pSychology and photography. o . -

These courses have generally been well-recéived by faculty

Gwho‘in many cases instituted them on their own initiative), stu- |

‘dents, and parents, especially since they often break away from

-

"Pbookécentered" education, facilitate meeting individual neéds, and

yet do not detract from the coldege preparatory or general'education

curriculum, . . 2
Analysis ) -
Whlle all of the philosophy statements speak directly to the

-_Cathollc nature of the school, there seems to be .a need to:
L e ‘

Cq. ~C;arify the mEan;ng of -terms. Important terms and

! . _ phrases”are ‘used with no cléarly stated defipitions. .

K For instance, suchyphrases are used in varlous phllos—
oph1es as "Chr1st1an communlty, "crltical thinking,"

and "cultural reflnement"\w1thout any explanatlon If

- - ——

such terms are used and given prominence, they should

be defined in® the context each school means them to R

«© t —

. haye. Otherwise they may have the tendency to becbme

t

mere - slogans, empty of any meanlng.

l
\J

2, Dellmlt and make explic1t the responslbilltles of the‘
school. in relathn to the. famlly. Since this 1dea
rema%ns a cornerstong of Catholic phiiosdphy of edu--
cation7 amd since all the principalsrindioated that

 this was an essentialléomponent in their thinking about

® 1]

the educational pfoce%s, this‘seyfsrt; be an. important™ °

U - i«
¥ VI .




element to ‘include in any philosophy. This would
- geem to sg especially important in the area of

discipline since both school and pPAr

stated objectives are‘to bé achjeved. |\ with the

notable. exceptlon of Mother of Mercn ocedures ~ * -

/
are not often clearly artaculated in the phllosophles.'

For 1nstance Tiow 1s i hrlstian atmosphere pro-

vided, how -is "the news of salvation integrated with - ‘j

; —

the rest of life," h are "IOV1ng, aware, generous"

people devel?ped how is "leadershlp potentlal" de-

veloped. If administrators and faculty are to

fulfill their responslbllltles, and see the fulfidi-

) ment of these responslbllltles as reallzatlon of the

phllOSOphy, then def1n1te 1nd1cat10ns must be glven N
s

"in the gtatement 1tse1f o »

Integrate To Teach as Jesus Did 1nto the phllOSOphleS

y

&’_'/

of each school In some cases this statement has been

K merely added in the form of an, addendum or thé pre- .

sentation of selected -quotes.’ But if the statement is

s

to be meaningful:its .objectives, rationale’and recofn-

»
'ﬁendatlons must be translated concretely and synthe-

812ed d1rectly into: the on901ng tradItlon and experl-
e . L2
ences of each'.chool' RS ’

LA

, =
Integrate into the school philosophies the concepts- 6f.._

teaching d&étrine; buiiding"cqmmpnity androffering

126

CRge e
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service. While the"princigelg indicated these were

-~

central objectives of the sc%?%le they have not been
CR .

included in ‘the phllosophy statements in explicit

+

terms in many cases. -

~ * hd
~

A Tew p01nts that can be made about the currlcula 1n relatlon

%

) to the ph;losophles are the follow1ng.

—

~ ‘ .
1. Proylslons for students needlng remedial help need

-

to be made in someof the schools. Perhaps in some
. _/

cases there . is need ‘for remedial reading and mathe-
2 [}

matics courseg. But certainly in -ald the schools there
is a geed for teachers who are capable of teachiné'

~  reading through the teaching of their own discipline
- : LA ’ ’ % .
--history, science, art, etc. A

2. If the philosophy of educaéion of- Catholic schools

is to be fulfilled then as clearly as p0531b1e there

should be in as many courses as p0551ble an inte-

.

gratLon of knowledge, values and skill ob]ectlves

-

' Course descrigtlons and syllabi should pefiect thls'
threefold emphasis in clearly .stated terms

3.. To fulfill the objective of{integrating the news of

ALY

'salvation with the restrof life there shouid be ‘a.
course or‘coursee which are spec;fibally designed to "T~
facilitete'this process éhd.have the student con-
s ,' sciou%&y reflect'on this proécess.
4. While philosophy statements help to indicate

priorities in curricular offerings, there is also

-
- . . -

need to develop procedures for balanc1ng departmental

-

L.




. Recommendations \ : e

costs against such priorities. If costs nesd to
be'Cutﬂ it would not be in keeping with the
phlleophles nor would it be educatlonally sound

to sxmply cut across the board

4 -

“ N &

[}

1.

‘It is regommen d that individual high schoo}s or those

located clos o each other release a religion, teacher

for one-fourth or one-hdlf time to work with-parents in

helplng them understand the purposes and context of thec

rellglon courses belng offered ta their chlldren and to

establish meanlngfud/communlcatlon between the faculty

of .the religion Yepartments and the parents, ‘
It is récommended that 'each high school institute a com-
plete testing program of aptitudes, interests and.gchieue— -

ment.. Direction and guidance for such a testing prograw

- should come from the coordinator of Pupil Personnel

§erv1ces in the superintendent's office.

-
T

It is recommended that each high school institute programs
by means of which fch student for at least one’ semester
during.each year-will “éngage in a social service activity

rnfthe’community. The program at a minumum Gould be a R

part of an extra-curricular activity, or preferably,

-

linked to the religion courses he or she is taking.
. ST . :

It is recommended that the superintendent's office
1nvestlgate thg p0331b11it;es of developlng formal

agreements with colleges and:universities in the’ area

-

'for early enrgllments as well as courses carrying college

S
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. credit for students ‘who haVe the cagablllty of,prof1t1ng
~. from them. . 4 ‘ ) o -

. ’ , '

5. It is recommended,that faculty members be encouraged ’ ..

. . 5 .

and rewarded for developing interdisciplinary‘courses}

’

. ‘for teaching in a curricular area gther than that in

which they are certified, and for deve ing courses

~ which involve a community service act1v1t>x Incenﬁlves

" for such enterprises might include a reduted teaching‘

lodd (in number of cdurses or students) .for tHe semester

f N - ' [ 1
prior to or during such an undertiking. i

6. It is re¢ommended- that each high school develop in-

servicesprograms that,enable*féculty in_each department

- o ’ . .
—~ *o articulate their needs as related to individual

-

disciplines.* .. - .
"7. It is recommended that the high schools, with the .

C e assistance of a staff person from the  superintendent's

¢ officé, develop plans for establishing remedial education
)’ 1‘ progtams and courses either 4in eech high schpol or in
. selected'high schools. ‘A P
8. It is recommended that each high school ingtitute a
'policy whereby, in‘the senior year, each student has
the opportunlty to develop a synthes1s or' integration

A between hlg’;ellglous be11efs, another dlsc1p11ne and

his life and career goals.

- . -

* Thig program could perhaps best be conducted at a minlmal cost
with the participation of college or university faculty from each
of the respective disciplines. * Prom this initial needs assess-

' ment, the faculty could determine what changes need to be made

: and what future plans should be made for the future~in—serv1ce

programs. .

ERIC - D it ..

ulText Provided by ERIC I
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9. It is recommended that each.gchool institute a policy

whereby it determines the costg'of individual, ecurricular

[

areas. The procedure should include ways of limiting
- costs or cutting back in'speci;ic argé;. A formula

‘ . could be deygloﬁéa whichfwopld include such factors as

w"i ‘

Cgtudent credit hours, departmental and overhead .costs.

While the formula would not constitute the sole.criteria
? v

for aetermining the future of a curricular area, it

could serye as one useful criteria for making curricular

' #ecisions. It can help to avoid the educationakl

sound practice ofi-across the board cuts.* y

— e . /

;r
T , /

* The formula could-be the following: S .

By

-

Tot&dl Student Credit ©  Salaries, overhead and i‘=Agost to school to’
Hours- in dollars & fees ~ other departmental costs - operate the dept.

In this formula, student credit hoirs are computed by dividify the
tuition each student pays by the number of credit hours the average
student takes and multiplying this figure by the number of stuydent . t
credit hours offered in a department. -This dollar amount is then

.multiplied by the totak number of credit hours offered in a given year
by a specific department. This figure is then added to the total fees

__paid by the students in the specific curricular area. From this total,

" departmental salaries and costs, as well as a fIiEijercentage of over-
head costs are subtracted. The total represents the amount ghe depart-
ment is "costing" the school., . , - 4

~ For le, if the tuition is $600 and the average student takes
10 cre®it hour$ per year, the cost of a student credit hour would ‘s
be $60. If the ‘history department offered 15 one credit courses to
a total of 400 students, the total money "generated" in gtudent credit
hodrs would be $24,000.* If 100-students paid $5.00 for various

.course fees in the history department, then the total amount "generated"
by the history department could be $24,500.° If the history departmént's
faculty salaries totalled $30,000, other departmental-Zosts were
.$500 and overhead costs were 5% of departmental salaries, the history
department’'s cost to the school would be:

($24,000 +.8500) ~~($30,000 + $500 + $1,500) = $7,500

/

&




Introduction

Four of ‘the\thirteen interparochial high schools of Hamilton
’ ’ ’

county have experienced a significant loss in enrollment in the past

-five years. This declining enrollment has‘éccurred_dq;ing a period

¢

of overall population decline in Cincinnati and economic recession
ﬁyr the bast few years. The pprposé of this chapter and the next
is to review the significant demographic and &nrollment. information,
make projections regarding future enrollments and make recommenda-

tlons regardlng the future of the Cathollc hlgh schools based on these

progectlons. P ' . .

-

-

Deméﬁ:gphic Reviéw of Hamilton County ' . .
Sirice 1960, the Date of population growth ifi Hamilten count§;

has been slowing. There seems to be two - redsons for this. The first

is a mlgratlon out of Hamllton county. A~§econd reason %s a de-

clining birth rate. For 1nstance, whereas from 1960 éb 1964 there

were 104, 662 births, from 1970 to 1974 there were only 74 958 in

Hamllton county. This represents a drbp in births of some 14%.

This fiqurg is reflective of the élowing of population growth in all

of Southwest Ohio. Figure' 1l disblays the results of tne Greater =

Cincinnati HOSpltal Courrcil and Cincinnati Power and Light analyses

of the population since 1960. Both of these organlzatlons, especially

the former, are récognized for tﬁe‘agcuracy of their population

-»
analyses.

~121-
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Projections for the future seem to indicate that this trend,

though leveling off_somewhatf7wi11 continue. OKI Popplatién and

-

Economic Growth indicates the followiﬁg projections for Hamilton .

N ”~ .
county to the year 1985 for the ages tep to fourteen and fifteen

- . v «

to nineteen:

L)

: - Projected .
: Age 1970 1975 1980 1985 Decline, 1970-85
’ -, , ) .
10-14 = 95,996 91,527 &8,056 86,408 9,588

15-19 84,188 95,064 89,443 Y6,505 7,683

A -

‘It should be noted that OKI's projections for 1975 were rel-

"atively adccurate except for the ages zero to four where the figures

B -~

///’ were approkimatel& 8,000 lower than indicated. Hence, the pro- d

jections should probably be scaled down appropriately for the ten «

to fourteen age group in 1985, .

nome

Table 3 preéents the decline or growth in population
specific communities .and towﬁships in Hamilton’CounG& between 1970
and 1975. The following conclusions can be drawn from this infor-

’ ie .
mation: . )

» - . .
L.‘ The areas surro;nding Cincihn;ti havg expefrienced .
a population increase since 1970; éut this incréegf
has not been uniform. ‘ .
2. Communities .experiencing the most significant'growth

e
1 ‘ \ .

have been: v ; -

"a. In the easg, Madeira, a 37.5% increase§ Montgdmery .
in the norﬁheast, é 28% incre;se pulation

- since 1970. In the west, Harrison, a 14.1% increase
since 1970. To the gorthwest of Cimcinnati,

Forest Park, a growth of 16.7%; Mt. Healthx a : L2
4

N + -
s =

Lot

o ) —
= " ”~




Table 3

HAMILTON COUNTY POPULATION
. A ,” '

Commupity : 1970 1975

Addyston o 1,336 . 1,397
Amberley ' 5,574 5,649
! Arlington Heights ‘ 476 “13438
Blue Ash . /////éj§24 9,184
Cheviot i 11,135 11,203
Cincinnati | g 452,524 439,243
Cleves © 2,044 . 2,040
Deer Park . 7,415 - 7,413
Elmwood Pl. ' 3,525 *.'3,382
Evendale - 1,967 2,106 -
Fairfax ' . 2,705 2,706
Forest Park . 15,139 18,171
Glendale . 2,690 2,757
Golf Manor - 5,170 5,378
Green Hills 6,092 " 6,443
Harrison . 4,408 5,134
Indian Hill 5,651 5,962
Lincoln Heights ) _— 6,099 5,381
Lockland 5,288 5,342
Loveland ) ‘ 5,177 6,207
- Madeira © 6,713 10,738
Mariemont 4,540 4,545
Milford 52 - 51
Montgomery . 5,683 7,890 -
Mt. Healthy ‘ o 7,446 8,526
Newtown 2,047 2,070
North Bend - . 638 . 690
N. College Hill : ' . 12,363 12,679
Norwoad ’ 30,420 29,526
Reading p 14,303 14,955
St. Bernard . 6,080 6,316
- Sharonville 10,985 11,947
Silverton 6,588 6;582
Springdale 8,127 9,786
Terrace Park 2,266 2,356
Woodlawn . 3,251° 3,158
Wyoming ' 9,089 . 9,232
o, . /

s




N

Township

Arderson
_ Colerain
Columbia
Crosby
Delhi
Green
Harrison
Miami
Springfield
Sycamore
Thymmes
Whitewater

Table 3 cont.

e ’

HAMILTON COUNTY POPULATION

. 25,887
50,971

7,152 -

1,747
25,785
.49,917
1,818
5,023

41,611

22,733
3,726

-

3,318

30,587
56,750
4,96Q
2,016
27,058
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3. S Townshlps (exclud1ng communitles located there;n).

periencing the most promlnent _ &owth include:
’ -~
"a. Anderson to the east with a 15.4% 1ncrease,

nn to the west with a 10.2% 1&crease,
Crosby tq the west ‘with a 13, 3% increase°r
Harr}son to the west. with a 16.8% increase

sigce 1970. o, ‘ -
. E 3 > ”

The only communltles around C1nc1nnat1 which gave
+ experienced a promlnent decl1ne since 1970 tend to be
athose to, the 1mméd1ate north such as Lrncolﬁ He;ghts,

Elmwood Place, Norwood and Sharonv1lle.

v L.

5. The only, township around C1nc1nnat1 .which has -experiernced

5

xany decl1ne since 1970 had been Columbla w1th a;most a

30.6% declipe. A}l_the others have 1ncreased‘sinde‘1970.

' d

townsl'@s arcmnd C':an:Lnnati s1nce 1970, the'rate of growth

seems to be- slow;né, expec1ally in those areas 1mmediatelx,

¢+ - - B

surrourxding Cinc1nna§1.

3

2

.Demoéraphic Review of Cincinnati

. Looklng at the c1ty of C1nc1nnat1 itself the follow1ng con-

®clusions can be drawn, . S -
— . - =2
1. The population has dec11ned because-,

‘;

.a. The birth rate' is dropping dramatical%? (down
20°per 1ooo_ in 1970, to 15 per 1000 in 1973).
e ¥




The rural mlgrqglon to the city has decllned
I\dramat1call¥. There H&s*been a great declrne
in those areas where blacks and appalachians

formerly settled. |
'There.continues to be an outward migraticn of

fam111es to' the saburbs from the city. As

fam111es are able to move to better neighbor-

)
hoods in suburbg thers is no longer a group to

~ take their place. Hence, .there has been an

increase im-abandoned homes.

