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INTRCDUCTION -

Private schools aécéunt for nearly 1C percent of the eaucation
sector when various gross measures are emrployed to quantify their
importance: Number of students, numbers of schools, end number of
dollars spert. This translates into h;Slmill;on students, 17,550
schools, and.gpproximately $8.€ rillion. While thé precentage is smali,
the numbers ere not. Given the sizeatle investment in Aﬁerican
private education, it is suprising how little is known about it.

Within the last several yeﬁrs, two issues have brought private
education into the public limelight. First, the education sector is
contracting as rational eprollments decline. Since there are
less student; to go around, the distribution of students between the
pudblic ard private sector is beccﬁing more important. Fnrollments
in nonrublic schools ere relatively stable in comrarison with those in
the rublic sector, wﬁile enrollments in certaiﬁ subsecters are
actually increasing* (Erickson, 1978). The only‘significant decline
over the past decade has occurred in Catholic schools, whick account
for three-fourths of the nonpublic school enrollments.v

Secornd, interest is growing ir a program of government support
fér private educetion. The $5th Congess sericusly considered
enacting a tuition tax credit bill, and while it did not pass,
the impetus tehind tke bill remains strong. A tax deductionrfor

private schools has withstood a legal clallenrge in Minresote, althcugh

& voucher prlan that appeared cn the tallct in Michigan was defeeted.

In additicn, a voucher initietive is likely to reach the Californie

tellct in Jurne, 1680. . -

.

1. Definitive number about privete education are Lard to come ty.

These figures are the best available. '"Private School, Basic
Information,” Council of American Privete Education, Merch, 1978.

3
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Motivatirg éhis interest in nonrpublic education aré & series

cf complex and complicated perceptions atout the nature of toth =
?ublic and nonrublic education. Cn éne side, many believe that
public education has lost touch with its clients, that educational
efficiency and productivity are on the wane, and that the system is
becoming inceasingly-bureaucratized (West, 1977). On the.other hand,
lmany,iespecially those who can afford it and manyuvho ecan't, find that
private schoois of fer something special. Underlying thg pros and cons
of a public vs. a privateleducation is 'the issue of parental choice.
over the education of theif childrexn.

Indeed, there is support for both sides of -the argument. Some °
researckers havé»found that growth amonglnonpublic schools is most
prohounced where putlic education.has been in the greatést disfavor,
rost hoticeably in tke Soutﬁ and Southwest (Erickson, 1978). Common
complaints atout putlic schools center on drug abuse, loose discipline,
sex educaéion, controversiﬁl books, and lack of ac;demic rigor} .*hile
racism, in many instarnces, ﬁay‘have spawned the growth of private
sckhools such as the southern academies, there are other less simplistic
”cxplaggtions. Videspread fear and distrust of public schools and a

desire on the part of parents to estatlish schools that are identified

with religion and "old fashion" Americar values appear to he just

as importart (Nevir, 1976). Parents also choose to enroll their children

in private schools hecause of the unavailatility of certain services
in the putlic schcols and a preference or need for special teaching

methods (Porter, 1973),

VS N



While public schools may have atiributes thet p&renfs don't
care fcr, private schools msy have attributes they want enough to pay
for, according ﬁo research on the most comménly studied types of non-~
'public schools: independent schobls, religious academics (Cétholib,"
Lutherar, Jewish, etc.) and alternative schools. Tﬁe elite prepafatory
schools are known for their.highly middle class, ambitious; and
bright students and emphasis on acade@ic excellence and colleée
preperation (Baird, 1977). Uniformity of purpbse also characterizes

s )

parockial schools. Students are, ty and large, tetter disciplined,

]
K4

more highly motivatedbtowards college gnd 1 "ofessional cccupations
and come from higher socioecoromic backgroundé than tlLeir public sch&Dlv
countérparts. Simil;rly, the parochial-schools.concentrate more on |
the tasics whereas the puflic schools tend to offer a breader curriculum
(Mdrton, 1977). |
While.homogeneity of clientele ﬁnd geal directedness ray characterize
the independent and religious schools, these attritutes do not guarantee
excellenée ir education. For example, southern segregation academies,‘
despite student aﬁa faculty ccrmitment, have fewer facilities ard a
poor and rarrow curriculuﬁ~(Nevin, 1976).
FIndepéndent and religious schools are usually more structured
and focused thanvalternative schools. While tﬁe survival rete of
alternative schools has been lowvdue to oréaﬁizational and m;netary rrotlerms
(Deal, 1975; Wurét, 1975), those which survive fena to te less tureacratic

ttar public schcols (Duke, 1976). slterrative schools aprear to

g
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minimize certralization of aufhcrity,‘functional specializatiog,
aﬁd ;tandardization of procedures, using insfead participatoryiz
involvément and’decisionmaking. |
Regardleséiof whether parertal dislike of»public eduéation
‘or preference for private education is the motivatirg fa;ter, a commoﬁ‘
theﬁe in the ?hrrent debate atout private educﬁfion is the issue of
choice. Mary telieve that public education is a virtual monopoly,
with minimal diversity and parental input. In the face of a public
tureaucrecy, pqren;s feel poferleés.to suqcessfully affect the
education of their»childfen.\ The recurrent interest in educational
foucﬁerg (Coors and ‘Sugarman, 1978; Cohen and Ferrar, 1977),
tuition credits, and tax deductions for private schools provide

testimory to the small dut increasing interest in governmentel suppert

of parental choice.

Aim of this Study

The ﬁation&l Institute of Fducation (NIE) together with the
ACéuncil of Arerican Private Educetion (CAPE), the largest umbrelle
éréup of nornpublic schkocl organizations, undertookva survey of prifﬁte
high schools. The aim of the undertaking w=s sevefal fold. First,
we wanted tp provide a national pictu;e of‘secondary education.
" This project} then, was & corranion piece to a Sufvey of public high
schools conducted ty NIE arnd the Mational Association of Secondary
Schoél Princiﬁals.” The analysis ¢f data from bofh surveys allow.us 
tc compare the services and orgarization cof both public arnd private

k:.gh schools.



-5

Second, we wanted to increase our understandirg of private‘
secondary educaticn. The data that exists in this area is sparséi
indi?idual associations (N&tiop&l Association of.igdependenf
Schools, Mational Fducation Association, Luthefan Synod, etc.) survey
their memter schools to'deterﬁine expenditures, progrem, and staffing
information, tut little data exists on the totality of the private
¢.lucation enterprise{. The National Center of Education Statistics

~hes been collecting data about earollments, student bodies, end
rrogrars in private scﬁéols ecross the country for tke past two.years,
sc taseline data is beginning to aqcumulate.

_ Corcerns atout the provision of services in private education
are ;cmewhat different;than those in the public sector. The public
detate Ebcut higﬂ sckools at tke teginning of the 70's focused on tre :
inability’of secondary educetion to meet the reeds c¢f their clienteie
(Coleman, 1973; Iiown, 1973; Martié; 197L). <Critics commonly eccused
public schools of too large and cverly 5ureaucratic ard housing

'authﬁritarian teackers and alierated studerts. Such an'instituticn,
rany velieve, carnot adequately address the needs of the academicelly
excelient or disadvantaged. Thg focus of the survey of public high
schools, then, was to examine tﬁe extent to whick their programs ard
manageﬁent do or do ﬁot meef the needs of a widely heterogeneouﬁ
stuéent ﬁopulation.