-

There-is a high rate of mobility. Within ¢ne

year, 1973, over 36% of thevﬁsnsing units had

a change in occupants., - *
While the decline in population has been>pervasive,

+

there are spec1f1c ne1ghborhoods whdre the decllne

&

’has been the greatest. Table 4! is 4h outlime of -

populatign growth and @ecline®™n spec1f1c : ~

~ . . » . L
neighborhoods between 1960 and 1973.° It indicates:

- that: ot . . ) "
‘ . ~ . . :

12 The &ast s“ide of Cincinn-ati hes eicperienced
< e

/Ene/ggst’51gn1f1cant decllnes. Forwinstance,
Walnut Hllis lost 7, 957 people,between 1960 :
and 1973, a percentage d!cl1ne of- 38 5. - The
ne1ghborhood of Evanston lqst 4,884 people .~
between 1960 and 1973 a percentage decllne‘of

26 3 During the same . perlod Mad1soﬂ§11ﬁb-
)

Eastwocd neighborhood lost»2,298 people, a
‘ 1




™

—

ot

%

! .. Table 4
. i “POPULATION
Statistical Neigliborhoods 1960
1 Avondale o 28818.
2 Corryville |, 7482
3 N. Avondale-Paddock Hills 6631
4 Over~the-Rhine & ..30575
5 Mt. Auburn 13823
6 Fairview-Clifton Helghts 14801
.7 Clifton ‘ 9635
8 Bond Hill 4 11672
9 Ro8elawn - ~ 11058
~ 10 Hyde Park 16104
11 Mt. Lopkout ‘10567
+ 12 Oakley 15052
13 'Madlsonv1lle—Eastwood 17447
14 Kennedy Heights 5603
“ <15 PlIeasant Ridge + 10633
16 Mt. Adams . 6535
17 Columbia-East End , 6911
18 Riverside-Sedamsvillel® 3777
19 Fernbank- ~Sayler-Park 3165
» 20 East Price Hill - . 23170
21l ' Wést Price Hill . 23539
22 North Fairmount . 9287
‘23  south Faitmount , - . 6810
24 Northwest Fairmount 4179
25 Lower Price’ Hill ¢ 4136
-26 Northside - 13050 .
27 South Cumm1nsv1ll! 7866
;28 West kna x - 29308
. 29 Evanaston !! - 185890 -
30 East Walnut Hi ~ 5350
31 wWalnut Hills (‘ 20658
. 32 Carthage ’ 3975 -
33 Hartwell 5453
«34 College Hill g 15198
35 -Mt. Airy , . 2825
.’36 Winton Hills - - . 7944
‘%QS- Westwood- 22474
{ *38 Mt. Washington . 9187
- 39 fgalifornia : 1055
40 Camp Washington 8132 -
- 41 River Road - 1678,
42, University Heights 11803
43 Queensgate .-, - 12641
_44 CBD-Central R1Verfront ’ 5953
LA RN .
y‘# z -128-
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‘percentage *decline of 13.2,
2} Some’ of -the, neighborhoods onothe west side of
- CinCinnati, hage experienced some increases'
in population in €he*recent past. For instance,
“the Westwood neighborhood increased 7,799 in
population from 1960 to 1973, an increase of
25.8%,) Mt. Airy increasedp1,794\from 1560 to
,1973; an increase of‘38;8%:. At the‘samé tine,

Mt. Washington, on ‘the far southeast part of

i

’ : ) ‘ » 1]
Cincinnati experienced a'very. promingnt increase
\ I\

"

of 4 448, representing an 1ncreaqe of 32, 6%

2. Using R. L Polk Company's Profiles of .Change data, it

appears that some middle and upper-income households
-
'are in fact moVing to the central city. SpeCifically,

in- the _past. five years, the - central business district,

©

~  the Mt, Adams‘area, ﬁgdaghe "Sver the Rhine area are

’-\
experienCing ansinflux of miadle and upper-income house-

: holds. However, these‘houSeholds tend to be single’
- ) persons or indiVidgaLS'whose,children have grown and

i - left, the familyQ;ome. Thus, while there has been a
- popnlation increaaeain these neighborhoodsh,it has ho

significant bea;ing-on'potential;schooi population.

’ Lot ’ ' : ¢
_’P S - 3 PR |
Demographic Projections . . .
- A e

It is‘diffidult to make projections for ipe future of Cincinnnati.

'However, it seems important to~mentﬂon the" follow1ng as contri—

>
LI “

buting factors to growth or decline: i . T
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Whrie no direct relationship .can be shown between crime
rates and population growth or decline, accord1ng to-
_Eederal Bureau of Investlgatlon flgures,-the serious
crine rate in Cincinnati rose over 150% between 1960

and 1970. while the crime rate did inorease in subur-
ban areas, it has been at'a considerably slower rate.

The energ§~shortage and higher fuei{costs may effeét

" the willingness of people to commute from the suburgs.
The h1gh cost of mater1a1 and labor for hou51ng construc-
tion may lead'to 1ncreased stablllzatloh

\
Economlc condltlons will play a strong part in determining

f“%,,Q growth and decline. The present recession, the” / .

-effects of .which were beginning to be felt in Cincinnati

. as .early as 1971, has probably played_a eigniiicant role :, .

in the present.decline of births. . .4
- Social values are undergding a significant transformation, .

the ‘future of whigﬁ,is hard to determine). For instance, '

-

the large family of four, five or six children is ex-.
perien¢ing a_mimh greater decline than the small family

‘of one or tyo childrer:. Thls trend seems to be as much

t
a reeplt of changes in social values as a result of ] /

[
»

economic chanyes. Hence, an economic uplift may not
. result in as much of a birth.increase as might other-

wise be anticipated.
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Weighing all these factors together and.on the basis of past

. dévelopments presented above, it seems probable that population

growth in Hamilton and’surrounding counties will continue to

- .

slow down ahd“stabilize.. The population of piﬁcinnati will con-

tinue to decline but at a much slower rate than previously

.
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CHAPTER X

ENROLLMENT FIGURES AND PROJECTIONS

-

-

Introduttion © -

This chapter presents the enrollment figures and projectiodé
for the public schools of Ham@lton’couﬁ£y and Cincinnati, a r;view
\of Catholic schoél enrollments gince 1970, enrollment projections
/for the‘inégrparochial Cathqlié'high,schools and recommendations

based on the projected enrfollments of the Catholic schools in Cin-

X . . L
While this study concerns the Catholic schools in greater
: w
- . 3
Cincinnati, it is useful to consider the figures for the public

Public School Enrollments . l ///

.

‘ schools. ”These figures'can;help to determine the extent to which
enrollment‘decline in Qatholic schocls is a régult of natural de-
cline because of birthrate and other factors and how much can be -
*attributed'to factors unique to Catﬁolic schools. Secogdly, they
can serve as a check on the figures and projections deéeloped fof
the Catholic schools. The follbwing conclusions- about enrollments

;n ﬁhe.public schools can be drawn:

s
-~

l. There has béen an {ncrease in enrollments in Hamilton

<county since i960. For instance in 1960, there were
Jooo
91,387 students attending public elementary schools. In .

1970, there Qere 130,256 studerits attending elementary

L 4 . .
. schools: in Hamilton county. 1In 1960, there were 41,141

students attending phbiiC'high schools in Hamilton

-
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county; in 1970, that figure had increased to \\\\\*\V

48,235. This represghfe@ a 29.8% increase on the
elemeﬂtafy level and 14.7% increase on the. high
school level.

é. Ther? has been a steady decline in enrollqgng }n
‘Cincinnati public schools since i960. The’enrollment ”
on the elementary l;:vél in 1960. was 62,253; in 1970
it was 57,575. On the high school level, the decline
was from 28,561 in 1960 to 20,275 in 1970. This
represents a decline of 78% on the elementary level ,
and a 29% decrease on tﬁq‘h%gb~school level, '
3. This steady decline in enrollme3¥ in~“Cincinnati
public schools continued through 1975. On the,

elementary level, average daily membership declined

from 55,570 on the -elementary and 19;057 on.the

secondary lévels in 1971-72 to 46,358 on the eie- . ) S\\» -

mentary and 17,634 on the secondary levels in 1974-75.

N
- This represents a decline of 16.6% on the elementary

]

and 7;5% on the secondary ‘level.. . T

4. This steady decline is Erqjected into the future..

‘.

The Department of Resear¢h and Dévelopment for the
. ;CincinnéﬁiiPublic'Sipsgézhpr039cts a further de-
cline of\f}.Q% og/;ﬁe e¥ementary level and a 21.4%
on the sngndary\ievel’by 1979-80. | ,
* obviouslyKX::jii’EE>ollme?t t;ends and projections paraliel
rather'?iosely population changes t;king place in Hamilton
county and Cincinnati. A few points should be noted about possible

'Y

NE B 1 1
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effects of these changes on Catholic schools. If the factor of ,

[y

‘overcrowding has played a role in convincing parents to send their
. children to Catholic rather than publib schools, this,will no Ionger

I

be a factor in Cincinnati. Nor perhaps will it be a factor 1n the

suburbs rf the very near future since, although exact fiqures are

‘ s

not available for Hamilton county, it appears that the growth of

?

pub\lc school enrollments is def1n1tely slowing down. Secondly, tép
potential qﬂ%ber of studgnts who coulq transfer to Cathqlic ?rom
public séﬁools, all other things being equal, will-;robably decline,
ESpéciallj in Cincinnati.

~

Catholic School. Enrollments 7 .
R 3 .
The enroliment figures for the Catholic schools in Cincinpati

- are strikingly similar to those of the public schools. .From an
s b !

,analysis ofrthe available information the following conclusions
can be drawn, about the enrollments in Catholic schools in greater 8

.Cincinnati-since 1971%*: ) o y

- ” ~

1. Both the elementary and high‘schools have experienced

[}

aﬁtut a 10% decline in'enroll;;nts since 1971. The
" elementary schools weét from 33,504 in 1971-72 to
30,146 in l974—75 for a 10% decline. The.high schoolsr
went from 13,061 in 1971-72 to 11,852 in 497475 for a ’
9.3% éecline.‘ See table 5 for a breakdown on each high
» A

school and its feeder schools.

s (l =

—

of 1970-71. Using 1970-71 probably wowld distort the picture of
enrollment trends becapse of the enrollment decreases caused by

* the tuition increases of $100.00 on the elementary level and $140. 00
on the szébndary level. . .

) P
\ ) :
\

* 1971-72 ié used as the base year because of the tuition 1ncriji9

I
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/" Table 5

<

-

"

. x ,
. ENROLLMERT FIGURES POR e
FEEDER SCHOOLS AND HIGH ‘SCHOOL
) v (1970 - 1975)
L] § R
High School | Feeder Elementary .Schools L e e
U * Difference
70-71 71-72  72-73  73-74 74-75 70.75" 71-75
- ’ _ 7
\ Elder (Boys)| St- Aloysius | 260 184 165 18f 172 - 88 -12
LT St. Augustine | 100 106 89 90 94 - 6 -12
\ 70T 1892 | oty pamily | 261 190 194 165 158 -+ 103 -32
) . 3 s
! 71-72, 1792 | st. Joseph In 303 228 229 273, -98  -30
/72-73, 1673 |°St. Lavrence | 450° 413 415 383 383 - 67  -30 °
. St. Leo 195 139 140 167 186 - 9 447
73-74; 1676 our Lady of |
24-75 1661 'Lourdes"* 880 787 835 816 813 - 67  +26
’ Oour Lady of [* R
Difference Perpetual. . - .
70-75, \231 Help 144 123 112 99 ~88 - 56 -35
71-75 - 131 | Resurrection 329 276 232 212 203 -126 =73
St._ Teresa 942 8l2 767 836 793 -149 -19
2, 7 _
St. Vincint ’
De Paul 99 100 95 60 ©° 70 - 29 -30
St. William 957 868 893 829 - 794 -163 -74
'St. Antoninus [ 925 866 - 811 841 789  -136 -77
St. Dominic 1103 979 972 964 946 =157  -33
St. Jyde 840 744 270 766 740 -100- - 4
Our dey of .
Victory 1271 1138 1080 1080 1070 -201 -68
Our Lady of N V ‘
Visitation | 697, 639 696 668 661 - 36 422
Our'Lgdy of - .
Grace rse 124 110 127, 138 - 20 ~ +14
TOTALS 9982 8791 8108 8515 8371 -1611 -420
}




4Table’5 cont.
. ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR
< FEEDER SCHOOLS AND HIGH SCHOOLS *
- (1970 - 1975) '
1
H}gh School

Feeder Elementary Schoo%s

- Marian(Girls)

70-71, 519

71-72, 511
72-73, 468
73-74, 450
74-75, 433

lefere ce

0-75 hﬁ
_jl7.>-

Difference
70-71  71-72. 72-73 _ 73-74 74-75 70-75_ 71-75
Cardiﬂal : i )
Pacelli 380 357 380 . 385 400 + 20 + 43
St. Cecilia 355 311 330 326 337 - 18 + 26
Cure cf Ars 274 242 202 201 178 - 96 - 64
St. Francis B . '
De Sales 202 155 118 127 151 -51 - 4
[ N .0
Holy‘;ross 141 132 122 110 86 - 55 - 46
" St. Margaret “"’ *
of €orona 277 27m 254 236 209 - 68 - 62
St. Mary . '457 434 418 ' 406 417 - 40 - 17
St. Matthew* 227 165 150 156 - -227 -165.
St. Anthony :| 250 224 244 223 232 -18 + 8°
TOTALS 2563 2291 2218 2170. 2010  -553 -281 o

* St, Matthew and St Elizabeth consolidated to
form Gressle School, 1974-75,

-136~
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Table 5 cont. -

. ENROLEMENT FIGURES FOR
FEEDER SCHOOLS AND HIGH SCHOOLS.

(1970 - 1975)

High School

Feeder Elementary Schools

§

1

McAuley (Girls]
70-71, 1291
71-72,, 1195
72-73, 1095
73-74, 1090
74-75, “ITYS

Difference
70-75, -176
71-75, - gg

' - Difference
70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 70-75 71-75
St. Clare 368 329 305 269 272 - 96 - 57
Litele Flower--| 629 577+ 565 545 505 124 ‘- 72
St. Richard 206 169 164" 155 154 - 52 - 15
St. Ann |.995 ' 865 . 889 826 793 -202 - 72
Assumption 951 748 731 698 689 ‘]fgé - 59
. b
St. Bernard 265 289 289 297 292 + 3% 4+ 3
Corpus Christi | 353 330 295 272 ® 308 .- 45 - 22
St. Ignatius 760 724 701 690 662 - 98 - 62
- //

St. James - . /o

White Oak 1397 1301 1293 1247 1233 / -164 - 68
Bt. John the ' !

Baptist 457 335 329 321 341 -116 + 6
St. Margaret .

Mary 977 807 -691 665 657 ° -320 =150

é . -
' N v g o .

TOTALS 7358 6474 6252 5985 5906 -1452 ~-568

AN




. : .. Tahle.s cont.i‘

> _ ENROLLMENT FIGURES .FOR .
FEEDER SCHOOLS AND HIGH SCHOOLS .
- j . (1970 - 1975) ~
High School | Feeder Elementary Schools, , ]
' 4
‘ - Difference
. 70-71  71<72 72-73 73-74" 74-75 70-75 171-75
McNicholas . , ) .
(Co-ed) Guardianﬁgels 992 . 860 738 772 879 | -113 + 19
70-71, 1120 ‘Ammaculate Heart ' .
) of Mary 1 a8 43f a4l 457 475 - 3+ 43
71-72, 1014 ) . ‘
St. Bernadette 248 244 215 226 234 -14 -10
72-73, 1003 , .- ’ -~ T e
, St. Andrew 201 166 142 » 130 117 7/64/ - 49
73-74, 987 . , ya
- St. Louis 185 161 156 149 140/ - 45 - 21
7475, 976 o ‘ - ,
o St. Thomas More n 250 ‘246 24 ﬁ,o ~121 0
Difference | - /
#0-75, -144 | porars 2475 . 2113 1938 1975 2095 -380 - 18
71-75, - 38 : - .
L 4
>, ¢ ) * -
&£ ’,

~138- “ T
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> ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR
b
- FEEDER SCHOOLS AND HIGH SCHOOLS .
K ) (1970 - 1975) - -
L] A\ ‘
> >
High Ss:hoolg‘\ Feeder Elementary Schools ¢
& ' 2 0 .\ v
' ' ) - ., Difference .
70471 *71-72 72-73. 73-74' 74-95 770275 71-75
, - ~ i ﬂ; s 2 :H' ~*‘ - .
Mother of * St. Catherine |* é!.l & 860 - 780, 716 692 =205 -168.
Mercy . ' . . - SN N
(Girls) Our Lady of . AR .
. Lourdes 880 787 - B35 . 8l& 8l3 -.- 67 + 26 4
70-71, 1064 cen N : -
.| st.” AIdysius 557 503 479 © S8~ 522 - 35 4 19 :
71-72, 994 ) t e A
St. Jude 840 744 801" 766 740 “.-100 - 4 .
72-73,7. 922 . . . T MR
~ Sto Martin 4 . -8 N
73-74, 887 Cheviot 794 695 617 | 660 632 -162 - 63
- ’ ‘ . .
74-75, 864 | Our Lady of o T . DA o
Visitation " 697 639 696" 669 661 - 36/\4 22
ference N : - %% S .
70-Y5, =200 TOTALS 4665 4228 4208 4135  4060. =605 57'168 .1
71-75, <130 - . o . ]
r 3 [N 4
.. ¢!
" 3 ”I ¥
¢ y
| N : J
. , - hed é_“;‘f
, . S /
, o
¢ - " .‘:g i
. . : i 4
':]:39- » . N ;\ . .
I . ‘ :
, s »
S - .




Table 5 cont.
3
2 4 . .
' ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR
{FEEDER SCHOOLS AND HIGH SCHOOLS
¢ T, AN

» o

o , - Difference
F0-71 ,71-72° 72-73 73174 44-75 10-75 71-7%
" “Purcell . St. Agnes .. ' [T 260 222 209 208 175 <85 37
L z?°ys"’- | St. Anthony . | 250 34 244 223 232 -1 + 8
70-71, 944 , |. Assumption . T S
o 993. | (Clesed June673) 175 - 144 8% L ol _195% 4,
"71-72, 867, lorcardinal pacellf |- 380, © 357, 380 385 400" + 20 4 43
- 72273, 768 | We. cecilia | 355 311 330 326 337 - 18 + 26
7374 767. | Cure of Ars 274 242 202 201 178 - 96 - 64
’ $t. Francig . - e LY
_'74-75, 723 | . De Sales N -t 155 118 . 127 151 51 4
"iffe‘renc\e Ho;){:;rossu o . 141 . 132 122 . 110 _86 55- 46
75 221 | S€: Jdseph 371~ 303 228 .229 .;2.7_:& . 98 30,
C : St. Margaret of * - g
71-7 .. Margar |-
T 344 Coftona” . "1 297 27 254 236 209, - 68 - 62

st.Mark .© | 200 185 . 100 218 259 49 74
St% Mary ~ I 457 434 418 406" 417 ® 4 17
" Nativity ir s6f. 477 - 443 392" 408 . - 69
Ouij Mothqr of_ , ‘\- ) ) ’ . o .
Sorrows . 257 " 7 264 242 248 240 ‘- 24,
. St. EliZabeth#’ 234 212 206 158 @ - . =212
St. Mattifews "a‘f 227 165 150 156 - -165,
|”st. peter s Paul’ , .
Norwood " "7 .,201 183 - 181 153 147 - 54 - 36
Gressle 3%1‘ b © .- 294 4294 +294
&S

+

<

’

TOTALS

4832 4281 3995 3776 - 3806. -1026, -

. . "‘ "’;' . 5 i .
-* St. Elizabeth &St. Matth#/Schogls consolidated
to form GPessle--School, 1974-75, }, *. o

- “1'46".@
° S S
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] [N 3 . . ‘
7 P pj T ) ’
) " ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR_ * : T e
4 ’ ¢ . Y ' L - -
* FEEDER SCHOOLS AND HIGH SCHOOLS : .
’ - ] -J — ‘ .
(1970-- 1975) =~ - ' N
& ' o ! .
X ‘ \ ~ .
High School | Feeder Elementary Schools - : ‘ N
L2 y ' A‘\‘ "~ 4 N ' L ,
) " ' . - Difference
. ,, 70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74, 74-75 7¢-75 71-75
Seton(Girls) | ¢ aroysius 260 . 184 165 " he3 172 - 88 .- 12
70-71, 1467 | St. Augustine 100 106 8. - 90 94- - 6 - 12
71-72 ‘1406 | Holy Family » 261 190, 194 165 158  -103 - 32
. © | St. Lawrence 450 413 41 383 - 383 ' -%7s - 30
72=73, 1307 | 5¢. Leo 195° 139 140 167 . 186 r 9 +41 "
73-74, 1293 | Our Lady of , - roes” ' '
- Grace 158 124  .110 127 138 ’20 T4 14 -
- 74-75, “$ho4 . R At
’ . | Oour Lady of . ., .
Difference Perpetpal Help 144 . 123" 112 99 B8 . -'56, =~ 35
70-75 % _173 | Resurrection 329 "276 232 . 212 "%126 =93
71-75, -112. | 8t. Teresa 942 812 - 767 836 149 .- 19 '
@ 7 [ st. vincent " L Ct e ‘ ’ L
Ea R ' De Paul -« 99 100 95 60F 70 "-29 - 30
- St. William ,]| 957 - ges 893 828 794 183 - 74>
' . r
' ‘ &t Antoninus 925 866 811 841 . 789 -136 - 77
d e t. Dominic 1103 979 972 964 946 -157" - 33
. St. John- i - . .
Harriion 374 288 .270 -257- 255 #_.119 -33 -
. Our Lady of . : . K o e
Victory 1271 ™ 1138 1080 1080 ' 1070 -201 - 68
. TOTALS 7568 6606 6349 - 6293 6139 =1429-  -467
’ . ‘. ' Nid .
o/ - lr. .
i v ) 7 ‘ \‘ ‘ B
' . <141- P Lt
O v b )
e 1 S M
\)4 ] - ‘l . , . -
-ERIC.
‘, J - A
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Table 5 cont.. ' - .. Lo
EY ] b ¢ ) s ‘.
‘ - L . * - \ e e
) . ENROLLMEN® FIGURES FOR
o . FEEDER SCHOOL ANb“H{SH SCHOOLS _ ¢ :
l” - - * .
T © (1970 - 1975). ) .
<
High School | Feeder Elementary Schools ' 2
. _ . Dif'ferenc_e
, 70-71  71-72 72<73. 73-74 74-75 70-75 71-75
- . ¢ ’ —_— .
¥ .o A = . 1
%%g;%%g' St. Cltherine | 897 860 780 718 .692 '--205 -168
70-71, 11697’L1§1::Le Flower | 629 577 565 545 505 , ‘-124, - 72
. N, ’
7'_72' 1127 St Richard " 206‘ 169  164. ' 155" -~ 154 - 52 - 15,
' St. Aloysius N ) .o S
72573, 1099 | "ol dgetown 557 503" 479 _ 508 . 522 - 35. + 19
[ - , ¢ “ * ; . *
J3=74, L4 st ann 995 865 889 826 793 -202 - 72 .
74=75,71139 | A ggumption 951 748, 731 698 689 262 - 59. L
. : g . 3 . 4 : s, e
Difference |'g\ .perwaza 265 289 289 297 292, +27 4. 3 @
70-75, -40 |- A ] - ‘ &
71-75, 4+ 2 |St. Ignatius..| 760 724 701 690 662 We9g _ g~
do St. James /o R
. .| white ©ak 1397. 1301 1293 1247 ° 1233 -164 268, : °
. N ¢ ! YLt
! (’f\jp‘ﬁ ) sto John th‘e . ’ ’ N , M . "iA.
- | Baptist 457 335 329 321 341 ''-116 + 6_ e
) . ' : ‘ : ° B .
St. John ' \ o v .
Harrison 374 ° 288, 270 -257 255 -119 - 33
; . . |st. Martin 794 . 695 617 660 632, -162 -~ 63
~ . ’ . R ’
TOTALS - 8282 7354 7107 '6920 6770 -1512 -584"
” v . V . .
) . .'l" *
. 7 ' ) Ce- -~
.- k3 .
s ) . ! ‘_-




.V Table 5 cont.

-

S—_ ' 'ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR

-

FEEDER SCHOOLS AND HIGH.SCHOOLS
I '(1970,- 1975) '

High School | Feeder Elementary Schools

. £ ' ' Differencé
70-71, 7I-72 72-73 7374 "74-75 70-75 71-75 -

.;. ’ .

~

%§§§§§¥ All saints 700 690 640 . 638 601+ - 99 - g9
' o 9 :

;

70-71, 1094 | St Gertrude . 609 563 §22 477 468 -141

St. John . \ . o .
=72, 999 Oy et Park | |'So4 432 405 421 409 - 95

' - R ) . -
72-73, M3 1ot Michael s . | 435 350 38+ 389 362 - 73

73-74, 959 Our Lady of the

" 7475 ‘943 | ‘Sacred Heart | 525 409 . ‘415 383 36

. St. .Peter & Paul ' L ‘
Difference | " iading . | 404 279 264 258 267

-70-75, -151 S - . X : -
- 71-7s, :;ii St. Savior [ 908, 779 727 , 735 662

£l

St. Vincent 370 -317 273 277 + 263

-

coYumban - | 4727 376 395 ' 407 400
Susanna 281 . 265 ' 289 * 289

\

5208 4460 4248  ¢274




Tabhdle 5 cont.

~
- ' 5 3 .
‘ mox.mm'r FIGURES pon . -
_ FEEDER scuoox.s AND HIGH SCHOOLS - ; 2
) (1970 - 1975) -t ‘ ‘
a ' s -
High Schoql_/ Féeder Elementary Sthools
_® — -
> . . i s - Difference
- 70-71 71-72 72-73 73274 74-75 70-75 7175
Regina " TNV ] S - L
TE?E) . St.‘fgnes 260 222 209 208 175 , -8 - a7,
Assumption 4 * | :
0-T 8737 (Closed gine.13)| 175 144 D 78 - - @75 -l44
- 5 - 4 o
7}_72' 6 ,5 «St. Mark ° 210 185 190 218 . 259 +749 4+ 79
72-73, 555 Nativity 561 477 443 399 408 -153 - 69
3-74, 493 Our Mother of . . ,
74-75, 440 Sorrows . "25,7 . 264 242 24‘8 240. -17 - 24
N . Y ae “ . ,
Difference ﬁn Saints 700 690 640 638 601 “-99 - 89
4 - = - .
70475, -3 2| St. Elizabeth+ | 234" 212 206. ‘158 & - -23%  -212
71-75; -215‘ : L ; _ . o
St. Gertrude . 609 563 522 477 -468  -141 = 95
» St. John t‘ S ", . 3 .
’ Deer Patk 584+ 432 . 405 421 409 - 95 - 23
. ‘St. Matthew* 227 7 165 © 150 - 156, - -  .227 . =165
‘| st. peter’ & Paul | .~ ) yr 0o .
g Norwodod 201 183 _150, 153{ 147 - 54 - 36
- ] “ » [ N .
St. Vincent'. “370 317 273 27 \263 -107 - 54
L .Gressle School ) 294 +294 +29@ .
- - s PN R
\J D 2 -
TOTALS 4apa 3854 3508° .3353 3‘26,~ -1044 *-590
- . '\- . " * -
. K '_;‘4
had *”/St. Elizabeth and st. Matthew consolidataﬂ - _—
R r’- .|* to form Gressle School,s1974-75. , -
. ™~ ‘ »
. R ’ ﬁ - [}
P ) “ld44- - . o
' A J )-) ) ) . \ .
. < - .l' N \ . R / »




4 A
’ ) \ .
.\ ) ) L]
N -
‘Table 5 cont, - .
' -
. S——
ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR P .
, FEEDER SCHOOLS AND HIGH SCHOOLS - -~
(1970 - 1975) .
> S ’ ‘
High School -Feeder Elemeatary Schools
Co. . Ditference
70-71  71-72 |72-73 73-74 74-75 70-75» 71-75
St. Gabriel 460 407, , 399 390 365 - 95 - a2
Mt., Notre Dame ' . - . . -
(Girls) St. James : ' . l ( .
S : Wyoming 398 341 302 246 227 -171 - -114
70-71, 723 .. ‘ ’
St. Martin - - ez
71-72, 630 .De Parres 121 1r2 - 90 98 .- 100. - 21 - 12
~ . (e
72-73, 578 St. Michael | 435 350 384 389 362 L 73 4.12
- - . - R ( . L4
73-74, 593 Our Lady of the ’ ) ..
- ( _Sacred Heart 525 409 419+ 383 364 -161. - 45
_74-%5, 548 ' g . , -
St. Peter & Paul . - . o : ' . ,
Difference’ Reading 404 279 264 258 267 -137 - 12
70-75,-173 St. Saviour -908 779 - 727 735+ .662 <346  -117
71-75,- 83 . - R I
’ : St. Columban 472 376 395 ' . 407 400 - 72+ 24"
" |st. susanna 281 265 Y289 289 286 4 5. ¢ 21
N TOTALS, 4004: 3318 3269 ' 3192 3033 -9f1  -285
:- ! " R ! " "
: . ; k ;
) R g T
- «145- ‘
}Hl b " )

N\
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{  Table 5 cont. N’. '
N ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR <
" FEEDER SCHOOLS AND 'HIGH SCHOOLS | .
‘ . . (1970 - 1975) .
High School | Feeder Elementary Schools
\
) R ' . - . . Dj fference
- 70-7L  71-72. 72-73 73-74 7475 70-75 71275
- . L] ) ~ ) LR . ! -
52%%%;5%593 Annunciation 238 210 - 168 -192 . 197 - 41 - 13
St. Bernard T B L
70-71, 1138 | (Closed June *73)| 151 168 179 - - -, Z151 -168
'71_72' 1082 St.’Bonaventure | 237 , 183 - 139 146 | 134 -1003‘ - 49 ‘
' St. Boniface 299 187 184 215 %200 -99 + 13
72-73, 1078 g, Charles_ S oL
, 73-74, 1107 | Borromeo ‘ 173 150 . 158 g 144 130. - 43 - 29
St. Clare ° ‘368 329 305 269 272 -946 - 57 :>‘\\\~‘
74=75, 1081 |s¢. Francis -, - . g P
L'g “ . - -

. Difference |- Seraph .22 214 195 19 206 15 8
70-75, -57 |St. George 218 216 235 243 .244 + 26 &+ 28
71-75 - 1 |St. Monica 215, 191" 174 158 . 159 - 56 - 32

" T |st. pius | 149 128 158 1797 . 189 440 . + 61
St. Bartholomew |. 797 719 610 585 . 538 -259 Jiel
- St. Clement’ 496 410 400 437 410 ' - 86 On
Corpus Christi | 353 330 395 © 272 . 398 - 45 - 22,,
o St. Gabriel 460 407 295 390 365 - 95 . 4
St. James L e '
Wyoming - 398 3417, 302 246 227 -171 -114
st? Margaret . . '
. Mary . 977 807 ~ €91 668 657 -320 -150 -~
St. Martin . / o e . . '
De Porres . . | 121- 112~ ‘90 95 100 - 21 - 12
Qur Lady of, the | )
‘ Rosary ' 517 372 421 353 -346 =171 -126
St. Vivian - 1010 884 787 775 730 -280 -154 /}
TOTALS 7398 6458 . 5491 5558 5412 -1986' -1046

-146- .4




Table 5 cont. *

ENROLLMENT FIGURES FOR

- 5

FEEDER SCHOOLS AND HIGH SCHOOLS

{ (1970 - 1975)

Feeder Elementary~Schools

~ L]

-

T . i 5ifference
70-71 71472 72-73 73=-74 - 74-75 70-75 71-75
- AN , .