Corcerns in the private sécfor,'however, are rwarkedly different.

Mos4 private schools are considera®bly scaller organizations ‘harn

~1!
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public schools. Nor do private schools have a guaranteed clientele.
Consequertly, maragers must devote time and effort to insuring that

the school stays in tusiness and remains attractive to its constituercy.

- Despite the environmental and fiscal uncertainty that many private

schools face, private schodls obviously have much to offer parents.

~Parents choose private schools which espouée a philosophy similar to

.

‘their own, where the likelihood of the child's receiving individualized

attention and an education stfessing the tasics is high, and when

peigkborhood putlic schools fall short.

Given the wide ;ange of expectations ard opinions people hLave
atout private eduéé%ion, we believed that it was important to determine
what k;nds of services and progranms rrivate schools actually provide.
Therefore, in our survey, we inquire about the kinds of course;,'both.
traditioral ard nonﬁraditional, that schools ofﬁer: Ve also inquired
about programs which meet speical reeds, éuch as alternative ﬁays to
éarn academic credit, advanced placement,.and remedial courses.

Expectetions also exist with regard to how priiate schools are
organized and managed. The public percepticn is that private‘schools
are more open to parent involvement and decisionzaking end have a less
cumbersome tureaucrecy. To test these views of private school management,
our survey irquires about the structure and coordiretion mechanisme
that exist in private schools. By structure we mean the role the
principal plays,‘what kinds of staff are availéble, and the breadth cf
decisionmaking rarticipaticn. Coordinaticn, on tke other hend, is the
means through which management controls the sctivities cf school

rarticipants by use of rules, meetings, and teacher evaluetion.

S



SAMPLE o |

Six hundred private schools, aﬁbroximately‘l3 percent of the
private high school universe were randomly éelected from four regions
of” the country (East, South, Midwest, and West) and from three
netropolitan status areas (urban, suburhen, and rural), resulting
in 12 cells. To insure that the student pdﬁﬁlation would be
retionally represent:tive, we selected schools within each cell
on the tasis of 12th grade enrcllment using érobability sampiing;
'This sampliné method gugranteés that‘the°number_pf schools in th
sample represepts the proportional number of students.in the
population that attend schools invvarious cells. Therefore, the
students in rural and smell schocls were no% overrepresented, ncr

 were the students in urban and large schools underrepresented.

Thke survey instrument, e Joint product of NIE, NAASP, and

CAPE, was a@pinistered in Fall, 1977. A total of LSk yseable

’

responses were received, resulting in a 75.6 nercent response rate.
] . 5 p

2. The Curriculur Information Certer, Denver, Cclorado provided the
listing of the "universe" of putlic srd privete secondary schLocls—-
definzd as”schools with a 12th grade graduating class--frorm which
the sample was selected. '




s

- —

T

(Summarize resporse by regions and urtenicity) .
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The Participating Schools’ s

4

Classified by the Census Bureau’s-;etrOpolitan status categories,
7C perceht of the schools are suburban; 15 percent, urban;-and'lh
bercént rural. ’ Accofdi%é@ﬁo princiral’'s own reports of their
locations, 28 percent of the schools are in suburb;’or small tqwns;

16 percent are rurai, ;nd 54 percent are in medium or large cigies.
Because'these percentages are more valid than~Censua deéignations, we
used principals' own reports of metropolitan status to classify schools
as urtan, rvral, and suburbaﬁ.

The private schools sampled are located predominantly in the

Fast (39%) énd.Midwest (367%), with the remainder almost evenly divided
. L

betweenr the South and West. Most of the schools are affiiieted wizh

the Catrolic Church (78%), and in this regard are represéentative of

the Catholic school vopulation which accounts for three-fourths of o

the private school enrollment. The private schools .are also relatively
lsmall, with-enrollments rangirng from as low as 14 o as high'as 2,5€3.
The average enrollment is L68. En;ollment distritut.ons of the schools
surveyed apvear in Table 1.
Dy students)predéminate7(83%), with a small percentage of
‘the schools (13%) ;erving both day and residential students. The
) :

students are mostly white with only a quarter of tke schools enroliling

rore than 20 percert minorities.

y Y

3. The Census Bureau definitiors *end to underestimate the non-
metropolitan locations: towns within the tcundaries of a,
.Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.(SMSA), no matter hew
small, are considered suturban or urtan. '

11

=



Table 1

Private School Enrollments

~Enrollment B L Percentage of Schools
0 - 249 | | B  28%
. - 250 - k499 ) . ' , - 37
A s S u
300 - Tho - 20%
© 750 - 1,99 S 14
1,800 or more 062
bg' k
e = A
. .
2
¢ - )= - L"
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The parents of studente enrolled in the sample of schools
" appear to be on the high end of the sccioeconomic scale with virtuallyu
§ -none ¢f the students coming from families whose parents are blue-collar
workers (6%) or unemployed (0.4%). The sociocencomic distribution is
even more pronounced as far as housing is conce;neh. Alrost & third
of the students live in owner oécupied homes (33%], with 45 percent
living in mostly owner-occupied homes and lG,pgrcent evenly ‘mixed
between cwner-~occupied and rental units.

.Given the predomirance qf stucents from hiéher socioceconomic
families in the privafe schools sampled, it is not surprising that in
almost 80 percent of the schools students receive no firancisl aid.

The schools are also e*premely selécﬁive in making their sdmiscs’on
decisions. Most schoois use.either'&chievemént test scoresh(TSZ) or
AN

e past schcol records (87%) with the mejority relying on intelligence

\\_/

test scores (38%)’6r personal references (67%). Forty-three vercent
of the schools use all four methods in their adrissions process, with
anotker quarter usi:ng three. ' P

The Princiral

The private school heads surveyed are mostiy.white (¢7%),
mia.le aged (72%), two-thirds maleJ(éSZ), and have at least five
- years of college. More then a third have a masters degree while
slightly less than half (LL%) haveiadditi;;al graduate work past

&Gn:gy
their masters degree.
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Most of the principals have had qgnsiderable experience as
a secondary school teacher. Almcst half have taught kigh school
for ten years of more. Since most rrincipals surveyed spend so
rmuch of tkeir career in tke classro§m, it is nct surﬁrising that
their administrative“experience is limited. While only 30 percent
of the respondents have teen princirals of another échool, more
than half heve spent some time as school aéministrator other than
kead (57%). Most of those surveyed have been head of their current-
school for three years or less (53%), with a small number having
served ten years or more (10%). k
. The position of private school head appears to te comewhat
skort-lived. Over sixty percent of tbe principels report that
‘their school kas hed between 2 and 3 principals within thé past
- ten years. Regardless of vhether they were teachers cr administrators,
private séhool heads are Just as likély to have teen working in tke
vicinity of their current school or some place else when they were

appointed head master. .