Annunciation 238 210 168 192 197 - a1

St. Bernard . . N
(Closed June '73) 151 \168. 179 < - . =151

St. Bonaventure 237 183 139 146 134 -l03

71-72," 789 | st. Boniface 299 187 184 215 200 - 99

'St. Charles * )
7273, 7191 gt romeo. 173 150 158 144 ' _130  : 43

73474, 653 |5t. Francis . ) .

Seraph 221 214 195 191 -208 .- 15
St. George - 218 216 335 . 24F _ 244 26
Difference |St. Joseph 371 216 - 228 229 _ 273 -« 98
70-75, -184 | St. Monica ' 215 7 191* 174 , 158 159 s5¢ -
71-75, -144 | St. Pius 149, 128 . 158 179 189 .+ 40  +-

; = - ]
St. Bartholomew q{797 719 610 §85 538 -259 -181 -

74-75, 645 - N
+

St. Clement 496 410 400 437 410 - 86 0

Our Lady of the | _ >
.Rosary ‘ 517 472 421 353. - 346, -171 -126

St. Vivian . 1010 884 787 775 730 ~-280 -154

. : [ - . .
TOTALS 5092 4348 4036 3847 3756 1336 -592

- .
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The declining enrollments have been particularly/

significant in Catholic elementary schools in the

' city of Cincinpati, especially in the center city

e ' 1
and on the east side. Thus for instance, elementary

v

schools feeding into Marian, Purcell, Regina and
. VoL -
Our Lady of Angels have‘experienéeg some of the

most significant declines, even though among these
sehools are those which have received ‘special ¢
’sebport from the Archdiocese. . |

The declining enrollments on. the high school level

have been -particularly significant on the east

side of Cincinnati where, as has been shown, the

greatest population declines have taken place in

[y

the past fifteen years. Table 6 shows the'qhanges

since 1971 The high schools experlenclng the
greatest declines have been Regina (32.8% decllne),

Our Lady of Angels (18.3% decline), Purcell ( 16.6%

decline) and Marian (15 3% decline).

Decllngpg enrollments are particularly dlfflbult to

deal with flnanclally when they result 1h a school

belng slgn1f1cantly under the number the school was

built to accomodate. Table‘7 compares the high

<
school enrollments with the size of the building.

Schools having particular difficulty when this

measure is employed are Regina (51.5% under built
to accomodate),; Mt, Not;e:D e (45.2% under),
. McNicholas (24.9% to 27.7% unddy) and Mother of

Mercy (?1.5% to 28% .undery.




— ~
- . " " rables :> N /
. ‘ ‘. L |
. " ENROLLMEN¥ COMPARISONS
| HIGH SCHOOLS 1971-1972 vs. 1974-1975 ' ' - -
High. School 71-72 74.-75' #Change ) .%Change,
Elfler . 1792 1661 <131 - 7.3 '
Mirian 511 433 - 78 -15.3 . -
McAuley . 1195 1115 - 80 . - 6.7 |
- - MclNi-cho]:as, 1014 ) 976 - 38 S P A : v,
' Mothe'r of .’ , H -
Mercy - - ' 994 864 ~130 - -13.1
* " purcell . 867 ¢ 723 <144 . -16.6 g g .
Seton 1406 1294 -122 - 8.0
LaSalie . 1127, 1129 + 2 ' o ;,
) Moeller 999 - 943 - 56 - 5.6
Regina 655 4“0 -215 -32.8 '
Mt. Notre . - R . .
Dame 630 548 - .82 -13.0
\’,Roger Bacon . 1082 * 1081 -1 - o
A Our hady . / R ‘ ‘
Of Angels' ~_ 789 645 - -144 -18.3 ‘ 3
ATOTALS 1'3061 -11852 - <1209 Ayerag7 9.3 ' RIS
, ' — .
! ENROLLME COMPARISONS: ELEMENTARY VS. H;gH‘éCHOOL
© 1971-1972 and 1974-1975 | >
197171972 _ 1974-1975 _Diff. -8Reduction -
__High Schools 13,061 . 11,852f. -9 .~ 9.3 R
Elementary ’ . ‘ ¥ L . «‘ ~
Schools. 33,504 /30,146 -3,358° 10.0 ‘ .
) ~l49- | '
. o) L )




ENROLLMENTS- AND SIZE OF BUILDINGS 1974-1975

-

High School # Built to # Under Built % Under Built

o ‘Accomodate . to Accomodate to Accomodate
AR

Elder T .. 1400 - +261° +18.6
» '\ -

Marian - 600 -167 © - =27.8

McAuley 1100 + 15 + 1.5

McNicholas ~ 1300/1350 - -324/-374 C o -24.9/-27.7 -

.

Mother of . o
Mercy 1100/1200 -236/-336 =-21.5/-28.0

Purcell 750/ 900 - 2777177 - = 3.6/°19.7
seton . 1400/1500 ~106/-206 T - 7.6/713.7
Lasalle 950 ° +179 | +18.8
Moeller . ~-1000 - 57 - 5.7
Regina . 900 . ' -51.1

Vd

-Mt. Notre . )
Dame - - 1000 - . } -45,2

ﬁogen §§cgn 1000 " + 8.1

(48
Our Lady ’
of Angels Joo ' . o - 7.9
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Enrollméent Projections for Catholic High Schools
: ' B

School enrollment projéctions, like population projections,
are difficult te make. They are some;hat easier to,hakelfor publicﬂ
.schools since they are less dependent upon effectiveness of re- =
cruitment and‘other factors. Nevertheless, the attempt must be
made if intelligent decisions are to be made about the future of -

Catholic. high schools in greater Cincinnati. Table 8 is a break-

down of enrollment projectlons for each of the thirteen high schools.:

;These pro]ectlons were arrived at by determining the rate at which

each high school has been recfﬁiting students from the elementarn‘v
- :

schools, tle number of available students who will be graduating

\ '} .
from the elementary schools, and the average rate of decline'gr

growth after ninth, tenth and~eleventh graaes for each of the high

schools. Sllght adjustments were made 1n these flgures on the basis

< - -

of 51ze of class and populatlon projectlons. For 1nstance, the
drop-out rate at many schools tends to decllne~when.the class size
is smaller. Several.conclﬁg}ons can be drawn from ‘these ptoﬁectlons:
l. By 1980-1981, the total enrollment for all the
th1rteen high schools will total approxlmately lO 065
whlch represents a further declyhe of 15.1% from-l
1974-1975.
2. 1In comperison to thls average of 15.1% and ponéidering'
over-all size, schod%? that will propahly experience‘
significant declines within the next few years if no

¢

. changes are made include:

- - — -

a. Our Lady of Angéls,‘23.9% decline'%o 432 stu-
dents, 38.3§'under what the building was de-

signed to accomodate.

Q . »

. - . .
IC ’ . - _ .
- o4 -
Sy . / S
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Table 8.

ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 1976-77 ,to 1980-81-

}976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81
468 412 442 426 - 431
484 437 396 W12 106
415 ~ 470 423 382 398
95 o _407 462 415 314
1762. 1726 1723 1635 ° . 1609
Projected -Enrollment Decline 153‘
Pro}ected Percent Enrollment

K Decline : . 8.7%

Percent under built to 9%

aciomodafe +14

-

Estimated at approximately 75% of potent1al
students from elementary schools

Y
' ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 1976-77 to 1980-81
-1976=-717 1977-78 1578-79 1979-80 . 1980-81
93 8 84 85 67
98 98 90 . 89 90
" 104 91 91 83 82
>
100 99 87 87 “79
395 373 352 344 318
Projected Enrollment Decline 77
Projected Percent Enrollmentff
Decline . . 19.5%
* : lee .
Percent under built to ) o
d accomodate

47%

—

'

i

Estimated at approximatély 60% potential
students  from elémentary schools

il—;j’—‘” ~152- 0
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McKuley

10
11
12

\J

»

*McNicholas

Table 8 cent,

ENROLLMENT PRO

.
]

TIONS 1976-77 to 1980-81
LY _

1979-80

1980-81.

1976-77 1977-78  1978-79
327 303 " 304 302 263 -
292 . 392 273 274 272
’ v ] ’ v
277 276 286 . 259 -~ 260
, ~
244 268 267 277 - 250-
1140 1149 1130 1112 1045
Projected Enrollment Dealine - ,95
Projected fercent.Enrollment
Decline ’ - 8.3%v
- - \
Percent under built to ¢ d
accomodate .05%

-

Estimated atwapproxlmately 75% potentlal

_students from feeder schools -
‘ - ’ . . . Y
ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 1976-77 to 1980-81 gl» S
1976-7%  1977-78.  1978-79 1979-80  1980-81
218 .+ 195 - - 205 ‘202 . -193
269 232 219 219 - 216
) ’ £ )’o
253 260 227 -.215 215
' 241 245 252 221 311
- 981. 932, 903 857 - 835
-
Projected Enrollment Decliné 146 -
\ . Y “
Projected Percent Efrollment
Decline ° 14,9 -
Percent under built € i ]
accomodate # -35.8 /38.1

Estimated at approximately 69% potential
““students from feeder schools

‘153“ b ;“1‘ N
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. : Table 8 cent, -‘_. . - »
A ENROLLMENT . PROJECTIONS .1976-77 to 1980-81 o }
N R . ¥ — v i — o : '
* ) ) . Lo 4r ° > . . T . a
. Mothgr_of Met'cy 1976-77.  1977-78 1978-79  1979-80 1980-81
‘ o . 261 T 233 236 229 D 205 -
~ ’ L ) ) . . . . . PO .
10 250 282° " 2e /229 . 2
1 - a1 . 240 2327 208 - 220 s
L e 12 . 22200 213 .0 231 0 329. - 206
ot .. 948 928 921 895. sagff .
s T . e . T e
. " » ’ . BT ., . s
L Projected Enr’oliment Decline 106 -
’ ‘Projected Percent Enrollment : ¥
; . Decline . 11.8%
. “ . o ' »
e v Percent ‘under built to ) C .
« “accomodate ) . 23.5% to 29.8%.
ST ' RN
. Coe ' Estimated at approximately 87% potential "
Ce +  students from geeder schools A : a
3 ‘.. ) ol . . | 4.‘ - . l - ) - . . - ) H'(’.'
: d ‘ . . 4 . N . ,} &'
o ;9 ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 1976-77 to 1980L81 "
. - - : ' '_ ' f.: -
Purcell 1976-77 _1877-78 1978-79 3 1979:§0 1980-81
R B 169 149 . 162 - 149- 131’
100 © . 204 166 e 159 . 146
a ‘ . ' S /( ’ ! . ‘a‘ P v . .
1 : . 187 191" - ¢ 159 - . 140 - « 151
12 163" . 179 183 151 - . 132
SR SRR PR 685 aég t s98 266 .
s - o wl &S ' o ' 298 ~ —_
- ’ «o °, . ' . '. ' i .
# N Prgjected Enrollment Decline. 163 *
. Prp’jected Percent Enrollment )
Decline P 22.5%°
L} . . .
, S Perceynt under built to .
£ . . - accomodate St 25 3% to 37 8%\
B . &
B » . Estin;ated at approxunately 35% Rotent:.al ’ .
L . ,students from feeder gchools ) " %
. . - . _154_ o - ‘ & ‘. .
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~ . Tab]'.'e 8 cont. - o
ENROLLMENT .PROJECTIONS 1976-73.td\1980-81 -
£y o 4
». [N - T ) " ~ v
/o Seton 1976-77 " 1977-78 - 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81
' l 4
9, T 296 272 309 ‘4
J - » ' ¥ . -
10 . .292 .. 381 "y 259
11 334 " 279 269t 248
- 12 - . 301 323 . 269 260 ) 239
. s T T — ) —— —-'— R —-:,—
. .. 1223 1155 1106 1077, 1056
[% ) '."' - 1 ‘ | s
g . _Projected Enrollment Decline, 167
*  ‘Projected Pércent Enroldment
Decline 13.7%

« Percent uhder built to
- " accomodate

¢ 24.5% to 29| 6%

.

i

%
.

A
Estimated at approglmately 70% pgtentlal
. 4’ students from feeder schools - s ; o
~ i "- .
= ‘ - A
'ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 1976-77 to 1380-8:
3 .. . - , . \Q‘
. - ' . N ) . .
] LaSa}i\e 1976-77 1977-78 .1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 ‘ N
. ¢ - M ‘ - e ’ .
s -9 - 249 235 243 244 . . 203
o ‘ - - . B .
.10 240 241 230 236 © * 259
Tl o« T 299 < 256 . ¢ 257 246 7 242 7
! , ’ ~ N . [ ¢ ‘ (22
12 ' 321 309 . 266 . L1267 -256 :
J < - - - r] ”H L - /7
1109 1041 996 42993 7 940 ‘
? - . —_ v o . ' Co ) ‘. i
Projected Enrollment Dec‘llne ’ 169 C B
’ -~ T
.. * Projected Percent Entollment\_ ’f - ”
Decline . 15 2( . :
o« s p ) .
J Pergent under built to, ) P
. accomodate \ 1 is / f ¥
.o - - . . o -
' - Estinmted at approx e 52% potential v C
e students from fee er schools ) . e
"o : . ] -155- (.) : P -, ..
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Tqble 8 cont.
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ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 1976-77 to 1980-81

, .
LI .

. 9y

10

~

11 *

l' e
" +

" Estima

‘dabomsﬁate e

at* approximatel
students from fe¥der sch ls~

-156- | .7

-

1976-77  1977-78  1978-79  1979-80  1980-81
366 . 209 226 210 203
285 . 263, 218, 223 211
" 245 266 .~ 2457 N1@s 205 -
. 191 243, 263 243 193
N, - . A
987 981 944 871 _ \ - 812 ‘.
'?rOJected Enrollment Decline 17S' .
_ . t
Projected Percent Enrollment .- .
Dec11ne ‘ o 17.7%
Percent under buiit to . A
actomodate P 18.8%
Estimated at approximately 80% petentialf'
students from feeder schools. .
f
' k4
’ - N 2
L ) Ty
ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 1976-77 to 1980-81
— - - N
e, o oo
1976-77. 1977-78 1978-79 'l979-§0 1980-81.
99 92 72 ‘
91 97 ‘90
97 86 91
.99 20 81
386 365 . 334
,Pfojected Enrollment Decline 101 K
’ i -
_ Projected Percent Enrollment .
Decllne "o : ) 23.2% i
Percent under built to =
62.9% i

44% potential

T~

o
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. Fable 8 cont.

A

3 ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS™ 1976-77 to 1980-81

Mt. Notre Dame ' 1976-77 1979-78 1978-79 197;?80
N\ 9 L1432 136 - 136 i§3
10 N 155 130 123 .. 123
11 1i§' 47 1{%/'~.‘ 115
12 126 o\ 137 Lis
540 523 s18 476
’ Projected Enrollment Decline 194
Projected Percent ggrol}ment- .
Decline . 19.2%
T Percent .under bu;lt to
. acc?modate 56.4%

Estimated at’ apprqxxmately‘%ﬁ% potential
students frqm feeder schools

-

e

ENROLLMENT fROJECTIONS 1976-77 to 1980-81

4 k]
¢ ‘; -

" 1980-81
102.
110

115
109

«

)

C-

1980-81
210.
215
217
07

849

Roger Bacon. . 1976-77 1977-78 - 1978-79  1979-80
9 1282 . 249. 245 . 228
- 10 292 262 231 230
) j 11 ¢ 256 272 " 247 217
L 12 242 < 243 - 256 233
ﬁ 1072 1026 979 ' 908
h 1 . 1 ’
‘g - Projected Enrollment Decline ' - 223
. : - . . 7
S Projected Percent Enrgllment ‘
—/\\ Decline 19.9%
g Percent under built to - ‘
: accomodate 15,18 . -
~ Estimated at appr tely.7§% potentiﬁl 4
students from efementary schools _
\‘1 , . 57_ . .
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ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 1'976-7,; to 1980-81

.

~ 3 ’ "’ \’/'—(’: . :‘-’)‘i

" our Ladg” of Angels

¢

1976-77  1977-78

R

'1978-79

1979-80

1980-~-81

.o ®

4 I .
’ 9 l46 ° 135 135 114 97 .
T~— 10 135 {31 122 122 -~ . 106
e 11 - ~136 1185,. m"l?s Hls . 31-'1%6.
- 12 151 A 131 115 112 - 113
—— «’ -—' . L, —— ——— . ——
s68 X . 515 . 487 464 - . 432
. y \ K . 3
2 v R L M
/':'J . . , i - - N ) - .
] ‘o ‘Projected Enrcllment Decline 136 ’
J'f . Projected\FEfcent Enrollment o .
' : * Decline ‘ 23.9% -
l-‘ . Peréent uﬂder,bﬁllt te 7 )
1 » \accomodate 3 38.3%° )
" A; _ ; Estinatedﬁat~app;oxlngtel 56¢% potentlal
<3 o students from feedef sc ols . /¢
% x ’ "; . .~
v » 3 T N ] R ’ : . -
% .
4 B w
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- v
1 . . hd \ — - ——
] \ .-4“ . L/ A ~
) b. Regina, 23.2% decline to 334 studentls, 62.9%
: L T ‘ - T . : - ;
‘/ 0 under whet the’buildi%g was,  designed to '
¢ . . . LS . ] .. e T
‘ accomodate. \ ‘ ’ . - Ty i

. C. Aéurcell ©22.5% Eecllne tc 560 studénts,

25 3% to 37.8%*under what the bulldlng

. . A, / . . " . . ' » /’
-7 was de31gn to accomodate.‘ L ) . 2
T . : o L3
d. Marian, 19.5% decline to 318 students, 47% . , =
- . cr. . ) ) .. - ¢ - » .

" under what the building was designed: to

‘ egéomodate. . : )
: o ' . . o .
-2, Mt, Notre Dame, 19.2% decline to 436 stu-. ‘ - ,

_— dents, 56 4% under what the bulldlng was
r designed, to accomodate. . é :
3. If all thirteen higH schools remain in existence, the .’ " -

~future of Catholic foimal education will most Llikely be
in je&bardy since: ’ N
; -

a. It would be practlcally impossible to sup-

o
(/ -
-

-~

e, ' port f1nanc1ally all the schools, especially
31nce costs per student increase as the en-

&ollments ip the schoclg'decllne. 3

v,/“'

. The quality of all formal Catholié education
y suffer as 1ncreased funds are require; .*
for these schcols, for 1nstance, larger arid
. - ,larger amoufits of funds will probebly be

¢ N .,' - -
needed from the equalization formula to.pay,

for the upkeep of buildings on1§ half géed
and for a low sttdent-teacher.ratio neces- - 3 .

. . ‘ o - . o
N ' sitated by an attempt ta maintain a full A ’/QAIT:f

. curriculﬁm for fewer studenta, ‘ ., , . N ; .




An attempt to maintain all the sshsols will
:probsﬁly résuiguin the cibsing of others

(which~bbuId“be‘§ia$ié) becauss‘th; feed;r
schools have been dlstricted in ;!Eh a way
as to dlimit the_’potent:.al enrollme)t
Rlslng cpsts due to inflatlon and energy
‘prlces affectlng both the Archdlocese 8
/rgsources,and parishoner cont}ibutions

may }esult in' cut b;cks} Unless thougltful

fﬂ»dec1sions are made now, educationally un-

—

?i sound across-the-board cuts will be :the

result. Already the f1nanc1al gituation

of thp,Archdiocese is "somewhat troubled";

for instance, 1975 was the first .instance

)

!

of deficit financing.
Valuable ﬁuman, shysicalxdnd financ%al
resources which could be uged for'ophsr edu-
cational purposss couldf5é=draiheé in the
effort to msintain institutions.otherw?se
¢ not‘viable. B S d N
The several plans which have been- suggested f;r )
gonso;idstioﬁs<9r closiﬂgs which do not invoiyé

13; of. at least two schools on the

-

The suggestion‘to make Purcell into‘

a juhiqrfsenior high school neitherv




adolescents,

' The suggestion to phase out Regina, move Purcell

,.than 1ts presgnt enrotlment. aAnd this flgure v

which, though not 1ﬂ'any drast1c .need, could
1.

-161-~

5 ,\\
sQlves the problem of enrollments at Marian,

Regina or Mt. Notre Dame, nor is’ it feasible =

given the enrollments in'the feeder Catholic

' ’ -,
elementary schools, the physical condition of

the building, and the. generally negative rep- C)
utation of fhnior high schools in Cincinna
Neither is the concepnt supported py cuz:rent

’ ,
thinking about the needs of preado}escepts and .

to the Regina buiiding and redistrict certain

.feeder schools to Mt. Notre Dame and Larlan,

while solv1ng Mt. Notre Dame's enrollment probr

"

lems, will not significantly alter Marian's

. R -
enrollment problems. Even.with such a change, ~

. v - « R . -

it is projected that'Marian's'enrollment in : S

1980-81, would. be only abdut 479, only 69 more -

is based on. aﬁdlng all the feeder schooli :

possible to Marlan. It would make no add1t10nal

feeder schoolsrevailablg fo’OPr‘La y of Angels

which needs them and, from a geographical

standpoint, deserves them. Nor could ay§

additiomal feeder schoolt fead into Mchcholas

-

\ ¢
benefit from such an addieion. -
*+ - [
I[‘ }‘) \_/‘:’“ [ 4 1
’ B ."; '




c, Th!’;yggestion to consolidate Purcell and |
Marian is rejected because it does not
solve the enrollment problems of other
schools nor is the Merien facility ade- .

quate for athletics.

Recommendations ¢

In the light of the populatlon flgures and projectloép, the

enrollment figures and.projectlons for the publlc and Catholic schools,

the financial realltlés of operating edus;tlonally sound high schools,

and the Archdlocese s commitment to provide the bedt educatlon for

the largest number of Catholic youth, the follow1ng recommendations

*
are made. They,are designed to comélement each other, and hence

—

should be taken as a totality.

l. It is recommended that‘starting with the school year
1976—i977,‘the feeder schodls of Alfjsaints,'St. Gertrude,
St. John (Deer Park)’ and St. Vincent Ferrer should feed
into Mt. Notre Dame. The addition of these four schools
to Mt. Notre Dame is logical for the reason that,the
schools presently feed into Moeller and are geographi- ~
cally close to Mt. Notre nge. Table 9 demonstrates
the enrollment projections for Mt, Notre Dame to
1980-1981 with these changes. This is a projected en-"
rollment increasefof 276 students over tne orojection

. Of 1980-198L with the present feeder schols maintained.
It is recommended that beginning in the schooloyear,\;,{
; ‘ )

1976-1977, the feeder school of St. Agnes which presently

feeds into Regima- and Purcell be added.to the schools




< . -163- “

: presently feedlng 1nto Our, Lady of Angels and
'ROger Bacon. Table §%ﬂemonstrates the. enroll-
ment projections for Our Lady of Angels and
Ro?er Bacon w1th thisg change. Thls is a rela:
tively insignificant projected enroilmert in-
Ltrease over-the projection of 1580-1931 for\J
Our Lady of Angels and Roger Bacon.

"It is recommended that in the ;chool year
1976- 1977 the feedeg schooL Cardinal Pacelll,
should be added to the schools p‘esently feedlng
into McNicholas, * Table 9 demonstrates the en-
rollment projecfions for McNicholas, with this
_change. This is ; projected.enrollment’ increase
lof 124 students over the projfction of 198Q-1981,.
It is recommended that in the school year 1977-78,
the-high schoqQls of Regina, Purcell and Mafian
consolidate into alcoedudhtional institution to be

‘Llocated a% Regina. Table 9 demonst;ates the en-
rollment projections as a resu;t of this consoli-

in feeder schqgis previously outlined. This is a

projected enrollment of 820 students in 1980-1981.
Regina was selected as the location for the
consolidatdcn s;nce:

a. The -Purcell bui‘lding is in very poor %on-

dition. Secondly, it is in a bad location

in terms of where the majority of Pufcell
- # . B i

e o

dation. These projections are based on the changes

«N
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PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS WITH REVISIONS OF FEEDER SCHOOLS

. ’ : . < %
1976~77 to 1980-81

Mt. Notie Dame - 1976=-77 19?7-78 ‘1975-79 ‘1979-80 ’1983181

N . -

9 22¢ 208 211 200  159-
10 , 156 200 195 198 187
11 T116 148 199 187 190"
12 125 . 106 | 138 . 187 - 176
r
: 621 671 743 772 712

-

. e T

PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS WITH REVISIONS OF FEEDER 3CHOOLS

1976-77 to 1980-81

* '

H

* Oour Lady N e , - '
of Angels 1976-77 1973'78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81

9 258 41{;i>\\ - 146 118 101 -

10 135 © 143 130 33 108

1 .13, 128 133 1247 15}_r

12 Lo 2. a0 1
. ” 380 ' 5?3 531 503 asa <

x

—

1\
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‘Table 9 cont. _

)
, \
)

_‘\‘ .

"n

. . 3
PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS WITH REVISIONS OF FEEDER SCHOOLS

r

rmy
.-

1976-77 to 1980-81 -

o o

»
Roger Bacon 1976=-77 1977—7$; 1978-79  1979-~80 1980-81

9 289 .. 256 251 235 215
10 292 269 237 - 235 - 221 R
(11 256 272 - 252" 223 222

o2 242 243 256 M o237 au

“1079 1040 996 930 - - 869

PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS WITH REVISIONS OF FEEDER SCHOOLS

- .

! 1976-77 to 1980-81: -
McNicholas - 1976-77  1977-78  1978-79  1979-80° 1980-81
9 .+ 256 230 ~345 240 ~-222
10 " 269, 270 244 259 - 254"
11 253 260 262. 239 253
12 241 . 245 ° - 252 ' 250 230
1019 1005 1003 . - 988 959

/

. PhOJECTED ENROLLMENTS WITH CONSOLIDATION °
B} Il .

-

. .. 1977-78 to 1980-81 ,
. . : . .\
~. Consolidated ) ;o ’
®purcell, Regina 1977-78- 1978-79  1979-80  1980~-81
Marian ’ - . ‘ . ° .
<9 } 237" 247 L 233 - 206
~ {.g N ¥ , !
¢ by . <& '
10 . 234 213 222 210
11 A 7 221 , 203 210
12 e 380 -369 211 194
_380 _369 211 194
j ~ 1135 - 1050 869 . 820.
- 'i Lo ) r
, ~155~
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6. -

C. Reglna 1s in good phy81cal shape, the bulldlng '

progkams,, currlculum and extra-currlcular ttl\utleh and that

feeder schools 1nt§b0uﬁ~£ady of Angels.‘q

It is recommended

students live and in ferms of operating a
coeducational institution. oo .
b. Marian 1is too small .to accomodaté-the pro--

jected number of stﬁdenté"without.éufficient
L ) | .
athletic- facilities or possibilities of

AT

buildirfg,.su'ch facilities.

I - .
can be converted into a coeduc\tlonal 1nsti- .

.tution w1thout too much dlfflculty, and’ Mt. -St.

Mary ‘is sufflclently close for athlet1c

facllltles. -

-
-~

lt is recommended that the h;gh schools which are located s
close to each” other continue to develop and expand oooperatlve
- “

they explore ways in whlch they can cut -cogts through such

'

R
cooperatlon. It seems esPecially important for the future

surv1val of Our Lady of Angels ‘that it ‘explore coOperatlve

- . ¥
ventures and even the possibility of consolidation with Roger
Bacon. While consolfdation is not.- yeconmended for the present, N
espec:Lally sinke total population in tg;‘area vof’some of Our

v REEN

_Lady of Angels feeder schools has experienced some increase in
the re7ent past, if the enrollment continues to decline ¢hls
may become a necegsity. The problem is essentially that there

does” pot appear to be any way to logically redistrict other" 4
! ‘ ,

) » - R

at the Archdiocese should explore several
uses for ‘the Purcell ®ac#lity. While the building is in

poor condition it may serve some, uaeful purpo;e or perhaps

N | BEREEAY)
¢ . , I

i




7.

8.

9.

o Archdlocese should conduct a study of the elementary

;- -167- | S o

be sold. The athletic facilityf would surely be useful to -
the surrounding community for many purposes and it is’

recommended that possibilities be explored .with civic and

. - 4

social leaders in the community,

v

It is recommended that the bq11d1ng presently housing

Marian could possibly be sold or used by the Archdiocese

-<perhaps to house adult or communlty educational serv1ces,.