Curriculun

The private schools sampled‘all have a ccre of traditional
sﬁyéécts in cormon: biology, chemistry, physics, Frenck, matkematics
th?ough grade 12, business education and art. Between 50-€C percent

7 .
i : ' \ : .
- pf tke schools offer latir, homemaking, ard calculus. Irglish

-7 . 1 -
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through the 12tL grade remains a required subject ir virtually all

]

scktools. Eighty percent of the schools offer &t least seven to
ten of the traditionai courses under investigation, with the
average school offering eight.

Nogtradi&?onal courses are less common with one exception:
almost three-fourths of the scﬁools offer some kind of sociael
science course (i.e., sociq;cgy, anthropclogy, or psychelogy).

The kinds of nontraditioral courses which appear with any frequency
have to do with less substantive ard more philosorhical areas: |
values clarification/moral education (53%), consumer education
(46%), and family life/sex education (35%). 1In over seventy
percent (72%) éf the.schools'all stﬁdents are required to ;hke a
cour;e in religious studies. This percertage approximates_that
of the Catholic schools participatirg in the study. Ir a little

+ less than a quafter of the schools (22%) anly students of the |
échool's faith are required to enroll ir religious study classes.
Wkile 10 percent of the schools sampled offer none of these

" rontraditicrnal coursés, two-thirds offef at least féur, with the

average school offering three.

While nontraditional courses do not play a major role in
privaté schobl curricula, with the'EXCeption of moral edﬁéation,
rrivate schools do.appear to offer stuaénts some copticns in obtaining
A e C ,
acaderic credit outsideAthe classroom. The average school offers
three credit alternatives, with three~fourths offering'at least

-

one to four different optiors. Cves half ilke schopls allcw students
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to receive credit for. independent study (59%) and collegé courses
on a college or university campus (52%). While a third of the
scheels offer'college level éourses within theirvown curriculum
and slightly less than a third allow partiéipation in cormunity
volunteer progrars, the prevalern-e of academic éptions indicates
that .these alterngtives are mostl} for tke benefit of highef
ability students;v
Gi&en that privete schools are moderately small and that
they may have # rore specialized m;ssion than public schools,
théy may only be able Fo provide a limited nﬁmbef of cpurses for
the academically_gd#anced 6¥ disadvanteged. This is born out
from an examination of teﬁ different cou;seé catering to individual
~ needs. In ofer'half the schools studeris can teke advanced placement
couréés (51%) ard remedial tasic st¢ills instructice (53%), and in
almost forty percent (38%) they can graduat~ early. bbst*Sch@ols
(79%), however, have no jqb placerent oerropout prevention programs.
The limited number of altgrngtive programs availabie may
indicate a lack of student interest. Principals }eport thaﬁ student

participation in suéh‘programs, when they exist, is minimel. 1In

a4

over two-thirds of the schools, principals report that no students

pirticipate in early graduation and dropout programs with atout a
‘ : > .
quarter of the principals-reporting that one to two percent of their

student body participate in suck progrems. PFarticipetion ir remedial

1o
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courses, however;-is ruch higher. While a ﬁajority‘of principals
report that no students take remedial reading (4L6%) or remedial
math (S1%), almost e thirdyreport that between one and nine percent
of tkeir students take advantage or such‘ccurses.

Tre tendency for private schools to stress the academic side
of the educ;tion process may merely reflect the needs and
gspirationg cf their students. Three-fourths of tne principals
report that their students go on to either two—year'college (157
or foﬁr year cbllegé (€0%).

‘While private schodlé appeaf somevkat limited in the range
of their curricular offering;, pringipals':eport—that their schools
rave undergone substantialvqurricular charge. ‘Morg than 60 éercent
of the princiéals (61%) report that the humber of elective courses
available has increased within1the vast five years‘as kas the
school's emphasis on baéic reading, writing, and math skillsf It
appgafs that the private‘séhcols'are kégping race with,present da&

curricular trends.

t
~

.
courses, protably due to specialization or limited resources, they

Although private schools appear to offer a smxall variety of

appear flexible in théir‘student evaluation system;. .While over 70.
_éercent'of tke schools surveyed use tradifionai letter grades (73%),
cther gfade reporting sysieﬁs'are comror. in twenty.to thirty percert
of the schools: pass-fail (35%); additional value for more difficult
courses (3C%); numericai (26%); coﬁferences (2¢2%). while a thira of
trke schools employ.no hontréditional gradirg sysfems, a thifd uéé at

-

least one and a fifth use at least two.

-y

(
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Program Schedules ard Facilities

The traditiorel cpurseistructure,is‘ﬁirrored in tke
trsditional scheduling arrangement most private schools“use. At
least two-thiras_of the schoois organize.their acadgmic year into
semesters with abcut 25 percent supplementing this system with
'quarterly iength'courses. Three-fourths of the schools.use orly
one scheduling method {the ssmester), with the remaindé; using at
ieast,twoi(semesters and quarters, most liksly).‘ Over IO percent
of ths schcois use s 35 to.60 ﬁinuts class pericd. The ;nly alternate
scheduling sxstem prevalent is 10 to 20 minutes modules used in
iT percent of the schools. o | .

A divgrsity of facilities is slso'uncommon‘&mong the p>ivate
schools’survéyed. In addition to msst school's having a student |
'cafete;ia.(esﬂ), the private schools in our sample are most likely
to bave a career information center (79%) and a remedial reading or
rath lab (61%). Other commonly prcvidedmiagilities are an indoor
lounge for students (Shﬁi a subject area rescurce center (LS%),
and media production facilities- (hGZ)‘ cut cf the t%elve=types of
faciliuies inqulred about most schools (797\ ‘have at least two
.to ’1ve different types of - facilities with the averege school -

tavieg four. Alterrative schocls cr programs, child care fabilitiés,

and occupatioral tralning centers are virtuelly norexistent.

v
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School Structure

Princ}pgl Pole. Private school heads wear many hats in

addition to Yeing leaders of their sch;olm A mejority of principels
-repcrt that varioﬁs aspects of tkeir rplé;-ambassadorial, managerial
and collegial--are very important (See Table 2). Anoiher indication
of the multiple asﬁects'of.the princip&l's.role is frovided by an

' exacination of an index of principal role activity.. Twénty percert

of the school heads play 7-8 of the roles urder investigation, wifh

similer percentages filling 6 and S roles.

) StaffingﬁDifferentid{ion.,'We examiﬂed the numter cf deparfﬁents,

“assistant deans,_éounselorsi-and specialists tc determine the complexity
of staffing patterns (See Tatle 3). Most schools do not have
ekceedingly large or small departmental structures: aprroximately a

v

third have 5-8 departments (37%) while a little less than helf have

1 9-12 (LET).