—— '

- } '
R TN
It is recoﬁmended.that“in order to assure the center com-

Archdiocesan offlces, etc. - .~

munity of Cincrnnati that the Archdiocese remains committed
“to secondary e'duca‘on, the Archdiocese should fully pubiicifze
: the flnanclal assrstance avallable to assure minority. and/or:
low—lncome youngaters that they will have the opportunlty to’
attend,a Cathorlc hlgh school, ‘including- the Stockman Scholar-
ship Fund as well Ts local high school fcholﬁrsnig efforts.
Coqpled w1th thls effort, the Archdiocese shoeuld increase its
recrultment efforts in the central c1ty of Clnclnnatl.
It is recommended that beglnnlng no later than 1977, the
schools 1n greater Clnclnnatl. Thls seem; necessary Alnce- ‘
a. There appears to Pe too mahy small elementary

¢ -

> schopls which may be too expensive,

" b: There appears to be too many small classes

™ (under twenty students) which may be cre-
... 2 .

ating added expense. . - \‘

- . v

1

~

.
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~ . ‘ =168~ . .
" ' o I - o R
- ¢. C soljgdatldxa may berpwsible, perhaps w1th \7
é i ilrstxto fourth grades in bne bua.ldlng and _ o w
';f‘ .;'5,, e f1fth to elghth in a(xother. ‘ . .. ‘ )
di' LIt does seem J‘Snportant ¥o establish a d!:flnlte . SR
R pollcy regard1n9< kindergardens an,d the re- . .' e
‘ ’ n establ:.shmen; of * flrst .and secortb grade,s where ’ .
' . they l-;ave been dropped..) - @ ) ~ *
] ’e-,’: Populat:.on declines 1n C1nc1nnat1 and the slowmg .
S - the gro;v'th rate Hamllton cmmty are. ha'V1ng .o
and w,,xll ‘haveﬂse ipus effec'ts upon the. elementary ”
T - schfaql enrollment. ‘ \ . --,.: T '
'y t‘ls recﬁnmended that the supe'rjcandent's of fice be- ,s.t::affed
’ Tow \a person who can. co—grdmate, encourage and. overse@re—
) cr‘ﬁitlng procedﬁres as“well as be the sour.ce for ?eveioplng ;g v
) t ‘/‘Jtnforma'!'i n’ regardmg succése'ful recrulting efforts on both d
N the‘ elem' tatry and secondary levels. o - N .‘
-, .]..k It is recommehded that th:superlntendent's offlce be ataffed-

W1th al persqn respoﬂsible for keepmgxcomp‘lete and accurati

.‘f"

. ‘
’ uture dec181ons gan be’made,.

enrollmentj‘! populatlon statlstlcs-and ‘maka.ng proje"ctlons
upon -which

*On the high ,;choo'l

\

-~ ® level, thlS may be particularly tmportant in detiding the s -

¢ . futire of Ou&‘ Lady of-Angels and Mother of Mef%y ngh Schools. o
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) : APPENDIX A -

“ N . - -

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE ron PRINCIP%LS o .

I, “Pool of, Students Avallable for your.school

l.' What do y&u con51der to be the basra ‘issue, contributing c
ﬁ" : to &£he problem of enrollment in your school? L
4 a . -
‘; g2, In l1ght of decllnrng enrollments in Catholic hlgh schools,

- what "actions hold: the most promisse’ in meeting thls challenge
in your school? 1In the Cincinnati area?

How ig it deterﬁlned which feedbr® schools feed 1nto which 1. .

-~ 3,
h1gh schools? Should th1s arrangement be changed? *
. «4. Do yomu adm1.t ali app,ljgants? If the answer ‘to ‘this ’ P
. o.;

A
.

< 3. rHow do you feel-anu

-- question is no, what selection criterla do

5 #hat is"the perceritage of drop outs aftef
. Sophomore year? Junior year?

A )

A J

you use?

i

’

Tu1t10n and Sthpl Cost e, Lo

l.

I

, T
What are your thoughts concerning -a greatér degree
of centrallzat1on in such areas as:

. - C, ) + A

2:

.

4.

5.

]

. polle deﬁelopment: o ] ’ ' ' ';‘

purchasing: : ) I
@urriculum: : .

accounting: 1 o
- : € * ' v i

teacher recruitment:

- 74

How ate costs computed? Are you satlsf;ed w1th this
thod? o . o, . ’
t' LN ) . - \‘— -’ o .

equalization' formila? . .

What -is the lmpact of total costs (charged to the ‘ .
-student) on enrollment f1gures? A
» - M 7-5
..What ' Kkind of fedgral/staéé funds are you receiving?
Do you feel that.you know how to securg”these funds or
that you have a readily available sqprce that coqid/
would" help you secure these funds? ¥ o

~ y

'-

Freshman yea;icr

-t




S 111, Belief in Importance of Catholic Education

4.

f,!'
What are the\reasons for the existence of thls “school?
Get a written philosophy of education for the school ~-
add as an addendum after gett1ng ah answer to this question.

2

Give me. examples of how this phllosophy 1s melemented in:

*
« -

a. curr1culum C : "
b.’ discipl;pe ,
t. administration

d.. counseling

. v
What is uniquely Catholic about this school? ..

. “,'.
What needs of Catholic students dq younfeel that you are
meeting that are not met or not met as well in non-Catholic
schools? ' o . : .
Several surveys seem to 1nd1cate that parents who send thedir
children t6 Catholic gchtels placé a high .pridérjty on
Catholic schools deveffoping respect and dlsc1p11ne in their

~ children. Do you believe that this finding is true generally?

Bor the parents of your students? How successful do you feel '
that gpur gschool is in meeting this expectatlon°

. ™ N
o ) % -

Iv. Faith of your clientele in School Personnel~ . & -

1.

~

- How extensive is parental and/or communltysinvolvement

our«school? Be spec1f;c.

When do you ask’parents<to have contact w1th yoﬁr profe8510nal
staff? ' For what purposes? With what results? )
| ]
What role does your board playoln pOlle maflng and operation
‘of. the high school? What do you see as. the prlme value of
this board? 2

-~

.To what extentvao you think parents are not send1ng their

children t¢ Catholic high schools because of dissatisfaction
on their part w1th.Cathol1c education i nZhe elemeptary

. 'achools? Share the major dlsSatlsfac io

L 4
A

'To what extent is your staff, religiodis and lay, committed
to.Cathoyic education? Support your ,judgment.
S ' , + . -




‘\\‘ - . "'
- =171- ' -t . -

. ~ - N . . ’ -
V. Curriculum Changzé}: Catholic Education ; , ,

1. wWhat curriculum changes have been made in the'past five . P
- years if your high school? .
. . . - . .
2.  How have such changes been viewed by your students . )
" and-their parents? ° - ‘ '

. . ‘

improving Catholic education (in what ways)

" - detracting from Catholic education (in what ways)
N, - !
3. To whaﬁ extent ig your curriculum:

college preparatory .o

general
vocational v .
Hp&'does your curriculum meet or not meet the needs of
your students? \\ .
In what ways are staff involved in the operation of the
~ 8chool, including the selection of curriculum material?

5. -In what ways are students involved in-the operation of
. ... the school .including 'the selection.'of,curriculum material?

o PENN

o

VI. Recruitment ” SN

1. What agé the *ruitment,procedures for the school? .
© Are they tied in with the efforts of ather schools? T

.+.2.. How are recruitinb‘procedures.imp%emgﬁtéd? YWho is s
".° responsible? What other duties does this person have
*. when.implemented, etc,?) ' : S . ‘ !

1
-

3. Are there'd?y recruitment procedures for the‘flémentary

- schools? * Please describe.: ' . h
- 4.:‘What~methods are used.to deétermine how successful your ‘
” S, recruiting®efforts have been "in relation.to time, energy,
money expended?. ¢ ’ éj ' ' *
5. Plédsen Ziéripe_i detail any 'cceé;ful recruiting. .o o

8 inipractice in your sc | or any other . ° Lo,
high school in the Cincinnati area. - :

"351' . b p, ’

4,

— . . -
2 L 5a il J
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VII. Miscellaneous Questidhs #’ > ‘ x .
“ 1. In what ways are'the 'facilities f this™school inadeq'ua\te
*  and thereby-hampering growth of érogra,ms? \
. i . . \
2. What general recommendations would you make regatding N
school  enrollments, consolidations, administratiog, :
\ centralization of services, finances etc.? . #- P T
- . ©4 ;
3. How do you see your relationship with the office of the .
+ °  Superintendent? LT . L o
. 4 Irs}:what ways ére you cooperai;:ing with other high schoo{s?
_ 'wi h elementary schools? With colleges? . . . .
Y : MRS A M . 0
5. In what ways, productive to you, can you’ see yourself and .
: . your school cooperating with other Catholic institutions?
{
- i
5' [
s e u
. 4
- »
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HIGH SCHOOL STAPFﬁgQESIIDNNAIRE

PLEASE GIVE‘ﬁS YOUR OPINION ABOUT THE STRENGTHS ZF THE VARIOUS

HIGH SCHOQL® CURRICULA; PROGRAMS AND PROFESSIONAL AREAS ACCORDING'

TO THE FOL’DOW,ING DIRECTIONS: . .
IF YOU FEEL THE AREA IS PRESENTLY STRONG, MARK "A" ON
THE -MARK-SENSE CARD. ’
IF YOU FEEL THE AREA NEEDS MORE EMPHASIS PLACED UPON. IT,
i MARK "B".ON ME :ﬁg-smqsz CARD. - .
IF YOUR senoor. DOES NOT OFFER.THE (TO "THE BEST OF
YOUR KNOWLEDGE), MARK "C" ON THE CARD.

[ . «

. Sports

rogram

I g

8. Intramg?al and/or Varsity

N

[

Moral and Character Building'\

L .
; . " .. . ©NEEDS . .NOT ‘
CURRICULA AREA . ,L~‘ .STRONG ‘ EMPHASIS AVAILABLE
R \ 1. College Preparatory . A»_‘i . B - C
Tl Bus1ness Education A. ‘B c
N s
. 3. General Education Areas A B, C,
’  ™provisions for slower ' ’
students) C . .
Tt 4, Bellglous Education " a "B c
: 5. Vocational Edudation (Home: h A B C.
Ed., Drafting, Mechanlcal ‘ ) «
Arts, etc. )
' PROGRAM AREA’ . . . :
n . 6. Extra-curricular Program A B e
’ R . 7
N - R ; {. i
7. Fine Arts bProgram ‘A » B, o
¢ - . - . .
A ,

9. o B . Cc
., 10. Adeqﬁacy of Course Offerlnqs Ya B, ‘., *e
"\ PROE'ESSIONAL A.REQ o a \ o
' 11 Specrfic guides for contr&ct A B R
e negot1ation , b of
12.. Staff williqgness to ’ A . B ‘f. Cc
I moderate extra—curriculars - =~
" 13. Evaluation of ‘Staff py . RN U ST S
. appropriate persons . L -
"(dept. chairmen or : o A ' ‘
- administration) R )
- B X L IR B o
X—" ;, - 4&"’ \ . "/ " ( ‘:: *




PROFESSIONAL AREA (CONT.) - ¥ NEEDS NOT

_ STRONG EMPHASIS AVAILABLE
14, Class visitation by - P ~

’

administration and/or- sl e b ‘ o ' .
» dept:. chairmen - - ' - T U }3"$ C :
’V -, Y . ? »
15. Input into. phllosophy and Y . - &
+ - .goals of the school ° A- ° B . . C
16. Agreéﬂént with philésophy ° T v )
.i'and goals f the school . ’ A . B- . - .+ C
17. Staff will ngness -to have ! g . i
* %g—serv1 tra1n1ng programs~, _ A ’ B- . C
. -
~3 \l - /=

PLEASE INDICATE THE CHOICE THAT BEST DESCRIBES YOUR" GENERAL VIEWS

ABOUT THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES ACCORDING TO THE FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS:

Y ‘
IF YOU FEEL THE SITUATION IS SATISFACTORY IN THE CATEGORY,
MARK "A" ON THE MARK-SENSE CARD. SN
IF YOU FEEL THE SITUATION IS UNSATISFACTORY IN THE CATEGORY,
MARK "B" ON THE MARK-SENSE: CARD.
© "' IF THE CATEGORY DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR ‘SCHOOL, OR. IF YOU
. , ' NO OPINION, MARK "C" ON THE CARD. - .
: ) A

CATEGORY SATISFACTQRY UNSATISFACTORY NO OPINION
18. Maintenahce and Adequaty e ﬁx i .
of the building : A -B " *. C,
19. Availability®of ’ , 4 4
> - instructional materials A B C
L . 1 )
20. Reputation of the gthool 4 A ™ e B c -
21, Pupil-teacher ratio o A - B’ c
{ 22. Staff committees. A b B c
. L .
\ 23, staff competency A N ’ B‘ - C
24, staff-adminjstrafor 3 l - -m
communications A, B o C ‘
PRl . ‘. 4 - . . IS
25+ Staff esprit A’ . ‘B
[} @ * . - )
-26 ‘Student government A B c
N ®oe, ~ .
27. Student opportunltles\!o' " v " e ~
‘rece;vqslndlvgdual attent;on A B ) . C
A o ; ”
28. Téacher-adminjstrator rela- : )
ltlonshlp 1n d!c191on-making A . B ¢ C
¢ - ’ - X .
. r N a * * Y
e o . . , He KRS . ’ t _.:') . ~

” - . i
s
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CATEGORY ' ~© " SATISFACTORY UNSATISFACTORY NO OPINION

29. Teacher—parental . . ‘ )
relationships )

3Q..Teécher-counselor.
relationships

. ({
Teacher-student
relationships

Your present staff
assignment

Demerit or detention
system

Student evaluation

(grading) \\\ 4 .

Opportunities for parents to
receivé positive comments
about the studﬁut's progress

Ablllty-grouplng (1évels)
ot students

37. Opportunity for evaluation.

of rules by students and/or

" staff .

Unlform enforoement of -

discipline rules *; . o - ) . C
KEEPING THE ‘A=SATISFACTORY, B=UNSATISFACTORY, AND C=NOT AVAILABﬁE
AND OR- NO. OPINION FORMAT, PLEASE INPICATE THE CHOICE THAT BEST ..
DESCRIBES YOUR VIEWS ABOUT THE PO WING PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES
AT YOUR scuoo:.- _ ‘ _ -

! . i- ’ \

SERVICES .o o SATISPACTORY UNSATISPACTORY NO OPINION

39. Guidance services
Health ser;ices
Food services
Abtendaﬁce‘“
tandardized testing
‘Libx;ary‘ and Laboratorie\;

Psychologmal services

o

~




FOR THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, PLEASE“CHOOSE THE ANSWER MOST CORRECT, ' °
AND MARK THE LETTER BEFORE IT ON YOUR MARK-SENSE CARD.

46.-Do youg;ee1~that the students at your high—school proti;t
- by goirfg to a Catholic high séhool (rather than a public
high- school)? ot ‘ . —_—

a. Yes
b. No |
c. No opinion ‘

Do you feel that the high school where you work is: -

. v . * ./n
a. " sufficiently Catholic in atmosphere, and therefore
different from the public high school -

. b. no different in atmosphere than the public high‘fchoo;,
Indicate your classification’among the faculty. .~
a. ' religious

b. lay

"Indicate the highest degree you have earned: " L\\ :
g : / N

a. Associate ' I
b. Bachelor . ’
c. Masters P . ~

d. Doctoral . o .
e. Othery specify . y
How many years-of teaching experience have you #ad
(counting the préesent ‘school year 15-76)7?

+

a. 1 to 3
bo 4 tO 7 N - :"
c. 8 or more

g

. b .. . !
» THANK vYou VERY MUCH FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN THIS MATTER.

t
-
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/ -
' HIGH SCHOOL ' u
a ., STUDENT OPINIDN SURVEY
DIRECTIONS FOR ITEMS ONE -AND TWO: . e -
1. 6n line one of the mark-sense card, indicate if you are a -
freshman, sophomore, junior or senior. If you are a fresh-
man, mark A on thevmark-eense ;ard; if you are eISOphomore, '
éerh B; if you are a juhio;, mark: C; if‘ypm are a senior,
mark D& - | ) - . 4
b4 .
2. On line two of the mark-sense card,findlcate 1f you are a
éele er a female, If you are a male, meff/ﬁ on the mark-
.+ sense card; if you are a female, matk'B on the‘mark-sense
- card. . ﬂ ) L
DIRECTIONS FOR ‘ITEN.IS THREE TO FORTY-THREE: ¢ .
Below are forty-one statements about yout high‘echool If you
agree w1th the statement mark A-on the mark-sense card ;roélﬁed
if you dlsagr;e w1th the statement ma if ;oetare undec1ded
'%bout the statement mark C. Use only . the marking pencils to re- - .
'cord your response and do'not mark in more than ‘one space per )
questlon. ' <ijj7;7,
A B 'c’%r : ;h ) o .
3. yes no/ ? I like my school. - ‘
4.‘ yes no ? Most of teachere-are\"qﬁeto-date" in their. ,
. -, ideas-and®actions. . :
v » R [}
5. yes Yo ? Most of my teachers make their lesson assign- :
ments definite arid clear, . ) ] “}’r

6. yes no. 2 Most of my teachers require too much wqu out-
» side the regula: class period. 3
L f ’.—177- S T~ -
’ M )‘*. ,. s
Yy e TS TN

- " ) ) ¢

to




10.

11,

12(‘

13.
14,
15,
16.

'17.

+ 21,

A B
yes  no_
yes- no,
&
yes no
\ .
yes no
yes no
yes no
yes no
yes no
‘
yes no
yes no
yes no
7
yes no
yes no
s no’
yés. no
yes no.
yes

V)

-~

-~

-~

~, .

?

?

. 'is satisfactory to me.

" ?

Lo \

The school staff is pons1stent s

dealings with students at,my’school £ _ -

Mosts of my teachers are easg to get achalnted

‘with.

The principal ‘and teachers,are patient in deal-

ing with students.
I'm proud of my high school.

Most of my. teachers hold themselves apart and
do not m1x~fkegly with students. ;

I am given. enough help . in. maklng dec151ons in
, My school, ) . -5 - =

I ‘would like to attend some school other than

the one I am now attend1ng.\
A

Students have a voice in setting school rules

«

’ and regulatlons. -

t

Generally, my parents are 1ntérested 1n«what 1

de at school. , | c/

D1801pllne at this school is tpo sbrlct., s
. Ve

L understand the present_ schog

icies regardlng studen ’iqgguc o
Me\t of my teachers ‘E enjoy teaching.
5§ i

Extra-currlcula‘a 15 . M@ with my
social needskthaﬁ I caﬁﬂot get n the class-
room situat .

I get along,r“s’}bly‘vell with' the othe‘;m
gtudents at Iy ool. ¥ . e

Teachers are fair' in grading me. .o Vo

The- present grading system used in my school

' . )

My classes are usually monotonous..

ye§/1ﬂkls There should be more emphasis oh the three

R's ading, 'Riting and 'thhmetlc) in my
haghﬁpzhpbl ) 9% . o

rdles and pol-

e

e
w
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- - i
y | K , v
A B . C' ‘ - g . , , . : ¥ }
) e - e \ -
25. yes no- ? I have difficulty in keeping ny mind on what . Ny
: Lk\__studylng. / \ Cx
*26. yes_ no ? fI'find most of my courses challenging. - . '
27. .yes no ? I think I aﬁ getting a good educatlon a¢ my T
school. . . : .
28, yes no ? I have exper1enced considerable diff1culty in ™
o . preparing for my classes. } \ .
29. yes no ? We need a greater varlety of céurse offerings. Y
. ‘ R _ v . ,
30. yes no ? There is help available here at school for any -
' personal problem I mlght have. ,
31. yes .no ?. I have been able to.part1cipate in the schooI
. ' _actlvit;e&rwhlch interest me.-
> ' v
Our school pIhces ‘tdo much emphasis on grédes.
4
Most of the subjects I am tak1ng bre very. ° o
1ﬁterest1ng. ‘ - .
' i L Y . .
I would like to take' a different group of courses
than those in which I an presently enrdlled. f
I like most of the subjects I am ‘now tak1ng.
) .
‘Teachgrs are generally ready and;willin to
— help me individually with my school work,, ’
.37.* yes no. ? . 'I have been involved. in detiding what subjects
. L lpull be offered at my schoo‘ .
38. vyes no' ? My parents place tog much empha81s on grades. )
. .j ’ %— & - . A \{/
39. yes no ' ? At my school there is a, variety of teaching :
N methods. used such as lectures, discussions, ‘ .
independent.studYo team teachiﬁg: etc. . ;~
40. yes no 2 It is eas;/to get/help in my schbol when T g
’ need it. .
41. yes ho ? There are adequate guidance services for my
. . personal needs. »
- [ B
42, yes no -? Most of my teachers J" competent 1n their. : 3 .
eubject area. . ‘ '
I3 — “.P - . * »
. N
- I - \ i . _
HE YN . S

e
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43, yes no ? Other students at my high school consider thls
: ) .t a good place to be, . / . ,

A B ‘

g

»

DIRECTIONS FOR ITEMS FORTY-FOUR TO FIF7Y3 . < o4

Using the mark-sense card, 1ndicate your response to each

of the follow1ng seven 1tems. Use only thelmarklng pencils to

-
record your response,/and do not mark 1n more than one space

- -
.

per questlon. - s s

- - T

~

44, ’Suppose someone were to ask you- "Why are yoh. ng ta a

Catholic. School?" Thlnk for a moment and then mark the

" reason which is most like the one yop have for attendlng -

a Cathollc hrgh school Be sure to glve your own per-

A sonal reason. Choose one. .
) To obta1n a superior. tra1n1.ng 1n school subjects,

b. To develop a strong moral character ‘based’ on rellglous
principles; : . !

3

c. To form a group of true friends; g

: d. To prepare myself for making a good living;
e. To become a patriotic Aperican citizen,
45.  If the choice of high school were left ent&rely up to You,

N
\'WOuld you still attend this hlgh school? Choose one.

.a. Deflnltely yes; . B S ,

b. *Probably yeg;

! -, . s
c. Uncertain; , ‘ N

- ¥, Pprobably no; -
-9 , 7 . . . |
. e. Definitely na. . P . L .
- . o .

% N

»




_Catholic schools ljike other schoois‘trtihktheir students
in what might be called the "regular school subjects\
suth as Epglish,,mathematiﬁs, socj . studies and sc1ence.

How would you describe the academic training you.have re-w

~

ceived in your high school? Choose one. .

.

’

a. Superior; \ . : " e
Very‘od, but could be better; .
SRR R SRR
Average; N
Below average;
POOI‘. ’ . . 4
addition %o "regular school subjeéts", Catholie high

schools.also give’special‘fhstrucéion in;the teachings and

practices gf the Catholic religion.: How would you'éescrihe

the reiigious_instruction you have received in;Your_gégg

- .

school? ‘Choose orig. .o .

a. Superior; ) '

-

Very good, but could be better; o (ﬁ

Average; - »
Below -average; \

Poor..
L]
. N

You are often asked by friends'and relatives how(YOu,aiel

d01ng in %chool Suppose rnstead they were to- ask ‘you
- Y ’

how well your teachers are doing 1n help1ng you taulearn.

Considerlng your preseanhlgh school class as a wh le, .

. how-well do you think Q:he teachers, who %ave tauggt!qour

class,| have succeeded in teaching you the regular,schobI_‘

subjects? .Choose one.

<
“Q




a. . Exceptionaliy~well;

. . b. Very well, butfboulﬁ be_better;" ¥ . —
. cJ Modefately well; . ¢ N‘;‘ - <
a d." .Only fairly well; g N
. e'. Peofl].y:, e e . - ‘ ._

49. Some,of'xhe traits which all schopls seek to _develop in
their students are studlousness, 1nterest in learn1ng new
thlngs and a stroéng llklng foq readlng, Cons1der1ng your

present class as a thle "how well do you thlnkgyour h1gh

\ ' school has succeeded in developing these scholastic traits?
. y ’ . TR
Choose one. : .. ! . -
/

L A Exceptionally well; - —~ N

‘ b. Very well, but could be better; . ) L
c. Mogerately well;
d. oOnly fairly well; v . -
’ e Pootly. .
50. Tt is generdlly’recognized that education has a "éellar_
and cents"‘veLue-:that your schooliﬁg'will help you later

- on to obtain a good job and earn a suitable.living. How

well do you‘think your Catholic high school is preparing

you for your: life work? Choose gpne. /
4 a. Exceptionally,weil; ”“’ . i ’
- b. Very well, but could be better;. "

c. Moderately\well;
d. only fairly well;
’ ~»

e. Poorly.:




\ ) .
. - . <

‘a. . Exceptionaliy‘well;

. ° . b. Very well, but.could be better; ¥ - s
. cCy Modefately well; _ e ~¢;‘ . <
a d.’ .only fairly well; d N
ve; Péofiy;' . . . - ' L

49. Some, of the traits which all schopls seek to_develop in
their students are stuaiousnéss, interest in learning hew;a
things and a stréng likiné fon reading, - Considering youf

present class as a whole, how well do you think your high

\

‘\ school has succeeded in developing these scholastic traits?.
P 3 ’ , PN
/

“,ca./~ Exceptionally well; o —

. b. Very well, but could be better; . . -
C. Moderately well;

d. only fairly well; o )

¢

’ e. Poorly.
50. It is generally recognized that education has a "dollar

[ I ¢ > N
and cents" value--that your schoolirng will help you later

-

- on to obtain a good job and earn a suitable living. How

well do you\thinkAxpur Catholic high school is preparing

you for your' life work? Choose gpne.

4 a. Exqeptionally_weil; "“' . B - ’
t 'b. Very well, but cbpld be better;. '_ .
c. Moderately\well;' d
d. Only fai{}y well; \ ’
. e. foquy.\ ¢ '
L . -




; Wy I
Y -

. 0 N # dg
\ T . .APPENDIX D ‘ ‘

LN s ,3 ;..’
f & e v
o v EBEMENTARY '
, .
: STUDENT OPINION SURVEY‘-
R . , ;f’ , . ,
DIRECTIONS FQR ITEMS ONE'AND TWO: ' ,ﬂ,/ -

.1, On line one of _the mark-sense card, 1ndj.cate if you are 11{
4

8th, 7th, 6th or 5th graden If you are in’'the 8th grade, mark
A on the mark-sense card; if. you are in‘the 7th grade, mark B
~on the ma{f-sense cardz 1f you are’ in the 6th grade -mark C on
the mark-sense card; 1f you are in the 5th grade mark D on the
: mark-,enee card. ‘ - e '
2. On line two of'the mark-senee card, indlcate if you are ‘a ‘boy .
or a girl., If you are a boy, mark A on the mark-sense ‘card;

if you are a girl, mark B on the mark-sense card.
'DIRECTIONS FOR QUESTIONS ‘'THRZZ mo EIGHT: ' ° /ﬂ
. Below dre SIX quest1ons. If your answer is YES, mark A on the

mark-sense card if your answer-rs NO, mark B on the mark-sense

.~ card and 1f you do not know the answer, mark C on ‘the mgrk-sense
‘-card. \.‘i 3 / .' . ‘t.

A B C ,

3. YES' NO ? Do -you want to attend a Catholic high school?

4. YES NO ‘?“ Do your parents want you to go_to a Catholic

~ . h1gh ecnool? R ‘

5. YES o ? Do you want to go to a Catholic high school that
has girls and boys-attending (coeducational)?

‘6.;3%3‘ NO ? Do you like the school you are going to now?

.- 7. YES Nb ? Is discipline at your school toeo strict?

té. YES NO ? Has anyone sent from a Catholic high school ever:

- v spoken to ydu‘or your class about coming to
- Catholic high sc;hoon _ oL e
o -183- ' g ar .

\ LN 1w“

’




' !
-184-

4

DIRECTIONS FOR bUESTiONS NINE TO TWELVE:

‘ H -
If your answer is. A, mark A; if your answer ik B, mark ‘B; if ,’

- L .
your answer is C, mark C on the mark-sensé€ card.yv

N

9. Where are most of your friends planning to go to high schopl?

a, PUBLIC high. school;

P

[T

» *b. CATHOLIC high school; .’ - - ' N

v

M '// R
. PRIVATEé}other than Catholi¢) high school;

d. Don't kAow. e ’

RN

10. Suppose someone were to ask you:' "Why are you goiné to a

-

Catholic school?" fhink for a,moﬁent and then mark the

~ .xeason which is most like the one you have for attending

a_Catholic school. Be sure to give your own personal reason.

A

; Choose one. ° 4
a. To obtainJa superior training in school subjects;-

b. To develop a strong moral character based on religious

principles;
c. To form a .group of true friends;
d. To prepare myself for making i'living;
e, To become‘a p;}fiotic American citizen,

11. Catholic schools like other schools train their students in

[

what might be called the "regular school subjects" sucH™as

" English, mathematics, social gtudies'and science. How would

you describe the academic training you have receivedi;n your

)

school? Choose one.

4

a., Superior; \ - - c. Average;
/ . ; A
b.. very good, S »_”gbfae&‘r‘avg;age; ,
but could be better; e. Poor,




13,

In addition to

THANK YOU FOR YOUR,

*

e

\ .
regular school subjects", Cathollc schools
also g1ve special instructton in the teachings and practlces

of the Catholic religion.. How would you desc¥ibe the re-

ligion instruction you have received in your school? - Choose

‘a. Superior; | ) ' -

b. Very good, butvcoula be better; ) P
c. Average; , - T ‘.
d. Below average; . + - ‘ _ v

e. Poor. ' ’&

-

The list bélow_mentiqns many 9ifférent things people look
for i;l a high school.: —Choése four you think are importan%
and put a check mark (V) in the space‘ln front of the item. .
€§EMEMBER ONLY CHEC¥ FOUR. )

re11g10n classes interesting clééses__‘
(Catholic training) - T
condition ‘of the schooil
___pthletlcs, sports buildings
___extra-curricular activities . preparation for a job
» or a career:
college prdparation ’ s
T ___small class size -
hours spent in school -
- ” __._8small school size
friendly classmates. ’
- Co other (something not
listed here, please

N ' write it here)
' ‘ y *

vocational preparation

. N -
HELP.. ‘ PR T e,

4

N




APPENDIX E

’

PARENT QUESTLONNAIRE--STUDENTS ATTENDING CATHOLIC H SCHOOLS Y

- UNDER THE FOLLOWING AREAS OF EDUCATION, WOULD YOU PLEASE INDICATE
WHICH, IN YOUR OPINION, HAS THE STRONGER HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM: THE
CATHOLIC SCHOOLS OR PUBLIC SCHOOLS. IF YOU FEEL THERE IS NO
SIGNIFICANT<DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO,.PLEASE. CHECK THE NO

DIFFERENCE COLUMN. | Lo

a

CATHOLIC *E?Bilc NO DIFFERENCE

3

Vocational and Technical
Education .

College Preparation

L

Discipline

Individual Attention_

Extra-curricular
Activities )

Physical Ed. Facilities

LY

Counseling Services

Psychological Services

Variety of Course Offerings

Cla sréom and Library’
Facilities )

Laboratory Facilities

12. Maintenance of Buildings

13. Number of students per
' class

"14. More Dedicated Teachers

]
15. More Knowﬁédaeable Teachers

16. Innovative Educational
'+ Programs

17. Developing Respect for. .
, Persons and Property




FOR THE FOL¥?£ING STATEMENTS PLEASE\CHECK (V) THE -RESPONSE YOU
FEEL IS BEST: . - ‘
. YES NO DON'T KNOW C B

¢

18, Transportatlon was a major factor in deciding on
what high school our child would attend

19. The quallty of the educatxon that our ch11d rew-
ceived at the elementary level was decidimg
factor for sending our chlld to h1;7her high
school.

0; Our child should have had the opportunlty to |
attend any Catholic hlgh school in the Cincinnati
area,

21. Cathollc schools train children in self- dlsc1p11ne
+ and hard work better than public¢ schools.,

22, Cathollc schools teach children to-like other
races and nationalities, such as Blacks, Puerto .
-Ricans rand immigrants, better than publlc schools.

23. Catholic schools train children to be more honest “t;«ﬁ
“ and morally upright than public schools.

24, Catholic schools have discipline p011c1es that
are too strict.