,Almost»a fifth of th; séhools, protably ﬁhe very smallest, have
no assistant school head.“ While little mofe'than a quartef of the
schools (29%) have either 1 or 2,assis£ants; a fifth have 3-k.

g Very few schools reﬁo;f taving no counselor‘(7%)_While the
great mﬁjority ﬁﬁve eitbef‘l'(hB%) or 2 (26%). Specialists, however,

appear to be more common. While a fourth of the schools ‘eve 2

or less specialists, the remainder have retween 3 and €.



Ov

‘-18_
\ '
. | | Table 2
\, Principal Role
. pa _
SN '
Marage N
‘arager .

\,
Long range planning: setting goals
. . \ .

Enforcing SChool\§q;es and policies
Resoiving or mediétzﬁ Néonflicts

Managing dey~-to-day operaticn of fhé schecol
Managing tﬁe school bud;:¥\

iCoordingtinngifh the LCistrigt

‘Liaison
Relating personally with students

Reiating persorally witk parehts'and‘cbmmunity

| Colleague
Wbrkiqg-clOSely with teachers on inztruction
Involving pumerous people in decisionraking

Allowing teachers to instruct according to
~ rersonal preferernce

Percent Very Important

76
65
62 :
ss
52
51

: 77.:
73

65.

Lo
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Table 2
Staffing Patterns
Hﬁmter Departments ‘ Percent Schools'
;_ : Fewef.Than '
> | N €.0
5-8 _ ‘ . | : 37.1
9-.2 - : | 6.1
13+ R K
"Numﬁer Assistant Teans - - Percent.Schopls
0 ‘ o ‘ | 17.6
1 - N 28.8..
2 | 28,8
3-k | , 20.5
S+ : o k.5
Number Counselcrs' L _' ’ Percent Schools
0 o . 66
1 S ._ ' 3.0
2 o : . 25.8
3-b ' S N 18.5
\§\\?+ _ o | ' - 6.1 |
‘Numbe;\SEiéialigts , . Pgrcent Scheals
- 0-2 o - : : 26.8.
oo \\\ B S : o | )
3 \\' ' N 21.7
b : \x\\ . ‘ .. 18.1
N 13
’ . \\ ") . ' ~ '
6+ . | f\<31. ) 17.0°
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Decisiommaking Participation. - We asked principals who among a

number of people pérticipate in decisions pertairing to the échool.
The issues of'céncern were: teacher selection, adding a new aczdemic
-course, student fules, course objecti;es, grading, school goals, and
the budget. Response rates were especially low (less than-300/h5ﬂ)

'bfor the following decision partiqiﬁants: superintehdent, centfal
offiég peréonnel, teacher'organizationé,,student repre;entatives,
individual étudents,“and parents, which suggests ﬁhgt these people
are not especially salient in the privaté education enterprise.

Of .the remainéerﬁ-school:bcard,~principal, assistannv .
‘administrators, cqunsélors,:dep&{tment heads ana tea#hers——the
-pfincipgi is by far the most active paftiéipant beins irvolved Qﬁ
aQefgge'iﬁfé-bf'ﬁhe Tldecisionmaki;g ﬁfbnas.. Aséistant administrators
are oniy slightly'less-;ctive participaﬁts invdecisionmaking than

principals, buaéetary~mat£ers being the éné'area they aren't
2nvclved~in that.principals are.

- The feméin&§r of the éarticipants in the aecisionmaking process—-~

deéartment-heads, COdnselofs, and teachers--are'involved in from'3—h
" different decision afenag;"Thgir'involvement appears to be targeted
on aréés of yrofessioral interest. Depaftment heéds are repbrted ﬁs
particirating in féacﬁerwéelection, addinrg a neﬁ course,‘getermining
course objectivég, and grading pfdcédurés. Teachers also partic;pate
in four decision areas gnd differ cnly from thgi} departmenf headé in
rot ;artiéipatiﬁg iﬁ téacher.Seléctién'but in partiéipating in settiﬁg
schcbl,goals. Counselors are tke least invoived, paré%cipating on

T .

average in 3 uareas: student rules, grading, and school goales.

22:/'
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Princirnal Authoritz,v Private'schcol Feads report raving a great deal éf
fespcnsibélity in running their school. Most heve considerahle or

s . ) . .
complete autkority to allocate budget funds among departments
(93%), to choose between hiring one full-tire teacher or hiring two
teacher aides (S7%) and to fill teachef vacancies (99%). This
same paftern.holds true with their influencé outside the school,
except as far as firarcial decisions are concerﬁgd. 'Whiie mosf
(97%) report havirg considerable or extensive influence in district-
level decisionmaking, only two;thirds report havihg muéh influence
on Lkow the distriét'alloc;tés meney to their scheol.

Cdordinatior Yecharisms

Rules. Pf;ncipals of private schools repoff that a great
rany ruleslTegﬁlaté student béhgvicr'and school mAnagement pracéices.
Teachers, oh.the_other hand , coﬁe in for less control thrgugh rules
(éee Tabielh). |

As for studentAruies, with the exceptionfoflhall pass

~recuirerents (ET%);-almostiBO percent or more.of-the princiégls

report haviné either‘formﬁl or informal ruleélagaipst smoking |
(9€%), for dress codes_(?G%), for closed cempus at lunch-(&?%),

¢

ard ‘holding students responsible for schocl proPerty darage (98%).

. On tkre avefage, the private schools surveyed have 4.2 rules,
with 4O percert having at leest four ard an equal pgrcentﬁge

 raving at least 5.

~
LONA)
v

N
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Prirciral Autlority and Influence

’

Percent
. ‘ With
Authority Complete Considerable
Fill teacher vacancies ) Th 25
Chooﬁe between "hirirg one full-time
teacher or hiripg two teacher aides €5 - 32
Allocate school budget funds
amorng depertments - 51 k2
* Influence Extensive Consideratle-
In district-level'decisionmgkihg“ J LT3 -2k
- . ' ‘. . Yo ) i
Cn district budget allocations to . _
your school ' ’ ' 28 39
1 -t ;\
2024
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Table b

School Rules Perfaining to Students,
Teachers, and General Management Issues
'T)
Percent of schocls With
Formal or Informal Rules

Student Rules

_ Responsibility for School

Property.lamage _ _ ' 98- -
Yo Smoking ' . _ : ‘ 96
Dreéé Codés IR ' 96
Fall Passes o ' o 97

Rules Afrecting Teachers

Non%ns@ructiopai
Disciﬁline Students in Class _ | E _ o €9
Farental Complaints. r | .  _ . 73
'Instructional:. |
Cutside Sbéakeré'in.Claés : B o 67
" Testing frequenéy - ’ - . | o .59
Amount of héme{p;k.given students : o _ 58

School Manmagement Issues -

?Detefmingiﬁg course objectives - ' | o 95

Setting rules forlgtudent tehavior | - | 91
;.Adoéting . new school grading pra;tiée. - : 86
iAddiﬁg a new acederic coﬁrée‘ - - | 83
.Setting criteria for evaluating'teacher‘performance . 80

, . 7

)
0o
(&g
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‘Table N (Continued)
¢

- School Rules Pertalnlng to Students,
Teachers, and General Meragement. Issues.

-~

School Maregement Tssues (Continued)

Setting conditions for early ex1t/early
graduation

’

. \ :
Allocating school hudget i\\ds,anong

departments, teachers, or=act1v1t1e"
f_ .

Settlng criteria for evalua*ing prlncipal.

performance

g @

2t

Percent of Schools Witk

Formal or

Informal

-

T3

p

Ly

-

fvles ’

&
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Tgacheru aprpear to be subject to a variety of séhool rules
in a manriﬁy of schools in both noninstructional and instructionsl
areas. While on the average the private schools have 3.5 rules
géyerning teacher behavior, a quarter have from 0-2 rules ané a
third have at least S.

A éreat maﬁy rules also exist regarding private school
renegement issues. Of the nine areas investigeted, three-fourths
or more of tke principals report keving rules in eight-of them,
the area with least regulatioﬁs being 'settiné criteria for
e;aluating pr¥n§ipal verforrcance’ (hh%).' While the aversge school

has 6.2 of the 9 rules, a little more than 50 percent heve at least

7 or 8 cf then.

Meetirgs. We asked principals how frequently meetings among
faculty, departments, and staff occur. They report that meetings
with theif‘administrative staff are most frequent, occurring
weekly in the majority of schools. While principals report that
fgcuf%y'meetings take place at lZast once a montﬁ or more in more
zhéh 8o peréent of the schools, departmehtal(p@etings (English‘and
Mafh) occur over the same time pericd in two-thirds of the schools.
Other tjpes of meetings occurring in a maJority of schools éznthly
or more involve department heeds (L9%) and tke principal's plahnihg

group (LE€F)
. e

G

’
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~

As with decisionmaking participation, the low number of.
valid responses (279-393) to items referring to meetings with people
outside the school indicate that quagstions about meetiﬁgs"internal

W

EB the school are ﬁore applicable to private schools than those
'deaiing with the lar%er cocmmunity. The Aighest'response rate
in this cluster of quéstio@s (393) dealing wiéh people outside the -
“school is to the question asking hov freqﬁently prinéipals meet
with principals from other schools. |

if principals meet with such éeople‘as'budget 5peéialists,
regicnal adﬁinistrators, other principals or an advisory board,
such meetings according to more th;n éhree-fourths of the principals
take-place from once e month to several times & year.

Thus, the contact principals have with administrators and :
' e

supervisory groups are much more limited than the types of meetings <

they reportvcbcurring in their schools.

Evaluation. - Evaluation fgr mest feachers and principals is an

annual evert. Forty-six percent of the principals report evaluating
~  their teachirg staff once a year with a quarter reporting more ’

frequent te;dher evaiﬁations. The princiyal shares the responsibility
of teacher evaluation with his[her administrative staff and the
teachers themselves., Principalé-repbrt that depertrent Leads (57%)
and assistant principais (LoZ) p;rticipate in the eveluation process
and ir a third of tte cgées teacher self-evaluetion is employed.
This»sharing of theLevaluation process may expleir why three-fourths

of the respondents report observing teackers in treir classroom

1

- ’ )
K . 13 ’ ° ‘:—c




from two orlfhree times & month to several times a yéar; perhaps,
otter staff assume this responsitility. | |

The evaluation of principals aprears té te an all or nothing
event. Almost 40 percent of those surveyed report geing evaluated
rarely or rot at all, ;hile 50 percent report receiving a formal
evaluation once a year or more.

The school heads report that teackers (hd%) and members of the
school board-(38%) most commonly evaluate them. In a quarter of
the cases, principals repert that their supe;intendents (22%),
cenfrai office administrators (25%) and they themselves (27%)

" evaluate their perforrarce as principal.

Princival Ccals, Satisfacticn and Frobléms

The saliernce of traditional aca&;mic programs eumerging from
the description of private school curriculum is mirrored in the geals
principals éepcrt ha&ing and those they pé}ceive &s being important
to the parents of treir students. 'Over two~thirds of the principals
report thrat teaching the'basicAskills (88%) and preraring studenﬁs
for ccllege (68%) are very important educational goels for therm.
There is ore goal principals hold even'ﬁore strongly, however, than
.their stﬁdent's academic preparations;'almost ali'principals say that
developing high moral standards and citizership is very impbrtant.

Tke princiﬁals' perceptions cof rarent gecals feor their child's
educaticnvare virtvally idéntical with:their own: in decreasing .

crder of Impcrtarce they repcrt perents a. valuing moral starndards
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(995), concentrating ;n the basics (87%) and prepdring students

; 4fcr'colleée (77%). fThe agréémeht befwéen the goals of principals
end what they believe parents consider important is striking and
suggéﬁtive of philosopﬁical;congruity bétween client'énd providef.
The fact that principa%s see other goals as being mofe.impérfant
£han thekpgrents protablf has much to do witk their own and
protatly broader professioral eipéctations.

By and large most private school heads are satisfied with
their occupation (62m) their faculty (62%) and their relationé
with their district offices (60%7). 1In two areas, however, the
school heads surveyed are scmewhat less satisfied. Cnly 31 percenﬁ

are very satis?ied with their_student's'achieveﬁeht and only 42
‘percent are very satisified with the performance of their governirng
boards.

Cne reason private school heads may be satisfied with their

Jobs is that they do not aprear troubled by many school protlems.
Virtuallf‘no rore than 15 percent of the principals rerorted havirng
‘ :

either sqrzous cr. very serious problems. There were, however, a
|
series of minor irritants. Evidently a rajority of 'school heads
o ’ o
 feel mildly frustrated by the smaller size of their school (5€%)

\
and ik e adecuacy of instructional meterials (54%). .The other

pes 4

aspect oftschocl;life that pcses a miror problem deals with parent

\
b, Theseiflnd*ngs replicate those of the putlic high school survey.

Evidertly both public and privete school principals tend to te
less satisfied with espects of tPelr Job cver which they have

_lltt;e‘control.
l
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and student involvemeﬁt and commitment. A¢most two-thirds of private
school heads find that student apathy (€9%), parents' lack cf interest
in students' progress (6L%), student absenteeicm (635), and student.

- apathy (Glﬂ)iare minor.irritanté.' In-a similar vein a iajbrity
dre‘also midly troubied by parents' lack of invoivemept in’ school
ratters (58%) and students"cutting.class (76%).‘

.Conflict within the schtol also gppe;rs to be mirimal. If
coﬂflict does exist, it appears to otcdr most freqﬁeﬁtly (at least
once a week) among students (lO%) and between students and teachers

(12%).

Sﬁmmarx | ™~ ‘ g

L Private schools schedulg programs and courst iﬁ a traditional

fashion, share assimilar‘core curriculﬁm, and tave on;y.liﬁite&

dlversitf in course o*ferlngs. Private school'tﬁrriculums APpears

- quite 3pécialized.de&ling'with etﬁnical/moral/religious issues,
academics, and cccasionally remediation. Tke school structure

" cen be characterized bty principals playing ¢ ranrge of roi;s,

.the most.important according to pfincip&ls béing their ﬁmbassadorial-—'
role--relating~to parents and studenté. Staffing is rot vey complex
with private schools kaving caly a band‘ul of specialists.
Eec151onmaking participaticn, }owever, arpears btroad-.

" 5. While the degree to wkich private school heeds report these
situaticns as being problematic is far less than their public
sckool counterparts, it is striking to note that btoth sets of
principals 1dent1fy a sipilar rebertolre of protlems. -

£y -

Jd
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baégd with most organizational participants involved in kalf
the issues under investigation. Coordination thrcugh rules and
meetings is common, with a modest amount of teacher and principal

gvaluation occurring.

PCBLIC~-PRIVATE COMPARISIONS

Given this brief pictu?e_of private school programs and
organizatioh, the,quegtioﬁ‘rémains as té fow these characteristics
differ anong varioﬁ; types éf priva@é schoocls and how privatg
schools differ from rublic sckools. We can address this;question
by corpraring the data from our public and private high school
surveys. Since there are such large différénces in sizes betwéen
tke schools in the public arnd private school'saméles, we compare
only the public and private schools enrolljhg one thousand or less
stﬁdents. Ehis leaves us with a~subs;mple that is two-thirds
public and one—third'private; A.little mofe thaﬁ'a quarter of‘the

schools are Catholic (26%) and 7 percert are norn-Catholic privete

c

schools.
The probortion of Catholic to non—C&tholic'schools'in the
vsﬁbsample is orly slightly hggher (79%) ttan the ;ctual percentage
cf Cﬁthclic sctools (75%) in-the private school populatibn;
To do the tomparisions we used thélKruskal Wallis‘rank
analysis, which fanks'all s;hoois in each group from high to low.
- If the grougps are all the same, i.e., there is no‘differenée

between putlic, Cafholié, and non-Catholic private schools, there
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sﬁould te very little-difference in the rumber of ranks within
| each group. If the groups are unequal.in~their number of ranks,
ghgn they differ ir some way. Thg results are rerorted ty which
gr;up has the most (H), an average numﬁer (1), and least (L)
numbér of ranks, indicatiné in which.group a certain Chagﬁctgristic

is the most or least prevalent,

Differences in Programs. Grading, Facilities, Student Outcomes

Programé. Among the nbntfadi£ional courses examiﬁed, there
"are oﬁly two in ﬁﬁich;there'is any differences among the three gréups
of schools. _Catholic schoolé are fhe mést likeiy ﬁo offer coﬁfses
iﬁ values clarification and public schoois the lgast. Privatg'
schqols;-eSpeciallprafbchial ones, appear to plaée gréater emphasis
on tbése subjects. The other difference deals witﬁ consurier education
wkich is most prevalent in public,sbhoois and:leaét prevalent in
~ "ron-Catholic private'échﬁols. Obviouély private schpo;s are eithe:
less sensitive to curricular trends or'unablé-ﬁo afford such
rgsponsiienesé. Alterratively, private schools may Judge such as
" course irappropriate giveh tkeir more sﬁecialiied miséion.
Publié schéols le;d tke othef two in provi&ing more credit
\options ard courses catering to the special needs of students in
four out of seven cf the comparisons. ?ben it comes to opticns and
courses deslirg vith“academics; Lowever, the pgivaté scrools aré

the leaders. Cathclic schools are most likely %o offer college

—
-
waJ
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level courses; followed by the ron-Catholic privete schools with =
the order reversed between the types of private scheols, when it
comes to c0llege advanced placement courses. Again, it appears

&s if the non-public schools are zore likely to cater to the

RY

academically gifted tkar the publi¢ schools.

Gradirg Systems.' Most public and private righ sehools use
. P : I .

traditional greding‘syEtems, i.é., letter or nurmerical grades. Ve
only compered the. publlcs and the prlvates on g*adlng systems 1f a
'large enough percentage of princinals in tke group as a w%o’e

(ptbllc or prlvate) reperted using a eertaln gr&ding system.
Therefore, ve examined'differences.emopg the grougs for_the followirg:
letter grades, numericel, weightea,"pese/fail, written narrative,'
and conferencee. 'There were only two significent differenqes_amohg
.Jthe“groupé. _ Public schools were least likely to use tﬁe weighted or
written narratiye nethod of evaluating'students,'with Catholic
'scheols,most li£ely to uee the written narrative. The non-Catlkolic
private school teachers may.kave end/or nay spend mere time informing

paerents aboub their ch‘ld s school" progress.

Facilities. When the public schools ere cornpared with the
'private schools of the same size, tke private schools, especially the

nor~Catholic ores, are the most likely to have such facilities as



stﬁdent lounges, resource centers and departmental offices  for
teachers. For the remainder of the nine different types of
fagilities, however, no differences-exists between the putlic arnd
private schools.

Students. While public schools have or'ten be-en accused of
constfaining students within the four walls of a classfoom, it
appears tkat this criticism is less warrgnted whén public schools
are compared to privaté schools. The publics ere much more likely
to have thgir llfh and 1Zth griders earning credit off campus than
eithér the Catholic or non-Catholic private schools. On the
cther hand, the privatgs are likely to have rary more of théir
1lth and‘l2th'grade students infolved in extracurricular activities.
Prlvate schools probably prov1de more onportunltles for students to
part1c1pate in & range of actlvitles within the school ‘whlle
puDllC schools allow students to participate in a number of
activitieé-outéide tke schooi, leaving a smaller proﬁortionrto Join
in éxt;acurricular ..ctivities.

. The stress privaﬁe schools plaée én college‘aqhievement and
theiemphasis the public schools place on brcader social goals is
mirrored in. di ferenéeS'in whaf princinals report graduates are
likely %5 do after finishing high school. Puélic hkigh school
g%aduatgs are rost likely to attend twc year édileges, vocétional.

institutions or enter the lator market and the armed services. On

r



~3ba

Programs, Gradirng, Eacilities, and Student Cutcomes -

' Non-Catholic
Public - Catholic Private

Nontraditional Courses

Values Clarification ' L H M-
Consumer Education . H M L
College Level Courses L H
Off Campus Courses H M M
Courses for Special Needs .

College Advance P1. L M E
Early Gzaduation H L M
Student. Exchange H M M
Remedial M M L

 Grading

© Weighted L H M
Written lNarrative L M

t Facilities
Lounge L M H
Resource Center L H " H
Department Offices L M )it
Students _ .

% 11th Graders Off Cempus E L L
% 12th Graders Off Campus "R L. L
% 11tk Graders Extracur. L M E
% 12th Graders Extracur. L M E
% Graduates to 2 Yr. College )i M L
% Graduates to 4 Yr. College L M L -
% Graduates to Voc. Institutions E M L
% Graduates to Labor Market B L L
. E L L -

Craduates to Armed Services

:3 t_-; ] - . N ) “-— [T
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the other hard, the private schools, with the non-Catholic privates

’ L

leading, are most likelf to send their'graduates on to- four year

’

colleges or universities.

Echool Etructure _ - : ~

Comparing tﬁe putlic, Cathdiic, and non-Catholic private schools
" on our structure variaﬁies results in a somewhat mixed pigfure. Yo
consistent pattern of school structﬁre emerges in one type of
schcoi or éhe other. Father the description ol school structure
depenas on the variadble undér examination.

v

‘Princibal Rolé:” The role vériabl§$ are somewhat inconsistert

. - ' ! ’
~ in their categorization of principals. DPublic school principals are

'much more likely to work closely with:teachers on instructional
m;tters than éithef of tbeir private school'counterﬁarts. But
colleagueship for the pubdlic gchodllprincipal appears to stop at the °
classrocm door.v The private schoocl heads are‘mucﬁ more likely to —
involve members of the school sfaff in the decisionmﬁiihé arena.

Thié i; quite clearly demonstrﬁted when the decisionmakiné rartici-

\

ration variatles are examined. Public schocls rank lowest in terms

of staff, faculty, and client particiration in school decisiormekirg.

- The data support tke cbmmon-pe;ception cf private schools as teing more

K

open to'parent and teacher involvement in ongoing school activities

as far as decisionmaking participation is.concerned.

.
-
'~

o
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| Tabvle 5 _

School EStructure

- Non-Cathkolic
Public Catholic Private
Colleague R _ _
Working closely with teachers - H M L.
Involve many in decisionmaking L , M H
Manager : o
Enforce school rules o "M L
Manage daily operations H M ‘M
Manage school tudget L M H
Long range planning L ‘M H
: ’ . /
Staffing .. s -
Yo. of Zepartments M H L
.No. of Mss't Deans L E M
llo. of Counselors M E L
No. of ‘Specialists E L M
- Mo. of Adults ' H L M
- .
Decisionmaking Part :
Administrator Part L E B
. Client Part: : L H B
"Total Schl. Part. L H H
Avthority
Budget Allocation L H ( M
Hiring Teachers . : L B | M
Fill Teacher Vacancies L H. . M
Influence
District Allocation to Schools L . M H
Pistrict Decisions L H , H

~~
-~ o
A
04
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There is also & Split on the measure cof managerial role.
Public school principals are much more likely to S&acevimportance
ocn the daily ;perﬁtion of the school, through such acticns:es fule

!
enfcrcement. For private heads, especially theﬂnph—Catholic private
school administratofs, manaéing the school dudget aﬁd long range
.planéing appear most import;nt., Perhaps‘private heads aré more
ihvoived witﬂ impersonal aspects of management becaﬁse such issues

are vital to the school’s survival. Alternatively, they lack £he

cushion of er outside bureaucracy which assumes such functicns.

Staffing. The Catholic schcols appear to have the most

"

by

comglex staffing arraengerents; they haye ke greatest number]of
departmernts, assistant principgl;, ard counselors. Public schoois
are rext in line. On two of the staffing measﬁres, however, putlic
szhools rankvfﬁe highest: number'of spécialiéts end numter of adults
(aides and volunfeers). Public schools probably hﬁve suéh bgrsonﬁéi'
because cf their federal and state categorical prog;ﬁms, which
support specialists for such activitles as remedial reading‘and
education of tﬁe handicapped./ Private schools usually do nc; receive
such funds; Pro@aﬁly tecause of churcl/state distinctipgfy,Cdtholic
, séhbols are.léast ;ikelyoto benefit frog.tﬁese catégoricai programs
and therefore are ieaét likely to have such Specia{ péfsonnel.
Ion-Cathélic,private schoéls,with scme budgetary flekibiifty,"on the

other kand, may opt to hire such specialized:staff.~

] (.‘.

A} L9
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Authéritxﬁand Influence. Public school princirals appear to
kave ‘the least aﬁthority and influence in rurning their schools. Cn
every measure of authority and influence the pyllic school principal
ranks lowest. Intergstingly énough, the séhool head with the most
authority and influences appears to bé the Catholic school adﬁinistfator.

Since both the public and Catholic schoocls have 'downtown' bureaucfacies,

»

be they district or diocigian, the ﬁg}e Existence of the external
bureaucracy cannof account for the low level of public school
principﬁl's authority. Evidently,’the Catholic bufeaucracy fﬁﬁétionS;
in a different fashion than its public. school cournterpart, gi&en the

1afge diffefénces in authority at the local schcol level.

3

Coordireticn

Much as with the comparisons of measures of school structure,
-no urifying-picture emerges when putlic ard privete schools are- corgpared

on measures of ccordinaticn. Cocrdination .through.rules end meetings
.t [ ‘

eppears core ccmmon in tHe private schocls. '’ Co@rdination through
teacher eveluation-is most common in the public schools while
coordiration threough principal evaluation is most common in the

Catholic schools. : I

e
- —— .

[

° Pules. Public and private schools are similar in their

restrictions on szoking and requiring student responsibility for

damage tc school prcperty. A closed campus is least common and

. -
hall asses most common in the publie-schcols, while student dress

v
L




codes are most prevalert im the private schools. The differential

empﬁg§is bq scheol ruleshsufggg;s that each type of school protably
4faces-a different set of ;eeds with regard. to reguiating.student

conducil ;Courtqceﬁtes£s anQ\dungafee'mores have resulted in

the public schoolfé_ab;ndonﬁdht oflestablished dressfcodé policies.
. Tet student whereatouts appear to.te highly regulated through tﬁe

use of hall rasses, a mechanism prifatg schools need not use given

their more homogenéops student bodies and accepted and eagreed upon

norms of conduct.

Given the greater emphasis private schools place on the

académics, it:is not surprising that public' schools less likely
5 ) .
to regulate teacher instructional activity less (amount of homework

required). The Catholic and public schools are ‘similar in their

control of teacher activity with . _es about outside'speakers.

Meetings. Coordination through meetirngs is more common in
y e - . .'_-". b . .

tignprfvate schosls.. . Perhaps these heetings, serving as a forum
'f#r.the scheol feculty and staff,_islﬁhere the high degree oZ

/ . , .
decisionmaking participaticn occurs which -private school heads

.

report.
Evaluation. Little difference exists tetween the putlic and

private schools as to who evaluates teachers, with one exception.

Cepartment heads play a greater role in teacher evaluati-<n in
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Table 6
> Coordination
o : Non-Catholic
' _ : Public  Catholic Private
Fules i
Students
. Closed Cempus L H H
* Hell Passes E L L
Student Dress L o g
Téacher
Cutside Speaker E B L
Amount of Homework L B - H
MEetlﬂg‘. "
Sckool Monthly M H H
T 4 -
Evaluation
Frequency Teecher H M L
Frequency Classroorm’ Obs. - E M L
Frequency TeaclLer Eval. _
by Departient Heads o L E M
Frequency Principal Eval.
by Bcerd L . . L
by Superinterndent E ' L M
by District M B L
by Assistarnt Deans L E L
by Teachers L H M
i /

o

o 4z

T
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Cathclic sckools tken in eitker public of non-Catholic private
schools. The frequency of.teacher~evaluation——whether for evaluation
or observation--is highest in public schools.
The governance structure appears to dictate to a large extent
who particirates in the evaluation of the:high school prirncipal.
Tke superinﬁendent most commonrly evalu&fes public school administrators,
while the school board evaluatesvtﬁe perforﬁance of non—Cétholic
private school heads. Poth the 'district' office and tge schosi/;taff

are active in evaluating the Catholic scheocl head master.

Protlems

Private scbool heads report ravwng few problems. Tbere%ore,
it is not surprisircg that e comparison cf publlc and private schools
.in terms of the problems principals report as being very serious,

>

indiéaﬁes that the pubiic schcols have the most problems on eVgry:\“
dimenSion. Student and parent apathy, -raper wofk randated by extefﬁal
authpritifs, ard éonflict arong students and tetween teachers and
students are all greatest in the public schouols.

Given that the schools in this subEam“le are all tbe same
size, 1t Is interesting that publ*c ecl"ool principals are most likely
to report trat sg;ll school size is a serious problem.. Evidently

it is much more accéptable for private school heads to run.smell

séhools than it is for pudblic school principals.
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Table T

Problems

| Non-Catholic
Putlic Catholic  Private

School too small , . H L ' L
Ingdequateyinstructional Matefials E M L
Student Absenteeism | g i . E M L
Cutting Class ) i L L
Student Apathy B oM L
Student Descriptiveness 54 M | L
Farental Lack of ~int'erést‘ iE: M L
Parental Lack 6f I_nvolve:nenf o} M Ny L-

Paper Work

District E

State E L M

Federal H L M
Conflict : ' N

Among Students K L L

Between Students/Teachers 13 M L.
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The Principal : ' S

.This last section compares the putlic and private sckool

principals on tkeir demographic charecteristics, gcals and the

goals they peréeive.the parents of their students havirng, and

their level of satisfactipn.

©

. Sex. Whilevmost of the public school principals are male

(98%), only two-thirds of the private school heads are male. The

Awomen>principai: ere mwost likely to head the Catholic schools, which is

probatly exélained by the prevalernce of religiously affiliated

women in tke Catkolic school system..

Ixperience. Tﬁé non-Catheclic private ééhcols appear to have
the most statle management. Pri%été sckools are most likely to
Lave the current administrator the:longést, & head who has had
exrerience as an assistant schéol adminiétratar, and the least
turnover within the last ten yéars. Turnover of principals is

kighest in Catholic schLools. Catholic school admiristrators have

bad thke most classroom experience when compared with their -

private and publie school counterparts.:

Geals. Public and private school principéls agree on the

imﬁortance cf tke foilowing gecales to the education of their students:

teacking tasic skills, developirg moral standards, teacking social

! skills, arnd develpping individuel resporsibility for -learning. They

only differ in three areaé.' Putlic . scheol principals rank highest

45
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. in the goal ofj#oca;ional p;eparation.. The private school heads,
regardiegs of religicus affilieticn, are méfe likely to report that
coliége preraration is a vary importanf.goal."Catholic séhcol
'principéis stress developing aesthetic appreciation more thkan thé
pubiip sckool or non-Catho;ic privete sclool pfincipals, |
While thé similarities amohg the princip&is are more strikirg
than the.differences, such is not the case with prinéipal'supgr;
'cebtioné cf the goﬁls parents have for théir childrer’s education.
The private school heads are ﬁuch rore llkely to perceive parents
as baving a broad range of educational gcals'for their childfen'
than are thg public school primu.zals. Regardless of religious
“-affiliation, private heads are most likely to feportvthat rarents
beliéve tkat colleéelprepa}ation, deveiopment of aesthetic appreciatioz
ard the foétering of social skillslare important gocals for e high
“sckocl ecucation.- Wﬂile thé Catholic schqol heads ielieve that
;parentsAsteés meral education more, the private heeds report that
parent conéern for insti;liﬁg individuﬁl:respoﬁsibility for:learning.

is kighest.

- Catisfaction. On most measurés of principa;'satisfaction
cécu#ation £s4school head, relations with tbe éoverning bqara,*
réla&ions with pareﬁts and community, and tﬁe performance of the
goverring or school ﬁoard-fno.appreciaﬁle difference exists tetween

putlic ard private school principals. There are two measures, however,
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Tatle 8

Principal Satisfaction

. Norn=Catholic
Public Catholic Private

Sex - : L . E L
‘Baucation o - - -
‘Experience
This School | . M L E
School Adm., Not Prin. L L M E
Secondary Teacler ' M - E L
Number of Principals .
in School in 10 Yrs. Mo H L
‘Satisfaction’
Faculty . o L . N H
, Student Achievement L M it
Goals-—Pri;cipal -
Voc. Prep. : il M L
College ' o L H - E
Aesthetic ' : : L H M
Goals-=Parents ,
oral L i u
Social Skills L E E
- Responsibility for Learning L M H
Voc. Prep. ' ' " M L
College L H E
L H E

Aesthetic

: : .
4‘“' N * ' 4 ‘7 -a
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in which the non-Catholic privete reads are the most satisfied:
" with their faculty and tkh~ir student's achieverlent. The stress
-on acaderic preparation and. flexible teacher hiring practices may -

 account for tke satisfaction of nrivete school heads ir these two

areas.

SUMMARY

Public and privete schools differ in the seope of the
rission. Pﬁylic schoois are responsible‘for previding educatiorel
opporturity to all regaedless of race; ability or any'ethef

"disﬁinguishing characteristic. Eecause.oflfhis equity mandate_-
they provide e wide range of courses suitable for e heterogeneous
-clientele with differing needs. And publie eehcois appear moderately
su¢cessful in accompliehiﬁg this mission: most of their greduates
'go on to college. Tﬁis mandate is not an easy one to'accomélish.
Farents and students db not appeer to provide much support -given
tﬁe level'of.apethy principels report.‘ Carrying ouf'this_mandaﬁe
is.especially difficule in smaller echoels which princibais ere
more than likely to pefceive as inade@uate to the task.

Private schools, on'the otherghaed,,have a;more.limited
mission: to provide a epecialized education in the rost efficient
ranner possitle. - Private schools have a narrower curriculum fecusee&
mostly'on ecademic subjects. While theif'clienéele isﬁ’t any less
hqmegeneous tkan that of the'pubiLc:scﬁools ;urveye@, pri#ate schools

distiﬁguish themselves in that most of their-gradﬁates go on solely

to higher education. .
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With th;s'ﬁarrover missior it is not’Suprisingﬁthat private
échg;i.administrators.fina little.prob;em in managing smaller
échools. Sinte;prifate schools focus on orne main speciality, size
does not pose tie same limitations that it doés_in a'public scheol.

.Private schools also appear more réspdnsivé to their clientele
and staff. Decisionmaking.participation of parenﬁs and faculty and
the number of meetings held_aré greater in private than.public
séhoéls} Far mcre dependent cn fheir consi;tuency, private schools

are more likely to spend time garnering support through such parti-

ciratory mectanisms.
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