25. Catholic schoxls should have more religious
(sisters, brothers and priests) on their faculties.

26 Caﬁhollc schools do 'not offer. courses for children
with special needs. (ije. handlcaps, 1earn1ng
d1sab111t1e§, etc.).

[ 3

hild to attend Catholic high school when
e left elementaty school.. )

he

27. Ther§ was a substantial recruitment effort to get'

28. There was a substantial effort made to have us
enroll our child -into Catholic elementary school.

29, Catholic’sbhools are too expensivé.

30. Catholic schools ;re too segreqated.

31 Catholie schools dwell too hpav1ly gn rel1glonf
evén in non-religious studies.

13

32. There is little need for religiouys® 1nstruct10n
beyond the elementary school level.

L4
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‘ - o 4
\ , . .. e R
. . -

THE SCHOQOL OUR CHILD PRESENTLg\ATTENDS§ '(bLEASE,CHECK THE APPROPRIATE
} . ~ . . ]

- ANSWER)

/

"YES NO DON'T KNOW

hd L]

33,

34.

N

35.

36.

« 37,

38.

39+

40.

. 41;

.42,

C-l a3,

Ve

E

- M . ) .
o . !
‘. . . : - .
he . a . . * *

i
is preparing ofir child for & career ,after hlgh

.school (college, work, vocatlonal educatlon, etc.).

is helplng our child to develop hlgh personal
values and standards. .

“is he1p1ng h1m/hen to have positive feelings
and & good self—image. ,

has the best durriculum ch01ces for our child's

gcademic needs. “
\ .

provides adequate dbportunltleslfor non-classroom
learning activities (field trips, special

assemh;i}s, etc.).

should Be co—educationalz -/ f '

is 1nst1 lin Cathollc values and morals into
our 'child's - spiritual growth -

i .
-~ ,

has' open communications between the teachers and

our child. . .

%
+

has open communications between teachers and
me (parent). - - ,} ‘

has open communi¢ations between our child and the
administration (principal, vice-ﬁrincipal'etc.).

has open communications between me (parent) and Y
the administration (pr%hc1pa1, vice—grlncrpél, ete.).

‘GENERAL DATA--PLEASE CHOOSE THE ANSWER MOST NEARLY CORRECT AND

PLACE A, CHECK IN THE SPACE PROVIDED -

44.

L

45.

]

Do you have any children at home who are younger than’ your high
school age child who might attend Catholic hlgh school?

Yes
No

1

If "Yes", ‘how man&?l

. '
\

e

Y I -
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/

46. Our average.famlly income is:

(Please feel free to omit this if you find

. pbjectionable)

. _below *$8,000
$8 001 to $12,000
512 001 to $20,000

above $20,000 ’

child would attend?

v

your chiid
_.you (parents}

arents and child together
anether .source (specify)

48,

in your decision of a Catholic_ hig
these items from 1 to 4 (l=mos
‘in the dpace 1n front. of the items.

__College Prep Program

Personal Growth in
Respon81b111ty

"+ Discipline . =
Individual Attention
Religious Training

Digsatisfaction with
other Schools

From the list below, please selectLthe four items mest important

| Other - (specify)

1€ ﬁersqnally
1% 14

rd

{

Who made the ultimate decision about wh1ch high school your

/

s

school for. your child. Rate

important, 4=1east important)

%
.

Inndvative Programs

Tradition and Reputation

-Excellent Teaching Staff

Christian Atmosphere
b4

Athletic Program ° . ‘

PLEASE RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BY

OCTOBER 10, 1975. NO,  STAMP 1$ NEEDED.

ASSISTANCE.

THANK YOU FOR YQUR
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APPENDIX F

. PARENT QfESTIONNAIRE~<STUDENTS NOT ATTENDING CATHOLIC HIBY SCHOOLS

- UNDER THE FOLLOWING AREAS OF EDUCATION, WOULD. YOQU PLEAS%A;NDICATE'

. WHICH, IN-YOUR OPINION, HAS THE STRONGER HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM: THE
CATHOLIC SCHOOLS OR PUBLIC SCHOOLS. IF. YOU PREL THERE IS NO SIG-
‘NIRICANT 'DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO, PLEASE CHECK THE NO DIFFERENCE 4
COLUMN. ' ’ ' ’ - . . &

- A

. GATHOLIC - PUBLIC NO DIFFERENCE [

Vocational and Technital
Education

» +
\

College‘Prepar@ﬁion

Discipline . .

Individual Attentiqg

Extra~-curricular -
Activities

‘Physical Ed. Pacilities

Counseling Services

Psychological Services

Variety of Course Offerings

Classroom and Library
Facilities

Laboratory Facilities

Mainterrance of Buildings

Number of students per
class '

RN

More Dedicated Teachers

More Knowledgeable

Innovative Educational
Programs ’

Developing Respect for
Persons and Property

’




- AN . ., . ) “ .
S ¢ L *l91- “ . ' v
o T . \ ’ v
, . oo > b - C
‘FOR THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS PLEASE CHECK (") THE RESPONSE YOU . .
FE#. IS BEST. , , . _ LT
2 N ' . v
YES NO DON'T KNOW - | "'_
’ - , 118, Transportation wag a major factor in dééiding

. on what high school our child would attend.

19. The quality of the éducatioh’that bur chifﬁ
received at the elementary level-was a de-

. . .ciding fagtor for sending our child to his/

’ her high school.

-

)
df\ZO. Our child shquld have had the onportunity to
attend ‘any Catholic high school in the Cin® °

. o 7 cinnati area. .,
' 21. Catholic schools train children in sel f- .
~ discipline and hard work better than public
schools. _ . !

L]
‘

22, -Catholic schools teach children-to-like other
taces and nationalities, such as’'Blacks, Puerto
) Ricans and immiqrants, better than .public schools.

L ‘__ul ) 23. Catholic schools train cﬂildren to be more honest
) . ax’i morallg.upright than public schools.

— fe 24, Catholic schools have discipline policies that

are too strict. . <
25, Catholic schools should have more religious

(sisters, brothers and pric:ﬁg) on their faculties,

. 26. Catholic schools do not offer courses for child-
\ ren with special needs (i.e. handicaps, learning
.o - disabilities, etc.). )
- ’ ﬁ

2y. Thdre was a substantial recruitment gffort to
get outr child to attend Catholic higM school
when he/she left elementary school. .

7

i smems  weem. - 28.  There was a substantial effort made to have us ,
. ' enroll our child-fnto Catholic elema/}Ary school’,

o
»

29, catholic schools" %ge too exoenSive. .

— i e 30, ‘Catholic schools are too segregated

e ! Catholic schools dwell' too heqx\ly on religion,
. even in non-religious studies. -

«uh.._;. wmms 32y There is iittle need for religious 1ntruction
’ beyond the elementaty school level.




N : . 1192+ . :
- . : S s *
» ) ¢ .o » 4 ) ) / -

PHE SCHOOL OUR CHILD PRESENTE! ATTENDS: (PLEASE CHECK THE.

APPROPRIATE ANSNER) - . ) L
\\\jfES~NO DON'T KNOW . ‘ : “ N—" ~
‘ L ' ~2§,~ proéides her with a positive feeling about

C i him/herself '
[4 * B
T 34, provides him/her with a better academic back— .
. - ground than the Catholic schools. K °
- ° * ‘
o ) 35., provides him/her with substantial non-classroom
$ “‘—ﬂf'4‘ ‘. learning activities (field trips, special as-

semblies, etc.). , .
. 36. ‘provides him/her with & more balanced social ~
: . life than is available at the Catholic schools. .=

) ’ " 37. provides him/her with a more‘dequate s?atem of *
RN " communicatdons with teachers than the Catholic
: schools do. X : T <0
‘ * t ' . - s
o 38. provides him/her with a more %dequate system of
« - F " communications with administration (principa&l,
‘ - vice-principal, etc.) than the Catholic schools do.

1 :\
s : 39. provides me (parent) with an adequate system of
: communications with teachers, v

40. provides mé (parent) with an adequate system of
communications with administration (principal,
- v1ce-principa1, eto.). T . -

41. wad chosen because the price othuition was too
high for our family budget. ’

GENERAL -DATA--PLEASE CWOOSE THE ANSWER TO EACH QUESTION AND PLACE
" A'CHECK IN THE SPACE PROVIDED. .. . Can

42. The school my child presently attends.is: R

' _.__" ublic “ o : . ]
ivate ~-(other than Catholic) : ’ - ¢
——vocational training schobl ( " ' '

43. Do you. have Any children at home who are youngJ! than your high o
- school age child who migh attend Catholic high school? . ’




¢ . f - ) -
. k1934 :
. ) e
. ; - A | : ]
» ' i A - \ ’ 7/
» « -
51'. If "Yes™, how many? v ‘ AN -
k .____ji Tae T \‘ ."&, . e, IR
“‘ ; ".';*~ =% % .f"(} N e * N ' . ’ . . - ~
. * , “" L. ¢ - -
—— l3 - . L TP I
-—-4,' ° AR i P . ‘/‘. -
~p=5 Or more ;
" 45, “oyr average famlly income is: (pleﬁse feel free to omit thls ¢

is you 'find it personally object:.on’able)

v p) ‘ e . 4
——below $8,000 SR - . :
~-—$8,081 to $12,000 = " .
_._..$12,001. to $20 000 - - . ) - .
—— $20,000 and above B ' . T ”
36." Who made the ult e decision about which high scltool your‘ .
' chiid would attend . = . : X
your child = . o v ~ A % S
= yoU lparents . R : .
——— parents and c ila together ) ) . T
—.....anther .spurce (specnfy) - ’
. ket ’
47. From the_ list below, please select’ the four items most important
in your decision 6f a high school . for 'yaur -child. ‘- ‘Rate ‘these
items from 1 to 4 (1 = most important, 4 = leasﬁ—unmrtant) in
the space in front of the items. .
,‘
’ -—_.College P\xgp_ Program ,.....’Co-eduoatlonal
-..g-Personal Growth in | —— Athletic Program . N )
Responsibility: . . . R : IR . v
.U . === Innovative Programs '
—a=Discipline ' . . . .,
o ) L ....._Tradition and Reputation ‘ -
Individual Attention . ’
. : ) ‘ . -......Excellent Teachmg Staff- . '
—eReligious Training- - ’ ,
. " : '~...NOT1;1tion S e
Vae—=Dissatisfaction with { , 4 ' AR A
' ,other schools . pe=s Other -(specify)_‘_....-......; - ///A
. . - . . . ) - P . . . ‘-‘_
PLEASE/RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE . ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BY ’
OC'I’OBER 15, 1975 NO _STAMP IS NEEDED. THANK YOU FOR YOUR ' "
s,sxsq' CE. Tt
3 N .
* ' < l‘ :\
» ¢ - . \ ‘ - .
M [ [ ~ [}
- . .
v 2 k’ ’
' P -2 ', ’ 1 R
! v~ g' ; .




' . 'APPENDIX ‘G

,
& . B . [

> ' . oo _.'jl . —_—
PAgENT'ggESTIONNK;RE‘-POTENTIAL HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS

. pUNDER THE. FOLLOWING AREAS OF EDUCATION, WOULD YQU®PLEASE INDICATE . -
WHICH, IN YOUR OPINION, HAS THE STRONGER HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM: THE
. -CATHOLIC SCHQOLS OR.PUBLIC'SCHOOLS.. IF YOU PEEL THERE IS NO SIG- .
~ NIFI@NT DIFFRRENCE BETWEEN THE TWO, PLEASE CHECK THE .NO. DIFFERENCE . &
COLUMN. S S . . . .
» YL .ot S - . . . ¢
- "ARER - . ‘ . LarTHOLIC PUBLIC | NO DIFFERENCE -.

. » e
.~ s

/

- ” : 4 s
1. Vosational and ?echnicél'
‘a.Education |, -~ N

L 2.‘tolle§e'§fepé§atiéh‘

5. b{scipliﬁe

. Individugl Attention,

" Extra<curric¢ular
"Activities ‘

Physical Ed. Facilities

.3

‘Counseling Services

Psycholoéical Setvice§:

. Varjety of Course Offerings |
B "’
Classroom and Library

Facilities

; Laboratory Facilities

Maintenance .of Buildings"

Number of students per '
class '

. More Dedicéted.beachegs

More Knowledgeable

~

Teacherg S

Innovative Educational
Programs’ N ~

170 Developing Respect for
Persons and Property
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' FOR THE FOLLOWING STATEM‘ENTS PLEASE CHECK ./) THE RESPONSE YOU

FEEL IS .BEST. ,
. N . o . 5 . |
/" _YES'NO DON'T KNOW \,\) . R c |

1

v Transportatlon will be'a major factor. in éhe de-
» cision of which high gchool our chlld w111 attend.

»

«“ \19"The qua11ty of educatlon ‘our ch1ld is presently

. * reee;v1ng at hls/Heraelementary school will be a A

. deciding factor for which high school he/she w111
attend. . .

‘ 20.- Qur- eh%%éﬂshould have the opportynity to atf'nd
S N any Catholic high school in the Cincinnati area.

¥

. ‘ ?1. Caéhollc schools train ch11dren in self—d1s01p11ne
' and hard work better than public schools. -

| 22. Catholap 'schools teach children to like other.

races and nationalities, such as Blacks, Puerto
‘Ricans and immigrants, better than public schools.

23, Catholic schools tra1n children to be more henest «
and mQrally upright than public schools. ) '
i . [ i
24.’éatholic schools' have discipline policiel that
_ are too strict. .
* Ve, +* ) .« ‘A° - .
25. Catholic schools should have more religious
(sisters,*brothers and priests) on their faculties.

25. Catholic schools deserve a 1arger share of the

tax dollars. ' B
. . ’ ¥
oo 27. Catholic schools do not offer courses for chlldren
with’special needs (1 e,’ hand1caps, !earn1ng
dlsabr}ltles, etc.).

¢ ' 28. Catholic schools are too expensive.

29. Catholic schools are too segregated

30. Catholic schools ‘dwell too heav1}y on rellglon,
even in non-religious studles.

.
-

31. Cathollc schools should be co-educational

32. There is. little need for ‘religious lﬁstruct1on
" beyond the elementary school levél, .o




-

-

“v-198= -
_ -

N ¥

r

GENERAL DATA--CHECK THE REsponsE MOST NEARLY connncf IN THE SPACE
PROVIDED. _~ - , - :

33" How many children do you have at home who are not yet in-high

school?
L _
— A . - |
3 ” ’ . ! ¥
4 - 4
5 or more 5 A
34, of these, how many thldren will probably attend a Catholic
* high school? ‘ - ) ) N&
N <
-9 )
1. .. :
3 : .
4 or more ) ) : . <=

. 35. Our average ‘family income is: (Please fekl free to omit this

if you find it personally objectionable) /4

below $8,000 ;

___ $8,001 to $12,000 4 ' -
Slz 001 to $20,000 - PR
$20 000.and above . .

-

. . ’ d f

you (parents) . !
arents _and child together ‘ ‘
another source (specify)

»
\ -

. 37. From the list below, please select four items most important in

your decision of a high school for yqur child. Rate these items
from 1 to'4 (1 = most important, 4 = least important) in the
. spaces 1n front of the items.

College prep program . __Innovative program
~ Personal growth in Tradition and reputation
responsibility - —__Expellent teaching staff
___Discipline ___No tuition sest
b —__Individual attention T Other (specify)

__Religious training
—_Athletic program E “educational
___Not co-educational

¥

PLEASE RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BY OCTOBER 15,
1975. NO STAMP IS NEEDED. THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE




