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. Foreword o

American educational institutions exist to promote the public vielfare and to
serve their communities and the Nation by serving students and their families. Some, = .
the public schools, are financed primarily by public monies; some, the private
{(nonpubiic). schools, primarily from private sources. But alfsare integral parts of an

" evolving national education establishment that has its origins in earliest colonial
times. All have been created by the public, and all depend 6n the support of the
public for their existence. Public or private in name, they are all social agencies:
instruments of the people, responsnble to the people, proper subjects for publlc
policy consideration. . s

A wide range of conflicting and mterrelated socral forcesh-ldeologlcal economlc,
and-political—have raised serious education-related pubdlic policy questions. Recent
debate on these issues has intensified thel need for sound public policy and a clearer
understanding of the character and@ontrlbutlons of both publlc and private schools
and, equally lmportant -of the ways in which they interact. Comparat|vely speaking,
there is considerable lnformatlon about public schools, very little about private

‘ scheols, and virtually noné about their interrelating social roles. The recent natlonal

debate on tuition tax. credits has been described, with considerable accuracy, as

bloody battle of myths on an ill-defined field.” The public, and the schools, deserve

something better

Happily, the'e is increasing recognition of thls ‘need. Early, but promlsmg, steps

are being. faken to meet it. The study reported hete is both an evidence of that

recognition of need and a step toward fulfilling it. For the first time, two major

natlonal education organizations (the National Association of Secondary School

Prmc1pals and the Council for American Private Educatlon) have collaborated with a

_major Federal education agency (the National Institut:: of Education) in a stuay of

/ public and arivate schools. This collaboration has been both immediately worth-
~ while and immensely encouraging for thé future success of such efforts. ’

~ The findings reported here provide the first national information on parallel

investigations of representative samples of American public and private schools,

. indicating substantial similarities and significant differences, and suggesting possible

/ . reasons for both. Having established a data base that is itself valuable, the investiga-

tors then turn to a panel of experts for analysis of the implications of the study for
public and private school administrators, for continuing research, and for public
policy development. This analysns makes clear the strergths and llmltatIOHS of the
importance of the proposed inquiries to the long-range deveIopment of wise public
policy. The whole warrants thoughtful consideration.

ROBERT L. L_AMBORN
Former Executive Director,
Council for American Private Education
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1. Introduction

Y..
\
°

The investment in American private education is sizable, yet it is
surprising how little is known about it.

Private schools account for nearly 10 percent of the elementary and secondary
education sector when measured in three important ways: number of students,
number of teachers, and number of dollars spent. This translates into 5 million stu- -
dents, 20,000 schools, and approx1mately $4 billion.! The percentage is small, but
the numbers are not.

Two issues have recently brought private education into the public l|mel|ght

" First, declining enrollments are causing the education sector to contract; and,’
since there are fewer students to go around, their distribution between the PUblIC
and private sector is becoming more important. Like public school enrollments

» - private school enrollments have been declining, due in large part to the decline in-

' Catholic school enrollments, which account for three-fourths of the nonpublic
school, enrollments. Enrollments in non-Catholic schools however, are. on the
upswing (Erickson, 1978).

~ Second, interest is grcwing in a program of government support for private
education. The 95th Congress seriously considered enacting a tuition tax credit
bill, and although it did not pass, the impetus behind that bill.remains strong. A
tax deduction for private schools has withstooc alegal challenge in Mlnnesota,but
a voucher plan'that' appeared on the ballot in Michigan was defeated. More recently
a voucher initiative failed to gain the necessary signatures to reach the California
ballot in June 1980. _

Motivating this interest in nonpublic education is a series of complex and compll-
cated perceptions about the nature:of both public and nonpubllc education. Many .
believe that public education has lost touch with its clients, that educational effi-

. ciency and productivity are not what they should be, and that the public system is

. "becoming increasingly bureatcratized (West, 1977). Many of those who can afford
it, and some who cannot, find that private schools offer something special. Under-
lying the argument over a public versus a private education is the issue of parental
choice in the education of their children. . :

Some researchers have found that growth among nonpublic schools is most

- pronounced where public education is in greatest disfavor, most noticeably in
urban areas, the South, and Southwest (Erickson, 1978). The public schools are
under attack with the most frequent criticisms arising from concerns about drug

oo ) o THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 1’
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abuse, discipline, sex education, controversial books, and extent of academic rigor.
Although racism may have prompted the founding of some private schools, widespread
fear and distru~t of the public schools and parental desire to éstablish schools that
have a religious:foundation or “‘old fashioned’’ American values appear to be just as
important (Nevin, 1976). Other reasons parentis choose to enroll their children in
private scliools are the unavailability of certain services in the public schools and a
preference or need for special teachjng methods (Porter and Porter, 1973).
According to research on the most commonly studied types of private schools—
independent schools, Church-relatea schools (Catholic, Lutheran, Jewish, etc.),
and alternative schools—these schools have attributes that parents want enough to
offset their cost. The independent schools are known for their middle-class,
ambitious, and bright students and their emphasis on academic excellence and
college preparation (Baird, 1977). Such uniformity of-purpose also characterizes
parochial-schools, whose students are, by and large, better disciplined, more highly
motivated toward college and professnonal occupations, and more representative of

- higher socioecono:nic backgrounds than their publlc school counterparts. Similarly,

Catholic paroch'al schools concentrate more on basic academic skills, whereas the

~ public schools tend to offer a broader curriculum (Morton et al., 1977). But homo-

geneity of clientele and goal directedness do not guarantee excellence in education.
For example, southern segregatlon academies, despite student and faculty commit-
ment, tend to have fewer facilities and poorer and more narrow curriculums than the
public schools (Nevin, 1976).

Independent and religious schools, however, are usually more structured and
focused than alternative schools. Although the survival rate of alternative schools has
been low because of organizational‘and financial problems (Deal, 1975), those that
do survive tend to be less bureaucratic than public schools (Duke, 1976). Alternative
schools appear to minimize centralization of authority, functional specialization,
and standardization cf procedures, choosing instead participatory involvement in
decisionmaking. )

Regardless of whether parental dislike of public education or preference for
private education is the motivating factor, a common theme in the current debate
about private education is the issue of choice. Many believe that public education is
most accurately viewed as a virtual monopoly, affording minimal parental input. In
the face of a public bureaucracy, so the argument goes, schools have litt!e interest or
reason to be responsive to their clientele and parents feel powerless to affect the
education of their children successfully. This has led to an increasing interest in
governmental support of parental choice and the recurrent demands for educational
vouchers (Cocns and Sugarman, 1978; Cohen and Ferrar, 1977), tuition credits, and

tax deductions for private schools.

Aim of This Study .
4 . ‘ -
-The National Institute of Education (NIE) together with the Council for American
Private Education (CAPE), an umbrelia group of nonpublic school organizations,*

* The Council for American Private Education is a coalition of fifteen national private school organizations
serving schools enrolling approaching 90 percent of the students attending private schools. .

2 THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 5
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undertook a survey of private hlgh schools to provnde a natlonal picture of second-
_ary edutation. The project was designed as a compamon piece to a survey of public -
"high schools conducted by NIE and thé'National Association of Secondary School

- Principals (NASSP).** The analysis of data from both surveys allowed us tocom-

pare the services and organization of public and private high schools.

° A second aio of the current sutvey was to increase our understanding of private
secondary education. Information in this area is sparse. Individual associations
(Christian Schools International, Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod, National -
Association of Independent Schools,  National Catholic Educational Association,

. Mational Society for Hebrew Day Schools, Seventh day Adventist, among others)
survey their member schools to determine expendltures and program and staffing
- information, but we know little about the t tality of private education as 2n enter
prise. The National Center of' Education Sta(Lstucs, which has been co'llectmg data on
- enroliments, student bodies, and programs in private schools across the country for
the past 4 years, provides what baseline data are available.
) Concerns about the provision of services in private education are somewhat .
B  different from those.in the public sector. The public debate about high schools at the
beginning of the 1970’s focused on the inability of secondary education to meet the
needs of its c'aentele((‘oleman 1973; Brown, 1973; Martin, 1974). Critics commonly
accussd public schools of becoming too.large and overly bureaucratic, and of
housing aut>oritarian teachers and alienated students. Such institutions, many
believe, cannut adequately address the needs of the academically excellent or the
’ . disadvantaged «iudent. Therefore, the focus of the public high school survey was to
éxamine thie exient to which their programs and management do or do not meet the
needs of 3 heterogeneous student populatlon
' Concerns in the private sector, however, are markedly differerit. Most’ prlvate
schaols are considerably smaller organizations than public schools, and they do not
have 2 guaranteed number of students. Consequently, administrators must devote
considerahle time and effort to ensuring that the school stays in business and remains
attractive to its constituency. Despite this envircnmental and fiscal uncertainty;
private schools obvjously have much to offer parents. Parents choose private
schools which espouse a philosophy similar to their own, where the likelihood is
high of the child’s receiving individualized attention and an education stressing the
educational purposes of parents’ choosing. Parents choose private schools over
neighborhood public schools when they believe that they are more likely than the
public schools to provide the educational experiences they wish for their children.

“

Questions and Findings

Given the wide range of expectations and opinions people have about private edu-
cation, we believed.it important to describe as fully as possible the nature of private
secondary schools and their programs, erganization, and management to provide a
picture with which to compare expeciations and opinion. The first section of the
book: provides this basic descr|pt|0n Chapter 2 outlines the context for our flndlngs

** The .'csul'tsﬁ..-" vne public high school study are reported in the NIE publication High School ‘77 (Washington;
" D.C.: U.S. Gavernment Printing Office, 1978).
] THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 3
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by describing the samplc of prlvat‘e high schools from which our data are.drawn. The
‘sample was chosen to be representative of the Nation’s private high school popula-
tion. The schools in the sample are located mostly in the East and Midwest and are
predominantly Catholic. Although there is. wide variation in enrollments (from as "
low as 14 to as high as 2,563), the majority of the schools aré’ relatlvely small; with an

average enrollment of 450 students.

.Although generalizations are usually fraught with danger, we are fairly confident
that this sample mirrors private schools across the country, most of which tend to be
either Catholic (63 percent) or some other religious affiliation (19 percent)
(McLaughlin and Wise, 1979). The generalizations, however, mask a great deal of
variation and are perhaps less appropriate for the nonecclesiastical subset of schools.

Chapter 3 describes the kinds of services and programs private schools actually

provide. In the survey we inquired into both core and noncore academic offerings
and about programs-designed to meet special needs, such as advanced placement,

" remedial courses, and alternative ways to earn académic credit. -

Our findings indicate- that although there is great diversity in the educationai
programs offered by private schools and although the:: are programs offered in
some private schools that are not likely to be found in public schools, individual
private schools most often serve a specialized educational function rather than a
comprehensive one. Private high schools as a whole are marked by their attention to
a clearly defined value system and a rather tradltlonal focus on an education in the

liberal arts. : :
Expectations also exist with regard to how prlvate secondary schools are orgamzed

- and managed. The publlc perception is that private schools are more'open to parent

involvement and decisionmaking and have a less cumbersome bureaucracy. To test
these views of private school administration, our survey inquired about tI,‘)} manage-
ment mechanisms used in private schools: the role the principal plays; wiat kinds of
staff are available; the breadth of.decisionmaking participation; and the means
through which the principal is likely to control the activities of staff and students by
use of rules, meetings, and teacher evaluation.

We are concerned with such mechanisms because traditional bureadcratic theory
and research suggest that they influence the activities and attitudes of the people
working in an organization. According to classical theory, if high schools were®
bureaucratic, one would expect to find that managers play narrowly focused roles,
that decisionmaking is centralized, and that the staff members are specialized.
Coordination would be achieved through formal rules, especially:rules governing the
main tasks of instruction, and through frequent and regular evaluation.

- Results from both the public and private high school surveys reported in chapter
4 suggest that bureaucracy might not be the most useful metaphor to describe the -
organization of either type of institution. Principals reported playing active, broad
roles in their schools. They see themselves as managers and colleagues to their teach-
ing staff and feel in constant communication with students and parents. Principals
reported that decisionmaking within their schools is highly participatory. Although
rules exist governing school management and student behavior, rules for.teachers are
less common, especially regarding instructional matters. Principals do not conduct

4 THEPRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 8
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formal teacher evaluat|ons very f‘requently, nor do most principals often observe

-

- classrooms. Such results do not fit with standard notions of bureaucracy.

When public and private high schools are compared, minor dlﬁferences in mau.-
agement practices appeaf; but the.differcnces are not so distinct as to define which
type of school.is more bureaucratic. Private school heads ap..ear to empha5|ze man-"
agemeént objectives 0ver—-the_colleg1al anc} evaluative aspects of their role. They also 1
report having more authority and influence in runnlngThelr schools. - ° a

In chapter 5 we explore further the attitudes of private school heads and the goals
they have for their schools and compare these. findings with those obtain~d from our
public school sample Most private school heads see their major task as one of devel-
oping high moral stgndards.and citizenship in addition to preparing students-academ-
ically. Private school heads also appear to believe that the parents of their students
share these same goals. This congrucnce between school leader and parent, few
reported problems, and a high degree of principal satisfaction are tommon to most
of the private schools we surveyed. Although we uncovered few differences between A
public and private school principals as far as satisfaction and goals were concerned,
it is apparent that public school principals find many more aspects of their job
troubiesome. The:results suggest that the specialized mission of the private high
school, their greater selectivity through admissions criteria, and their consequently
more homogeneous student body means that privaté school heads have to deal with-

'~ far different problems and circumstances than their public school colleagues.

Much has been made of the religious contexts (Catholic, Protestant, and JeW|sh)
of nonpubllc schools (Kraushaur, 1972). We have chosen, however, not to compare
schools in our sample by religious affiliation. The participating schools can only be

‘identified by Catholic or non-Catholic orientation. Yet these labels can be quite mis-

leadihg. Many of the Catholic schools are college preparatory independent schools

and, therefore, do not belong to a parish or diocese. Consequently they are apt to
resemble independent schools in the sample more closely than Catholic schools. The
non-Catholic sample consists of many schools associated with a religious or ecclesiastical

bureaucracy much !ike the Catholic school system. Because of, this inability to

_distinguish between religious orientation and secular bent, a comparison of schools
" by Catholic and non-Catholic orientation would lead to results that could be mis-

leading, or in extreme cases, incorrect. However, although unable to compare schools
by religious affiliation, we do provide a closer look at one type of reiigiously affili-
ated school, the Catholic high school, in chapter 6. ’
Catholic high schools are primarily urban and small, especially when compared
with public high schools. A great deal of variation exists among individual Catholic
high schools, but the Istudents they enroll come mostly from blue collar or profes-
sional families. Only a small percentage of minority students attend most Cathelic
high schools. The curriculum most Catholic high schools offer is well grounded in a
core of academic subjects, with courses in the social sciences, religion, and values

- clarification supplementing this academic core. Coilege preparation and instruction

in the basics round off the Catholic high school curriculum. .

Like public high school principals, Catholic high school principals are basically
satisfied with their-jobs. We found many reasons that mlght explain this high level of
satlsfactlon Catholic high school heads are relatlvely autonomous and have a great

THE PR!VATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 5
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.deal of authority-in the hiring of their staffs and in allbcatihé funds. Few serious
’ problems prevent principals from carrying out thelr jobs. Furthermore, prmcnpals
percelve parents as being in agreement with them about the'goals of a Catholic hlgh
* school.edycation. Conflicts over the hlgh school’s ‘mission among members of the
community rarely appear. Fmally, the Catholic high school seems to be domg agood’
-jOb in accompllshlng its aéad‘emlc mlssuon a large percentage of the-students'go on .
to, college v : ~, :
The final chapters of this book examine these results from a number of different
p;rspectlves "One of the reasons given for the alleged rigidity of the public school
“~~—-..—System and the alleged flexibility of private schools is the constraints a centyalized
-*bureaucracy is likely to impose on school managers The burden of the publlc school
" manager is further compounded by State and Federal program requ1rements.
Chapter 7 compares the external pressures pﬂblic and private schools face'to deter-
mine if and how they affect management practices. Specifically, the chapter exam-
ines how the existence of Federal- and State-funded programs, State and district/
governing board rules, meetings with distric‘t/gm;erning board officials and mecha-~
"nisms to evaluate the principal affect the school’s rules, the number of staff-
members, decisionmaking participation, the frequency with which meetings are held,
-~ and'teacher evaluation procedures., . » ) .
~ The results are a confirmation of the initial observation that management pr;actlces .
in public and private schools do not differ substantially. They also mdlcate that,
although the bureaucratic environment of public and private. schools mlght differ, -
these dissimilarities produce only marglnal differences in management practices that
.principals reported using. This suggests that the external demands’ placed on the publlc
schools by State and Federal regulation mlght not beas burdensome as many make
them out to be. In sum, if private schools are different from publlc schobls the
difference lies in areas other than in school management. A ‘

There are reasons other than freddom from external pressufes that are glven for.
the alleged vitality of private schools in comparison with public schools. Many. "

"believe that competition ih the marketplace provides an added incentive to private .
schools to be more sensitive to the demands and interests of their clientele. This
sensmwty is supposed to, in turn, affect what managers consider to be important in
carrylng out their tasks. Ghapter 8 examines the utility of the economic argument as
"applied to schools and finds that, while economic theory may explain the_behavior

* of firms, it has limited applicability in explaining the behavior of schools; Adherents

- of thée benefits of competition, however, should be aware that increased competition.

may have a disequalizing effect. Wealthier parents and students are far more likely to
benefit from increased competition than anyone else. '

Another benefit ascribed to private schools js their openness to parental concerns.
Communication between a private school and parents can arise either because .
parents derhand it or because the school believes it is important to suppr Chapter 8 ~.
'explores which scenario is more likely when competition among schools differs. The.

_results in this regard are mixed. On one hand, under conditions of greater. competi-
tion Catholic schools appear to provide parents with more channels for mvolvement

" However, in other nonpublic schools parents are less likely to demand input into

school matters when other education options are available. The authors suggest that

bl

&
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. this disctepancy has much todoawith the demographlcs of Catholic school enroll-
ments and the excess demand ; 'frontlng nan-Catholic private. schools.

The last three chapters Igok at the implications of this.study for practice, future
research, and policy. In chapter 9 Robert Newton speculatgs about trends that are
llkely to affect private school offerings and management in the coming decade. The
- declining Birthrate and “back to the basics’’ movement are two such trends. As the

. " pool of applicants constr|cts, private schools may need to broaden their standards to
> & maintain admissions. Consequently the student body in prlvate schools may become
more diverse. At the same time, the back to the basics movement, already well
ensconced.in private education, will work toward-keeping the mission of the private
) ‘ school focused on academic preparation. Private {hools are likely to confront the . :
‘. - . samedilemma public schools face—how to adjust programmatically to meet.a wider’
s - range of student needs. . : \
' ‘Neéwton also suggests that forces encouraglng greater centralization are likely'to |
affect the traditionally independent nature of private schools.“Collective bargdining .
and the accountability movement may disrupt faculty autonomy in instructional
areas and administrative discretion- in decisionmaking hése same forces may also
" threaten the private school’s abllrty to maintain tradit onal forms of authority *
agalnst the trends toward an increasingly leglslated or mandated ba5|s for lnstltutlonal
2 pollcles and procedures : ¢ .
Since the research reported in this book is virtually the first such study of its
kmd it provides the |n|t|al |ngred|ents for future undertakings. Chapter 10 ‘examines
" the survey and its flndlngs wnth an eye toward suggesting issues requlrlng f—urtl\er
examination.: Arthur Powell suggests that the picture the survey prowdes of prlvate ‘
- schootcurriculum neéds to be supplemented Not just titles of what is taught but e
inférmation about content would round out the lr?age the survey glves of the
private high school’s academic focus.
Powell also suggests that dlchotomlzmg the world into publicand private segments
may ‘not be very |llum|nat|ng Further'work might profitably search for a typolog(/
o or some conceptuallzatlon of possible differences, that would have more intuitive
' explanatory power than the terms “‘public” and “private” provide: To, underline this
< . paint; Powell refers to ‘Baird 's work, The Elite Schools, which found that class had T
" more to do with a schbol’s ¢haracteistics-than did its “publicness” or “privateness.”
The -author concludes by observing that private schools are useful natural -
experiments with wh|ch to explore the ImpllcatIOHS of a variety of school climates,
an lmportant area of lnyestlgatlon if our understanding of school qual|ty is to be-
increased. Perhaps-a special advantage in observing private schools is their ability to .
_ " create and maintain their own unique school cluma‘Fes -
R The lmportance of schoo! quality, as somethlng which researchers have failed tq
measure sugcessfully laut which parents seem to be able to identify, is d|scussed in
L the concludlng chapter by Denis Doyle. . .
Doyle suggests that in order to address issugs of ed ucat|onal excellence in both
- the public and private.sector, researchers an?pollcymakers need to grapple with
‘questions of schol quality. Inherent in both the drawing power of private schools -
ahd the faith and commitment of many to public education is the tension between
.excellence and equity. The capacity’ of educators to deal with this tensmnire_atlvely
o z 'THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TopAY 7
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" these issues require detailed data from open-ended questions, probably with a

and responsibly in the commg decade is the underlylng issue raised by public-private -
school comparisons,

Current economic and demographic trends are I|ker to exacerbate thns tension.
Downward:shifts in family size and the increasing tendency for both parents to work
full time, for example are I|ker to enable more parents to afford. private education.
Such trends suggest an increasing interest in private schooling on the part of the
middlé class and the likelihood of continued enroliment increases. As the middle
class becomes increasingly drawn by alternatives to the pub|IC sector, interest in

- public support. for private.education is likely to follow. If this course continues, the

probability of some form of Government support increases, .

* As with any research endeavor, certain cavedts muSt be issued with the results.
Our surveys are of school prmcnpals yet Certainly there are many other views about
what is happening in high schools. As a start, however, a survey of high school prln-

cipals is a logical source of information. We surveyed principals because we believed

they were the most knowledgeable about the overall program and management tech-
mqués needed o run a high school, but the accuracy of our information depends on

each principal’s knowledge and awareness. We assume that answers to questions

pertaining to the principal’s sphere of operatlons are the most reliable, so their
descriptions of high school programs, organization, and management are likely to be . -
accurate. Questions concerning classrooms, teacher practices, and student outcomes
require information from other respondents before their reliability can be confirmed.
The overall picture we present has, of course, been captured at a cost. Every N
researc r must face the tradeoffs between the general applicability of research results

: and the richness of data when choosing a research design. We have chosen to fill

the need for a bioad baseline of information representative of the variety of high .
schools throughout the country. But there are a considerable number of enticing
alternatives that could have been ~pursued many of which are discussed in chapter 10.
However, most of these research strategies are more appropriate for future research

- that could build on the basic information from this study. Furthermore, many of

researcher in attendance to probe for further explanations and details. This is
obviously not a strategy that is best suited to a nationwide baseline survey.
Two sllghtly dlfferen‘t?approaches have been incorporated into our overail program in
an attempt tc get some perspective on the general data base. First, an intensive case study,
strategy was used jn five public high schools which concentrated on a very small number
of issues in.an attempt to capture some of the dynamics lost:in a more general survey
instrument.* Second the followup research described in the postscript waSadeSIgned
to gather responses from counselors and teachers as well as the principal in an

_attempt to remedy thé top-down focus (and therefore bias) of theinitial survey.

- This step should elicit a much wider range of information-and a richer picture of the . .

*

school. So, the limitations of a general reséarch strategy become advantages when
supplemented and enhanced in a comprehensive research program, Because subse-
quent research will follow, we are optimistic that this first broad survey is a useful - .
addltlon to our understanding of high schools ' ) - .

See If/orklny Inside High Schools, by Barbara Neufeld (Cambridge Mass.: Huron Institute, 1980), °
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NOTE

1. Deﬂnltiye_nu_m‘bers }agarding private cducafion are hard to obtain. Thesé figures are the best and most recent
available. Donald H. McLaughlin and Lauress L. Wise, “‘Nonpublic Education of the Nation’s Children” (Paio
Alto, Calif.: American Institutes for Research, October 1979).

) - December 1980
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2. How Schools Were Selected .
To Participate

The Sample

~ In choosing a sample we took two issues into consideration. First, we wanted to
ensure that schools in all regions of the country and in rural, suburban, ahd urban
areas were well represented. We randomly selected 600 private schools, approximate-
ly 13 percent of the private high school universe, from 4 regions of the country
. (East, South, Midwest, and West; sce figure 1) and from 3 metropolitan status areas
(urban, suburban, and rural), resulting in 12 cells.! Second, to ensure that the -
student popuIatlon would be nationally representative,.we selected schools wrthln
each cell on the basis of 12th-grade enroliment, using probability sampllng This
method guarantees that the.number-of sctv.ols in the sample represents the.propor-
_ tional number of students in the population that attend schools in various cells.
Therefore, the sam ple represents students rather than schools; students in rural and
_ small schools were not overrepresented nor.were students in urban and large schools
underrepresented. '
" The survey instrument, a joint.product of NIE, NASSP and CAPE, was admrms-
tered in fall 1977. A total of 454 usable responses were received, resultrng in a 75. 6

percent response rate

< N

" The Partrcrpatlng Schools

Uslng the U. S. Bureau of the Census metropohtan status categories, 70 percent of
the responding private schools are suburban, 15 percent are-urban, and 14 percent
are rural (see table 1). However, the Census Bureau definitions tend to underesti-
mate-the nonmetropolltan locatlons towns within the boundaries of a Standard
iMetropolltan Statistical Area (SMSA), no. matter how small are consrdered suk-
urban or urban.’ Accordlng to the prlncrpals own reports of their locations {item
58),3 28 percent of the schools are in suburban or-smali towns, 16 percent are
rural, and 54 percent are in medium or large cities. Because these percentagés appear

- more valid than Census Bureau designatioris, we used the principals’ own reports of
metropolitan status to classify schools as urban, rural, and suburban.
' The private schools sampled are located predominantly in theEast (39 pereent)
and Midwest (36. percent), with the remainder almost evenly divided between the
.‘South and West. There appears to be no substantral response bras within the regional
- : sk, .- THEPRIVATE HIGH SCHOOLTODAY i
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Figure 1
‘Survey Regions

e

"“Note: * No schools ln‘Alaska‘-Mr.e‘fbund in the random selgfcti'on.

or metropolitan status categories with tw.o exceptions. Schools in the East had a
lower response rate, and schools in the West had a higher response rate relative to
the other regions in the country. Table 1 shows the number of schools sampled in
“each stratifying category and the number that responded. Most of the schools are
" affiliated with the Catholic Church (78 percent)and in this regard are closely repre-
sentative of the Catholic school population, which accounts for 63 percent of
‘private high schools and 81 percent of private high school enroliments (McLaughIin

and Wise, 1979), v ,

Although enrollments in the sample range from as low as 14 to as high as 2,563
(item 1), the majority of schools are relatively small; about two thirds of the schools -
enroll less than 500 students. Enrollment distributions of the schools surveyed
appear in figure 2. Day students predominate (83 perCent) in the surveyed private
schools, with a small percentage of the schools (13 percent) serving both day and
residential students or residential students only (4 percent) (item 4).

Our data sdggest that private schools on the whole serve a middle class clientele.d
Students are mostly white, but a quarter of the‘schools enroll more than 20 percent

-minorities (item 52). ’

12 THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 1 5




Table 1. Responses by Region and Metropolitan Status

- Number . Number
and percent and percent - Resporise
i} (of 596) . (of 452) Rate for
* Category sampled responding the Category
. Number ° Percentage Number  Percentage Pef/‘éentage
.Region : ’ _ /
East ‘ . 245 41.1 175 387 S na
' Midwest |, 207 34.7 163 36.1 - /187
South 79 13.3 59 13.1 LN
West . 65 10.9 55 12.2 / 84.6
. .
Metropolitan status . ’ ,,"(
Urban ) -93 156 70 15.5 77.8
Suburban s 417 70.0 317 - 701 S 76.0

Rural 85 143 65 144/ 76.4
/ . v

- . . ~ - /

Nota: Census designations of metropolitan status were used in/ picking the semple and are reported here.

However, all analyses in the text are based on‘.tho principais' own response to item 68:in the questionnaire,
asking about metropolitan status. : _— '

s

School heads describe the parents of their students as beirg on the higher end of the
socioeconomic scale. Only 6 percent of the schools serve predominately blue-collar
or unemployed farmiilies (item 56). The socioeconomic distribution is even more pro-
nounced as far as housing is concerned; in a little more than three-quartefs of the
schools principals report almost all students living in owner-occupied homes (item 57).
Given the predominance of students from families of middle to high socioeconomic
status in the private schools sampled, it is not surprising that.in almost 80 pércent of
the schools students receive no financial aid (item 6).°>

That private schools have a more middle class population is probably due in part
to the sélectivity of the admissions process. Most schools use either achievement test’
scores (75 percent) or past school records (87 percent) in making their admission
decisions; thé majority rely on intelligence test scores (58 percent) or personal
references (67 pe,rcent'). Forty-three percent of the schools use all four methods,
with another quarter using three of the four. o :

P’é‘in—cipalé and Their Qualifications ‘
The private school heads suNeyed are mostly white (97 percent), betv:een the
ages of 35 and 54 (72 percent), and male (65 percent) (items 68 and 73 to 75). More

than a third have a master’s degree, and slightly less than half (44 percent) have done
additional graduate work beyond the master’s (item 68). Female principals are most .

E | THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 13
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* likely to head Catholic'schools, which is probably explained by the large number of
religiously affiliated women in the Catholic school system. s

‘Most principais have considerable experience as secondary school teachers (item
65). Almost half have t_aught high school for 10 years or more. A comparison of
similar sized (see chapter 3) public and private schools indicates that the administra-
tive background of the respective heaas of schools is different. The public school
principal tends to have more experience as an. administrator both in the current
school and asa principal of another school. The private school head, on the other
hand, has had more experience as a classroom teacher and as an assistant adminis-
trator. The private schools appear to have the less stable management because
L. principals report more turnover within the last 10 years.

14 THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY . 17 . . -
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Private School Staff Members

On the average, private schools in our sample employ 27.4 classroom teachers,
18 assistant principals, 2.2 counselors, and 1.4 nonadministrative personnel—
volunteers, specialists, and librarians. More men than women, 64.7 percent and
35.3 percent, respectively, comprise the professuonal staff (item 63). Nmety -eight
percent are white (item 75).

The average student- teacher ratio for our respondent schools is approximately 15
students per teacher. Figure 3 shows student-teacher ratios by school size. Three-
quarters of the smaliest schools have student-teacher ratios of 12 to 1, “perhaps
because small schools, as their larger counterparts, have a core of specialized teachers
to provide a minimum number of courses. The small number of students enrolled in
such classes is likely to explain the low student-teacher ratio. Larger schools are
much more likely to have higher student-teacher ratios.

Our respondent schools average 250 students for each guidance counselor (see
figure 4). Again, the smallest schools have the most favorable student-counselor
ratios, and the largest schoois tend to have the higher ratios. One explanation for

'LEGEND ' Student-Teacher Ratio

Lessthan P 1: to 1h - 1810 1
12to0 1 / througn.. T @ “and over
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LEGEND ' » Studaht-Counselor Ratio

Lessthan 77} 168 to 1
. // through

167101 280to 1

M

this result is-that our survey prowdes rellable data only for the number of persons,
not the number of full- time equivalents. Therefore, our data mlgnt overestimate the
number of staff (or of counselors, as in this instance), especially.in small schools,

which are more Ilkely to use part-time personnel. - :

-

Publlc/anate Comparlsons @ o : o

When one compares a national sample of public schools with a national sample of
prlvate schools the most outstanding fact is the tremendous differences in student
enrollments (see figure 5). Private schools tend to be ¢onsiderably smaller than
public schools. Whereas mote than 50 percent of the public schools enroll 750
students or more, a similar percentage of private schodls enroll 499 students or less.

Private schools also appear to incorporate fewer grades (item 2). Almost three-
quarters of the prlvate schools includg only grades,9 to 12, whereas 5Q percent of

the public schools include lower secondary grades as well as grades 9to 12.

*.

. Assuming that the schools surveyed are nationally representatlve private schools
are relatlvely small, e;pecnally in comparison ‘to publlc schools and are ‘located
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Private

. . |. LEGEND

predommantly in the East. Although their student bod|es are as heterogeneous as
the public schools surveyed when measured by race, the fact that private schools en-
_roll more students from high sacioeconomic status families and select students on
_the basis of test scores.and academic records suggests that their students are much

less heterogeneous in other reCpects -

3o .
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: NOTES

~ The Curriculum fhform_ation Center, Denver, Colcrado, provided the listing.of the “uﬁiversc" of 4,722 private
~ secondary schools—defined as schools with a 12th-grade graduating class—from which the sample was seiected.

An SMSA consists of acounty containing a city of 50,000 Inhabitants or more. A detailed explanation of the
criteria used In establishing SMSA’s appears in Executive Office of the President, Dffice of Manageinent and
Budget, Standard Metropoliitan Statistical Areas (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975).
Based on Census Bureau definitions, an urban school Is one located in a centrai city (50,000 or more) of an
SMSA, a’suburban school is one located outslde the designated central citv but still withiff the SMSA, and a
rural school Is one outside an SMSA.

ftem numbers refer to questlonnalre items in appendlx A.

That private schools enroli pupils from families with higher income and more education than do pubIIc
schools-Is confirmed by a récent report from the Census Bureau. Private schools enroll less than 7 percent of
families with annual Incomes under $15,000, but over 18 percent of families with incomes over $15,000.
Slmllarly, pupliis with parents who are not college graduates are only about half as likely to beina nonpubiic
school as are pupils whose parents are college graduates. See U. S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population
Reports, Series P-20, No. 321 (1979). -

Whiie aimost 80 percent of the schoals report that they orovlde financal ald to students in the form of
-scholarships, it should be recognized that in virtually ali private schools the annua! income produced by tui-
tion and other fees is less than the school’s total annual expense. Put another way, the costs of educating.a

-

student exceed the fee. Income derived from that student. The difference Is made up In a number of ways: by -

church subsidy; by annual giving programs; by endowment Income {a more femote form of contributions);

- and by such supplementary operations s school. storcsLevenIng semlnars, summer camps, and athletlc
.cliniics. This supplementary income offséts pcr pupll deﬂclts and Is,’in effect, a:basic form of student ald that_ .

benefits each studeat. - * ‘ . e

*
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3 Programs ana’ Students:
A S[)eczalzzed Mzsswn

i
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To assess curricular diversity and emphasus, we examined the program offerings in
private schools. This chapter compares program offerings, schedules, facilities, and
_students in public and private schools. The results suggest that the dlfferences '
between public and pr|vate high school curr|culums might be d|rectly attrubutable to -
a difference in mussuon . .o S — , ;

-

Currlculum C T P g _ )

The private schools sampled all have a core curriculum that, inciudes biology, o
chemlstry, physics, French, mathematics through grade 12, busuness education; and " .
art (item 19)..English through the 12th grade remains a requn"ed subject in virtually
;ﬁschools (item 22)1and from '50.to'60 pefcent. of the. schools offer Lat|n home-

: making, and calculus Eighty percent-of the schools offer at least seven 1o ten

of the core courses under investigation, with the: average school offerlng eight.

_ Noncore courses are less common, with one exception (see figure 6): almost
three-quarters of the schools offer some kind of social science’course, i.e., sOcrology,

anthropology, or psychofogy (item 21). Other noncore. courses that dppear with any

frequency are values clarification/moraf’ ‘education (53 percent), consumer educatlon

P -(46 percent), and famrly llfe/sex education (35 percent). Although..lO percent of the
schools sampled offer noné of the 8 noncore courses that we asked about two-thlrds v
_,;offer at_least 4, with'the: average school offerlng 3 i

“The most’ common type.of noncore course has ‘to do with religion. ln 73

B percent of the schools all students are requrred to take a course in religious studres,

which suggests that religion or relrglon-based courses are very much part of the

. “standard- prwateschool cufriculum (item 76)." In another 22 percent.only students of
L ‘the school’s faith are requlred to enroll in religious study classes, These figures

miost likely reflect the large number of Cathollc and church-related schooIs in our

sample.- .7 . - 4
Although private schools do not appear to offer that many courses out5|de the

. académic core, they do’ offer students some chaice in ébtaining academic credit

outside the classroom (item 25). The: average school offers 3 of the 11 credit altefna-
tives about wh|ch we |nqu|red with three-quarters offerlng at least one to four

5
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dlfferent options. Over half the schools allow students to receive cred|t for mde-
pendent study (59 percent) or college courses ona college or unnrersuty campus (52
percent) (see f'gure 7). o . ~
_ The emphaSIS on academic opt|ons we Fnd in. alternatlves to obtaining classroom
credit is’ mrrrored in programs-that cater to individual needs (see figure 8). Our
examination of 11 different programs that serve individual needs reflects the private.
_schools’ emphasis on college preparation and strengthening of academic skills (|tem
27). In over half the schools students can ‘take advanced placement courses (51
percent) or remedial basic skills instruction (53 percent), and in cver a third they
can graduate early or attend college-level courses on campyus (see fngure 8). Less thdn -
. 20 percent of the schools provide job placement services and 17 percent provide
student exchange programs. Programs that meet individual needs, on the whole,
appear to strengthen the academically ‘advanced or disadvantaged. -

The kinds of programs available might directly reflect student interest. Pr1ncrpals .

3

. reported that student participation in such programs, when they exist, is minimal. In
over two-thirds of the schools, principals reported that no students participated in

early graduatlon and dropout programs, and about a quarter of the, pruncupals .
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-+ . reported that 1-to 2 percent of their-student body participatéd in such programs -
’ ' _(item 53). Remedial’ course activity, however, is much higher. Although a majorlty ‘

; ' of pr|nC|pals reported that-no students took remedial reading (46 percent) or reme- @

dial math (51 percent), almost a thlrd reported-that between Tand9 percent ofthelr '

. students took.advantage of such courses (item 55).  * . .

o The tendency for prlvate schools to stress the academic side of the education

process probably reflects the’ expectatlons of the|r students and parents. Three-quarters
-+ 7 of the principals reported that their students go on to either 2-year (15 percent) or -
E “ 4-year colleges {60 percent). ' . p T : g .
S Although private sghools empha5|ze an academlc curglculum, they have also been
ST affected by-a ‘back to ba5|cs" movement (|tem 51). S:xty -four percent of the

* : . R ) .THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 21
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. . Early graduation -
.. . TColiege level courses’ <
e -° . atyoyrschool ’ :
Individually paced learning E / :
'i_lob p’lacementhservice :
T T ;o P
~~——-..—~Student exchange program -
b &ilingtﬁl‘instt% >
‘ . L] — -,
“ Dlagnostlc-prescnptlve -
' S educatlon >
T LT i &
o - Dropout prevention p'rO'gram .
» .;‘ ‘. '; . ¢ g ,4
0, . v, ] . - . \ o :'o i “ ] . " B S . . . N T
Source: NIE/CAPE survey,item 27. L IR T . ol R
pr|n<:|pals reported more emphasis on basnc readlng, writing, and math sk|IIs than
was present 5 years ago, which reflects the general trend in publlc education as well.
At the same time, however, a similar percentage of admmlstrators report that their
schools continue to expand eIectlve courses (61 percent), :
Although their small size, limited resources, and student taste may all account for
their specialized focus private schools use a number of student evaluation systems
‘(item 29). Over 70 percent of the schools surveyed use traditional letter grades (73
percent), but other grade reporting systems are common in 20 to 30 percent of the
22 THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 25 S .

> . < . . ) ] . . ‘ .

Q ‘ ‘ o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- .
,

-schéjc;ls pass-fall (32 percent); addltlonal value for more dlffu,ult courses (30
percent) numerical (26 percent); conferénces (22 percent).A third of the schools
employ no nontraditional grading systems; but a third use at Ieast one, and a fifth
use at least two (see figure9).

Program Schedules and Facilities

At least two-thirds of the private schools organize thei: academic year into
semesters, and about 25 percent supplement this system with quarter-length courses
(item 8). Three-fourths of the schools use only one scheduling:method (the semes-
ter), with the remainder using at least two (usually semesters and quarters). Over 70
percent of the schools use-a 35- to 60-minute class period. The only other daily '
scheduling system prevalent is 10- to 30-minute modules, which are used in 17.
percent of the schools {item 9).- C : .

In inquiring about school facilities, we asked about facilities we thought all
schools might not haVe. Since we assumed that all schools would have classrooms,
gymnasiums, auditoriums, and.athletic fields, we asked about facilities other than
these. Most principals report that their school has a student cafegeria (88 percent); a

N
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career information‘center (79 percent), and a remedial reading or math lab (61
“percent). Other commonly provided facilities are an indoor lounge for students (54
_percent), a sub|ect area resource center (46 percent), and media production facilities

(40 percent) Out of the 12 types of facilities surveyed most schools (73 percent) -

have.at least 2 to 5 different types of facilities; the average sc ooI has 4 (see figure

10). Alternative schools or programs, child care facilities, and occupational training

_ ¢centers are virtually nonexistent.
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Public/Private C-omparisons; Hov; Do The Scﬁools Differ?

We have found:that most private schools provide diversity through offering
academically orlented alternatives. Questlons remaln as to how this description
differs among various types of prrvate schools and how private schools dlffer from
public schools. We can address these questions by comparing the data from our
public and private hlgh school surveys. Since such large size differences exist be-
tween the schools i in the public and private samples, we chose to compare only the
pub ic and private schools enrolling 1,000 or fewer students. This leaves us with a
subsample of 1,293 schools that is two-thirds public (859) and one-third private
(434). Twenty six percent of the schools are Catholic, and 7 percent are non-
Catholic. The proportion of Catholic to non-Catholic schools in the subsample is
only sllghtly higher (79 percent) than the actual percentage of Catholic schools in
the private school population (75 percent).

We are dnly comparing public and private schools as a whole for two reasons. -
First, separating private schools into Catholic and non-Catholic schools struck us as
an artificial distinction. Independent (order-run) Catholic schools, such as Jesuit
schools; could be more similar to nonchurch-related private schools than to diocesan
Catholic schools. Alternatively, many non-Catholic schools are affiliated with a reli-
gious denomination (Lutheran, Methodist, etc.) and could be more SImllar totheir
Catholic counterparts than to non-Catholic private schools.

w ly compared public with private schools when some significant variation
'exist:%?a characteristic of interest. Since most high school principals are white
and most schools use traditional scheduding arrangements (semesters and 35-to 60- )
minute periods), examining differences among schools on such variables would be
senseless. To do the comparisons we used a statistical test that ranks all schools in
each group from high to low. If the groups are all the same, i.e., there is no differ-
ence between public and private schools, there should be very little difference in the
number of ranks within each group. If the groups are unequal in their number of ranks,
then they differ in some way. We wilb be reporting the results by identifying in
which group a certain characterlstnc is more prevalent (Figure 11 summarizes the

findings). :

T ﬁ/e have to remember that we are comparnng two gépups of schools that differ in °
fundamental ways lndependent of their market orientation. First, most of the
private schools sampled are in the subsample examined here because most .of the

: _private schools sampled enroll less than 1,000 students. Second the two groups
> . differ in their geographic location. More private schools are located in the East and
in cities than in the South and in rural areas. Therefore; we will only report differ-
*.ences when they appear in comparisons of both the-origirial and the subsample of
public and private schools. This will help ensure that we are reporting differences
that are more a function of school type than of size or geographic location.

Programs _ S
- Several patterns emerge when v_aricus aspects of the public and private high school
! : " curriculum are examined. Although all high schools have a similar academic core
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: Figure 11 '
A Compa;isqn of Public and Privgte Schools Programs, Grading,
Facilities, and Student Gutcomes

Public Private .

Core Courses
++ {

W Calcufus s .
Latin - .
Auto Mechanic ' ++
Wood or Machine Shop H
Business Education i +t
Homemaking o ) H

Noncore Courses
Family life/sex education
Anthropology, sociology, psychalogy
Ethnic studies }
Envjronment studies
Women'’s studies .-
Values ¢larification -
Consumer education
“Career exploration
Options for Cradit
Contract )
Independent study
Courses at college
College leve! courses ~ ..
Community voluntesr -
) Travel e
0 Examination
Adult/night school v +
Off-Campus wark experience s
Correspondence courses +
Special Naeds
Bilingual
N Individually paced
Dropout prevention
Student Exclange
Diagnostic presecriptiv]e
Job ptacement
Remedial '
Grading
Numerical
Pass/fail
Weighted |
Written narrative
Conferences
ABCDF
Facilities
Media production
Indoar student lounge
Subject resource center
Department offices
" Teaching resource center
Remedial lab .
Career information center
+ Occupational and training center
Students
% 11th graders extracurricular activities
% 12th graders extracurricular activities
% 11th graders o¥f campus
% 12th graders off campus
% Graduates to 2.year colleges
% Graduates to 4-year colleges
% Graduates to-Vocational Inst,
% Griduates to Labor Market
% Graduates to Armed Services

++

Same
Same
Same
Same

++
++

++

++
++
++
++

Same

. ++
' ++

+

2 Same
Same

+4
+4
++

7 ++

Same

++
++
+4

L

+

++
++

++

++

++
++
++

LEGEND ++  Significant atp < .001 . + Significantat p < ,01
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* curriculum, public high schools are more likely to offer'courses dealing with voca-

. tional topics ; and privaté high schools aremore likely to focus on college prepara-

- tory courses. This pattern.is especially evident when core courses, optlons for
" credits, and courses geared toward special needs are examined.

: o Publlcv high schools are much more likely to offer auto mechanics, woad or
machine shop, -business education, and homemaking. Private high schools of the
same size are more likely to offer Latin and calcllus. The public high school options
_and special needs programs center on off-campus work experience, dropout preven-
tion, job placement, and remediation courses. The private high school, on the other
hand, is more likely to offer college-level courses and independent-study.

e . A second pattern emerging from the data is that public high schools have many
more offerings for studerits with special needs, although private high schools provide
many more opportunities for students to earn credit outside the classroom. This
suggests a certain amount of flexibility in the way students in private high schools
can go about Iearnlng ‘Public high schools address individual needs by offering a
variety of courses, but private high schools appear to address those needs through
a varied approach to the learning process. -

Finally, the. public and private high schools with enrollments under 1,000 are
quite similar in their noncore course offerings, with only a few exceptions. Private
high schools in-our sample are more likely to offer courses in values clarification, a
‘result which probably reflects the Iarge number of rellgloqsly affiliated schools :
participating in the survey. i

|
Grading Systems '

Most publjic and private high schools use traditional grading systems, i.e., letter or
numerical grades. We only compared the public schools and the private schools on _
this characteristic if a Jarge enough percentage of prmcnpals in‘the group as a whole

) (public or prlvate) }eported using a particular grading system. Therefore, we exam-

ined differences among the groups for the following types of grading: letter, numer- -
ical, weighted, pass/fail, written narrative, and conference. There were three signifi-
cant differences between the groups. Private schools are more likely to use the
weighted system, written narrative, or conferences in evéluating students, which
suggests they have ore variety in the type of grading practices they use.

- ., " Facilities L
When public schools are compared with private schools of the same size, the
- private schools are- m\ore likely to have facilities like the ones we inquired about,
especially student lounges, resource centers, and departmental offices for teachers.
The fact that the prl:rate high schools have a greater range of such facilities suggests
that both students and teachers in private hlgh schools are more likely to have
- facilities available to meet certain special needs.

Students |
Although bublic schools have often been accused of constraining students within

the four walls of a clﬁsrbom it appears that this criticism is-less warranted when
publlc schools are compared with pnvate ones. Public schools are more likely to

'

THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 27

'«' 3 .?ﬂ . Co ‘




have their 11th and 12th graders earning off-campus credit than the ﬁriVate schools.
But private schools often have many more of their 11th- and 12th-grade students in-
* volved in extracurricular activities. It appears that private schools provide more
opportunities for students to participate in a range of activities within the school,
- while public schools allow students to participate in a number of activities outside
the school :
The importance private schools place on academic achievement as opposed to the
public schools’ emphasis on a range of goals is mirrored in principals’ reports of
. what graduates are likely to do after finishing high school. Public high school grad-
~ uates are more likely to.attend 2-year colleges or vocational institutions or enter the
" labor market or the armed services. Private schools, however, are more likely to send
their graduates on to 4-year colleges or universities. s

T ¢

Summary .
) The picture of private school programs, scheduling practlces, facilities, and
‘ . students is reinforced by the public school/private school compar isons. Initially, we
found that private schools schedule programs and courses in a traditional fashion,
that they share a similar core currlcuium, and that diversity is provided through
offering academically oriented-alternatives. Prlvate school curriculums, then, are
academically specialized. Where specnal courses exist, they deal with ethical, moral,
and religious issues.
. The results suggest that public and private schools dlffer in the scope of their
mission. Public schools are responsible for providing educational opportunity to all
" regardless of race or class; as such they must provide a wide range of courses for a

heterogeneous group reflecting different needs. Public schools appear successful in
accomplishing this mission: most of their graduates go on to college or enter the

" work force. - - ¢

Private schools, however, seem to have a more. limited mission: to provide a
specialized education. Private school curriculums are focused mostly on academic
subjects. This specialized curriculum most likely mirrors the range of client interests
and talents. The student body of.the private schools sampled, while from a variety
of racial and ethnic backgrounds, are probably academically talented or oriented
students from families of higher socioeconomic status. According to principal reports,
the private schools appear to be hlghly successful in fulfilling this more Ilmlted

- . mission: most of their graduates go on to hlgher educatlon

. | 31
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4. Private School Management

3 -

Many ascribe management practices to private schools that are considérably
" different from those employed by public schools. There are any number of reasons

to believe that private schools ought to be run differently from public schools: e.g.,
they are unencumbered by State and district rules and bureaucraciesj they compete

" in a market for students; they are more responswe to parent concerns and input; and
they are more demanding in their expectations for students. However, the questions
_remain about how one might characterize school management in private schools and
" whether public and private school administrators manage their schools differently.
To investigate these issues we examined the degree to- ‘which high schools are
bureaucratic in the classical sense of the term.1 The attributes of school manage-
ment we examined are the complexity of a school’s staffing patterns, the roles that
principals report emphasizing, and the diversity of individuals involved in school
" decisionmaking, We also studied the way leadership attempts to orchestrate staff and

" - student activity through rules, meetings, and evaluation. Some characteristics that

would be found in" a bureducratic school are a principal who focused on managerial

issues, decisionmaking centralized in thé office of the principal, and a broad cast of

_ specialists. A large number of rules; especially- regulating"teaéher activity, and '
frequent formal staff evaluations would also be expected in-a bureaucratlcally

" organized school '

The Many Roles of the Principal : o | A

Private .échodl administrators wear many hats (item 69). They are ambassadors to
the community, managers of a business, and educational colleagues. As figure 12
indicates, a majority report. that they cons:der aspects of all three roles very impor-
‘tant. Three reseonsmllmes stand out since almost three-fourths of the respondents
testify to their importance: relating personally with students, long-range planning, znd
relating personally with parents and community. This suggests that keeping in touch
wuth cl!ents and in tune thh thelr needs is an |mp0rtant role school heads play.
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Staffing Patternsand Specnallzed Personnel .
We examiined the. number of departments, assnstant deans, counselors, and
specialists to determiné to what extent private schools use a variety of specialized

L _personnel to provnde services. to students (item 61). On' the whole, the staffing

patterns tend to be.simple. The average nonpublic school has 1. 8 assistant adminis- .
. trators, 2.2 counselors, 27.4 teachers, .9 specialists, and 1.3 librarians. The averages,
however, hide the variation in staffing that exists (see figure 13).

Most prlvate schools have average-sized departmental structures: approximately a
third have 5 to 8 departments; a little less than half have 9 to 12 (46 percent).
Almost a fifth of the;schools, the very smallest, hdave no assistant school head.

- Fifty-seven percent of the schools have either one or two assistants, and a fifth
have three to four. Few schools report having no counselor (7 percent); the great
‘majority have either one (43 percent) or two (26 percent). Specialists, however, |
appear to be more common. Three-fourths of the schools have between three and six
specialists on-the staff. The discrepancy between these figures and the number of

- specialists in the average nonpublic school is most likely due to the fact that the
three to six specialists on the typical staff are all parttime. '

Exteént of Principal Involvement in Décisibnmakl’ng
How broad-based i is participation- in decisionmaking in high schools? Generally,

the process is considered centrallzed” if the principal makes most decisions with

relatively little participation by various md_lvndqals and groups within the school.
We estimated the breadth of decisionmaking participation (item 44) by listing

_certain important issues on which decisions must be made and by counting the

" number of issues in which the principal reported that certain types of people

become involved. The issues examined were the following: )

e Teacher selection
® Adding a new academic course
e Adoptingrules for student behavior
e Determining course objectives
" Evaluating the school’s grading practices

e Formulating school goals 8 e
" @ Developing a school budget :

The. types of people who mlght become mvolved in decnsnonmakmg are as follows:

Clients o
Staff »

® Student groups B e School head

¢ Students as individuals ) - ,
e Parents or commumty groups - éss:tant admlmsltrators, deans
uidance counselors

®

; ®
Outslde Officials , '@ Teachers
e Department heads
®
®

Teacher.unions .
School policy or planning group

e Governing board
® Chairman of governing board
e Central office administrators
® Superintendent
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About two-thirds of theBrlnCIpaIs omitted certain categories of decision partici-
pants when answering the .question: superintendent, central office personnel, teacher
organizations, student representatives, individual students,-and parents. This fact
suggests that such people are less likely to be found in the private educatlon enter-
prise. - L . -

Of the remalnder—school board members, principal, assistant adm|n|strators,
counselors, department heads, and teachers—the principal is by far the most active

- participant, -being involved on the average in six or seven decisionmaking arenas.
Assistant administrators are only slightly less active participants in decisionmaking
than principals; it is only in budgetary decisions that they tend not to participate.’

The remainder of the participants in -the decisionmaking process—department |
heads, counselors, and teachers-+are mvolved in from three to four different decision
arenas. Their involvemeént appears to be targeted toward areas of professional inter-
est. Department heads are reported as participating in decisions such as’ teacher
selection, adding a new course; determining course objectives, and grading proce-
dures, ‘Teachers also participate in four decision areas; they differ from their depart-
ment heads only by not participating in teacher selection but by setting school goals.
Counselors are the least involved, part|c1pat|ng on the average in three areas: student

rules, grading, and school goals.

Principal Authority as Perceived by Principals

Private school heads report hav1ng a great deal of responsibility to run thelr school
(ltems 45-48). Most have considerable or complete authority to allocate budget
funds among departments (93 percent), to choose between hiring one full-time
teacher or hiring two teacher aides (97 percent), and to fill teacher vacancies (99
percent). This same pattern holds true with their influence outside the school,
except for financial dec1510ns Although most (97 percent) report haVIng consider-
able or extensive influence in decisionmaking of the governing board, only two

" thirds report having much influence on how external sources allocate money to their

\

school. Figure 14 compares the responses,

Rules Regulating Behavror in the Schools ‘

Regulating participant behavior through rule§|s the least personal mechanism of
control. The types of rules private schools use were Jinvestigated for students, staff,
and management in general (|tems 39, 40). Prlnmpals of private schools reported
that many rules regulate student behavior and general school management practices. »
However, teachers fall under somewhat less regimented cdntrol (see table 2).
With the exception of hall pass requnrements (47 percent), almost 80:percent or
more of the principals reported having either formal or informal rules against smok-
ing (96 percent), for dress codes (96 percent), for'¢losed campus at lunch (87 per-
cent),-and for holding students responsible-for school property damage (98 percent).
On the average, the private schools surveyed have 4.2-out of the 5 rules- investigated,
. with 40 percent having at least 4 and an equal percentage having-at least ‘S\.\ )

. Teachers appear to be subject to a variety of school rules in a majority of"‘schools
° - in both noninstructional and instructional areas. There are; however, more rules
about the non-instructional aspects of the teacher’s task. The closer one gets to the
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Principal Authority and Influence
" Percent of Principt‘!ls‘

) e 20 . 4. e ' 80 . 100 °
© 7 Authority . " =

' Full teacher vacancies

B Choose between huring one full- tnme o
‘teacher.or h"'lng two teacher aade; a

Allocaw SChool budget funds among St
depanments ’ }
. R . nfluence

o hl L. ,"
- In system-level decisionmaking

s ‘.'

o on sVstem budget allocatlons to
: your school - -

. LEGEND o Complete Authority - Extensive Influence

Considerable Authority » - Considerable Influence

<

.

daily practice of instruction (e.g., bringing an outside’speaker, testing, and assigning
_ homework), the fewer rules there appear to be. On the average the private schools
have 3.5 out of the 5 rules investigated governing teacher behavior; a quarter have
from O to 2 rules, and a third have.at least 5.
Rules are widely used to govemn private school management. Of the nine areas
. . jpvestigated, three-fourths or more of the principals reported having rules in eight of
them. The average school has 6.2 of the 9 rules; a little more than 50 percent have at .
least 7 or 8. The area least subject to regulation is the setting of criteria for
evaluating principal performance (44 percent). '

, 34, THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY_ 37




Percent pf Schools with

:

Formal or Informal Rules

T A

LRI
Paioe A 08

R

e g

‘..'4-.“ b '..L Yot
ggﬁ@fi“g?‘ zenaddets =L
PO E n
e %ﬁ g &
:‘ ! ;,” ISt mgvh {
';:,‘ '_.-‘ h'

3

A
3
z

. i T T .li'?li SEIE,
. RESm X (34h L
S Sl onat ] z%‘a
. R ATE, SR Adon

' Fréquency of Meetings Among Séhool Participzints' ‘

We asked principals how frequently meetings among faculty, staff, and parents .
» occur (item 32). They reported meetings with their administrative staff to be most, -
~ frequent, occurring weekly in the majority of schools. Faculty meetings take place
' at least once a month or more in more than 80 percent of the schools; departmental .
meetings (English and math) occur over the same time period in twd thirds of the. -
.. schools. Other types of meetings occurring in a majority of schools at least monthly
" involve department heads (49 percent) and the principal’s planning group (46 per-
cent). '

s Principals’ meetings are mostly within their own school and do not ordinarily

encompass external matters. This fact was reflected both from the frequency with

-
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which principals meet people from outside the school and from the way school
heads responded to this question. Much of this variation is probably a function of

. thesystemic nature of the schools—superintendents and centralofﬁce administrators
can only be involved when a system exists. :

Meetings involving peopl€ such as outside budget specnallsts, regional admmnstra-
tors, other principals, or advisory board members, take place from once:a month to
several times a year. accordmg\to more than three-fourths of the principals. But, as
with decisionmaking participation, the low number of valid responses (279-393) to
items referring to meeting with people outside the school indicates, that questions
.about meetings internal to the school are more applicable to private schools than

Rt those dealing with the larger community. The highest response rate iin_ this cluster of
- questions (393) dealing with people outside the school is to the questlon asking how
-frequently principals meet with principals from other schoals.’ Thus, the private
school prmcnpal s primary attentlon is focused on people within his or her own
school.

' i

m"'* \‘

‘,.

_ o) %;\,LQ{J
3
SR

h

A

R o R .- i
- rarbdti bR

~~~~~~~~~ e e
Y

36 THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY . , : .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Evaluation of Professional Staff

The most personal- way of contralling one’s staff is through ind‘ividual.evaluatic;n.
To estimate how extensively evaluation mechanisms aré employed in the school, we
used the frequency and breadth of participation in formal teacher evaluation (items

34 and 35) and the frequency of classroom observation by the school head (item 36)
as measures.* Figures 15 and 16 report the data. ! .
Evaluation for most teachers and principals is an annual event. Forty-six percent
. of the principals report evaluating their, teaching stafi once a year, but the other half
" of the respondents were equally, divided between more and less frequent teacher
evaluations. The principal shares the respoh.qibility of teacher evaluation with his or
hef administrative staff and the teachers themselves. Principals often report that
department heads (57 percent) and assistant principals (40 percent) participate in
the evaluation process; in a-third of the cases teachers evaluate themselves. This shar-
ing of the evaluation process could explain why three-fourths of ihe respondents
answered that principals observed teachers in their classrooms only from 2 or 3
times a month to several times a year. Other staff members might assume this
responsibility. ' .,

i
I

B
=]

o

AT

(Y

*The lack of specifici_ty‘ in item 36 mea'_ns we cannot distingulsh,b_ct\yeen pyinciﬁals.who observe in classrooms
frequently, but who imay see any one teacher infrequently. We also do not know the extent &r importance of
* the partici'pation by each action in teacher or principal evaluation. Lo v '

’
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The evaluation of principals appears to be an “all or nothlng event. Almost 40
percent of those surveyed reported.being evaluated formally rarely or not at all; 50
percent received.a formal evaluation once a yearor more.

The' school administrators who do receive evaluatlons report that teachers (40
.percenz) and members of the governing board (38 percept) usually evaluate them. In

. a quarter of the cases,.pnncnpals reported that their superintendents (22 percent of
" that quarter), central office administrators (25 percent), and they themselves (27
‘percent) evaluated their performance as principal.’

-
'

Management Comparisons Between Public and Prlvate Schools

Comparmg public and private high schools on their management strategles results
in-g mixed picture. No consistent pattern of differences:in school management
emerges in one type of school or the other. Rather, the description of management
depends on the variable under. examlnatlon But the overall picture is one of few
slgmf‘ cant differences, and this presents us with a dilemma.-Given the large size of

~ our sample and the great variety of indicators we use, we would expect a consider-
able number of inconsistent differences to appear by chance. Since this is, for the
most part, the pattern we observe, we must report partlcular differences with
' considerable reservatlons

Comparlng the Principal 's Role o

1t would be correct to say that,-overall, pubhc and pnvate school principals

emphasize.the ambassadorial, collegial, and managerial aspects of their roles equally.

- But within.the lacter two categories, the role variables are somewhat inconsistent in
their characterization, as shown in figure:17. Public school principals are much more
likely to say they feel working closely with teachers on instructional .matters is
important than their private school counterparts. This could reflect the fact that
public school principals have less control over who they can hire and fire and,
therefore, must rely on coaching teachers whose work needs improvement. This
inference js supported by the observation that public school principals evaluate their
faculty and observe classroom practlce much more frequently than private school
heads.

Private school administrators are more likely to involve .school staff in the
decisionmaking arena. This is clearly demonstrated when decisionmaking participa-
tion variables are examined. Public schools have'less staff and faculty participation
in school decisionmaking. Faculty meetings are also- more common in private
schools. Perhaps these meetings, serving as a forum for faculty and staff, are where
the high degree of decisionmaking participation occurs that private school adminis-
trators reported. The data support the common perception of private schools

. as being more open to teacher involvement in ongoing school activities. This does
not hold true however, for client participation. When public and private schools are

. compared parent partlc:patlon in school decisionmaking in public schools comes out
ahead.2 '

There is also a spht on the managenal aspects of the principal’s role. Public school
principals seem to place more importance on the daily operation of the school and

LY

. ' & .
38 THE PRIMATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY )



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

42

THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY

L EXh

KSRl

39



on such actions as rule enforcement. For private administrators, managing the school
budget and long-range planning appear more important. Private heads might see such
issues as vital to the school’s survival since they lack the insulation that an outside

bureaucracy provides to assume these functions. N
/

Staffing Comparisons _

Private schools appear to have more administrative staff; they have the greater
number of departments and assistant administrators. Probably private schools are
less likely to have central agencies service them and consequently require that staff
be hired in the school to assume administrative functions. Public school: however
have more specialists and use more adults (aides and volunteers). Public schools can
probably employ such personnel because of their extensive support from Federal
and State categorical programs, which fund specialized activities such as remedial
reading and education of the handicapped. This reflects the broader mission of the
public schools- as well as the fact that private schools may be ineligible for such
funds.

Authoh’ty and Influence of the School’s Head

Public school principals appear to have less authority and influence in run-
ning their schools. They rank-lower on every measure in this category. Since both
public and Catholic schools have “downtown” bureaucracies, be they district or
diocesan, as do some of the schools (e.g, Baptist, Lutheran, etc.) in our non-
Catholic group, the mere existence of an external bureaucracy cannot account for
the low level of the public school principal’s authority and influence. Evidently, the
district ¢ffice functions in a different fashion from that of its private school
counterparts, given the large differences in authority at the local school level.
This buttresses differences in reported roles, where private school heads reported
considerably more emphasis on budget and plannlng issues.

Differences in School Rules

Public and private schools are similar in their restrictions on smoking and
requirements for student responsibility for damage to school property. Public
schools more often have an open campus, but they are also more ljkely to require
hall passes of students not in their c!.ssrooms. Dress codes are more prevalent in the
private schools. The different school rules suggest that each type of school probably
faces a different set of needs with regard to regulating student conduct. Court con-
tests and blue jean mores caused public schools to abandon established dress code
policies. Yet student whereabouts appear to be highly regulated through the use of
hall passes, a mechanism private schools have not found necessary, probably because
of their capacity to exclude from their schools students who are disciplinary
problems.

Given the greater emphaSIS prlvate schools place on academic subjects, it is not
surprising that public schools are less likely to regulate the amount of homework
required, the frequency of testing, and more likely to regulate teacher activity re-
garding controlling disruptive students. The private and publip schools are similar in
their control of teacher activity with rules about outside speakers and dealing with
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parental complaints. The most pronounced difference between public and private
high schools is found in the area of general school policies. In private high schools
these activiti s are likely to be regulated by the school, whereas in public high
schools these activities are more likely to be regulated by the school district.
Although both kinds of schools are similar in the number of general school policies
they have, the source of the rulemakmg appears to differ.

Evaluation

With one exception, little difference exists between the public and private schools
as to who evaluates teachers. Department heads play a greater role in teacher evalu-
ation in-private schools while principals play a greater role in public schools. But the
frequency of formal teacher evaluation is higher in public schools.

In the evaluation of the high school principal, it is the governance structure that
appears to a large extent to dictate who participates in the process. The superinten-
dent more commonly evaluates publlc school administrators, while the district
office, for example in the Catholic school system, and the school staff are more .
active in evaluating the prlvate school head. S/

Each of the above points is summarized in figure'18.

Summarizing Management Practices

If private high schools.could be characterized as bureaucratic, we would expect

- extensive specialization and a great deal of coordination through such means as

rules, especially regarding teacher instructional behavnor, and frequent formal
evaluations. .

However, our results suggest that the aspects of management we investigated are
manifested differently from their operation in a bureaucracy. The overall picture of
private schools is of an institution where the principal’s role is many-faceted rather

_than primarily managerial; the level of differentiation among staff members Is
modest; decisionmaking is highly participatory and de: centralized.
Furthermore, although the school head has broad authority and budgetary
discretion, he or she plays only a narrow supervisory role. The brieftenure of private
school heads (2 to 3 years) suggests that they rarely visit a particular teacher’s
classroom. Formal teacher evaluation occurs annually or less.
. In this regard private schools are quite similar to the public schools we examined.

Neither manifests.charact'eristics typical of a bureaucracy. In fact, according to our
indicators there is very little difference between public and private schools in
reported management practices despite their considerable difference in mission.

“The number of differences we uncovered is small, but suggestive. There is more
formal staff participation in decisionmaking and meetings in private schools, but
fewer specialists, aides, and volunteers. Although principals i in both types of schools
enjoy equally broad roles, private school heads have consnderably more authority.
Compared with their public school counterparts, prlvate school administrators
appear to emphasize management objectives over the collegial and evaluative aspects
of their role. The rule structure in public and private schools is fzirly similar, except
with regard to student control. What is different is from where rules are likely to
emanate.
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- o ‘.Figure 18

" Differences Between Public and Private High Schools in

Rules, Meetings, and 'Evaluation

Rules
~ Student
4CIosed campus -
- Hall pesses '
. Student dress »
+ - Responsibility for damage
No smoking '
Teacher o .
Frequency of testing .
Amount of homework E
Control of students
Dealing with: pafental complamtsv
Outside speaker .

" School o

Adding anew “at:adémic course -
' Setting. rules on student behavior
Deterrmnmg course objectlves '
Setting conditions for early exits
Adoptmg a new school grading practlce

'Settlng cntena for evaluating teacher performance,
_Setting criteria for evaluatmg principal performance

Allocatlng school budget funds
Meetings '
School monthly meetmgs
Parent monthly. meetmgs
- Evaluation
Frequenoy teacher
Frequency classroom observatlon
Evaluatlon participation- -teachers
Principal '
‘Assistant dean
Department heads
Self
Frequency principal v
Evaluation participation-principal
' Superintendent . °
District or central office
Assistant deans
Teachers
Self

Public

Private

Same

Same

Same

Same

+ 4+

+ +

+ +

+ 4+

+ +

+ +

+ +

Same

+ +

+ +

+ 4+

+ +

+ 4+

LEGEND- + Significantatp < .01

Significant at p < .001
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The differences, where they exist, cou!d be due to the different environments that
public and private schools face. Public schools are more subject to Federal, State,
and district policies,.as ‘well as more vulnerable to community demands. For
example, State requirements probably cxplain the large role formal evaluation plays
in public schools. The public school principal controls teachers as best he or she can,
given union pressures on the one hand and State or district requnrements on the

- other. This hypothesis is further explored in chapter 6. :

. Alternatively,.the differences we observed, such as in student and school rules and
the focus of the principal’s role, may be due to the difference in mission between
sublic and private schools. As we found in the previous chapter, private schools
appear to have clearly identified value structures, with the curriculum designed to
achieve specialized attitudinal and academic purposes. We have also seen that the
students attending private- schools are much more homogeneous in terms of social
class than those attending public schools and, therefore, are probably more likely to
have an academic orientation. In this chapter we see that in comparison to their
public school counterparts, private school heads have substantial authority, that
they can select staff to promote the .school’s purpose, that staff participation in
decisionmaking is greater, and that staff meetings are more frequent. In addition
private schoqls promulgate formal policies to regulate students, teachers, and educa-
tional issues. This focus on mission and purpose raises questions about the influence
of parent and student choice, an issue that is further explored in chapter 7.

NOTES

1. Traditional theory stems from the work of Max Weber, From Max Weber: Essays in Socioiogy, H.H. Gerth
and C. Wright Mills, trans. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1958); and The Theory of Social and Economic
{ : ) Organlzatlon, A.M. Henderson and Talcott Parsons, trans, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1947). Bureau-
cratic theory as It applies to schools is discussed in ).G. Anderson, Bureaucracy in Education (Baltimore:
2 Johns Hopkins University Press, 1968). '

’ 2. One way to explain the lower level of parental involvement in formal schoo! decislonmaking in the private
high school is that parents are likely to guestion matters related to school purposes, programs, plant, and
personnel during exploratory interviews before choosing a'school for their chlld. Once a choice of a private

“school is made, parents might be less likely to question or hecome involved in school policy. Satisfled that
they have chosen well, there is little they need to do to affect that policy. Chapter 7 discusses the issue of
parent “voice” at length. -

)
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Principals’ Goals i in the Private School Envrronment

The lmportance of tradmonal academic programs, values, and rules emerging from
. the description of the private school environment is mirrored in the goals principals
- report having and those they perceive as being important (item 70) to the parents of
‘their students (item 30). Figure 19 demonstrates that over two-thirds of the prin-
cipals report that teaching the basic skills (88 percent) and preparing students for
college (68 percent) are very important educational goals for them, There is one goal
- principalshold even more strongly, however, than a solid academic preparatlon,
almost all prrncrpals said that developlng hlgh moral standards and cmzenshnp is very
, lmportant :

" The prrncrpals perceptlons of parent goals for their child’s education are vrrtually
identical with their own: in decreasing order of importance they report parents as
valuing moral standards (90 percent), concentrating on the basics (87 percent) and
preparing students for college (77 percent). The agreement between the goals of’
principals and what they believe parents consider important is suggestive of a certain
kind of philosophical congruity between client and provider. The fact that principals
see several additional goals as being more important than parents probably has much

*  to do with their own and probably broader professional expectations.
} When public and private school pnncrpals are compared on these goals, some dif-
- ferences emerge (see figure 20). Public and private school principals agree that
" teaching social skills and developlng individual responsibility for learning are
important. They differ in that public school principals rank higher in the goal of
~ vocational and basic skills preparation, while private school administrators are more
likely to report that college preparation and developing moral standards and aes-
thetic apprecmt:on are very, important goals.

The principals’ perceptions of the goals parents have for their chlld ren’s educatlon .

vrrtually mirrors the dxfferences we found between the public and prlvate high
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Percent of principals designating goal as "'very important " and
principals’ perception of the goal’s importance to parents

LEGEND

P
% To parents

- school principals (see figure 20). Private school administrators are more likely to
perceive parents as having a broad range of educational goals for their children than
are public school principals. Public school administrators, however, are more likely
to report that parents believe vocational preparation is an important goal for a high
school education. o
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* Measures of Principal Satisfaction

As shown in table 3, most private school princif)als are satisfied with their occupa-
tion {62 percent), their faculty (62 percent) and their relations with their governing
boards (60 percent) (item 72). In two areas, however, surveyed school administra-
tors are somewhat less satisfied. Only 31 percent are very satisfied ‘with their
students’ achievement, and only 42 percent are very satisfied with the perform-
ance of their governing boards. Regardless of school type, principal satisfaction '
with the schoo| or governing board ranks low relative to satisfaction with other
aspects-of their job. Evidently both public and private school principals tend to be
less satisfied with the aspects of ‘their jobs over which they have little control.

On most measures of principal 'satisfactiori—occupation as school head, relations
with the governing board, relations with parents and community, and the perform-
ance of the governing or school board—no appreciable difference exists between

¢ ' public and private school principals. There are two measures, however, in which the
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private principals are the more satisfied: with their faculty and their students’
achievement. The importance of academic preparation and flexible teacher hiring
practices might account for that satisfaction.

School Problemé—Or' the Lack of Them

One reason pTivaie school principéls mighf-be so satisfied with their job is that
few school problems trouble them (see figure 21). No more than.15 percent of the,
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principals reported having either serious or very serious problems in their schools.
There were, however, a series of minor irritants. Evicently a majority of school
heads feet mildly frustrated by the'small size of their schools (56 percent) and the
inadequacy of instructional materials (54 percent) The other aspect of school life
that poses a minor problem deals with the principal’s conception of parent and
student involvement and commjtment. Almass : wo-thirds of private school heads
find that student apathy (69 percent), parents’ iack of interest in students’ progress
(64 percent), student absenteeism {63 percent), and student disruptiveness (61

"percent) are minor irritants. In a similar vein, a majority reported being mildly
troubled by parents’ lack of involvement in school matters (58 percent) and stu-
dents’ cutting of classes (58 percent). : ~ .

‘ Conflict within the school also appears to be minimal. If conflict does exist, it -
appears to occur most frequently (at least once a week) among students (10 percent)
and-between students and teachers (12 percent)..

~ Given the selectivity of priVate school admissions, it is not surprising that private

school administrators reported few problems. Furthermore, it is hot unexpected that

‘a comparison of public and private schools, in terms of the problems principals
reported as being very serious, indicates that problems are greater in public schools,
which have less control over their clientele. Student and parent apathy, paper-
work mandated by external authorities, and conflict among students and between
teachers and students are all greater in the public schools. :

Since all schools in this subsample have 1,000 students or less; it is interesting that,

public school prmcnpals are more Ilkely to report that small school size is a serious
problem. Evidently it is more acceptable for private school administrators to run
small schools than it is for public schoo) principals, dvho strive to prov1de a compre-
hensive program whrch is more feasnble’ in a’'larger school.

Summary

" Private schools are marked by the cjbngruence in principzils’ goals and those they
perceive the parents of students as having, by high principal satisfaction, and few

_problems. Again we find that the differences between public and private schools,
although slight, can in part be explained by the specialized mission of private
schools, their greater selectivity through admissions criteria, and the consequently-
more homogeneous student body. On the whole, the results suggest that private
schools can (and do) choose not fo deal w1th certain students with far greater ease
than public schools. *
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Much has béen made of the rellglous contexts (Cathollc, Protestant and j’ew:sh)
of nonpubllc schools (Kraushaur, 1972). Although we are unable to compart schools -
by religious afflllatron, we can provrde a closer look at one type of rellglousl,y affili-
ated school, the Catholic hlgh school. This picture of the Catholic school comes °
_from the responses of the 358 Catholic school heads who partlcrpated in the survey .
of' prlvate hlgh school prmc:pals :
- Qur anaIySIs indicates that Catholic schools differ I|ttIe from the sample asa’
. whole on most of the characteristics examined. This is not surprising considering the
_large number of Cathollc schools and religiously affiliated non-CathoIrc schools in
the sample ‘

The Demographics . . o ' — : v
) The'rnajor'ity of Catholic'schools sampled are located in cities (58 percent), a : /
quarter in the subUrbs, and the remainder in rural areas. The Catholic high school is '
small, espec:ally whehn.compared with its public school counterpart. More than half -
the'schools (57 percent) enroll less than 500 students; a quarter (23 percent) enroll -
500 to 749.1 Consequently, only 20 percent of the Catholic high schools enroll
more than 750 students. The average enrollment of the Catholic: high school is 493, ‘ ‘
the average pupil-teacher ratio is 17:1, and the average pupll-counselor ratio is
272 to 1. Most include grades 9 to 12 (86 percent), with the remainder including
junior hlgh school grades (9 percent) or elementary school grades (5 percent) in
addition to the traditional senior high grades.
The very poor are less likely to attend Cathollc'hlgh schools (18 percent), but the '/
percentage of sehools enrolling chlldren of.blue collar workers and some white collar
(27 percent), an even distribution of the two (28 percent), or white with some blue °
, (27 percent) is fairly equal. HoWever, according to.the principals, the families of
©° . . -mostof the students live in either owner-occupled ‘housing (30 percent) or mostly
) owner-occupled housrng (47 percent)
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A*nongs(t the Cathollc schools there is substantial var|at|on in m|nor|ty student enroll-
©_ ments.? Only 12 percent of the principals reported that their school enroll no minority
students, and nearly half (47. percent) reported that they enroll only from 1 to 10
“percent. Sixteen percent of the schools have a student body from 10 to 20 percent
" minority, and a quarter of the schools repdrt enrolhng over 20 percent nonwhite.
To enroll in a Catholic school various factors are considered during the admissions
. process. Most principals reported that school records (85. percent) or achievement test
scores (76 percent) are required. A majgrity of the schools require personal references
o (63 percent) or jntelligence tests (58 pqrcent). - P
Graduates of Catholic high schools appear to do well, accordnng to their principals.
Three fourths report that their students go on to 2-year ( 16\pfercent) or 4-year
colleges (57 percent). The remainder enter the labor market (16 percent), go to.
, - vocational or technical institutes.(1 percent), or join the armied services (2 percent).
: ~ Slightly more than half the responding school heads (57 percent)‘are men, which
contrasts notlceably with the percentage of male public school heads (98 percent).
Public and Catholic high schools, however, are pretty similar in terms of the|r!pr|nc|-
pal s race. Ninety-eight percent of Catholic school heads are white, and most are be-
" tween the ages of 35 and 44 (46 percent), with a quarter 45 to 54 years of age. Most
Catholic school admrnlstratorgha e a masters degree (43 percent) or a masters plus
additional credits (56 percent). Most Catholic school heads have spent many years in
the classroom beyond their academic preparatlon A quarter (24 percent) have v
taught between 1 and 6 years, and virtually the same percentage has taught for 7 to
"11 years (28 percent) or 12 to 18 years (26 percent). Th|rteen percent report they
i have taught for 19 years or more' 3

The respondents in this group are almost evenly spI|t at approximately 25 percent
having 1 year or less, 2-3 years,.or 4-7 years of experience as a principal. The experi-, -
ence\respondents have adm|n|sterlng their high school is usually the only leadership _ .-
position most have had. Seventy percent have never been a school head elsewhere,

" while 29 perceiit have been a pr|nc|pal prevrously for 1 year or more. A majority (56
_percent) have been assistant admlnlstratOrs for from 1to3(26 percent) or4to9
(23 percent).years. :

Thirty-seven percent of the pr|nc|pals reported that their schools have had three
prnncnpals within the past 10 years;,28 percent reported having had only two Thus, '
it appears most schools in-our =ample have had the\same prmcrpal for betWeen 3-and

\SyearS'» o . N _ : &

The Catholic ngh School Currlculum

Over 80 percent of the principals we surveyed reported that their school offers

~ biology, chemnstry, physics, a mathernatics sequence through grade 12, art, and
French. Business education is offered in‘more than three fourths of the schools (78
percent), calculus in 60 percent, and Latin and homemaking in 49 percent. An
examination of-eight selected® noncore courses jndicates that coufses in the social .
sciences (sociology, anthropology, and psychology) are most common (77 percent),
with values clarification (61 percent) and consumer education courses (52 percent) .
offered in-a majority of schools. Less than 1(_) percent of the schools offer auto
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mechanics or wood or machine shop. The average school offers three such noncore
courses. Not surprisingly, 73 percent of the Catholic schools insist that all enrolled
participate in religious instruction. The remainder mandate participation for Cath-
olics only. S -

Catholic high schools emphasize college preparatron and remediation in trying to
meet the needs of individual students. A majority of the schools offer independent
study (60 percent), remedial English (58 percent), college courses off campus (52
percent), and college advanced placement courses (50 percent). A thlrd of the
schools offer.college-level courses, community volunteer experiences, ‘and early
graduatijon.

More than half the schools offer remedial courses, but few students appear to
participate in them. Nineteen percent of the principals said that from 1 to 4 percent
of their student body participate, and another 16 percent say that from 5 to 9

" percent take the remedial courses. In over a fifth of the schools, 10 percent or more
participate in some remedial program.a : :

The ability of Catholic schools to meet the needs of their students appears
enhanced by Federal programs. Sixty-three percent of the principals reported that
their schools receive money. for libraries, and about 40 percent. reported that free or
reduced-price lunch programs or transportation are also available. Less than a third
said that their schools participate in Federal compensatory education programs (Title -
1). About 10 percent of the school heads reported getting career education or voca-
tional education money. Almost three-fourths of the schools participate in one, two,
or three of these programs. Thus, it appears that the Federal government has had
some success in providing certain services to students attendlng Catholic schools.4

-+ Grading students unconventlonally is infrequent in the Catholjc high school.
Almost three fourths he principals (73 percent) reported that their schools use
letter grades, with almost a third reporting the use of such other grading systems as

~ weighted (33 percent), pass/fail (30 percent), and numerical (27 percent). Although
unconventional grading systeins are not that prevalent, most principals reported that -
their school grades stugents in more than one way. Twenty percent of the schools -
use three systems, a third use two, and iess than a third use only-one.

As far as school facilities are concerned over half the schools have a career
information center (81 percent), remedial reading or mathematics laboratory (62
percent), and a'student lounge (51 percent) More than a third have subject area.
resource centers \(49 percent), media production facilities (4! percent), ‘and depart-
mental offices and teaching resource centers for the teachers’ use (36 percent).

J

el

Sch ooI Management

The Staff ‘

On average the Catholic high'school has 1.7 assistant administrators, 2.3 counselors,
and 2.4 aidés and volunteers. These averages, however, hlde tremendous variability.
Sixteen percent cf the schools surveyed have no assistant. administrators, while
almost a third have either one (30 percent) or two (31 percent). This leaves almost a
quarter of the schopls where the principal has three (14 percent) or four (10 percent)
assistants. Only a small number of the Catholic schools have no counselors on their
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staff (4 percent). Forty-one percent have one counselor, while 26 percent have two
or more thah three (29 percent). Schools with 9 to 12 different subject area depart-
ments are the most common (50 percent);a third have 5 to 8.

Ro/e

The responsnblllty most important to the largest number of principals is their
concern for the student and his or her family. Almost three fourths reported that
relating to students (75 percent) and parents (72 percent) are very important to
them. In addition to seeingtheir commumty ‘ambassadorial” role as very important,
more than half the principals reported that various aspects of their managerial and
collegial roles are also very important to them. Making long-range plans (75 percent),
enforcing school rules and poficies (62 percent), and managing the day-to-day
operatlon of the school are all aspects of their role as manager that Catholic school
heads reported as being very important. Similarly, more than half reported that
working closely with teachers (68 percent), resolving conflict (60 percent), and
involving numerous people in decisionmaking (56 percent) are important aspects
of their colleglal role :

tuthority

Although the school head can call on many inside 'or outside the school for
advice, principals of Catholic schools have quite a bit of authority to run their
schools as they see fit. They have complete or considerable authority to allocate
school budget funds among departments (51 and 40 percent, respectively), to make
a choice between hiring a full-time teacher or two teacher aides (66 and 28 percent,
respectively), and to fiil teacher vacancies (77 and 20 percent, respectively). They
also reported having a great dea! (73 percent) or moderate amount (24 percent) of
influence in affecting governing board dec1510nmak|ng. Only when it comes to
determining how much money the school is to receive from outside'sources doés the
school head’s influence diminish. Only 26 percent have complete, and 36 percent

- considerable, influence with reSpect to dec15|ons concermng the allocatlpn/_.such
funds to_ the|r schools. _ .

Rules

Rules regarding the school in general and students in particular appear quite
common. Rules exist that govern teacher behavior, but they are less pervasive and
are more likely to'be informal in the Catholic high school.

‘The policies governing the operation of the school touch most aspects of school
life. Over three-fourths of the schools have rules regarding determining course

. objectives (96 percent), setting rules for student behavior (92 percent), adopting a

* new school grading practice (87 percent), adding a new academic course (84 percent),
'\setting criteria for evaluating teachers, setting conditions for early graduation (74
percent), and allocating school budget funds among departments, teachers, or
activities (74 percent). The one area in which the school has less formal hold

e
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concerns setting criteria for evaluating the school principal. In only half the schools
does such a policy exist.

We asked principals whether their schools had formal informal, or no rules

" concerning a variety of student and teacher behaviors. Most principals reported that
their. schools had the various rules we inquired about and that formal rules were
much more common than informal ones. Over 80 percent of the principals reported’
that their schools have Jlormal rules regarding smoklng, dress, closed campus, and
student responsibility ? the school for property damage. In less than 40 percent of
the schools, hall passes:are required when leaving a classroom. In only one case
(student responsibility to the school for damage) do more than 10 percent of the
principals reported that th|s is an informal rule in their schools.

Rules regarding teacher behawor, on the other hand, are reported less frequently -
and are just as likely to be informal as formal. The only‘ rule governing teacher
behavior that more than half the pnnc1pals reported concerns controlling disruptive o
students. Flfty—seven percent of the principals reported the existence of a formal
rule, arid 29 percent reportedthe existence of an informal one. Seventy—three percent

» of the school heads reported that the school has an informal or formal rule about
handling parental zompiaints and allowing outside speakers (71 percent) But in
both cases, almost half the prnncnpals say the rules are informal. This same pattern is

_ replicated when principals réported on formal and informal rules concerning the fre-

" quency of testing (58 percent) and the amount of homework teachers can give (53.

percent). Gver half the principals reported such rules exist; yet testing frequency is

-formally regulated in 31 percent of schools, and the ‘amount of homework is‘regu- )

lated formally in,11 percent of the schools
Meetings o ‘ -
Two types of meetings occur routinely in the Catholic high school. Principalsﬂ
meet with their admlmstratlve staff weekly (58 percent) and with their faculty
monthly (61 percent). Other: kinds of meeétings are much more-likely to be held
~ several times a year,- probably every 2 or 3 months. Over half the principals reported
that they meet with the PTA (59 percent), ‘6ther principals (57 percent), parent"

" advisory groups (52 percent), and regional administrators (51 percent) over this time

" span. Between 40 and 50 percent of the principals reported that school-level meetings

. are held with curriculum (45 percent) and budget (43 percent) specialists, and with
department heads (41 percent) several times during the year. In over three-fourths of
the schools in our sample, school-level meetings are likely tc be held either monthly,

. or every few months with people from downtown, across town, or just within their- .
own school.

9

Evaluation

By and large, most principals reported evaluating their teaching staff formally once
a year (46 percent) or more (32 percent). Observing teachers in their classroonts .
occurs more frequently. Half the principals reported observing teachers several times
a year, with a fifth observing teachers every 2 or 3 months. The formal evaluation of

THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY .55

. By




principals, however, is rare. In over a third of the schools (35 percent) the principals
reported never having been evaluated. Most, however, (44 percent) are evaluated at
. least once a year. ’
Teachers are usually evaluated by the school head (91 percent). In addition to the

principal, however, department heads (60 percent) and assistant administrators (48
-percent) are also likely to participate in the process. In one third of the schools
principals reported that teachers evaluate themselves. In 16 percent of the schools
only one person evaluates the teacher, whereas in 27 percent of the schools either
two or three people evaluate the teacher. The picture is quite different when
considering who evaluates the principal. Teachers are by far the most likely

to grade a principal’s performance (45 percent), followed by the governing board -
(32 percent) or central office (30 percent). In a third of the schools, only one
person evaluates the principal. In over a quarter, however, two, three, or four
people evaluate the principal. - S

, Sattsfactlon Problems, and Goals

Most prmcnpals report being very satisfied with their occupation (60 percent),
their faculty (61 percent), and their relations with their district office (59 percent).

+ Almost half are very satisfied with their relationship with their students’ parents (49
<percent) and with the school board (41 percent). And if prlnCIpals are not very
satisfied they are usually somewhat satisfied with each of the above. In two areas
this pattern.is different. Only 29-percent of the respondents report being very
satisfied with the achievement of their students, while 61 percent are somewhat
satisfied. Additionally almost a fifth (19 percent) are somewhat or very dissatisfied
w1th their school board. It appears that, in'areas where principals have little control,
they are likely to report being moderately dissatisfied.

One reason Catholic school heads are so likely to be satisfied with their jobs and
thelr school is that they are unlikely to perceive their school as having many
» problems. We asked principals about the seriousness of problems they might confront,
such as the school’s size; inadequate instructional materials; the involvement of the
faculty, student, and parents; and about interference: :from the ‘Federal or State
. governments or local governing bodies. In only a handful of instances did principals
report having serious-or very serious problems. Elghteen percent reported being
’ troubled with the lack of parent involvement in school affalrs, 15 percent felt that
teacher turnover was a serious or very serious problem, and 12 percent reported that
. _ they thought their school was too small. Around 10 percent of the principals reported
" that not enough counselors (11 percent), State paperwork (10 percent), and student
. apathy (9 percent) were serious or very serious problems,
' Furthermore, principals in less than a fifth of the schools reported conflict once a
week or daily between teachers and students (17 percent) or among students (13
‘percent). The small number of brmapals reporting that serious or very serious
problems with any of the issues we inquired about suggests that either their job as
school head is much easier than that of their public school counterparts or that the
issues we investigated were not that troublesome or that the school climate and
procedures reduce these problems , i

56 THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY 5 8 .

q




Another reason Catholic school heads might be so satisfied with their jobs could
have to do with the congruence between principals’ goals and.those they perceive
parents of their students as having. Most principals-reported that developing high

- moral standards and citizenship (96 percent), teaching basic skills (87 percent), and
‘teaching students to get along with others (86 percent) are very important to them
aseducational goals. For two thirds, preparing students for co!lege (67 percent) and
developing individual responsibility for one’s own learning (64 percent) are very *

" important. Less than 50 percent reported preparing students for the world of work

or developing aesthetic appreciation (48 purcent) are very important.
There is little deviation when rating principals’ goals and those they perceive the

- parents of their students to have. Whereas principals. rank social development ahead
of college preparation, principals perceive parents as reversing that importance.
Similarly, while principals rate teaching individual responsnblllty ahead of providing
vocational preparation,:.they perceive parents as reversing that order of priority.

‘Sum ma"ry

Catholic high schools are primarily urban and small especially when compared
with public high schools. Although a great deal of variation exists among individual
Catholic high schools, the students they enroll come mostly from blue collar or
professional families. Only a.smal|l percentage of minority students attend most
Catholic high schools. : : S

The curriculum most Catholic hlgh schools offer is well grounded in a core of
‘academic subjects. Courses in the social sciences, religion, and values clarification
supplement this academic core. College preparation and instruction in the basics
round off the Catholic high school curriculum.

Like publlc high school prmc1pals Catholic high school principals are ba5|cally
satisfied with their jobs. We found many reasons that might explain this high level of
_ satisfaction. Catholic.high school heads are relatively autonomous and have a great -

deal of authority in the hiring of their staffs and in allocating funds. Few serious
problems prevent principals from carrying out their jobs. Furthermore, principals
perceive parents in agreement with them about the goals of a Catholic high school”
education. Conflict over the high school’s mission among members of the community
appear rare. Finally, the Catholic high school seerns to be doing a good job in
accomplishing its academic mission: A Iarge percentage of the students go on to
college. ’ . : A :

| NOTES

1. Our sample resembles the size distribution of Catholic high schools across the country. See Mahar, p. XI.

2. While Catholic high schools enrolled 5 percent more minorities in 1978 1979 than they did 10 years ago, the
percent minority attending Catholic high schools remains at 18.6 percent. See Mahar, p. xvii.

3. The eight courses include family life/sex education, values clarification, career exploration, ethnic studies,
women'’s studies, consumer education, environmental or ocean studies, and sociology, anthropology, or
psychology. : "
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4 These findings are similar to those reported by NCES for all prlvate schools, Nearly all Cathollc schools, along
with nearly half of other nonpublic schools, participate in Title 1V-B programs, including laboratory
resources, etc. One half of the Catholic schools and one seventh of other nonpublic schools participate in
Title | programs. Nearly three in four Catholic schools and over one third of other nonpublic schools
particlpate In school lunch or special milk programs. See Donald H. McLaughlin and Lauress L. Wise,
"Non-publlc Education of the Nation’s Children,” (Pato Alto, Calif.: American Institutes of Research, 1979).

60

58 THE PRIVATE HIGH 5CHOOL TODAY

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



7. Another View of
School Management*

- We have seen that while management practlces are similar in publlc and private
hlgh schools, _they do differ i in some important respects The next two chapters
assess the emplrrcal validity of reasons commonly aIIeged to explain these dif-

 ferences. This chapter:examines,the effects. of environmental pressures on the

.The Envnronment—An Important Factor

* This chapter was written by E. Ann Stackhouse, Stanford University

patterns of management practlces'and assesses their utility in explaining differences
in management practices between publlc and prlvate schools.

“

There are at least two major reasons to expect the environment to affect how
both ‘public.and private schools.are managed: As a previous chapter suggests,
neither type of school appears to be run much like a bureaucracy. However, even if

" the organization of a public high school does not conform to this image empirically,

many would allege that the'public school’s management is strongly affected by its
bureaucratic context; the school district, the State, and the Federal Government
lndlwdually and collectively determine the responsibilities of the local school. 3
"Research done in many types of business organizations’ has found that they
change when faced with. environmental contingencies such as decreasmg demand,
increasing competition, shortages, and the like. These contingencies are thought to
make work relations, and especrally management practices, more complex. If schools
respond to their environments as busrnesses seem to, we would expect to find
environmental pressures and demands affectmg how schools are run. For example, a
school receiving funding for a particular Staté program might add personnel to meet
program requirements—and perhaps administrators, to keep in closer touch with
classroom procedures through more frequent evaluations. Similarly some State
programs mandate. the establishment of advisory groups. This results in school
administrators involving more people in school-level decisionmaking. In sum, there
are any number of examples to suggest that mandates, policies, and regulations-from

L4
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external agencies are likely to affect the kinds of management practice§ used in
public schools. o :

A similar line of argument suggests that the environment is also likely to affect
private school management. Private schools are not islands unto themselves; they are
linked to governing boards and (in, the case of religiously affiliated schools) some
external bureaucracy whose responSIbllltles may include such activities as the
preparation of curriculum guidelines and-hiring of teachers. Contrary to popular
opinion, the State is also a Ilkely environmental- influence on private schools in that
many a private school partlc1pates in Federal and State categorlcal programs. .

However, despite these shared environmental characterlstlcs publlc and prlvate
school envnronments differ in some important ways. Itis often argued that the private
school is more similar to a business than its public counterpart While private
schools come under less surveillance from the State, their environment is
different in that they exist'in a marketplace where cIientS freely chose the kind of -
schooling they wzint This fact leads many to argue that private schools exist in a
market which offers parents an array of educational choices. In order to hold their
own in the market it behooves private school managers to.run their school in as
responsive a manner as possible. Therefore, pressure from potential and actual
constituencies is thought to affect managément practices in prlvate schools toa .
much greater degree than in public schools. ' )

This viewpoint is.very popular among social scientists as well as  educators and
consumers. For example, proponents of the voucher initiative in California suggested
that the competltlon engendered by their program would conSIderany lncrease
management efficiency within the public schools. :

There.are a number’ of reasons to question this argument, some of which are
dlscussed in depth’in the following chapter, which looks more fully at the effect of
competition on private school characteristics.2 But both lines of feasoning suggest .
that’the environment is likely to affect the management of both public and private - :
schools. If this is so, the influence of the environment may also explain some of the ~ :

. observed differences between public and private schools reported earlier.” o

k3

Ceﬁcepts and Variables
Bureaucratlc Context

Soc10|og|sts often describe the school environment as a set of I|n ks to other
organizations.. When strong ties exist between a school and the State, governing
board, or district office, the bureaucratlc context seems more complex. By looking
at the complexity of these environmental links and constraints, so this theory goes,
we can determine the extent to which the environment affects school management
practices. - . - _

" The complex1ty of the school’s bureaucratic context was examined in several
ways. In order to measure State and Federal ties, principals were asked to report
how many Federal and State categorical programs operated in their scheols and
which of eight typlcal State management ruIes governed the operation of their
schools. . :

{
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. Three measures were used to evaluate district/governing board ties to the schools.
Prinapals were asked which of eight typical district/governing board management’
_rules affected them, aboet the frequency with which they attended dlstrlct/govern-
ing board meetings, and about the frequency with which they were evaluated by
the|r district or governing board. (See table 4.)

Obviously, this analysjs of the effect of the environment depends on the amount
of variation among both private and public schools on the variables of interest. We
_expect there to be a good deal of variation amongspublic schools but checked to see
" if this pattern held for the private schools as well. Our analysis indicates that private
schools in our sample report fewer constraining influences from both the State and
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from their governing boards than do their public school counterparts. Yet consid-
erable variation among fuivate schools exists in the strength of their relationships to
organizations in their environments. Some private school administrators report State
’ and governing board ties as extensive as the strongest reported by public school ’
' princ'ipals. Therefore, we feel the distribution of schools with strong versus weak ties
to their overarching organizations is adequate for making meaningful comparisons
of the-effect of the environment on private school management practices. '

Management Practices

-The term “management practices” refers to a variety of established processes
through which the principal pursues organizational goals. Five different aspects of
school management were examined. Principals were asked to report on (1) rules-

_covering a broad range of actiViti"es, (2) participation of staff in decisionmaking in a
wide variety of‘areas, (3) numbers and types of personnel such as volunteers, special-
ists, and assistant administrators, (4) how frequently a variety of regular meetings
occurred, and (5) how frequently teachers are observed and evaluated.,_?/

One caveat is due at this point. Sociologists frequently describe two distinct types
of management practices: those that are formal and structural, and those that "

. involve direct, face-to-face coordination of activity. But dlstmgmshlng between these
two is often difficult in practlce Furthermore, the differences often are blurred in
theoretical writings. The argument or more often the unspoken assumption, is made
that structural arrangements, whether they be formal rules or additional supervisory

~  staff, actually represent direct coordlnatlon of activity .4 to

- " Unfortunately, however, the meastirés of management practice availableto us are

. all formal, structural aspects of the process. None of our'variables addresses the
more subtle aspects of coordination, such as whether specialists supervise or even
interact with teachers, or.whether rules are communicated to tea(Shers. It is also
unlikely that we tapped the mechanisms of .daily, face-to-face contact used by
school administrators'td manage their schools.® Furthermore, in order to study
these issues adequately, information from teachers as well as prlnc1pals is needed.®
'Desplte these limitations, we feel that we can still investigate, albeit ina preliminary

- : fashion, ‘how public and private school management practices are affected by the
" ‘school’s envnronment - "

2

" Theory Versus Survey Findings

v

Methods : . o

In order to explore the relationship between the environment and public and
-private school management practices, we used multiple regression analysis, which _
also enabled us to include school size, metropolitan status, and regional location as
control variables. The analysis was done in two steps. First, we looked at the effects
of the control.variables on school management practices and then, controlling for
school size and location, examined the relationships between bureaucratic context
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and school management practices. The pattern of results suggests that the environ-
ment does not affect school management practices as much as we had supbosed.
There is one possible prbblem with this approach: with such a large sample and
with such i long list of variables, one would expect, statistically, a few isolated
effects to appear by chance alone. Therefore, we need to look for consistency as
well as for strength in relationships among sets of indicators. Furthermore, we have
chosen a fairly stringent level of significance to ensure that the relationships report-
ed represent substantively important, as well as statistically significant, differences.

Results . oo ' A
The Effect of Size and Location

We found school size to be a reliable and con5|stent predictor of three of our five

‘sets of management variables. Larger private high schools are more likely to have a

complex division of Iabor, that is, more specialist professionals, assistant admin-
istrators, and aides and volunteers. Decisionmaking is more broad based in
larger prlvate high schools, mostly because there are more staff members in a variety

‘of roles available to participate. Similarly, there is a broader array of staff who

might schedule administrative meetings. School size was not found to affect either
rule formalization or teacher -evaluation procedures.

‘Regional differences were much less.proriounced.in the private schools than they
were in the pubhc sample.’ School ‘management rules are somewhat more common
in Western and suburban prlvate high schools, while administrative meetings are
slightly more frequent in the East. The strong regional differences in decmonmakmg
participation and stafﬂng that were noted among public schools (both were most
widespread in the Western States, falrly common in the East, and almost nonexistent -
in the Mldwest) are mmor in the prlvate schools Table S summarizes these, results.

w’h. R
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Public Schools

There is a general pattern of mild positive associations, as table 6 indicates,

. between contextual and management variables in public schools. The most consist-
\ent effects are on decisionmaking participation and the breadth of faculty and staff
participation in teacher evaluations. As the number of special State and Federal

brograms and State rules concerning school management proliferate, high levels of
faculty participation in school decisionmaking are found. Extensive district rules and
meetings aIso are associated with high levels of participation on both indicators.

As far as school fules are concerned, the number of State management rules tor -

.schools have no noticeable links to reports of rules governing teacher classroom

behavior. On the other hand, extensive State rules appear to increase the number of
school management rules. On the district level, however, there is a strong negative
relationship between district and public school rules. It appears that the existence of
district rules precIudes the necessity of school rules or vice versa. :

The only relationship that was found between the complexity of the environment
and staffing patterns was the positive effect of the number of Federal and State
categorlcal programs on the number of specialists. Nelther State nor district ties has
any effect on the numbers of aides’and: volunteers or assistant administrators. It .
appears that categorical programs have their most direct effect on the hiring of
specialists, and that staffing patterns’ are otherwise unaffected by the bureaucratlc ‘
_context. :

“Two features. of the district have important effects ~n public school management
Both the numbBer of regular district meetlngs and the sesugney of prlnCIpaI evaIua-
tion by. the district seem to result in numerous regula. s« nool meetings and more
frequent formal evaIuatlon ‘of teachers. However, neither FederaI or State categorical
programs nor State or dlstrlct ruIes affects the frequency of school meetings or

" teacher evaluation practlces. Fmally, the.frequency of teacher observation as dis-

a
'

64"

B tinguished from teacher evaluation is unaffected by both the State and district
bureaucratlc contexts.. - . - VPR

Private Schoo'/s' S A ‘ o
If the pattern of assoaatlons in the publlc school sample was somewhat scattered
the restilts from the prlvate schools can onIy be called scarce. There are 4; rather
than 12 sngmflcant posntlve associations found in the private sample * plusa strong
negative relationship between school and governing board rules 5|m|Iar to that found
among the publlc schools. (See table 7. ) : :

n prlvate schools, school management rules are less common where theré are
extensive govermng board management rules, but this is the only envnronmental

*These relationships are virtually, identical in strength for both Catholic and non-Catholic private schools, Schools
from both samples are included in table 7. We entertained the idea that the ties of some schoo,s to diocese
structure might represent a "basic difference analogous to that of public and private schools. But it became
clear that two characteristics of our sample make it impossible to test this notion. First, there are a number of
selectlve, relatively independent college preparatory schools included In the Catholic school group. Second, our
non-Catholic sample includes a number of schools that are affiliated closely to specific rellglous groups and their
local organizatlons, Gther than the diocese.
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effect on school rules. Again, none of the measures of bureaucratic context is
associated with more extensive rules about teacher behavior in the classroom. Even
when the Federal or State Government becomes a source of funding through special
programs, few effects on management emerge, perhaps because the level of support
is generally low. Faculty participation in decisionmaking is higher, but no other
aspects of management reflect the State or Federal presence. Also, nothing appears
to be affected by the extensiveness of State rules about school management. Nor
would one expect to encounter. such an effect when these rules ge:ierally do not

“apply to private schools.

There are no effects of governing board ties on the overall level of faculty -
partncnpatlon Where the school principal is more frequently evaluated, more faculty
and staff partncnpate in teacher evaluat'ons, although neither governing board
meetlngs nor rules affects this variable. A more complex environment does not seem
to lead to either a broader range of staffing patterns or a larger variety of regular
school admlnlsttatlve meetlngs However, there are two effects on indicatorg of

teacher evaluation. First, rhore frequent principal evaluation seems to-be reflected in -

more frequent teacher evaluation. Second, teacher observation is more frequent

mET

where the school prmcnpal has more regular mentlngs with members of the govermng'

board.

In sum, there are somewhat inconsistent patteriis of positive associations between
the complexlty of the bureaucratic context in which the private school is located.
and the extensiveness of school management practices. The relationship between
envifonmental context and the structure of management practices is more apparent
in public schools, where three times the number of significant positive associations
were observed. _The Single negative relationship, observed in both samples, is between
school and district or governing board rules; principals apparently see the demand
for a rule being satisfied from one or the other source, but not from both.

Conclus:ons |

s

" Contrary to our expectations we have found thiat the environment dr=s not havea -

very strong effect on either public or private h-g1 school managecni vrdctices.
General pressures from, or ties to, the Federal or State Government or t¢ the district

- office or governjng board do not seem to produce consistent bureaucratization of

management practices. To some extent school oknlzatlons, especially those of
private schools, seem to function independently, 3t least insofar as they are able to
avoid immediate response to complexity in their bureaucratlc environment. There -
are only small differences bz’ ween public and private schools in the nature of their
management practices, or i the responsiveness of these practices to a complex
environment. I
Where dlfferences exist, they suggest that the State and district ‘“‘bureaucracy’ are

only slightly more important to public than to private schools But this is-not
surprising, given that these overarching organizations are ‘less crucial sources of
support for private schools. Even when the Federal or State Government becomes a
source of financial support for the private ‘school through categorical programs,
management practices remain. unaffected This is especially true in private schools,

3
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where the few responses to environmental complexity are most often prompted by
contacts with governing board members (through regular meetings with, or frequent
evaluation of, the school head). It seems as though the accepted management
strategy in private high schools is to concentrate on maintaining an atmosphere of
trust both with clients anjgoverning board members, rather than promoting a
bureaucratic management style.
These resuits raise two important issues. First, differences in management
practices between public and private schools are not easily explained by differences
in their respective environments. Advocates of school decehtralization,' voucher
plans, and the like need to realize that despite the plans of local, State, or Federal /
policymakers schools can and do.remain stubbornly impervious to many environ- /
mental mandates. ' . /
The second issue is somewhat related. If environmental factors do not t,ontrol ;
what goes on in schools, what does—especially in the absence of strong internal '
bureaucratic controls? One possibility is that the basis for, authorlty in schools is not
legal- ratlonal but traditional. The longstanding set of roles and expectations.which ,
comprise the cultural definition of a school, rather than rules and regulations, appear, /’_
to shape organizational behavior.
But if legal-rational authority in the form of rules and mandated practices does J
not play an important part in controlling behavior, why do these structural artifacts |
appear in schools? Perhaps legal-rational management practices serve purposes /
different from their apparent functions. For example, .one purpose of structure |

- might be to justify a school in the eyes of the commuhlty and those bodies which

oversee its operations. Convening meetings and maklng resolutions can be lmportant
rituals that provide local, State, and Federal offnc:als with reassurance that the /'
school is operating properly.2 /
These points suggest that maintaining the legitimacy of the schbol might be more
important than environmental pressures for bureaucrgtlc management. For example,
although specialists, rules, and paperwork might be ta'{ken on in response to envi-
ronmental mandates, a school must, first and foremcest look like a school—wnth
teachers in classrooms, textbooks, exams, homework, gtc.—to retain the support of
parents. So for both the public and private high school\prmcupal the best path mlght

. be to fulfill their traditional roles. In short, following thts course means that the

good faith and commitment of parents and staff. members remain unassailed. j
Private schools might be able to follow this course’ wnth\greater easc thsn _public
schools, since they are essentially traditional organizations with a mu:h siwre lirfii’:ed
bureaucratlc facade than their public schoo! counterparts, and theraiive they maine

tain more of the traditional bases for authorlty in school management. | f commit-
men’ to the school by parents and students, for example, is {(aluable pollcymakers
and’planners who create environmental pressures for public schools may want to
rethink the effect rules and regulations have on the capacuty of publiz schools to
achleve their goals.

i i
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~ NOTES

N

1. This tradition of literaturd, which derives from Weber, Is typically called contingency theory. Examples of
these works include: Thom on, 1967; Aiken and Hage, 1968; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Woodward,
1965. .

2. One reservation is worth mentioning here. One of the ‘characteristics of competition in a market is that
buyers are able to differentiate products in terms of thelr quality. This, however, is difficult to do when
schooling is the product The technology of schools is uncertain, and there is considerable disagreement on
how to assess student achievement objectively in both academic and nonacademic areas. Consequently,

o adapting the metaphor of market competition to schools is difficult.

3. The speciﬂcs of these variables are described in chapter 4.

4. Van de Ven, et al. 1976 Corwin 1974; and Katz 1964, are examples of this kind of treatment of manage-
ment practices.

] 5. See, for example, Margaret R. Davis and E. Ann Stackhouse, *The Importance of Formal Appearances: The
Implementation of Programs for the Evaluation of Elementary Schools and Teachers,” in Davis et al., (The
Structure of Educational Systems Explorations in the Theory of Loosely-Coupled Organizatlons) (Stanford
Stanford University Genter for Educatlonal Research, 1977). : ) -

6. This informatlon has been collected in followip studies supported by the National Institute of Educatlon
See the Postscript for a complete dsxcription of -this research. . A

) 7. See Abramowitz and Tenenbaum (1978) for details of these findings. - '
' 8. John W: Meyer and Brian Rowan, “Institutional Organizations: Formal Structure as Myth and Ceremony,’’
American Journal of Soclology, September 1977 . .

1
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8 5 Competitz,'o}z, Choice, and
Private Schools: An
- Exploratory 'Rglz'g; Analysis™

. Proposed financial reforms, such as vouchers, proposition 13, and tuition tax
- credits have dominated recent educational policy concerns. Inherent in the discus-
’ ‘ sions has been i fundamental concern dbout the role of choice in education. Choice.
is, of course; basic to private education, but the effect on both public and private
' schools of policies that increase client choice is not entirely clear. Research is now
.trying to help predict the consequences of such policies, and this chapter is a prelim-
inary effort. ) : ’

" *  Changes in the financial structure of education, whether through vouchers or tax
reforms, probably will result in increased financial sur;por_t for private schools,
thereby creating oF maintaining a larger number of schools than_would otherwise = -
exist. More schools implies greater choice for parents as well as increased comp‘)eti-
tion among schools for clients. Standard economic arguments contend that this is
good: competitive market forces result in suppliers producing what consumers’
want at the lowest possible price. But in the first section of this chapter, we explore

°  the applicability of this argument for schools and find it wanting. On‘the basis of the
data collected by NIE we speculate on how increased competition and choice might
* affect private education. 4 . : -t
" In the second secticn of this chapter we are also concerned with the effects of
competition, but we ask a'different question. We want to know if increased compe-
tition and greater choice will affect the extent to which parents become involved in
.schools. At first consideration, it seems that an increase in available choices might
' reduce the need for parental participation in schools since it is more likely that
parents will get the education program they want simply b;l choosingit. On the = .
- other hand, the parents’ interestjand desire to get involved in their child’s education
might not be changed by the extent of choice available to them. They might still
want involvement, if only to monitor the gducatiohal procfe'ss affecting their child.

*This chapter was written/ by Jane Hannaway, Teachers College, Columbia University, and William T. Garner,
University of San Francisco. . ’
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Should parents want involvement, and if their choices are influenced by its availabil-
ity, increased competition among schools could induce schools to offrr more chan-
nels for involvement. It is not obvious how the role of parents in priv. ze schools will
be affected by greater choice and competition; but it is a question that should be of
interest to both parents and school managers. A reduction in parental participation
could result in a significant character change in these schools. We address this issue .
by asking whether schools operating now under different levels of competition
provide different opportunities for parental participation in school matters. From
these results we again speculate about the policy implications.

Our intention in this chapter is to begin to clarify thinking about the relationship
between competition and private schools. We are fortunate that NIE collected data
that allow us also to obtain some empirical verification of our ideas. However, since
the survey was not designed to answer the specific questions we pose, we are forced
to rely, at times, on indirect indicators. Despite that drawback, the findings when
taken together should be informative for policymakers. They suggest that increased
competition will result in a more efficient market for schools and will also lead to
more opportunities for parental involvement.

Competitive Market Model

Because parents exercise choice in selecting a private school for their child, and
because private schools do not have the relatively assured revenue of public schools,
some obsetvers assume that private schools operate the way firms do in a competi-
tive market. In short, it is assumed that the demand and'supply interaction matches
parental desires and, .school offerings more closely and efficiently than it does in the
Government owned ‘and operated public schools. '

The case for expandlng school choices may not rest on the degree to whlt:h
private schooling fits the competitive market mddel of economics; yet these are the
arguments most commonly put forth.:And while there has been a great deal of -
discussion and.speculation about the limits and consequences of an educational, free
market, there has not been much data brought to bear on the reasonableness of the
assumptions of the market model as applied to education, much less to its predic-
tions (Coons and Sugarman, 1978; Levin, 1968). ' \

Market behavior analysis traditionally proceeds from a rather strict set of

" assumptions about ideal markets with “pure competition.” The pure competition

model of schooling supposes that there are a large number of schools and that
parents are free to choose any they like. The model assumes that parents have a
good understanding of what they want and what each school provides, leading us to
expect a close match between parental preferences and school offerings. The model
also assumes that parents do not pay a higher tuition {price) than necessary to
purchase a particular type and quality of service, leading us also to expect schools
with similar offerings to have similar costs. Schools that do not keep their clients
satisfied would lgse clientele to other schools. Likewise, schools that overcharge
would lose enrollment to lower priced schools of similar quality.

In the fdllowing»section we analyze more closely the applicability of the free
market model to education. Our intent is not to test the model but to use it to
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- discuss the role of competition in educationaf markets. We suggest four ways in

which the private school market differs from the simolifying assumptions of the
model of pur: competition and discizss the implications of each. Wi then turn to the
Ni¥ ata is an attemnpt to validate, albeit :2directly, some of our ideas.

.

9

The Economic Model

According to the economic model of pure competition, the exercise of choice by
consumers regulates the system.! The consumer is sovereign; consumer demand
determines what is produced and, with production technology, determines the
relative prices at which produr.ts may be sold. Demand for a commodity is a measure
of the amount that consumers are willing and able to buy. Consumers seek what:
they desire at the lowest price available, and producers compete by offering the
“best value.” The result is efficient production. Firms that cannot produce efficient-
ly or do not produce what consumers want fail the competitive test and die. '

A pure economic model, however, is not completely satisfactory when we
attempt to apply it to private educational institutions. Four factors in particular give
arthritis to the “invisible” hand: (1) the not-for-profit orientation, (2} the nature of
the “commodity’’ produced, (3) the fact of imperfect competition, and (4) imper-
fect information. These factors are not completely independent, but theoretical
distinctions can be made. (See table 8.)

Not-for-Profit Orientation

The economic model assumes that the behavior of firms is primarily motivated by
the desire for increased profits. That assumption does not generally hold for private
schools. For example, when demand exceeds supply, the traditional profit-making
firm will ration its product (and increase its profits) by raising the selling price. 2 But
the not-for-profit school, depending on its preferences, may ration places by raising '
admission standards or by using some other sorting scheme. A waiting list forms, but
“prices are not necessarily raised. As a result-a segment of the market able and willing
to pay for private education, but whom the schools prefer not to serve, is excluded.

3

The Nature of the Commod/ty Produced

The ‘output” of educational institutions is different from other types of
commodities distributed in the competitive marketplace. The market model assumes
the production of homoggneous goods. 3 This assumption is problematic in educa- '
tion where there is little agreement about what the primary product of schooling, is,
mush less about whether any particular product is homogeneous. Some argue that
education is primarily a screening mechanism by which different types of people are
sorted and labeled (Spring, 1976). Various others argue that education produces

" changes in individuals, with some stressing normative changes and others cognitive.

One way to view the commodity marketed by educational organizations-is as a set of
services purchased in an all-or-nothing package by the consuming household, not
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as a single good or service. But an additional critical complication is that some
services are sufficiently unclear to permit two observers to reach different-conclu-
sions about what the school is offering. Also, after the services have been performed,
the identification of the “value-added” by whatever was done is still a problem.
Such ambiguity about the product makes it unlikely that consumers have much
control over what is produced.

Imperfect Competition

Imperfect competition arises when a consumer or producer has some degrée of
control over price. (The perfect c_ompetitién model assumes that no individual or
small group can influence quantities or price.) There are basically two ways for a
firm to affect its profit: (1) through efficiency of production, and (2) by raising the
price of its product. The second way is effective only if there are no competitors
offering the same product for a lower price. Therefore, a common strategy is for
firms to distinguish themselves and gam some control over the market by offermg a

“slightly different product.

Private schools can achieve control in a similar fashion. They might not be as
interested in control over price, but it is safe to assume that school managers prefer
to have as much control over the school’s operation as possible both for ease of
management and for preference differences. Since school m#nagers usually have
more (or at least different) information than do people on the outside, they often
want the discretion to make decisions as simply and quickly as possible. In addition,
we can imagine situations in which the interests of the manager are different.from
those of the clients, e.g., amount of budget allocated to administration. In such
situations, a school manager obviously wants control.

The way to achieve such control is to find a market niche—by offering something
different from other schools (or-leading buyers to think it is doing so).4 Presumably,
when there is not a rivalschool, i.e., when parents have no alternative, a.school’s
control ovér operations and its ability to resist parental influence would be greatest.
And since the output of schools is ambiguous, it is probably easier for a school to
create an image of being special (whether intentionally or not) than for a firm with a
well-defined product. If schools are operating without competition it is likely that
there would be considerable variation among schools in the level and pattern of
expenditures, even among schools of similar quality.

Imperfect Information

The pure market model assumes that actors’ chdices are to be based on complete
and accurate information that is available at no cost to them. Thus, in the case of
schooling, the pure economic model assumes that parents have complete and accu-
'_rate information .about the availability and the. quality of a school (what it will
produce relatlve to other schools), and that parents will choose the school yielding

" the desired results at the lowest price. Certainly, different parents have different -
preferences. For instance, some might choose a school on the basis of jts academic
quality, while others base their decision on a school’s athletic achievement, location,
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religious training, discipline structure, or innovativeness. In general, however, the

" model leads us to expect that within any one school parental tastes are similar and
that the services the school offers reflect those tastes. . I

Imperfect information refers to situations in which consumers do not pds_sess

completé~information about what their dollar can actually buy. This condition
impairs the market and has serious implications for efficiency. Even if information
about schools were considered accurate and reliable, the cost of obtaining it and the
knowledge required to do so must be tak.n into account. Therefore, systematic
differences in the quality of information available or in the amount or type of
information ‘received by particular groups require appropriate modifications of the
pure model predictions. We might expect, for example, that schools serving knowl-
edgeable consumers would be run differently from schools serving poorly informed
clients. ' '

Imperfect information occurs on three levels. On the first level, information is
costly andjor slow, but possible, for the consumer to obtain. On the second level is
the natural asymmetry in information between the producer and the consumer; e.g.,
the doctor knows more than the patient. The consumer does not necessarily know
the value of what he or she has purchased until after the purchase has been made.5.
But it is the third level that describes best the imperfect information condition
in education: neither the producer nor the consumer has much understanding

“about what is produced. Professional educators (producers) know more than parents
(consumers) about what goes on in school, but the fcrmer are usually unable to .

. predict either thg effect of their efforts or the best way to proceed with production.
Even after the professionals have finished their work, they are unable to isolate what
difference their efforts might have made. Therefore, both consumers and the pro-
ducers possess only very limited relevant information about the process of educa-
tion.6 If consumers do not fully understand what they are buying and producers do
not fully understand what they are producing, the exercise of choice by consumers
and competifion by producers still might not lead to an efficient market.

!

Model Predictions and Survey Results _ .

" In this section we turn to the survey results for indications of how well the
market for private schools is working. Given the available data our empirical assess-
fents are necessarily indirect; but we are able to evaluate the functioning of the -

‘private school market indirectly by hypothesizing what findings would be expected
if the assumptions behind the market model were valid for education markets and
comparing actual survey findings to those expected. We have done this in three areas
for which survey data are available: expenditure variations; parent and school goal
congruence; and parent goal and school outcome congruence. Inceach three, the
results differ from those predicted by the assumptions of the competitive market
model. ' . , . ' :

Taken singly, no .one of the tests can be considered conclusive, Together,

however, the findings not only support the view that the private school market, in

general, does not fit the perfect competition model, but they also suggést that the
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market is working less well for lower class clients than for upper class clients. |f th|s
is in fact the case, any changes in public policy may need to take this b|as into
account

Expenditure Dispersion

If information were perfect in the market for schooling and schools_were
operatin~ -+ rampetitive conditions, we would expect to see similar prices for
similar sunou... Presumably, knowledgeable parents would not pay more than the’
lowest avaiiable price for a given quality of schooling, and schools charging more
would be replaced by competitors. As Stigler (1961) has said, “‘price dispersion is a
manifestation—and, indeéed, it is the measure—of i ignorance in the market.” Likewise,
expenditure levels of schools of similar quality would be similar since knowledgeable
managers would not expend more than is necessary to produce a given quallty and
maintain clientele. :

We measured dlsperswn using the reports of expenditure per pupil in the survey.’
The major factors one would normally expect to affect expenditure differences were
analyzed, mcludmg size of the school (to account for possible soale effects); -
whether the school was boarding (to account for differences due to the cost .of
residential services); geographic location (to account for regional cost variations);
school affiliation (to account for any differences in cost structures between church-
affiliated and independent schools); the, percentage of graduates going to 4-year
" colleges (smce college preparatory curriculums might have different costs than

: . o
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others); and the percentage of school parents in white collar or professional occupa-
tions {to account for differences in the willingness and ability of parents to pay). Of
course, the degree of similarity.of schools is not always possible to define, much less
to measure. But, with the exception of the ambiguous factors, the analysis should
‘capture most of the variation in expenditure across schools if the competitive
market model is working well. o
" When the analysis was completed, about one half the variation® in per pupil
expenditure was accounted for. That leaves 50 percent of the.expenses not ac-
counted for by these factors.® Imperfect information is one possible explanation for
the unaccounted expenditure variation. Another explanation is that the market for
private schools is not sufficiently competitive, allowing schools to operate ineffi-
ciently. A third explanation is that variations are Gue to those unidentified and .
_ .ambiguous factors we mentioned above. A closer analysis than is possible here of the
daily life in private schools and of the impressions of parents of what is going on and
what they think they are buying would be necessary to validate such an explanation.
We can imagine school cultures varying greatly among schools and parents being
willing to pay different prices for-these cultures. That factor would not be captured
by the above §nalysis. We can also imagine that, given the ambiguous nature of the
educational process, myths and reputations could develop easily that have little basis
in reality. Again, a much closer analysis'is necessary to distinguish between culture
* and myth. At this point, however, we can argue that identifiable factors that normal-
ly would be associated with expenditure variation in a perfect market do not ac-
* .count for much of the difference which suggests inefficiencies in the market.

v

Parent and School Head Goal Congruence

¢

If information about private schools is freely available to.clients and potential

“clients and parents can choose from a’number of competing schools,’one would

expect parents to choose schools with educational philosophies similar to their own.
In the survey, private school heads rated the importance of each of seven education- *
al goals {item 70). Elsewhere they rated the same quen goals as they believed the
majority of the school’s parents would (item 30). To determine the similarity

of the results, we constructed an index of parent and school head goal congruence?
and found considerable disparity between the parent and school head ratings.'?
Further analysis suggested that the disparity seemed significantly related to the
proportion of parents in the school with white collar or professional occupations:

the higher the proportion of such parents, the closer the congruence between parent
and school head goal ratings. ' -

SR . These findings are-another indication that information is neither perfectly nor°
uniformly distributedin the private school market. Upper class parents are more
likely to choose a school whose school head agrees with their goals than are lower
class parents, i.e., they make better informed choices.!! Another interpretation of
the findings is that schools behave as monopolies: facing little competition, they
prefer to maintain their own preferences rather than-those of lower class parents.
They can do this without risk if clients have no alternative schools available.
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Parent Goal and School Qutput

i
In a-third test we examined the congruence between parent ¢ ducational goal
ratings (again, as reported by the school.head) and output indicators of the school.
- The notion of imperfect information jn schooling suggests that parents will not -
- " always get what they want when selectjng a school as a result of one or a combina-
tion of the conditions discussed earlier. Therefore, variation will exist in the degree
to which parent educational goals are matched by actual school .offerings and
outcomes. Monopoly, in which the supplier (the-school) rather than the consumer
has control over what services are offered, could lead to the samé results. In other
o words, although school clients might know that what they are buymg is not really
— what they want, they. have limited chouce : s
To investirate these relationships, we constructed indexes of course offerings
related to two educational goals: preparation for work and college preparation.
v Available in the survey data are the proportion of each school’s graduates entering
' the labor force or 4-year colleges. If rnformatlon about the schools is freely available
and schools are responsive to parental preferences, parent educational goal rating
should be strongly related to actual course offerings and to student outcomes
(college or labor force percentages) -

The results of these analyses show a relationship between parent educational goal
rating and the measures of course offerings and student outcomes. But there is an
even stronger relation between parent occupation (proportion white collar or .
professional) and the offerlngs and outcomes. That is, of two schools with. identical
parent goal ratings, the correspondence of school output to those ratings will be

> substantially higher in the school with a higher proportion of white collar and
) professional pacents. These results, while based on principals’ perceptions of parent

attitudes, support a view'that the private school market is biased; it works better for
upper class than for lower class cllents

@
:

Policy Implications

¢ S " The research findings support our broader suspicion that the market mechanisms

may not bg fully effective as a means to regulate. private schooling. Imperfect
information and imperfect competition both contribute to the situation, but the
available data do not allow us to distinguish between the explanations. We would

‘need data from the individual consumer level to measure what parents actually know v

and what they want. However, we can dISCUSS the pollcy implications of the two
explanations.

&> Assuming the problem is informational, consumer education programs might help
Schools could be required to make public certain information about its dropouts .
and graduates.12 Although many schools already publicize what their graduates dq,

this is often done selectively. Parents do not know the degree to which a school is ,
responsrble for any successes. If schools report, in a standard’ way, what happens to
different types of students (who, for example, scored within certaln percentiles on

entrance tests), parents would be able to identify. those schools1hat performed

/’ ~ Dbetter with students of dlfferent achievement (ablllty) Ievels ‘Other- mformatlon, it
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e : such as survey results about students’ interests might help inform parents about
school cultures. However, if the problem is how different parents use the available
““information, a more targeted.consumer education program would be what is needed,

rathe\' than more information. ;

If the problem is competition, existing proposals might be sufﬁcuent These
initiatives are likely to encourage competition and improve the market. There would
be an i‘rgcreased supply of schools, making it. more likely that parents, including lower
income parents, could find the type of school they want. Given increased competltlon,
schools should also become more responsive to parental objectives.

Increased competition could also have an indirect effect on information to
parents, although we can imagine some negative as well as posmve effects on the
quality of parental choices. Although increased competition will make it possible for

" parents to c\ompare the virtues of different schools simply because alternative
schools are available, we can imagine that under very competitive situations parents
could become befuddled and resort to simple decisions that result in poor choices.

It is also possuble that, given the general lack of a clear understanding of the
educational process and its effects, the education market will never work well.
Information agout schools is difficult, at best, to evaluate; and increases in competi-
tion could only obscure problems. Myths may, in fact, develop and govern the
system as consumers try to rationalize their choices. Under such circumstances,
policy alternatlves will be difficult to design.

H . e

Competition and QIient Participation 13

T From the questu&n of the applicability of the traditional competitive market -
model to schooling we turn to the question.of whether the level of competition a
school faces affects the way it is managed. More specifically, we are interested in
whether competltlon affects: the extent to which parents play arole in running a
school and’ the relatlonshup between competition and parental participation in
private schools. '

Borrowing from leschman (1972) ‘we use the term “voice” to refer to attempts
by consumers to influénce the school internally, i.e., through participation in pollcy
and de’cmonmakmg We examine the nature of voice by looking at the extent of
formal mechanisms for client participation, 'such as parent répresentation on policy

— and adwm Specifically, we are interested in how the extent of-choice, or.
the amount of competition facing a school, affects voice. |

We make two arguments (whuch lead to opposite predlctrons) about the relatlon-
ship between competition and voice. First, we argue that higher levels of competi-
tion have a negatlve effect on the extent of voice demanded by parents. Then we -,
make a supply argument: that competition has a positive effect on the extent of
voice supp//ed by schools. We develop these two arguments below and then turn to

.-~ the NIE survey data to indicate which argument better explains the relationship
. between competltlon and client participation in private schools. 14 The findings
. suggest condltrons under which schools facmg greater competltlon supp/y parents
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with more formal channels of vonce Theéy imply that in some cases, control by
consumer chonce and control by consumer voice go hand in hand..
‘The Demand ArgUment
: » According to the demand argument, parents are more likely to demand
s - participation in school dec'isionmakihg as the number of alternative schools available
to them declines, i.e., when the school has little competition. The idea is that:
because they have fewer alternatlves,l parents must work with the school they have
“to obtain what they want. This simple idea leads to > ~umber of expectations about
the extent of parental voice under various conditions, and it is these expectations
that form the bases for empirical explorations. Specifically, we focus on factors that
I|m|t the number of alternatives available to parents (| e., limit competition) and
estimate their effect on the level of parental input into a school (i.e., voice).15 These,,
* factors, which we discuss later, are specnallzatlon, cost per student, school quallty,
and populatlon densnty
The relatlonshlp between competltlon and voice in school organizations becomes ©
a bit more complicated than the demand argument suggests when we question why
managers would listen to thelr consumers when their consumers have few exit
optlons The demand argument it focuses on the conditions under which consumers .
are likely to demand voice, but it does not analyze the conditions that would
motivate managers to provide channels for voice, i.e., a supply argument.

3

B ~ . -

The Supply Argument o .

k4

There are at Jeast three reasons why we mlght expect school managers to provide .
channels for parent partncnpatlon The first is related to competltlon and, in the case
of schools at least, runs counter to the consumer demand argument. In general, the
_idea is that the {)ases of competition are unclear’ among o anizations (such as
schools or mental health agencies) with unspecnflable outco(i.g and with a little-
understood technology. In the case of private schools, given the difficulty of a
parent’s predicting how, well a child and a school will interzct, the provision for
ongoing parent lnvolvement might, in fact, be one of the appealing factors wgighed
by parents when makmg a.school choice. Such channels for lnvolvemept assufe
parents that if things are not going well, they will have a say in making changes The

__extent_of_prowsnon.for_parenmnput could be one of the bases of competrtlon among
e ~ schools, leading us to expect it to increase with competition.

A second reason private schools may “supply” channels for voice i to stlfle any
public expression of—parent dlscontent Because of the amblguous nature of their
output, schools greatly depend on their reputations for obtaining clients. Therefore,
while the pOSSIblllty of exit mlght not be particularly threatening to prlvate school
managers, the future costs assocnated wnth Ioss of reputation, | e., loss of futurel
clientele, could be. ‘ : .o

--Another. reason that we’mi'ght expect schools facing greater comf)etition.»‘to
provide more channels for involvement, even 'when the probability of exit.is low, is

» . [
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~ responsive with no discernable cost to production.
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one of comparison. Given the lack of preciseness in'the educational process, compar-
ing their school with other schools is one way for parents to obtain information
_about the appropriateness of ‘what thei particular school is'doing. The more com-
pansons that can be made, i.e., the gredter. the number of similar schools nearby, the
more information parents w¢ Jld havg about: what programs, services, etc., are -
possible. This increased information.bout the range of possibilities might motivate

* schools toward harder selling efforts. (Indeed, it might also increase the likelihcod of

attempts by pardnts.to influence their own school.) Without such comparisons,
parents would not know if they could be better served; as a result, it would not be
necessary for schools to provide for a hugh level of parent mvolvement

Schools that are not-for-profit organizations provide other reasons for being
particularly open to voice. A school’s management has the latitude to be concerned
with otKer objectives, for example, a happy clientele. In a pure competitive world
.every-firm is threatened by the actions of more efficient or innovative competitors
to whom &lients may-exit. Thus, any behavior directed to objectives other than
profit maximization could put a firm out of the running. But in the case of schools,
school maiagers could, on the one hand, need the detailed, complex information
feedback that client voice provides and, on tie other hand, have the freedom to be

Competition Factors

The basic idea being investigated is whether the exteht_ of choice availabic to
parents (i.e., the extent of competition faced by the school) is related to the extent
of tormal participation in schéol matters by parents (i.e., voice). However, since we

“have no direct measures of competition in the survey, we rely on indirect measures

commonly assumed to be related to competition: specialization, quality, expendi-
ture per student, and population density. Greater levels of specialization and higher
quality constrain competition, while higher costs and greater population densnty

- are associated with more competition.

Specialization involves product differentiation: a school offers a ““product”
different enough from those of its competitors and is able to secure a niche in the
market (where it functlons with only limited competition). According to the con-
sumer demahd argument we would expect this to increase the likelihood of voice;
parents have few alternatives. From the supply side, if by virtue of its specialization
itis protected from. competition, a school would not deem it necessary to prov:de
v01ce chandels. A specialization index was constructed ‘to measure the range of -
programs.and course offerings in each school; specrallzed schools were those with
the narrowest range of offerings. A school could specialize, for example, in provndmg
services for hlgh -achieving college-bound students or-for students preparing for

vocational careers.
$ The second factor related to competltron is the quallty of the school, which we

" measured in terms of the percentage of ggxduates attending 4-year colleges. Exit

options dre particularly limited for schools at the\upper end of the quality continu-
um (leschman 1972). The idea is that exit is dlscouraged for the quahty-conscnous
conSumer because there is lno place to - go but down Therefore, parents become
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involvedo\ to ensure the maintenance of high quality “production” (demand argu- ‘
ment) But we can also argue that, given their favored position in the market, these

A schools may be the least responsive (supply argument). _

A third factor associated with competltnon is expend/ture per student ‘which we
assume varies directly with tuition. The idea is.that parents of students in high-cost
schools are generally wealthier than parents of students in low cost schools. Weal-
thier parents do not face the same tuition constralnts when choosing 2 school; they
have more options. Consequently, high cost schools would be subject to more
market pressure. According to the demand view, we would expect this to have a

‘ ~ negative effect on voice; and, according to the suppiy view, we wou' expect it to

v " havea positive effect.

-t 4 One might also expect competition to be greater in more densely populated:
areas since there should be-more schools from which to choose. The dernand view
would lead us to expect a negative relation between population density and voice,
while the supply view would predict a positive relationship.

The Findings

o The results in table 9 show that there is some evidence for both the demand and
the supply arguments, 16 aithough the pattein of response for Catholic schools is
different from the pattern for other nonpublic schools. The findings for the Catholic
schools are consistent with.the supply argument; corﬁpetition leads Catholic schaols
to provide more voice channels. The findings for the other nonpublic schools sup-
port the demand argument: undzr conditions of. greater competition (and hence
greater.choice), parents are less likely to demand input into school matters.

" The Catholic school findings could be interpreted two ways First, we could argue
that Catholic schoo!s are fearful of losing further enroliment.” The enroliment in
Catholic schools has been declining in recent years (although the trend may now be
changing). This loss may be due to increased tuition costs, a possible decline in
desire for, rehglous study, middie class fllght and/or the general reduction in the
school age population. Having experienced such enrollment declines, Catholic schools
might be attempting to be increasingly responsive to parents to maintain enrollment.
This is consistent with the s.1pply argument. On the other hand, we might argue that
there is sornething about a school’s being “Cathollc” that reduces the negative effact
of competition on voice. Hirschman might argue this as onalty——that even when
there are alternative schools, Catholics would rather fight than switch.

. A third possible reason for our finding that the extent of voice increases with

‘ com'pe’titIOn in Catholic schools is that the dominant factor affecting the choice of

. _ Catholic school clients could be the school’s religious orientation. These schools

/-y' ' offer a special service that other nearby schools do not, which could mean that

Catholic schools operate with little competition, even though our indicators suggest

otherwise. However, just because parents place a high value on religious education

does not necessarily mean that they. are satisfied with other aspects of the school’s

. program. Therefore, while parents might not exit, they may very well become

~ involved to change those aspects of the school about which they are not happy.

i
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There ‘are two other findings of interest that should be discussed. One is the
consistent and significant positive relation between population density and voice.
Since urban areas have more schools from which to choose, we assumed there would

- be more competition and therefore less voice. Our initial assumptions, however, did
not take into account the recent increase in demand for private schools in urban
areas. Demand, in fact, may far outrun supply. Consequently, many schools are
requiring students to enrol! in earlier grades to ensure a place in the upper grades.
The exit option in urban areas is therefore severely limitcd, which suggests that the
alternative explanation is also likely—that voice is being demanded because choice is
limited. |

The other finding is the effect associated with higher expenditures, the implica-
tion being that wealthier parents have feyer involvement mechanisms available to
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them than do less well-to-do parents. This is not surprising in light of the demand
argument. These parents, because of greater wealth, have more options open to
them. When they are dissatisfied with a“School, they chapge to a different one.
However, on the surfacs, the finding is counter to the conventional wisdom that '
schools are more open to the rich than to the poor:”

There are a number of additional alternativerinterpretations for this finding,
which make it an interesting area for further research. First, wealthier parents may
be more satisfied with the schoats they have chosen and therefore do not feel a neéd
for voice. This interpretation is consistent with our f"nding that schools with larger
proportlons of white collar and professional parents are more likely to provide the

, services and outcomes parents want. This could be because they have made better

initial choices or because the schools are responsive to their wants without requiring
them to organize.18 Second, higher income and lower income parents may use
different channels for influencing school poliv.2s. Our study was concerned with
formal mechanisms for parental involvement, which could be used more often by
lower income parenté because there is strength in numbers. Higher income parents,
who often have more personal influence, could rely to a greater extent on informal
channels. Further reséarch is necessary to distinguish amon°g these interpretations.

Policy Implications

3

The general policy issue embedded in the last half of this ¢hapter ic whether’
increased competition ainong schools will affect parental involvement, i.e., voice, in
schools. The idea is one of consumer protection, especiall{t given the conditions of -
imperfect information. (This, of course, is a question separate {rom whether in-
creased competition will lead to better schooling.) Our results are mixed. On one
t:=4d, we found that under conditions of greater competition Catholic schools
;rovided parents with more channels for invoivement; but-the same did not hold for
other nonpublic schools where the extent of formal participatiOn decreased with
higher levels of competition. We suggested earlier that Catholic schools actually
might not be facing much competition; i.e., the)/- are the only alternative for many
Catholics. But the fact that they have experienced enrollment decline makes this
reasoning less tenable. The more plausible argument is that Catholic school adminis-
trators are actively trying to maintain their enrollments and keep their schools
alive by involving parents in running them. In addition, we might also argue that the
reason the other nonpublic schools have not been providing parental involvement is
that these schools, especially the‘urban ones, have been operating under conditions
of excess demand, making them-impervious to competition. If our interpretations
here are correct, we can argue that increases in competition will lead all schools to
provide for greater parental involvement tc maintain their clients. Catholic schools
are already experiencing this, and the other private schools would experience similar
conditions if ixcreased competition and greater choice were to result from poiicy
initiatives. ‘ )

While the pure market model has limited usefulness for understanding the effect
of choeice on schools, competition still appears to be an img _rtant factor in how

b . 1
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schools function. Specifically the findings suggest that policies that increase client
choice and competition will lead to a distribution of schools that corresponds better

to parent preferences and that 1re more open to parents.

r)

NOTES

. The assumptions of this model include:

a. utility-maximizing behavior;

sufficient buyers and sellers so no single buyer, seller, or small Froup;can affec. prices;
unrestricted entry and exit from the market for both producers and consumers;
perfect and free information;

homogei-eous goods.

e a0 o

. Generally one would expect that higher-than- normal profits would attract nrw f'rms into the murket, thus

increasing the amount supnlied and lowering price to a normal profit level.

That is, for any type of good in question the product is essentially the same (is homog:neous) regardless of wha
praoduces it.

The ability of a school to differentiate its product in this way will be limited by the size of the market in which
it is opérating.

See Arrow (1973) for a discussion of this point.

See dirschman (1974) about the effects of ignorance on the part of producers and censurrers in different
sectors, among them education,

The survey data do not contain actual tuition charses (prices) to parents.

Furthermore, the findings show that even if two schools are alike on the factors, there is about one chance ir:
three that their expenditures per pupil will differ by more than $1,700, a large range whr~ compated with a
mean expenditure of about $1,400 for: the sampled schools.

See Garner and Hannaway (1979b) for details of index construction.

This can be shown by simple descriptive statistics: the standard deviation of the inde:* was as large as its mean.
Findings from the Alum Rock voucher experiment showed that socially advaniized pareni  had better infore
mation about schooling alternatives than less advantaged parents (see Bridge, 1978} -

Many schools may balk at proposals to provide more information. One argument i t*-: results are
unpredictable and a school’s track record for any one year might not be a good predictor for 2 narticula~
student in the next year. Such an argument only underscores the difficulty parents have makiay a choive.
Annther argument against the proposal is the“costs associated with record keeping, alt  .ough rhie+ need not be
great.

We draw heavily on the thinking of Hirschman (1972) far this part of the chapter.

Both arguments are based on consumer response. to discontent; consumer exit and co mer vo'.e are
mechanisms that can imProve an organization’s performance. if consumers are well sat:<f’zd, we might e».ouc.
neither exit nor voice. To investigate these idcas properly at I€ast two time periods shoul«s be used: one 1w

n -*oure the extznt of discontent and one to measure the response. The design of this :tudy. hewever, is .
period cross-sectional, and therefore we are implicitly making certain assumptions. The basic a' imptien is
that the phcnomenon being studied is in equilibrium; that is, the conditions that [ead to voice have alzeady
had their effect, and they are similar for all schools. We are also measuring the result ‘n the form of institu-
tionalized channels. This is probably not an unreasonable assumption given that tne fortunes of educational
institutions in general have fallen during the 19)-) s and that public attitudes toward schools during this same
period have steadlly declined (Gallup, .978)

(4]
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! 15. Parents might want to participate in school : -atters for a number of reasons. Because of imperfect information
and the ambiguity of the schooling progess, parents might not be able to make completely satisfactory initial

{ . choices and, therefore, must get involved to find out hov, w=H aschool Is doing with their child and how .

: things might be changed. In addition to a lack of alternutives, the exit optiun is {imited for private school
clients because the cost to the student (psychological, social, and educaucs2l} of changing schocls is so
high. One might also reason that parents derive pleasure from being involved in thelr children’s life; or that
they satisfy a sense of duty through participation ip school affairs. -

16. We also investigated the effect of factors related to parental ability to organizc o voice. These were school
. cize and client homogeneity, but neither of the effects was significant. ]
17. See Erikson et al., 1978, - :

18. An alternate explanation is that parents pay such high prices for private education that they have to believe
) ‘that their schools are adequate.
S

1
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Q - R%ectz'ons jb?' anai,‘e
- High School Administrators*

E)

Spelling out the practical implications of research reports for educational
practitioners is a dubiousienterprise. Subsequent decisionmaking of school admin-
istrators more often than not seems minimally~influenced by the results of such’

: reports The research and development community regularly laments the fact that
. “the rapid growth of education knowledge has not been accompanied by a parallel
surge in educational reform.”? As this study itself suggests, high school principals
may have developed the capacity to deflect intrusion of outside forces and agencies
by performing certain rituals that suggest the conformity and cooperation
" necessary to “legitimate” the school in the eyes of the public.?
The perennial problem involves the differing time perspectives and reward systems
.of the practitioner and the researcher.3 For the practitioner the value of a éurv_ey
such as this does not derive from the broad policy implicatiens that may have an
impact over a relatlvely long span of tlme rather, the significance of this study for .
the practitioner must address the immediate or medium-range practical problems.
within the enviroriment for which the practitioner has current responsnblllty The
“ intent - ¢ this chapter is to bring the survey results within the time frame and range
of interests of administrators of privaté schools. What follows are a former private
school administrator’s refiections on the practical lmpllcatlons of the suivey ’s
' general cnnclus.ons

~ Private Schoo[ Programs

Private schools, in genzral, have a distinctive purpose centered around the
selection of & ::ore acad~mically able,student body than the public schools enroll.4
Consequently, private schools;sponsor programs that focus more narrowly on
academic pursuits. For most private schools, a traditional academic core is supple-
mented by a rellglous educational program. Even alternative programs in private
schools many of Whlch were initiated in response to Iate 1960’s demands for greater

‘¢

*This chapter yvas‘writton by Robert R, Ncwten, Boston College. ) .
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- adaptation to student needs and mterests were translated by private schools into

courses that strengthened the academic tone of the school rather than intensifying
the “relevancy”’ of programs. Public schools, on the other hand, focus on a more
heterogeneous student population and thus offer programs that meet a wide range of
backgrounds and needs. , o

Two factors are emerging that may have a significant |mpact on the narrowly
defined private school programs as they emerge in the survey; they are factors whose
implications-will produce contradictory pressures on private school programs. The
first is the declining. birthrate (especially :mong the Catholic population), which,
threatens to disrupt the homogenelty of private school enrollments and thus force
changes in these programs. The second is the {‘back to the basics” movement already
visible in the responses of private school administratogs in the survey.’

The decline in the gene'ral pool of students who will be entering high school can
be expected to produce a greater competition for those students ‘both between
public and private schools:and among the private schools themseives. For example,
the significant decline in Catholic elementary school enrollments between 1975 and
1979 has created fewer applicants for Catholic hlgh schools.6 Diminished numbers
of applications have caused the selection of students to come from a wider range of
ability-levels and have decreaSed the homogenelty of private school populations.
To keep up enrollments, a more heterogeneous student body, less concentrated
in the upper levels of academic aptiti:de/schievement, has been admitted. Admis-
sions standards are modified, and cutoff scores are lowered to maintain operations at
present levels or, in some cases, merely to survive.”-The reaction of private schools
to the declining pool of applicants will be similar to that of the private colleges that
found their applicant pools declining. Student populations will become more di-
verse, and programs will undergo corresponding changes.

Two additional forces must be added to the phenomencn of declining numbers of
applications: the escalation of private school tuitions and, simulta‘neously, the
decrease in discretionary income available to the general population. Vitullo-Martin |
argues that economic forces and Government tax policics already have begun to
deny Americans money left after taxes and necessities that has tradmonally been
used to make private choices.? As the Government increasingly provides services for
citizens, ordinary persons wull be priced out of some markets, such as for housing
and for educational diternatives for their children.. The combination of escalatmg
costs and diminishing discretionary income will further redure the pooi of fami-
’les/students able to consider private schools, thus forcing private schools to become
even more comprehe 1sive in their search-for students tc fill their classrooms.

" The parailel implications for private school programs are obvious. A more hetero-
* geneous student body will mean a more diversified program. All students will not
possess the same basic skills or be capable of the same college-orierited program.
Sequences focusing on alternatives otherithan higher education will be introduced,
remedial programs will become ' ore important than they have been in the past.
As any administrator knows, more diversified programs demand larger student
bodies to produce the options necessary to support full alternatives. The small size
‘of many private schools, regarded in the -survey as a source of strength by most
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private*school princip'als and as a-proble.n by public school principals, may eMerge
as increasingly problematic for privaté schools.?

The survey reports that a majority of the private school administrators noted that
there is a greater erphasis on basic reading, writing, and rathematics skills than
there was 5 years ago. In the return to basic skills, the private schools have a shorter
journey to make since. as the survey intimates, even through the period of student
unrest in the 1960’s, private schools maintained their primarily traditional academic
focus. Thus, although the “back to the basics” movement will be applled differently
in prlvate than in publlc schools, the goal will be the same.

During the late 1960’s and early 1970’s, schools shifted a portion of their
curriculum from an emphasis on what should be taught to a concern for what
students wanted to learn or what the faculty, in an.attempt to maintain or réCOver
student attention, wanted to teach. The current movement can be seen as a feturp to
the principle of what should be taught and learned, rather than what seems to be of
immediate relevance .or interes:. This return to what should be taught will focus gn
content and skills. Content will shift from focus on the relevant to communicatign _
of a significant portion of the cul!tural heritage. The latter will be accomplished

-malnly thrc::gh the study of the enduring books and ideas that are the ‘‘basics” of

our civilization. There also will be a return to tradition~' skills, e.g., clear and Cogent

writing anid speaking, mathematics and reading competence, and study skills. .
Thus, private schools will face contradictory pressures. The homogeneity, which

i has allovved a specialized and relatively narrow focus, will be challenged by trends

that require incorporation of a mors varied student p"""!e.t:on. At the same time; a

“back to basics movement, already fnmly underway in private educatlon, will wort

toward narrowing the mission of private schools. Some cbservers suggest that the
academic emphasis wil! continue.and actually will be revitalized, but the schools
will apply a. ' adapt this emphasis to a more diverse population. Within the
traditionally narrow academic focus of private schools, there will be an increased
range of programs to meet wider stidents needs and interests. o

X

-Management And Organizatior In Private Schools

The conclusions of the survey results-on school management suiggest that Privgte
schools do not follow the bureaucratic model: there is little specialization, ‘minimal
cooraination through rules, and infrequent formal eva!uatlon 10 Authority is shared
withi faculty members-who are invclved in demsnonmakmg, espeCIaIIy in thelr aress

- of professional competence. Although the principal’s authority is strong, there are

few rutes regarding instruction. Principals ir private schools have a stronger voice ‘
in selecting and dismissing f.;it> - budyeting and planning processes than o
their public school counterparts. Private schools have not created elaborate struc.
tures in response to environmental demands; instead, i%i¢ structures that do exist
emphasize managing the internal crwircnment a:::1 avwiding the demands of exterpal
forces. Private schools are islands unto themselvés. =

The picture of private schocl managers and their management practlces that
emerges from the survey is not'a surprising’ one. The role of the private school

administrator has been interpreted in terms of the concept of traditional authority -
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father than in mare formal or legal terms. Their authority has been both derived
from, and exercised in, a manner not emphasizing legal prerogatives and responsibil-
ities. .

A review of the results of the survey comblned with current trends in ‘private
education suggests a number of 1mpI|cat|ons for the future of private schools. These
implications focus around (1) the organizational context of private schools, (2) the
internal environment of private schools, and (3) the nature of authorlty and gover-
nance in private education. :

o

1.
1

The Context Of\Pr/vate Educat/on Island’s Unto Themselves

n

An understandmg of the management and organization of private schools must
begin with thé assumption that they are relatively independent operations. Although
they may be included in a-“‘system’’ of schools such as that ofa dlocese private
schools are for the most part responsible for charting théir own destinies. Private
schools exist prlmarlly as a result of the initiative and continued support of those
[ who attend-the schools and those who operate them. At a critical moment, some

" higher official may intervene; or the Federal, State, or local government may insist
on compliance with a new rule or regulation. For the most part, however, private
schoolsare «pected to he responsible for attracting their studer. .5; devising their
programs raising their furds; and governing and-deciding for themselves who they
are, and what and how they will accomplish their goals. The local Catholic school
systems, which represent 70 peivent of the private schools, are not so much systems
or districts in the public school sense, but, as the superintendent of one of the Iarger
Catholic dioceses suggested: “loose federations of basically lndependent schools.”
-The superintendent of a diocesan school system foc'1ses energies more on coordina-
tion, service, and consultantshlp than on decisionmaking and control. Independent
schools, outside any system other than a voluntary association (such as the National
Association of Independent Schools or local or State organizations), are even more

~ dramatically uninvolved in and unattached to a co“‘rrollmg superorganization.

At the same time, private schools, especially those that are religiously oriented,
are involved in and indirectly guided by the values of the communities they serve. A
religiously oriented school is expected to reflect and promote the values and beliefs

. of the sponisoring religious tradition. The Evaluative Criteria for the Evaluation of
Secondary Schools dlrects private schools to consider the parents of their students as
the community they serve, rather than the geographical areas that PUb|IC scho.:!
regard as their communities.’’ The religiously oriented school derives its |dent|ty
from its relationship to a religious tradition; its philosophy and ObjeCtIVeS are
directed toward service of that same tradition.

Consequently, the principals of private high schools are in an unusual position.
They are expected, sometimes with the help of guidelines from a central authority,
to oroduce a local implementation-of the values of the tradition in a particular

" school. In a sense, they are. given a task and then told to take responsibility for its
further specification and implementation. The central office, if one exists, is willing
to help, will occcasionally attempt to direct, but generally prefers to leave the
operation of the schools to those active locally: Although in systemic private schools

-
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values emerge from a central source and authority, their adaptation and implementa-
tion is delegated to local administiation.1? In many, the.school stands as its own
central source of authority.

The lmpllcatlons of this independent status are gel\erally positive. Individual
schools, glven the freedom to work out programs, can adapt their programs to their
clienteles and also’ ‘adjust these same programs to the physical and personriel re-,

V*‘L sources available to them. As the survey reports, individual schools have either
control or strong influence-over the two major components,of their schools’ opera-
tion: personnel and budget The majority of the religiously oriented schools have the
advantage of involvement in larger organ|7at|ons that share the same value orienta-
tion. As a result, although control may be minimal, many of the services and coor-

;;’_‘dlnatlon that can enhance individual schools are avaifable to private schools. The
diocesan structure, for example; provides an informal netwurk of relationships that
can promote the diffusion of ideas and practlg,:es.13 s :

At the same time, iz » presently exist “centralizing” tendencies that raay create
tension with the “‘indcp2endent” mode of operation of many private schools. Gov-
ernmental agencies, through increasing regulation of privaie schools, ©ould signifi-
cantly reduce the freedom with which such schools currently operate. Competency
tests, for example, which determine the outcomes of high school programs, are

- intended not only to.affect but ultimately to determine the content of those
programs. At present, the minimal levels demanded by competency tests pose no
threat for the vast majority of private schools. However, the insistence of this

_movement, combined with the power inhercat in the ability to d.termine outcomes,
could exert significant control over the operation of private schools. Anéther
obvious example is the atiempt by the Internal Revenue Service to pressure religious .
schools by threatening.review of their tax-exempt status unless they are able to °
prove that they are not discriminating against minority students. 14 '

A similar tension should continue to develop within the largest segment of private
education, the Catholic schools. In the form of guidelines for religious instruction or
prescription of outcomes for religious educational programs, for examplé, the
central office can exert more specific and precise control over programs. Slmllarly,

. the emergence of lay teachers’ associations has shifted to the center of the system

“additional power and discretion, not only, in terms of centralized determination
of compensation and allocation of resources, but also in terms of more uniform
_personnel policies—an area previously in the hands of locai school authorities. The
diocesan personnel handbook could relieve the local principal of the obligation to
devise such policies and simultaneously impose a set of x"egulations and procedures

o\ only partially suited to.the locai situation. '

s

The Internal Environment

-

The general lack of control exerted by outside‘Agencies over private.schocls is
mirrored in the freedom given to faculties within the school environment itself. As -
indicated in the survey, teaching faculty are allowed wide participation in decisions -
affectiny thrir y)'rofessiohal interest. 15 Although teach :rs are subject to a varlety of
rules :. - -~ “-wer rules in instructional than in noninstructional dreas, and fewer
stiil th. = "= ireais to the daily practice of instruction. ' :
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The division of responsibilities is similar to "he Interacting Spheres Model
proposed by Hanson, in Wthh predominantly instructional decisions are regarded as
teacher prerogatives and sysfemWIde decisions are regarded as administrative prerog-
atives.16 The teachers’ area of decisionmaking parallels their area of competence and
focuses on the lnstructlonal the administrative sphere is comprised of the more
formal decision areas:  al/ocation decisions=utilization of material and human
resources; security decisions—legally mandated supervision of transportation, food
service, discipline, etc.; boundary decisions—representation of the school to its
publics, e.g., parents, the central office, etc.; and evaluation decisions—supervision
of faculty and programs. Teachers are allowed to participate or make decisions in
areas where they have immediate contact with problems special competence, and
responsibility for implementation. Because of the relative freedom from outside
central regulation in the past (e.g:, in the choice of textbooks, in the determination
of teacher responsibilities, etc. ), significant accommodation could be made to the
instructional personnel in allowing them dec1510nmak|ng authority in their sphere of
competence. The movement‘toward centralization (e.g., in diocesan systems) wil!
create a tendency toward greater uniformity and away from local adaptation.

Collective bargaining, where it has existed, has had the effect of eroding areas of
exclusive local administrative d|scret|on and made legitimate bargalmng items not
only of teacher tompensation, “but also of teacher/student ratios, out-of-class as- -
si ents, free time during the school day, classroom supervision periods, vacation
scheduies, etc. Slmultaneously, the movement toward accountability;* which has
affected education generally and has influenced private schools as well, aims at
increased involvement of administration in classroom activity through the specifica-
tion of precise outcomes for classroom instruction. By defining and evaluating
specific objectives, the administration is able to.insert itself into a domain previously
thought the exclusive arena of the teacher.

As the survey indicates, teachers in private schools presently have more influence
in areas for which they have immediate responsibilitv. Administrators have been
content to allow instruction to proceed relative'’ without interference. Private ,
school administrators generally have acted without significant outside or |n51de ,

- interference in areas for which they had direct responSIblllty Although it might be

argued that, given the minimal evaluatlon of instruction currently being imple-
mented, additiona! effort might be appropriate, the happy compromise of admin-
istration/faculty noninterference indicated in the survey results may be threatened
not only by movement toward more uniform, centrall_y‘determined personnel
proce-iures, but also by the desire for more precise and consistent school outcomes.

The Nature Of Authority In Private Schools

The survey’ findings indicate the minimal presence of bureaucratic elements in
private schools. Bureaucracy in Weber's ideal type was based on legal authority
wherein obedience was owed to the legally established. impersonai order.17 The
rational/lega! approach prescrlbed ‘the careful development of rules, specialized
competence, hicrarchical control, careful descriptions of the function of each office,
etc. The movcinent toward the creation of a more impersonal, rational order has,
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in part, been resisted by iprivate schools because they have continued to operate on
the basis of-traditional authority, i.e., the convictions that there is something sacred
about the education of the young and that teaching is a vocation. As rights and .
responsibilities have been dzfined more carefully and precisely through the use of
collective-bargaining agreernents in public education, there has been a shift from the
idea cf teaching as & voczation and education as a sacred rather than a secular en- '
deavor. Private schools, because they have been less exposed to the more Iegallstlc
forces that have been imposed on the public schools (e_,g., collective bargalmq,g,
court rulings on disciplinary procedures, State tenure laws) have been able to pre-
serve a more trad|t|onal view of education. In the religious schools, which are the /
vast majority.of the private sc*ools in the United States, teaching has been regarded
asa speC|aI ministry that called not only for teaching competence but also for

special dedication.

e

i

3

Erickson’s research in British Columbia'seems consistent with this interpretation.
He found that the private schools in his studies were best descrlbed by the
- “Geméinschaft” model, ‘... the condition that exists when the people associated
h with a school are strongly held together-by commitmer:t to cach other, to the
‘ enterprise as a whole, to the ‘special’ goals of the enterprise, and to their various
~ tasks in the enterprise.”1® Erickson ‘defined commitment as the tend'ency__to“ ap-
proach onc's work with intense feeling. The study found that theprivate Schools
surveyed were marked by a much higher level of mutual commitment of parents,
students, and teachers. The school was not thought of merely-as a formal instituticn
serving a function in society, but asa commumty based on common beliefs and
mutual commitment. ' _ - o

/ ~ Contributing to this Gemeinschaft was transference, or the tendencyto transfer
to the principal and teachers of a religiously oriented school the same feeling;‘thét
one has about religion and the Church. 1 The school was-seen as an extension of the
Church, and the principal was believed to possess authority smular to that of the '
pastor of the Church. Erickson notes that one of the amazmg flndlngs of ‘his study

! was that, despite salaries $10 000 less, on the average, than those of the public .
“schodl teachers surveyed, the level of commutment among prwate school teachers
was ssgn.f'cantly greater. :

e It might be suggested that what the rrivate schools.have maintained is a basis of
authority for their operat|on——tfad|t|uuw rather than legal/rational—which appeals to ,
intrinsic: satlsféctlon rather than extrinsic rewards.20 At the same time, the forces
that have shifted the public schools from a traditional to a Iegal/ratlonal basis are -
beginning to impinge on.the private schools, i:i the form of collective bhargaining,
more precise and uniform definition of rights and responsibilities, specification of
evaluatlve procedures, and redefinition of the limits on admlnlstratlve authorlty and

discretion. * .
_ At present prlvate education has maintained the more tradltlonal basis for its ~
& authorlty How long this will be maintained in the face of societal trends toward

legal/rational diréction is uncertain. What does seem clear is that once the basis for '
authority has shifted to the legal/rational, it is unllkely that it W|ll return to the
traditional. _ : v .
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‘Competition for Clients o . :
P ’ : . ) v

o
As notéd above; the lncreasmg competltlon fora decllmng pool of appllcants
o potentlally will present the problem.of a greater supply of private educational
opportunltles than there is<demand. By necessity, pfivate schools must promote
greater information about themselves as dlSthJVE options if they wish to malntam
. theirstudent bodies, both in terms of size and academic level. . . )
In addition to more complete and systematlc diffusion of factual lnformatlon, f$
private schools will need to become more sophisticated about how the choice:for *
private-aducation or ror various private schools is actually made. Two factors seem - .
especi 'y important: (1) the. ldentlﬁcatlon of private school students and their
. ' parents with the group sponsoring the school; and (2) the impact on ch0|ce\b§t
" informal, highly personal -social networks t.hrough which ob,'er'tlve.mformatloms :
fllter:L and interpreted. © : -
The primary reason that those’ lnvolved ina rellglous tradition choose’a rellglously.
oriented sdhool is their lnco\rporatmn in that religious commumty The vast majo[nty'
. of studeqts in Catholic schools are Catholic; the vast majorlty of students in-Jewish =
< schools areAeWISh Similarly, the vast. majornty of studénts in protestant fundamen-
. ta!ast ‘schools are frém the pgptestant fundmnentalist sécts. Parents and students have
™ .- chosen these rellglously ‘oriented schools beﬁause of their desire-and commitment
to raise their children. within a pamcular”relkggus tradition. Thus_Tthge is a funda-
mental predisposition to b€ open ti whatever consume:- information is available
about those schools. The case could be made’'that the prlvate scPwols serve a partlcu-
- lar socioeconomic and intellectual ehte that tradntlonally attend mdependent .
schools; it is lncorpor:itl into this elite communlty tj‘rat creates the basic d|spos|-
. tion to choose private ed g - R
T The ‘secondl cons;derauan £EMs as ﬂ%\portant as the first. Numerous studies Hive - P
- advanced the thecry that' what is most dec:s:vle in.individual choice is’most often not.
obj,ectlve information about the lvarlous chonces but the personal opm'ons of signif-
|cant others about those chonces 2 Commer'tmg on this phenomenon House
remarks . one does notbuy a;radio when he hears about it; he buy: it when he
s ,_.hears that h|s neighbors and frleqﬂs have bought one. The focus then shifts from
- information about objects to nformatlon about péssons.’’ 22 Perhans equally as
@ , 1mportant as mv,estngatmn of “what t"ose who have'¢thosen private education
- know about the option they havr chosen is an exploration of the patterns of social

>

interaction through which theirjcontdct with thesschool and their opinion of its
strengths and weaknesses was formed. The social network sukrounding the school is
probably more important than the ob]ertwe mformatlon avalfable on the school. At
the very | least, it is through and vl'lthln th|s social network that the information is-

transmltted processed and evaluated o . . '

Co’n_ci'usions I
. ] .
-+ “The implications of the issues raised propose significant challenges for private
schools as they find their way to'the year 2000. Declining pools of students i.. the
* . population in general and especrally in geographical areas where the majority of
- private schools exist, inevitably. will mean the demise of many prlvate schools (and

sy
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colle'ges) Those that remain will be challenged to mount progf‘ams to meet the needs

of more heterogeneous student bodies. The transition to a broader spectrum uf

academic abilities will not be easy fot faculties accustomed to different roles and -

tasks—faqultles in which there will be minimal turnover. Administrators can antici-
, pate the same reluctant adaptatlon that has characterized the faculties of small

" liberal arts colleges, which are now faced with more dlverse, less academically

capable, more career-Q,rlented students. The focus of the:tran‘smon may be as much

on‘the retraining of faculties as on the development of new programs.

The tension between centralization and independence will intensify in the next 2
decades. Attempts by outside agenaes to conirol education at the local school level
(e.g., State reinimum competency testing and diocesan guidelines for religious

education) il jeopardize Igcal determination of edu_catlonal outcomes, and, con-
sequentiv. i ° deeign of programs. As {zlass and Smith note, such movements are
butam¢ " - ri'on of thq perennial battle over who will control the schools.2

” The tenu: ~een mcrea;ed centralization and continued independence will llkely

“be resilve. ... accorduiice with the old adage that “‘he who pays the piper will call
the tune.” " ' ' 5
The mueasmg iegal-rational spirit of the times may emerge as the most serious

‘threz* *. ine.maintenance of private schools as we have come to know them.
Rehde. . reilecting on the “bureaucratic drift” of American higher education, has
-presesis ed an analysis that may very well prefigure the form of private secondary
education in the coming decades. 24 He traces the transition of sriall private colleges

~ from informal, consensual forms of governance to more formal modes of authority

concerned with standardization of procedures, the fear of litigation, and the central-

ization of power and decisionmaking. This shift has created a different organization- -

al environment for higher education—one that does not always support academic
values and purposes. |t seems clear that the majority of colleges'and universities have
shifted from traditional authority to legal/rational authority. The question that lies
ahead for private schools is whether forces such as coliective bargaining, court
decisions, and governmeni regulation-wifi-require a similar shift away from the
traditional image of education to a more bureaucratic form of operation. _
Finally, the private schools, to adjust to changing -nvironments and enrollment
patterns, will be challenged to explore more fully the distinctive appeal of private
schools to traditional and potential clienteles. The importance of identification with
the gr-up sponscring the schools, as well as with the netwvork of social interaction in
which the school is involved, should become the subject of increasing attention. vhe
_ future of many schools may lie: (1) in the degree to which they demonstrably
serve and support the values of the_sponsoring group, and (2) the effectiveness
with which they promote and utilizc the communication networks that permeate
and hold together the religious and socioeconomic communities they serve. '

* The challenges confronting private schools as they move toward the 21st century
are many and varied. In numerous instances, they parallel the challenges faced by
private higher education during the past 20 years. Whether or how these moVeraerts
will work dramatic changes on private secendary schools remains unclear a¢ the

. moment. In some ways, the forces—enrc!iment decline, rising costs, the increasing

Iegal/ratxonal tendenaes—seem mewtable and unstoppable At the same tlme, the
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very essence of private schools in the past has been their capacity to chart their own
course, or to accept or reject other influences in order to serve their distinctive values
and purposes. In looking to the future, it would be unfair to the history of private
schools to assume anything other than that the future of private Fizh schools will

be determined and measured by the vision, imagination, and commitment of those
who sponsor and lead American private secondary education.
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10. Obsérz)atzbns on the Dz';cqvep)
of Private Schools as a Subject
for Educational Research”

At the onset of the 1980’s, private schools no longer seem quite the endangered
species. many had considered them to be only a decade before. Early predictions of
imminent extinction, accompamed by warnings of added enrollment burdens on
public schools have abated, at least temporarl'y Despite the hard demographic
reality of fewer school-age children, the decline in private school enroliments seems
to have been arrested. In fact, several kinds of private schools are growing. Many
families want these schools, despfite rising costs. At the same time, many private
school administrators look nervously to the 1990's: By then, according to recent
predictions, the number of high schq‘ol seniors will have declined by qureL.thaﬁ 25
percent. The geographic areas to be ieast affected ‘ar areas with the fewest private
schools.
~ Government is aware of these issues and has become somewhat more responsive
to private school interests. Access to existing Federal aid programs has been eased
- for private school children, serious debates about new forms of assistance to private
-school families have occurred.in Congress and various States, and the new Depart-
ment of Education has given private schools a greater voice in the national educa-
tional bureaucracy. A planned congressionally mandated study of school finance
is notable for the unprecedented attention it proposes to give to private schoo!
trends and financial needs.

Not surprisingly, this public mterest in private schools has begun to attract the
interest of the Federal educational research community. Although research on
prlvate schools is by no means nonexistent, it is somewhat scanty, unfocused, and

"de the mainstream of educational discourse. At this relatively early stage, it is
proper to ask what kind: of research the experience of private schools wil| stimulate.

*This chapter was written by Arthur G. Powell, director of the Commission on Educational Issues, National
Association of Independent Schools.
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Will these schools provude new-sites for the asking of old questlons7 Will they
. generate new questions, whose answers might have applicability beyond their walls?
The exploratory mapping of the research térrain reported in this volume is a reveal-
ing initial effort. Its structure, no less than its particular findings, provides important
clues about current directions and future possibilities.

This discussion will be divided into three sections: a consideration of the purposes
and assumptions that shaped the survey questionnaire and data analysis, a commen-
tary on the actual findings, and some observations about future implications and

steps.

Purposes and Assumptions

The questionnaire survey of 454 private high school principals was designed
initially for purposes that had little to do with private schools. The central thrust of
the survey instrument was to shed light on two issues drawn from the debate on
public high schools in the early 1970’s. At that time, several prominent national
reports claimed that high school programs were inflexible and unresponsive to the
individual needs of adolescents. These reports and other critics also characterized
high school management as rigid, hierarchical, and bureaucratic. The two charges
were intimately related, but hard evidence to substantiate them was not readily
available. Consequently, NIE decided to gather data from publlc high school princi-
pals on school “services’’ and ‘“‘organization.”

- Of course, other questions were asked as well, but the focus of the effort
primarily was to learn how much programmatic diversity existed in public high
schools and then to study the degree of bureaucracy in the high schools. The first
problem was easy to attack in a straightforward fashion. Principals were given lists of
course titles, pedagogical approaches, credit options to classroom instruction,
student evaluation schemes, different facilities, and the like, and checked off those
that their schodls offered. The results showed far greater diversity of programs and
services than the critics had implied.

" The second problem was more complex. Principals, after all, might be better
reporters of available programs than they. would be of their own management
objectives and techniques. Mofeover, although it was easy to posit an alternative to
program diversity (narrowness), it was not self-evident what the options to bureau-
cracy were. In this area, the survey analysis gained conceptual assistance from *‘loose

* coupling’’'organizational theory. Princjpals were asked not only to check off various
items dealing with their perceived roles, but also different sorts of “coordination
mechanisms’’ that gave a rough sense of how they spent their time, with whom, and

.~ for what purposes. The results indicated that public high schools were not run as

- “top-down”’ bureaucracies. Principals emphasized the public image of the school and

its relations with the community. They did not.give systematic attention to the )
day-to-day instructional process and the classroom activities of teachers. Those at
the bottom-had considerable autondmy; the ship was ‘“‘loose” rather than tight.

~ These same issues dominate the private school questionnaire. fn part, it aims to
replicate the public high school survey. But it also contains two additional goals.
Conscious of the new attention given to private schools, NIE wanted to.understand
their “totality . .. as an enterprise.” The assumption, made explicitly at the outset,

7
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is that extremely little of even the most rucimentary sort is known about the private
sector. Some baseline data would therefore be helpful. We are thus presented with a
'generaliucture of private-high schools that is largely (though.not exclusively)
~obtained from the check-off lists of programs, services, and managerial activities
originally designed for more specnallzed purposes. } .

The emphasis on the*‘totality” of private schools has a second purpose beyond
ba;ellne description. It easily allows for—and encourages—comparatlve analysis of
prlvate and public high schools seen as generic types. The ease of such comparisons
is furthered by the fact that the earlier analysis of public high schools focused
on characteristics that those schools had in common (program diversity, loosely
coupled management) In that study, there is only scant attention given to differ-
ences among publlc high schools (e.g., regression analysis is used to examine how
regional location and metropolitan status affect program offerings, management, and
the types of problems principals report). The main questions under scrutlny were
thnse whose answers applied to high schools in general.

The substantive focus of the questionnaire, the results of the previous study
allowing certain generalizations to be made about “the” public high school, and the
understandable commitment to comparative analysis together exerted enormaqus
pressure on the private school study to emphasize private schools as a distinct typc.
At first glance, this seems perfectly reasonable. By definition, private schools are
different, as a class, from public schools. Generally, they are voluntary associations .
with no direct support from government. (There are some exceptions-to this general
ization, such as secular New England academies that serve as public high schools for

. their surroundlng communities, but their numbers are small.) Moreover, NIE-
sponsored research by Donald A. Erickson has argued that it is precisely these
fundamental, structural differences that explain the unique dynamics of private
schools. Parental choice, school control over admissions, and other factors directly
" associated with private school governance make conSIderatlon of private schools
as a class. analytically productive. :

And yet one of the survey’s major contributions is to expose the limits of ..
examlmng private schools as a single type. It does not analyze prlvate school similar-
ities through any data germane to the issues of affiliation and commitment Erickson
raises. Moxeover as we will see, the data on program and service diversity cannot be
construed to reveal that no substantial programmatic diversity exists within private
schools. D|ver51ty may or may not ‘exist. The point is that the surveys’ relentless con-
centration on what private schools have in common with each other may, in
succeeding studies, be replaced by another approach.

Some internal breakdown, some search for a typology, some conceptualization
of possible differences might have been helpful, but probably would have compli-
cated, and perhaps even drawn attention away from, the central questions cf pro-
gram diversity and management practice. But it might have paid larger dividends. In
particular, the reasoning behind not differentiating more fully according to religious
affiliation seems unconvincing. It was argued that an extended Catholic/non-

. Catholic analysis would mislead because of variability among Catholic schools. That

)
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" seems reasonable enough, but the proper response would seem to be to look for
appropriate differences within Catholic education (for instance, diocesan schools
versus schools operated by particular orders).

C -t mstructlve to mention here the quite careful comparison of elite boarding
schools with elite stiburban high schools in Leonard Baird's The Elite Schools
(1977). Secular schools with high-income parents were remarkably similar in what

- they aimed to do and in what they apparently accomplished. Social class seemed

s more related to a school’s characteristics than did its “publicness” or “privateness.”

It is conceivable that research focused initially on possible differences among :
schools, based on such factors as class, might uncover more striking patterns of .
isimilarity and difference than studies that examined how private (or public) schools
were similar to each other. Even some of the inherently structural variables private

- school scholars have emphasized (e.g., voluntaly affiliation of families) might have
publlc sector analogles For example, by moving or by orgamzmg specialized alterna-
tive schools within public school districts, families exercise “choice” all the time
without resorting to private schools. ) -

The Major Findings ™~
b The survey’s major generalizations present similarities among private high schools.
The schools emphasize college preparation rather than vocational training and carry
out that mission through a traditional academic cuffieulum of limited diversity. The
. mission of °public high schools is seen as less specialized, largely because of the
vocatlonal dimension. The public schools serve a broader i income clientele with more
diverse goals for graduates. If the mission and program of private high schools seems
Wifferent from public schools, management practice in the two sectors is remarkably
~ similar, Whether public or prlvate, American high schools are not run in a “top-
‘down” manner.
- At the outset, we'learn certain general characteristics of the surveyed schools and
their members. Over three- -quarters are Catholic. Most-are located in the East and
Midwest; they are rarely found in rural areas. This geographical distribution Iargely
' reflects Catholic residential patterns, but additional factors also may be at work.
“Independent” private schools, for example, also are not distributed according.to
the population as a whole. It is conceivable that historical rasearch might reveal
relationships between independent school- founding and shifting residential patterns
in older urban areas. One might hypothesize, for instance, that ethnic or social class
shifts amonrg towns or cities, or even within them, made public school populations
more heterogeneous and perhaps redistributed educational power (and hence school.
values) from one group to another. ‘Where this happened, and where residential
relocation seemed undesirable, private schools embodylng displaced family values -
might flourish. In areas which maintained some geographlcal ‘homogeneity of social
class and/gr ethnic group over time, there would be'less need for the economically
irrational decnsnon to found prlvate schools. : e
An important difference in school population is size. Private hlgh schools are
generally much smaller than public high schools. Moreover, the private school
principals tend to see small size as an asset, whereas public school principals tend to
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. , see smallness as a Ilablllty It would be interesting to inquire further into this find-
ing. Are public high schools, glven the proféssional socialization that their principals

and teachers have undergone, moreﬂnterested in the additional specialized profes-
sional resources that large size allows? Are private schools less concerned.about a
wide array of specializations and educatjonal treatments—the ‘‘things money can
> buy”—and more interested in the closer interpes onal relations ahd sense of commu-
ity that smaller size facilitates? From where-afe such different attitudes derived? .
Are they a product of the strong historical association between the * professnonal-
izing” movement in schools of education and the public schools? Do they express
“.sybtle value differences about the nature of effective educational environments?
From another perspective, we might ask whether the size of comprehﬁnswe
* public schools is really the best basis for comparison with private schools. Many
public high schools, after all, ::ave distinictive and homogeneous {in terms of post-
* . high school expectations) student subcultures. These tracks efficiently differentiate
* students within public high schools, and in one way or another have been the target
: - of egalltana reformers for yzars. Might it not be instructive to compare college-
o oriented pnvate schools to college-oriented public school subcultures? Size differ-
ences might then be less notable. It would be interesting to see the differences,

it any, between college-bound populations when they comprise entire schools and

simi:arly homogeneous populatlons when they are part of larger, more varlegated

Enieorises. -

Private high school students come from families higher on the socioeconomic
scale than do public high school students (as measured by principals’ opinions of
parent occupation and type of family housing). Since pr'  :e schools charge tuition,

w this finding is upsurprising and, indeed, seems built into the American system of
school finance. It would be valuable to learn with greater precision what:class or
economic variability there-is within the private and publie sectors. One can accept
the correctness of the survey’s generalization and still wonder what it conceals.

Suppose one looked at the family income profile of center-city Catholic high schools

compared with elite suburban public high schools. If one could uncover evidence of

substantial famlly sacrifice—a concept ruled out by the survey’s perfectly correct
gen°raI|zat|on—one might better ponder the factors that shape the educational
v behavior of many nonaffluent American families.

The survey’s conclusion with regard to income is most interesting when
juxtaposed with its data on racial composition. The racial composition of private
high schools is about the same as that of public high schoels. Since it is well known
that racial minorities have somewhat lower incomes than the white majority, the
inference is that higher income minority families disproportionately patronize
private schools. One mlghtspeculate given residential patterns in this country, that -
it is simply one more piece of evidence that class matters more than race in parental

: preferences. .
The next chapter presents data to mnport the conclusion that private schools
have (compared with public schools) fairly narrow, traditional, and academic pro-
grams geared mainly to college preparation. But the notion of broadness or diversity
is =zue. As presented, it is not simply a description of what is, but a perspective on
wht broadness should include. One must remember that school principals were not
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asked what was taught, but whether they offered courses listed in the questionnaire.
For example, schools were asked about a required English course, but not-about the

1 range or diversity of offerings in language and literature. Social studies seems to have
been omitted entirely. We¢ do not know what range of periods are treated in History -
courses, or what is offered in area studies, economics, or government. Nor do we
know to what extent schools, in the sciences, have moved beyond the céntury-old
triumverate of hiology, chemistry, and physics. Thz arts 3re neglected.

" Thus the*conclusmn that “private schools do not applactd have a broad
currlculum ‘—while it is conceivably correct— does hotseem quite warranted by the
data at hand. A curriculum that does not give full attention to vocatuonal prepara- -
tion might still be broad. Nor was any attention given to different notions of what a
course might include. It is at least conceivable that a school’s offering in biology, let
us say, might be notable not merely for its existence, but for its content or execu-
tion. How does it deal with molecular biology, for example? Diversity may be
expressed not only by a range of titles, but also by different ways (more or less -
complex) of conceptualizing the same subject. Similar labels-can mask different
substance. One can grant the use of a checklist of titles as a device to get a rough
sense of whether a school’s total curriculum seems broad, but it is dangerous to
cairy such a method too far. The differences betieen a liberal arts curriculum at

,‘"Yale and at a community college extend beyond course titles:

%

Thus, | am not sure how much we can seriousiy conclude about the extent of

ks course diversity, either within the private sector'or between the private and public
sector. In general, the categories of the study reveal few differences between the
sectors, although that might be a function of the categories rather than a description
of the schools. One main difference, of course, is the greater emphasis on direct
vocational studies in public figh schools. Even this does not mean private schools
are insensitive to the career edcation campaijgn of recent years. Twenty
percent of them have a course onc \areer exploration—only_four percent le ?ghan
public high schools. Perhaps the most interesting curriculum difference, particularly
when related to principals’ opinions of parent wishes reported later, is the g”reat.er
private school ccmmitment ‘to formal instruction in moral education and values
clarification. Presumably because of their religious orientation, these academically
spec1al|zed institutions care more about the distinctly nonacademic world of values
than their publac school counterparts. Whether they define values in similar or o
different ways and whether they try to implement their concern in ways other thzn

. formal courses, are interesting matters for further study.

The survey measures individuaiizing instruction in many ways-beyond course
diversity. It presents data on credit alternatives to classroom instruction, pedagoglcal
strategies geared at individual learning, evaluation systems, and school facilities. ¢
There seems tc be substantial surface flexibility in both public and private sectors,
but the flexibility within private schools is mainly confined to the academic, college-

. oriented sphere, which is their major raison d’etre. Nearly twice as many private high
schools, for example, offer college level courses on their own campus, while more

. than twice as many public schools offer school credit for off-campus work experi--
ence or occupational training. Private.~ schools are more likely to employ ability

“ 104  THE PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOL TODAY

104




-

_ | | () B
grouping and Advanced Placement_cburses, and less likely to offer remed ianasic
skills. Private high schools send more of their graduates to 4-year colleges. .

A The images of specrallzed tollége preparation-versus © ->mprehensive attention to a
WIder range of career needsiincrease, but the situaticn seems far more complex than

these -images. What about the 49 percent of private high schools that do rot offer .

A P. courses; and the-40 percent of publuc high schools that do? Certamly there are
important_similarities that cut across the public-private dfchotomy Even the cate-

gory of “‘college preparation” lacks the analytic clarity in the 1980’s that it perhaps
had in the 1920’s. Today there are fiany different kinds of colleges, even 4-year
colleges. ‘“College preparation” previously suggested similarities in high school aims.

-+ Now- itsuggestsdlfferEn%es T e~ : .

' The central point of the chapters on management practices is not that principals
have no power, but that they exercis¢ power and 'define their roles in ways that have.
little to do with classroom instruction and the behavior of teachers. Tlie principal, in
public or private schools, is not primatily a manager of the learning pracess at all. He
or she focuses more on “external than internal constituencies, and, in particular,
worries about the image of the school in the minds -of those constltuents

The analysis raises at least two interesting issues. It deempha512es differences
among the activities of public and private school prmcupals which is, mildly counter-
|ntu1tly__e_. In terms of school finance and student recrultment to name just two
factors, the roles-of public and private prmmpals would seem to differ considerably,

¢ even if we assume that there is substantial varlablllty among private school heads in
the'degree that they worry about these issues. But on closer examination, the survey
accepts these role differences, with the important distinction that, although private
schools in some respects are like businesses, they usually are not run-according to
“top-down” strategies of efficiency and rational control. They ate not profitmaking
enterprises, such as ‘‘Kentacky Fried Chlldren”‘day—care franchises, and they con-
- found attemptsto explaln their actlv1t|es by conventional economic models.

The other issue involves the prmcnpal as an educatlonal leader. The thrust of:
analysis seems to regard “leadership’ as an external clever, primarily public relatlons
__skill. Innovations, it'is said, are-frequently created for their symbolic existence rather
than for any discernible effect they may have on.studénts. But this analysis seems
mcomplete at a time when the importance of the princ:pal as an internal leader—

a shaper (at least in part) not only of a school’s public image but of its internal clirate—
has gained new public attention. ’ , R
How does he or she lead mternally" Presumably private school heads have a few

structural advantages over their public school colleagues. There are, for example,
fewer veto groups: Many private schools already exempllfy the new reform goal of

- “school site management.” The power of many private'school heads over the com-.

_position of their staffs is also remarkable in comparison with public school princi o

pals. Lacking unions or long-term contracts, private school teachers, are often N\aj’
vulnerable to the wishes of their superiors. Yet it is unclear how or'even whether

. a private school prin¢ipal makes usg of this apparent power. Does his situation
enable him to lead any more effect:vely than public school principals? (Apparently

. hé remains in a particular job less than his publlc counterpart.). The analysis before
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' us, in sh t, reveals'a good deal about general characterlstlcs of management’ prac-
tice, but I|t le about the dynamlcs of creative leadershlp within schools. ’

\5 - The survey ends by.consid rln& principals educational goals, satistactions, and
problems, as well as the goals they attribute to parents. Goals were chosen from a
preselected list. Thus, we learn that virtually all principals value “basic skills,” but

X we do not know .whether thgy are referring to more elementary skills, such as

‘ - "reading and computatiop, or more complex skills'such as reasoning, or both. Similar-
" ly, we.learn that few va:se “esthetic apprecratlon,” but do not learn whether this
to means thef downplay literature, the arts, or both, or neither. Certain goals that
might be 5|gmf|cant sucl) as the cultivation of interests as distinct from achieve- . )
. ment were not included as o t|ons . . / :
. ‘Within the avfllable categorles, prmcnpals seem to share similar educatlonal
. objectives. There is little reported variation among private school heads, or between

~

- private and public principals. The single exception, not surprisingly, is direct voca-
tional preparatio'j. Conceivably, some additional categories might reveal greater
> differences than are now-apparent. Virtually all prineipals, for example, place a high

premjurri_ on ‘‘high moral standards and cit[zenship.” Perhaps.private schools,.with
their greater religious orientation, would emphasize the first partTof the phrase more
than the second. Schools, moreover, may convey very different notions of moralltv
o “and c1t|zensh|p E. Digby Baltzell’s recent comparison of leadership styles in-
" Ph|ladelph|a and Boston (Pur/tan Boston and Quaker Philadelphia, 1979) suggest§ N
T that Quaker schools teach a‘notion of publlc responsibility that is distinctly dif-

* ferent from that purveyed by elite New England schools. The point is that the
meaning of certain goals, to schools and probably to parents, resides, not in the
general label, but in the details and subtleties. .

If the public'and private principals share roughly similar educatlonal goals, their

_ perceptions of parental goals are quite different. They report a broader range of

: educational goals among private school parents. As would be expected, private
school heads perceive the-parents of the children they teach as caring more about  ~ .
college preparatlon and less about vocational tramqgg Surprisingly, the gther re- -
ported dlfferences betweeg the[two parental groups® do not lie on the academic- |
vocational continuum. Both groups care deeply about basic skills and little about
esthetic.appreciation. They differ in their interest in goals that are more personal

» and less academic: moral and citizeréship education, leatning to get along with one

" another, and learning to take responsibility for one’s future learning. Ironigally,
schools with a presumably specialized academic function serve a parent constituency
with more comprehenswe objec‘Tves than their public school counterparts. |s this
.another manifestation of the religious orientation of most private schools, is it soc1al

i class and previous educational attainment, or something else? . o
, Given these findings, one might hypothesuze that—in spite of the admitted college °

- preparatory function of private high schools—a-central motive for parent inferest in
them might have less to .do with academic achievement and more to do with the’
development of a cluster of personal traits. In this regard, it is notable that one
supposedly elite group of private schools, . those represented by the National Assocu-
ation of Independent Schools, do not, produce graduates of substantially greater
academic-achievement than the coflege- preparatory tracks Qf publlc hrgh schools.
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- . . Theém ah score averaged over alt ‘r979 College Board ach|evement tests ‘was 534
e for stidents_in NAIS schools and: S@g for all students, po took the tests )
- (lndependant School, December 1979). When parents. purghase private education
4 -they 'do not rccelve in the aggregate greater achievement, nor.from thls survey was
achievement thelr most d|st|nct|ve concern when compared with publlc high school

. parents. Co . * ¢

* gThere is gréater congrulty between prln’t'i'fpal aims and p arent aims in prlvate h{h
I~ *  schools than in public schools l'n oth‘er words private sch ol parents seém to sh re
> the broad goals of their pr|nc1pals more than public scho 1 parentsshare the equally
~ : broad goals of their prlnC|pals The essay by Garner an annaway on parent-schoolc
‘ . relatlons subjects this flndmg to greater analytic scrutmrand potes’that even within )
) ~ private schools there is. more incongruity between prmcrpal and parental goals {han
L is evident. The higher the class or economrc Ievel of parenis, the more they endorse’ «

-

'~ ' “the broad goals of the schools. o S

Their explanation focuses on the presumptlon that higher SES parents are better
informed about the goals of schools and therefore make more rational school
selections. But it may not be necessary to explain: these diffexences by the ignorance

o . of lower status parents who might have ample information a&ut a schoorl ’s goals,

. but may disagree-with or ‘be in conflict with same of them. The decision to send
their children to pr|vate schools may represent a difficult value trade-off.'On’the one
hanid, they might value achievement, the promise of social mobility, and the relative
calmness and safety represented by a more homogeneous environment. On the other .
hand, many of the school’s other values in personal morality and academics (i. e, _

. relativism, questioning of author|ty) may be at variance with their own. One rmme- .

v © - diately thinks of'the Black Protestant. adolescent in a mainly whlte CathoI|c high

: school, of the working class Catholic adolescent enrolled in a progresslve " inde-

nender(t school. If private schools choose or are forced to expand their constitu-
encies and become more variegated, it will be interesting to see how long they
can maintain the confluence of school and famuly educational values reported in the

. /’ﬁuwey o o
- The satlsfactlons and prob}yms of prmcnpals are the fmal major topic covered by
‘ the data Principals cf all types generaHy seem satisfied and have few problems. Not
surprisingly, public_high school pr|nC|paIs with the most problems are located in
" urban areas with substantial internal school conflict and-a high percentage of low
SES students. Private schools have selective procedures to minimize conflict and-
\ ; they enroll relatively few low SES students. Those schools reveal very few problems.
(\ Yet it is startling that they seem to have so few problems. |s this because they are
B really the protected sanctuaries they are popularly thought to be? Or does the data
.. teflecta peculiarly turbulence-free moment in educational h|story7 Perisaps this is
true, but it also may be that the problems they w/ere asked about were notreally  +
difficulties for them. They might have other problems that went untapped, such as
school finance, student recruitment, the desirability or undesirability of the current
mix of students, dfugs, or particular educationalgutcomes (e.g., the development of
student interests). Perhaps a mere finely tuned analysis, geared to the clrcumstances
of private schools, would have revealed thatall was not perfect. -
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Imp.lications

-

The value of these findings lles more in clues they suggest for further i mqwry than
in any direct implications for edutational practice. The first concern was to examine
programs and services to detect whether individual-needs were taken into account.
We learned that private high schools gave little attention to direct vocational prepa-
ration. But we also learned that their specialized purpose did not include vocational
preparatlon so it was difficult to conclude that these schools were inattentive to

- individual needs. When student attendance is voluntary it does not necessarily imply

unconcern for individualization. Indeed on‘almost every other measured dimension
except vocation, private high schools seem to “individualize” just %s well as public
“high schools, and eveén more so within the academic realm. Moreover, private school
parents (as perceived by principals) seem to prefer a larger.commitment to personal
, honacademic development (although it is not clear how or whether privite high
schools implement this interest in ways beyond formal courses in “values cIarlflca-
tion” and the like). - ,

If the data do not suggest inattention to |nd|v1duaI|zat|on, neither do ‘they
confirm that, in practice, private or publlc high schools are successful at it. The data
consist of lists of professional services offered. ‘Although we know about an array
-of impressive pedagogical labels, we need to know more about the nature of service
delivery at the point of actual adult interaction with adolescents. It would be-
discouraging indeed if private high schools were to use these fmdlngs as comforting
eevidence that all was well. We do not really know. Some clues suggest that
thmgs may not be well. Certain central features of schooling, such as the. umlng
of formal instruction, seem remarkably rigid across all types of secondary
_schools.” Other indicators, such as A.P. courses, appear in only half the institutions
supposedly specializing in preparation for 4~year colleges. There i is I|ttle cause for
contentrment in such findings. L

From.the survey’s equallv central conCern for management practice, we Iearn
that the schools are riot ‘‘top-down”’ bureaucracies. Though this finding may’
constructively confound a few critics, many will say “We always knew that.”
Moreover, practitioners are‘concerned with the differences between principals—:
some are good, others less so— @ther than with general similarities in principal
“roles. For practitioners, effective Ieadershlp involves skills applied to internal
constltuenC|e's of students and teachers as well as to external groups. It is not
clear how the data on management style informs knowledge of the characterlstlcs
of efféctive or ineffective school leaders, or how (if at all) such qualities can be
nurtured de||berately

The last major concern of the survey is to characterize the totality of the private
high school enterprise and to compare it with pub{f‘c high schools. As we have said
earlier, the shock of recognition practltloners may gain from the survey’s generaliza- -
tions does not expand their understanding very much or challenge many stereotypes.
Probably the most’useful image (because it does challenge some private.school
folklore) is the |mpre5510n of sameness that it conveyed throughout the study.
From time tqQ time, when private schools feel the need to defend themselves against ‘

o

A external threats, thev resort to arguments “Which emphasize their dwersnty from

B
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* school climates. We k

public schools and.from each other. They claim to offer options, alternatives,

* different models, ‘which add variety to the educational scene.

The. survey hardly lends much support to that argument, and so it is constructive
for private schools to examine the nature of the diversity they say they exemplify.
On the other hand, the survey does not refute the claims. We have observed that the

'&;ategy of the inquiry did not lend itself to looking for internal differences.’Nor did

end itself to inquiry about similarities between certain kinds of private schools
and certain public schools, if factors such:as family SES or ethnic and religious
affiliation were held constant.'One implication that should not be drawn is that,
even if private schools can be described as different from public schools on sorne
dimensions, those differences are the most significant for practice. Indeed, there are
areas where a somewhat differsnt focus, following up on clues provrded in the
syrvey, might -eveal significant diff§fdnces among private schools and significant
overlap with public schoo! concerns. ‘

From the survey, we téceive the cumulative impression that private high schools
are environments with widely shared agreement by all participants on purposes and
internal procedures. The nature of that consensus might vary somewhat from school
to school—the data do not explore such: dlfferences—but schools are similar in that a
common “‘climate” or-“ethos” prevails in each. This suggested characteristic of
private schools is also an emerging theme of research and practice on public schools.

" . Ashared consensus seems an important ingredient of ‘“‘effective’’ schools. The highly "

pubhmzed study of Michael Rutter and associates (F/fteen Thousand Hours:
Secondary Schools and their Effects on Children, 1979) argues that schools with
sumllar student bodies but different “cllmates” have substantially different effects.

Private schools are@ natural experlments to examine more closely the idea of
w very little about describing functional climates (as distinct
from reporting official claims on what schools “stand for”). Are there many dif-
ferent kinds of climates,. or a few types? We also know little about how climates are
establlshed and nurtured. How important .is a charismatic principal, historical
tradltlon 'or an authority. structu‘regx‘t permits distinctive rules and values to. be
unamblguously mamtamed" Does confluence between parental and principal values
alone guarantee a certaln climate? Or do the adolescents still have to be recruited to
accept the goals and rules of the adult game? How successful are the adults in this -
regard7 The analytic advantage of private schools is that there often are great oppor-
tunities in creating and- maintaining climates, and thus they might provide more clear

“examples of how it IS done and what its consequences are.

A second theme concerns the idea of the “professnonal” teacher. Much.of the .
-survey’s design implicitly defines educational programs and services as dlscrete

’ @flflc treatments that are applled by, professionals to adolescents The grear“ier the
‘a

rranof-trcatments, the better the school or teacher. This conceptlon ofa_ teacl:her s

role. was ‘given great impetus by the university effort to develop. educatlon as a

science and a profession, and has dominated teacher reducation during thrs century.
Much of private schooling, however has.so far remained outside the framework of

. public school teacher education and certification. Other notions of the effective

teacher. have ﬂourlshed in them.-Just as private schools are natural experlments to
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examine the idea of school climate, they also can help to examine these dlfferences
in teacher role. . )

The alternative model to the scientific teacher emphasizes qualities of character
and personality above those of well-honed- professuonal skills. It stresses commitment
to adolescents and to a field of knowledge. It tends to regard teaching, even straight-
forward cognitive teaching, as a human transaction whose success depends, in part,
on emotional considerations. The “‘good’’ teacher is an exemplar of a certain life-
style.

Some of these traits perhaps explain the simultaneous commitment many parents
make to academics and moral or character development as educational goals. The
two are not sharply contrasting, but flow ideally from the same adult models. Thes~’
traits may also help explain why “achievement” is not the only academic objective '
parents seek. This model of teaching emphasizes the development of interests
in addition to (perhaps even more than) the inculcatir.n of skills.

The point is not that this model dominates private schools or is absent from
publlc schools. Clearly, that is not the case. But research on high school teachers has
not paid it much attention. We know little about how many teachers embody it, the .
conditions that allow it to survive and flourish, and the effects it has on adole<cents
or even.on school climate. :

Finally, the market for private schools, along with the willingness of many
families to relocate to change public schools, shows that it is misleading to describe

‘ parental goals only in generic terms such as college or vocational preparation. The
survey shows how much overlap in program offerings there is across high schools of
all sorts. The most crucial distinctions parents make between schools—within the
private and public sectors as well as between. them—mlght not be distinctions in
mission-as much as in quallty Surely if the dlscovery of private schools by research-
ers and.palicymakers has no other effect it should remvngorate interest in educa-
tional excellence. Excellence,ﬁ course, is a difficult and elusive concept, especially
in egalitarian times. It means attention to different tastes and values. And it means
not just a_concern for long-term Youtcomes,” but for an immediate sense of richness
and excitement. There is no single standard of quality to strive for, in contrast to the

_ hope that all might score at a certain minimal level on reading achievement tests.

The notions of climate and teacher role are two devices with promise to expose
important aspects of school quality. They might enable us to describe more precisely
the differences among institutions which outwardly look very similar, but which.
generate in families, students, and teachers, very dlfferent feellngs of- commltment
and satisfaction. - :

As more American parents enjoy more educatlon, they become more
self-conscious about their personal educational preferences and tastes, and they -
develop more articulate.and spec1allzed ideas-about the educational quality they
seek for their children. Schools of all kinds will be under i increasing pressure to
deliver not just a common product which eliminates historic inequalities, but a
differentiated product which expresses different notions of quaﬁ*ty The new burden
on schools is caused not by education’s fallures, but by its successes Close attention
to the dynamics of private schools, which historically have catered to more spec1al-
ized tastes, may prov1de some welcome mslght in: these new circumstances.

.
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11. Public Policy and-
Private Education™

’

In the short hlstory of Federal support for educatronal research, private elementary
_ and se"ondary schools have received little attention. In large measure, this is because
\ "government has limited respon5|b|l|ty for private education. But, as interest increases
- ot in proposals to provnde public funds for private schoolmg, government attentlon to
o . private education is certain to accelerate. :
. Private schools are also intrinsically interestirg smce they ovide mocjels'of
, different, |f not ‘‘best,” practlce Private schools offer the only natural domestic
laboratory with which publrc schools can be compared. The differences among
;private schools themselves are also substantral In short, private schools should
. "provide an opportumty to observe and study the effects of wrdely varying forms of
% - organization, governance, and pedagogy. !
~ The quality of private education-is also |mportant because it represents a pard
. alternative to a free system of public schools. Consume.rs of prlvate ‘education are
E '-W|Ilmg~to pay the price for the service they are buymg :
~ Historically, the private educatlon data.base has been weak—only good enough to
permit general observations about size and scale Fortunately, both the quantity and
quality of data are improving, and as they get better more detailed observation will
¢ . bepossible. This study is one step in that process.
T . Animportant development for researchers and policy analysts is that the Natronal
Center for Educational Statjistics is now gathering.private education data on an
.annhual basis. The Congréss, in its recently mandated study of school finance, also
~ calls for a major substudy of private schools. Public and"private interest in the
“ subject of .privage education is not runnlng parallel, it is beginning to converge. .
Finally, both major polrtrcal party platforms called for some form of public
support for private education in 1976. The near passage in 1979 of the Moynihan-
Packwood Tuition Tax Credit Legislation is only the latest and most dramatic
indicator-of growmg interest in this questlon :

‘Thls chapter was written by Denis P. ")oyle, DIrector, Program Integration, Ofﬁce of Assistant Secretary for
Research and Improvement.
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In eddjtion to the Government’s inc‘reasing research interest, private education
now has a seat at the Government’s policymaking table. The Education Amend-
ments of 1978 treated the position of Deputy Assistant Secretary for private educa-
tion, in the former Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. With access to
the Secretary and the Commissioner, the new position was important for symbolic
and practical reasons. In the new Department of Education this position has been
upgraded to one of an Assistant Secretary. These developments represent a signifi-
cant new commitment by the Federal Government to private school issues.

The growth of Government interest in privgte schoo} ¢'.estions is paralleled and
reinforced by developments in the private schoo! world itself. For the first time,
-there is now a Washington-based private school advocacy group—the Council for
American Private Education (CAPE)—which represents the schools enrolling approx-
imately 90 percent of the children attending the Nation’s private schools. In addi-
tion, the American Education Research Association (AERA) now includes a private
school study group, Associates for Research on Private Education. Furthermore, the
University of San Francisco has just established a new private school research
organization, the Center for Research on Private Education.! '

_Trends
“A number of sholrvt- and Iorig-tw"-; - nds also suggest an increasing interest in
private schooling. Important shifts i.. .mily size, composition, and employment are

- having an-impact on family taste in education. Not only is the onset of first child-’

bearing being postponed, mahy middle class*families today have fewer children.
Fewer children born later means more disposable income and a lowering of the total

B cost of private school for the famlly The number of intact families with both

husband and wife working full-time also continues to climb, surpassing 50 percent in
1979. This percentage Is expected to increase in the 1980’s. Even with inflation, this ’
development means‘more money in the family pocketbook for marglnal expendl-
‘tures such as private educatlon.

In light of the powerful belief in th|s country in the efficacy and lmportance of
education, middle class parents in partlcular are highly motivated in their quest for
“good” education. Many middle class parents, who see ‘education as central to -
long-term income production, are’buying into a “himan capital”’ theory of educa-
tional investment. Increasingly, they appear to be willing to ““invest”:in prlvate
schoollng This phenomenon is by no meaps rac1ally oriented; in fact, the class
linkage is so-strong that middle class blacks are overrepresented in private schools.

This is important to note; because in many minds the term “private: school”
conjures up images of elite boarding schools, preparlng Holden Caulfield and. his -
friends for their places in the adult world. But the fact is that the prlnc1pal provnder
of private education in this country has been the Catholic Church with its far-reachlng
'system of Diocesan and"order-run schools. In a statistical proflle, they look -
very much like an: “average American. Unless a speCIal subset is selected, private
education seems to be a nonelite enterprise. Private school students may be charac- '
terized by high motivation, or membership in a partlcular religious community;but’
only a small fraction are “ellte _as that term is ordmarlly used Elite academlc
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institutions, principally members of the National Association of Independent
Schools, account for only 6.2 percent.of private school enroliments.?

. '
P/i'lvate Schools and Government Control

Since Pierce v. Society of Sisters in 1928, when the Supreme Court upheld a
citizen’s right to satisfy compulsory attendance laws in private schools, few serious
efforts to narrow the scope of private education have been launched. In fact, in
recent years the individual’s right to escape public education has been strengthened,
both by statute and case law. In California, for example, which reauires attendance .
until age 18, a student with a passing score on a proficiency examination can at 16
with parental consent, leave school. Amish children are no longer required to attend
public school past age 14 in Wisconsin because such participation would violate their
religious liberty. Most recently, there has been a significant growth in ““home teach-
‘ing,” a minimovement in which parents withdraw their children from school and
provide home instruction. Although it does not yet enjoy the protection of more
than a fuw State courts, all reports suggest that such activities are growing and that a
recerit Massachusetts court case giving wide latltude to parents wjll serve as
: case law for other jurisdictions. 37

“In a recent case in Kentucky, the- ab|l|ty of the State Board of Educatlon to
regulate private schools has been significantly curtailed. The court found that “‘state
accreditation standards may not be. applied to private and parochial schools in
accompllshlng th_e constltutlonal purpose of compulsory education... 14

Specm/ /nterest Po/mcs B L SN

"One final’ development ties a number of. these loose ends together, and that is the .
virtual collapse of the 61d public education lobby. Longa powerful and successful
_horizontally: organized advocacy group, the public.education ‘“lobby’’ was a loose
coalition of parents, teachers, administrators, and board members.- That lobby s
now a fading memory. As in other parts of national life, powerful and effective
special interest groups are replacnng it. The most recent successful example is the
special educatiop lobby, which snnglehandedly pushed for and secured .enactment of
‘the Education for All Handlcapped Children Act. _ :

There'is growing evndence that private schooling is increasingly a concern of a
potent “special interest group" the middle class. No longer the exclusive province
_of either coreligionists with a shared purpose or.the very wealthy, the parochial and
_elite college preparatory schools are being bridged by secular, academlc day schools’
designed to serve the middle class.5 In'a middle class country, as the middle class

"goes so goes public policy. lt should bé no surprise, then, that private schools are
beglnnlng to move closer to the top of the Nation’s-education agenda. Equally, it
should be no surprise that the prnncnpal public policy question is whether prlvate
schools should receive financial support

- Public policy and money are so intimately bound together that it is difficult to
think of examples of one without the other As long as no public monies flowed to

\
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private education, there was little reason for public policymakers to concern them-
selves with it. But as pressure continues to build for some form of public support,
. private school questions will be put before the public.

Public Support and ®rivate School's

- A summary examination cf those areas in which there is already public support
.for the private sector is illuminating. With the exception of a few federally funded
programs (programs for the disadvantaged, handicapped; and libraries), the only
substantial public support for private education is embedded in the various tax codes
! . of the several layers of government. The list is short but instructive: at the State and
local level private schools usually escape property taxes on real property and im-
provements used for school purposes. As private r{onproflt corporations, most
private schools are free of use and sales taxes, as well as income taxes. Individuals
and corporations may deduct contributions ffom their income taxes to qualifying-
institutions, and private schools enjoy subsidized mailing privileges as do other
nonprofit organizations. Variations from jurisdictien to jurisdiction in these patterns
‘exist, but most private schools enjoy these * negatlve transfer payments from. \\
Government. The benefits are not mconsequentlal The two most impdrtant, of
course, are exemptlon from property taxes and the capacity of private schools to
receive tax-free donations. The formey’ substantially reduces school cost;. and the

Iatter is thought to stlmulate school revenues 6 .

=
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- ‘The réasons"behind the absence of a‘ positive Government program of publlc
. support for prlvate schools are several and deserve some passing comment because
. the United States is almost alone among industrialized democracnrs in not support-
_.ing private schools.” Our ‘existing public school system is the lincal descendant of
_ . thefirst religious'schools in the English-speaking part of the Mew World.8, In the
e _ ‘Massachusetts Bay Colony, for example;, schools werg required by Iaw to service the
R " public. That they were denominational was a matter of course. It was not until well
o “into the 19th century that secular public rather than denomma‘tlonal schools began '
e . to exist on a wide scale. Although most historians regard this movement as a v
stralghtforward decision to avoid any religious “taint,’’ it is arguable. Senator Daniel
Patrick Moynihan z2nd other students of private schools asseft that the effort to. =
secularlze the “public” schools was as much an effort. to keep them free vt 7 tholic ‘ '
i teachings-as to keep them free of general religiqus influence.9. Neverthels: =5, the.
- - process was vnrtually compléte by the mid-19th century, and'a body of case law -

R supporting and relnforcmg secularlzatlon began to buuld in the early and mlddle .
' ’ ,20th century. . 5 R - e 5o -
Church and State / L l h_' - .

Rel‘glous lnstructlon appears to pose the major hurdle in the fundlng of private -
‘education for the Iegal issue is moot if.consideration is glven to fundmg only
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secular private schools. A test of this point would presumably be upheld. The legal
issue of public support for private education arises only when religiously affiliated or
oriented schools are considered. Most authorities on constitutional law agree that
public monies may not be spent for private sectarian schooling, and only a handful
of legal scholars believe that Government tuition aid to elementary and secondary
religious schools will not be struck down by the U.S. Supreme Court.10
E The issue is confusing because of apparently contradictory legal rulings. On the
! basis of the recent Byrne decision, a New Jersey tax deduction scheme was found
; : unconstrtutronal (see footnote 7). In a similar case, however, a three-judge Federal
panel upheld Minnesota’s system of tax deductions for private and public school
expenditures. Unlike New Jersey, the Minnesota program extended benefits to
public as well as private school students for such things as laboratory fees, field trips,
and related expenses. |f the primary “beneficiaries’ are students rather than schools,
some constitutional scholars believe that public financing may be upheld, but that

remains to be seen.
This facet of constitutional law is a thicket of confusing claims and counterclaims.

Federal case law permits the purchase of books for children in parochial schools but

not maps (¢an they buy atlases, one wonders?). Children can be bused to and from

5 7 S parochial school, but they cannot use the same buses for field trips when they are at
school. Voluntary contributions 'to rellglous institutions are tax deductlble, and
_certain types of rellglous structures and property .are exempt from property- tax.

- Because these practices are “passive abstentions” by the Government and do not
necessitate excessive contact between church and State, they are held to be constrtu- ‘
t|onal e - )

* This’legal uncertalnty is due, in large part, to the tension between the “‘free i
exercise’” and “establishment” clauses of the first amendment Thie former guaran-
tees the individual’s right to, the free exercise. of rellglon while the latter proh|b|ts
. any Government action that might establish religion. In a wide var|ety of ‘court
’ ' " cases, various forms.of pubhc aid have been found to violate the: constltut:on
EE ~- So called “parochald " direct® support schemés lnvolvmg outright payments to
: religious schools, have been sfruck down, as have shared time and shared fac1ht|es
- plans. What remains untested by the U.S. Supreme Court i is tax credits, deductrons, o
. ©o.oor educational vouchers. Whether these measures |ncI|ne toward the free exercise
clause of the establishment clause has not been finally determined. 17 o
. Asa‘‘passive’” program, tax credits probably offend-fewer people than an active
program of direct trarsfer payments. The former have the added dlmensron of belng :
“noneducational, "'that i is, tax credit legislation is the responsibility of tax and
" revenue committees-of leglslatures, not education committees. Because taxX credlts
- —are the most likely.form of aid.in terms ‘of possible constitutionality and_public
_ acceptability, it is no surprise'that supporters of aid to private school schemes are
’ N “ Iooklng most actlvely at the’ tax system as a source of pliblic- funding.

Prlvate Schoolsq Lesson for Publlc Pollcy

As a program-of Government.support for private schools begins to be debated .
seriously, interest in private schools will increase. Where interest exists among ‘
pollcymakers, research is not far behlnd "

|
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Systematic research is necessary to begin to assess the probable impact of public
support programs. The debate is a fiery one, clouded with passionate claims and
counterclaims about church-state separation, racial and social class isolation, and
academic elitism. A carefully designed set of research projects could begin to illu-
minate some of these questions systematically. As | have tried to -uggest, the prin-
cipal publlc pollcy question about private schools is whether they should receive
public support An equally important question to the private school community is

" at what cost in diminished autonomy? Research, of course, cannot answer the political
question about the appropriateness of public support, but it zan helo to illuminate
- the impact of alternative decisions. . ,
" A better understanding of the reasons parents choose fee-charging institutions, for
example, would help in assessing the probable impact of public suppori schemes.
Would public support be likely to increase the number of children attending private
schools, and if so, which categories of chiidren? Would poor children be more or less
likely to attend, or would genera! support Jecome a transfer payment program for
the middle class? Final answers to these and similar questions exceed the capabilities
of social science research, but ca:eft-liy reasoned (if only tentatlve) findings would
help inform public discussion. . :
~ The other. lmportant publlc pcticy question that research can help answer is, what
“do publlc schools-have, to learn from private schools? What public: school pohcres can.
profit from greatef knowledge about private school behaVIor organlzatlon, and
* pedagogy? C : , o
Céntral to an understandlng of the drawmg powers of pr|vate schools is the
~ question of quality. Any discussion about the dlfferences between the publlc and
private séctor must address it. The issue is starkly:cast in economlc terms" ‘why are
people w1lllng to pay.for a service that is otherwise “free7” The answer lies i inthe " "
_degree to which the services.are dissimilar, or perceived to be dissimilar.. Parents of
children in private schools, from the Ieast to the most expensive, are paying out of
pocket for their vision of a quallty differential. Clearly that differential exists on
" some sliding scale of i income :and mix of publlc/prlvate school percepticns.
In fact, the prlnCIpaI flrd!ngs of th|s book conf‘rm two generally held views;

3

o Pr|vate schoo15 and publlc schools are managed and organized in ways that
“are so similar that there are few measurable quantifiable dlfferences among
them.. . : R

-0 It appears that publlc schools are serving a broad, social, "equ1ty ‘mission and g

e that prlvate 'schools are serwng a more narrowly focused “‘academic’’ mission.

\

Of the two findings we could. conciudn that the first S|mply confirms the bellef that "
there is, indeed, a “‘culture of educatlon" in’the United States. The pedagogy, organl-
zation, purposes, teacher training, physrcal pIants ddministrative style, and gover-
nance of both public and private schiools are cast from the same mold.
S The quallty issue, however, is cast in its simplest but most potent form. To
& . fee-paying parents, at lea.,t, private schools provide a “better”” education than i ina
T correspond|n§ public school. Whether this perception is amenable to Factual resolu-
tion’is less |mportant than the “fact” that preferences for quality, differentials
are highly subjective. Because there IS no ‘“‘objective’”’ production function_ for ‘

1\

116 THE l_’"RlVATE I:"GH SCHOOL TODAY - ;
o » o ' 1 1 6

9 Do " - m . : - ol -




4 . v :
education, quality decisions are necessarily subjective and personal. Although it is
true that a variety of factors influence the private school parent’s decision, in the

final analysis it is a statement of preference.
A School is a School is a School... . o .

The spectrum across which schools fall in our society is not one of kind but one
of quality. Good schools are not fundamentally dlfferent they are good in that they
are'a better expression of a common form.

A quality differential, thep, even if it is subjective, is a dauble- edged sword. If and

when public schools exhibit. “better” quality, they can holi' or even recapture

clients. There is no a priori reason that private schools should have a necessary
advantage in the contest for students, or in-their ability to attract students. To the_
contrary, access to the public purse should provnde public schools with a solid,
competltlve footing. Even when the most clumsy proxy for quality is used, the
productlon of National Merit Scholars, for example, public schools, do very well. Of

the top ten schools i |_n the product|on of Merit Scholars, only two are private.12

.-School Quality: The Problem of Measurement

The prlnC|pal question raised by pr|vate schools forpublic schools, then s
preclsely the hardest question for research to answer: what are the quaI|ty differen-
tlaIs, how are they | measured and ‘how might they be.replicated in “the public sector?

- This‘question has special urgency 'if the first part of the analysis is correct. |f private

°,~

schooIs are next in line for public support pubnc schooIs shquld know.today how
they might change to compete tomorrow - . :
The issue of school quality, however,: has been vnrtually off limits'to Amerlcan '

'~ researchers because of the ‘intellectual milieu of the last decade It.has become

fashionable to-assert that nQ one knows what works and that we would not recog-

nize it if we_were: to see it in any case “This might say more about researchers and,_

the acaderrlc d|SC|pI|nes that underpln them than about schools, but the issue of
school quahty has been skirted carefully since the Coleman report.13
The reader will remember that Coleman’s central flndlng is that what makes a

. dlfference is the student body, not the bulidlng, curr|culum, level of funding, or

organization. Taken in conjunction with these flndlngs the high degree of con-
gruence. found in this study between public and private schools in thelr man- -
agement and organlzatlon suggests that these are not the. central varlables that

- affect student eutcomes. But th|s finding does not mean that nothmg matters

:

' _New Evidencé ..

o “ -

N : - :
A new piece of research from across the Atlantlc, howev r, Fifteen Thousand"

Hours; Secondary* :Schools. and Their Effects'on Children, will certalnly change the

nature and substance. of our discussion of this issue., As reporter William Salgamk of

«

the Baltlmore Sun descrlbes the study 5 AT
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- Schools do lndeed ‘have an lmportant lmpact on chlldren 3 development and it
does hatter. what’ schooI a‘chitd attends o - » .
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That sentence, which summarlzes the f|nd|ngs of a major new research study,
has surprised some Britons.
As a result, the study seems destined to be as widely d|scussed as other studies
which have led to the prevailing social science wisdom that schools do not
make all that much difference...
Why should the fact that good schools exist—or even the fact that good inner-
city schools exist—come as a surprise t& educators? The weight of social science
research over the past dozen or so years has downplayed the effects of
schools...
The first lmportant finding is that there are good scho‘ols, or at least relatively
good schools. There are-statlstlcally significant differences among the schools
on measures of student behavior and out-of-school delinquency and on attend-
ance..
~In terms of exam resuits, the differences are so pronounced that-low-ability |
" students entering the best schools do as well on exams as high-ability students
entering the worst schools.... - -
The characteristics that separate good schools from bad’ schools in the study
. fall into two categories: ‘‘ethos’ and what the authors’call “‘balance of intake.”
: As for “ethos,” there was no single characteristic which occurred in all the
- good schools But good schools all tended to show the followmg serious
I racademic atmosphere, such as- assigning of homework, high expectatlons
T “for students; rewards for good work such as posting good papers on the walI
opportunities for students to assume responsibility, and.clear leaderslrlp but
) with the feellng that the principal. l|stened to the |deas and concerns of
o “others.... - : - : , :
T - _- if nothing else, educators are glad for an 0pportun|ty to show that schools do
. . matter, partlcularly since-earlier social scrence research was used as a justifica-
: ‘ tion, particularly durlng the Nixon admlnlstratlon,,for cutbacks in educat|on
" budgéts.14 . '
- . Fifteen. Thousand Hours, then, is certaln to have a dramatlc impact on the debate
about school quality, since it “‘proves’’ what every parent and student in Ar'lerlca
-already “knows”—there are good and bad schools, and it is better to beina good
_ one than a bad one. ‘ “
A part of the reaction to this book must be to, stlmulate research that moves in™ ,
. the same. direction. Schoaling does make a dlfference for individuals, it can make a
. difference for groups, and contemporary: American research will need to expand its
‘ paradigm to determine how to measure these.quality’ differences. Until such research
: appears, hov?*’cVer, parents and pollcymakers are left to their own devices. By a
process of reduction we find we are-left with qualitative.measures that work at a -
micto but not at a.facro level. In Amerlca at least, research cannot yet tell us the
difference between a good school and a bad school. But a teacher, student ‘or parent *
, ~ «can. The fact that we cannot develop a commonly held, educational quallty measure
“- . ‘may‘bedue.to the fact that the task is totally ‘misconceived. There is no such thlng
Alternately, the absence of a common scale could be due to a perfectly under--
standable polltlcal reason: it could be'too explosWe to “‘rank” schools, espec:ally
W|thm one le‘ISdlCtIOﬂ Wrth the exceptlon of selectlve schools, which, by thelr
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nature are “better,” how does one justify the fact that within the same s;Istem one
school is better than another? What would a superintendent say if asked to expldin,
let alone defend, serious quality differentials? In a society committed toa rhetoric
of equality, the publlc defense of inequalities strains the imagination..

But that issue must be raised in academic and research circles. |t has been raised
with great power in other settings. In a brilliant sketch on the closing of.a favorite

N restatj\rant, Richard Harris asks the owner,k‘why it folded:

The white mitddle class—the people who used to eat here and go to the theatre ana7
were the city’s tax base—these people are tough and determined, and they’II put .
up with almost anything, even crime, to have the kind of life they want. But there
is one thing they won’t put up with—bad schools. They won’t stand for inferior
.education or danger where their children are concerned. That’s why they moved
out of the city. And when they moved out, a business Ilke this one was
doomed.15

N

- It is time for social science to address this question.

The Restoration of Judgment - ’

Instead of suggesting that the task of measurement be abandoned, ’hbwever, we
might think.about turning to emp|r|cally useful tools of measurement. What: people
. find.useful in the private school warld is their own inftellectual and. aesthetic sense,
"+ . ° andincreasingly large numbers of parents are wnlllng to put their money where their ”
view of the world is. Private: school participants vote, -with their pocketbooks The
+  issuefor policymakers is to make sense out of their behavior. The- implications of
. such f“ndmgs should affect publlc policy toward pubflc schools’ as well as toward
A pr|vate schools. :
' *" " What, then, do private schools offer that attract students7 The list is necessarlly
' conjectural but lts pIau51b|I|ty is so hlgh as to make it worth compiling:

0. -

° Academic'ana nonacademic standa"f’&ls of a‘ccémplishment. R

" o Professianal mtegpty and indepéndefice for the staff.
o A decent and physicdlly safe environmeént for students and teachers
o Manageable size in terms of both the school bu1|d|ng and the school system.
® A substantive program. that satisfies the interests of its'students and parents.
L - Private sc_hobls_aré also interested in moral and aesthetic deveiopment, and they are
' not afraid to say so. . ' ' v

S

e : Conclusmn :

Pubhc schools, then must begln to Iook at these aspects of prlvate schools that
make people willing to pay for them. Certain’ thlngs public schools cannot-and
should not do—religious instruction, for example—is properly the provmce of the
_ church ot synagogue But there is no 2 priori, reason. to believe that it makes sense to

.
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deny public school parents the flexibility and opportunity enjoyed by private school
R parents. If “‘private school parents” vote with théir pocketbooks, “public school .
parents™ could vote with their feet. The alternatives need not be vouchers, tax
credits, or scholarships to private schools. Public schools could organize themstlves
~ along curricular and phllosophlc lines that parallel privaté schools. They could
introduce widespread open enrollment arrangements, and- they could permit school
faculties and parent associations wide latitude in running the program and the school
itself. In sum, because public and private schools do fall across a common quality
. continuum, the task of emulating best practice is not impossible. Public schools
’ need not turn themselves In5|de out to approximate the advantages private schools
' .enjoy The task is by no means easy, but it is not lmp055|ble .
' It is almost certain that public schools will continue to satisfy socnety s equnty
mandate and serve a vast, heterogeneous populatlon But if private school trends
are to be believed, that mandate is waning. There is a tension between equity and ‘,,Q
o excellence, just as there is between liberty and equality. Americans have reconciled
the two through a’set of pendulum swjngs from one to the other. That the pendulum
is swinging toward a- publlc concern over the issues that private. schools represent
is |ncontrovert|ble Publlc schools ignore it at theIr perIl

- »

. . - I - "
¥ S ~ . NOTES' o o -
. . . . . ‘l . ) _ -
1. CRPE is conductlng a major study for’ NIE examining the Impact ofa ne.w\school finance program recently
adopted in British Columbia. As tlle last Canadian Province to provide pubhbfunds for prlvate schools, this
recent development is being studied with special lnterest .
2. See '‘Recent Enroliment Trends in U.S. Nonpublic Schools," in Declmlny Enrollment: The Challenye of the
Coming Decade, Susan Abramowitz and, Stuart Rosenfeld, eds. (Washmgton D.C.: US. Government
~ Printing Office, March 1978). s
A+ See Bumstead, Richarlf A. “Educating Your Child at Home Tﬁ'e Perchenilides Case,”Ph/ De/ta Kappan,
(October 1979):97. . ‘
4. Kentucky Supreme Court; Kentucky State Board for Elementary and Secondary Education v. Radasill,
. November 9, 1979. See the United States Law,Week, 48 LW 2284 (November 23, 1979) for a summary.
~ ¢+ 5, See reference 3. ' -
. 6. For an extraordmarIIy Interestlng ahd novel anaIysIs of Govemment transfer ‘payments ‘o schools, both
] - ) pubIIc and private, see Thomas VIrtuIIo-MartIn s article in the City Almanac of the New School for
‘ “Social Research (December 1978). Mr. Virtullo-Martjn argues that the Federal tax code operates as a
“powerful lncentlve to encburage white flight: - : T

-

The federal tax codes-allow IndIvId'uals to deduct from their taxable income local taxes that
i . support public education—but not tuition to public'or private schoals..State and local income-tax
laws generally follow federal rules. The deduction of a lor.al tax from federally taxable Income is, '
' , in effect a federal subsldv of the Iocal tax. .- - ; \/ :

o
.
>

L .- If a family is in the 50-percent federal tax bracket, the net increase in its total tax obl_iéation ofa = -
$3,000 rise in property ‘taxes is only $1,500—only $1,240 if we take Into account the effects of *

, state'and city income taxes. The local govornment ralses its revenue by .$3,000 but the federal gov-.
ernment sImuItaneoust decreases Its revenue by $3, 175. Any tax deduction is, of course, worth
more to a high-income famlly than to one with a low income. The aggregate effect f the tax- .
deductIon system on high- Income community Is, that the federal and state governments pay a
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higher percentage of the community’s tax obligation—up to 70 percent of local taxes in some New .
York suburbs compared with less than 15 percent of city taxes.

-One social effect of this regressive taxsprovision is to drive high bracket‘“taxpayers from the city.
These citizens need little in the way of public services; théy provide most of their own needs from
their own resources. One thlng they do need, however, and something they find in the suburbs, is
quality education. Local suburban districts commonly concentrate as much as 80 percent of their
tax revenues on support of their schools. Local taxes, in effect, are little more than tuition to these
exclusive public schools. And this “tuition” is madé much Jess costly to the families in the district
hecause they can deduct it flom their taxable Income. Schools can concentrate more on the needs
of upper income families, and the federal and state tax systems make it easier for the suburbs to
pay for these schools. T

7. At the state Ievel,"a New Jdrsey $1,000 income tax deduction {worth about $30 in tax liability reduction)
was struck down by the UfS. Supreme Court in Byrne v. Public Funds for Public Schools. This follows a
trend of long standlng. Injanother case, however, Roemer v. Minnesota Civil Libertles Union, a three-judge
Federal panel upheid Mifnesota’s system of tax deductions for private and public school gxpenditures. In

_* California, efforts to place a constltutlonal initiative on the ballot to provide a generous tax credit are
underway. For & more complete discussion, see Denis P. Doyle, “The Tumon Tax Credit Proposal: Playing

with Social Dynamlte,”The Los Angeles Times, Opinion Section, Su.tdav October 28, 1979.
8. Otto F KrauShaur, ‘Private Schools: From the Purltaps to the Present (Btoomlngton, II.: The Phi Delta
Kappa Educattonal Founq,atlon 1976). , .

9. See Danlel Patrlck Moynihan, “Government and the Ruins of Private’ Education,” Harpers, April 1978 -

p. 28:

. . &
10. An important contrlbution to this debate appears in David Patrlck Moymhan, “What Do You Do When the

Sppreme Court is Wrong?”, The Publlc Interest (Fall 1979): 3. A

11 “An {nterestlng addendum,to this Iegal problem is offered by Australia, which adopted the U.S. Constitution

'

1

B

and Bill of Rights asits own whetnit gained independence from Great Britaln at the turn-of the century.
Australia provides public furids for private schools, and its constitutlonal authorities have determined that
as long as the State treats: all religious (and nonreligiéus} schools equally, neither the wall of separation is
cbreached-nor is the establlshment clause offended.~ -

2. See Diane Divoky, “A Loss of Nerve,*. The Wilson Quarterly {Autumn 1979) 118.,Although the elght

* high-scoring public schools in her “top ten’’ have much larger student populations than the two prlvate
- schools, the public’ “school showlng Is still very strong. - . - -

3. Notable ¢xceptions to this are Anita Summers and Barbara Wolfe, ‘Do Schools Make a Difference7”

- American E'conomlc Review; (September 1977): 67, and Richard Murnane, The Impact of School. B
Resources on the Learning of Inner City Children, (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger Publishing Co.}, 1973. See

also Rlchard Murnane’s paper, "Interpretlng the Evidence on School Effectivéness,” San Dlego, Callfornla,
“ presented at the annual meeting of the American Education Finance Association.

i4 William A. Salganik,*British Study Finds Sharp ‘Differences in SchooIs,”The Los Angeles Times, Thursday,

- November 22, 1979, part VIil, page 1.

15. Richard Harris, "The Lobster,” Thé New Yorker, December 30,1972, p.40.
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Ti thgh ‘school study was initiated to prov1de basellne data(on secondary education
organlzatlon and management and to explore the determlnants of high school -
structure. The first phase of this undertaking relied on pr1nc1pals as informants.”

. Resedrch began in fall 1978 to gather followup information from teachers and
counselors in a sample of 100 public high schools. Similar information was

collected in spring 1980 from 50 pnvate hrgh schools. In general thrs research
addresses the followmg S ‘ D .

- [} "
L

_ . Congruence"Whers' do principals’ reports of school organization and
management differ from those of teachers and counselors? What does this lack -
T -of congruence have to say about."life” in hlgh schools? '
~® Casual Llnkages Reports from different actors will enable us to trace the.
“influence of each organrzatlonal level un another. Phase | Iooked at the impact
o of environment and programs on ‘school structure Subsequent studies lnvestlgate
¢ " howall these varlables affect ‘teachers and counselors ST -

i

3 ©

The followup work entarls several addntlonal surveys and case stud|es Specnfucally,
L thls work 1ncludes the followang "’ ® S ;0o

.

LIS

" ' 1. Teacher Survey The survey ofteachers focuses on two dlfferent areas. Fll‘St
R " teachers are ‘asked a set of questions from the pnnclpal questlonnalre Analysrs will.
a determine the extent to yhich teacher responses differ from those of principals. In
L . many cases we expect differences- between prtnclpals and teachers since their in-.
terests are dtfferent (r e. management vs teachlng) H0wever, there are some top|cs,
such as s¢hool pollcy issues, where drscrepancaes are probably illustrative of school
+ - 'management type, of the env1ronment or of the program. We also probe. teacher
: satisfaction and attltudes about their work’ environment to determme the nature of
,) . staff. outcomes in schools w;th drffqrent organlzatlonal structures : B
S 2 Counselor Survey. Primarily, we investigate the nature of - the counselor’s role

To thls end, we examlne the structural and exmronmental COﬂdlthﬂS which-may
- - . ‘ i ., ‘\ P >
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" result in the bureducratization of the counselor’s role; the extent to which coun-
. selors perform_their dities to maintain organization routines; and how the coun-
o . selor s role changes as structural conditions are varied. Another as,ea of investigation
o - has to do with interchanges among counselors, staff, and students. We want to
s . describe counselor and staff commu.mcatlon patterns and the factors which either
- _inhibit or facilitate them.
" 3. Sex-Education Study. Thirty-seven percent of the- prmC|pals in the Phase |
A sam}le reported that sex or family life education.was offered as a separate course in’
v - their school. In light of the new initiatives annou-nce(p by the Secretary of the
i ... Department of'Health, Education, and Welfare to deal ‘with the problem of teenage
T ' pregnadncy, NIE surveyed these schools to determine the nature of the courses
‘ ) offered, the topics covered, and the clientele served. A report describing the state‘of
sex edutation and family life courses will be available by December 1981.
: . 4.. Case Stiidies. The case studies provide an_in-depth v1ewrof structure and
coordination iri schools and participants’ responses to various organizational arrange-
4 ments. The survey of principals suggests that cchool structure does not appear to
coordinate actlwty within the school. The questior then becomes, “What functlon LT
does school structure serve?” Also germane is, “What\controls activity | |f structure
. doesn’t?” The case studies will be reported in a volume en/uled Work/gg Inside H/gh \
Schools. which-will be available by june 1981.. . !
5. Ervironmental Study. In addition to the data rovided by prmcupals we have
. gathered an array of State- and district-level data. Z'ﬁ:se data allow us to determine
what important State and district leverage points exist in the schools’ environment.
: - On the State level, we have compiled such information as curriculum requnrements,
T . fundmg mechanisms, and staffing patterns in State departments of education. [’ Y
' addition, a survey of State departments of education has been undertaken to provide -
: mformatlon about moniforing.and administrative practicés in-State categorical
programs. Our district-level proflles include such information as crime and unem-.
‘ployment statistics, district office staffing patterns, etc. The res\/s of this study will
be available by June 1981, 2 . M
6. Followup Survey of Principals. Principals in schools participating in the
- iollowup phase of this research received a questionnaire which replicates much that
o was included in the initial survey o(‘ﬁq:mpals The purpose of this follawup survey
iy was to determine if and how condltlons might have changed since the first survey
was administered.
- ) Data tapes from the survey of public and private high school prmmpals are avallable
' through the National Archives and Record Service, Machine Readable Archives
Division (NNR), Washington, D.C. 20408. In light of promises of confudentlallty,
tapes will not contain personal identifiers.

.

(
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"'.:Appendz'x A L
S.umgy[ Results

~
& .

Total number of respondents to the quqstiopnaire. = 454,
.= Number of valid responses to each jtem =n.

~
. . c. , o

- -- SCHODL-ORGANIZATION -
1. !-iow many $tudents were enrolled in your school on October 1, 1976 for the
1976-77 acadéfnic year? "
Lo £
Enroliment : Percentage of Schodls’
_ | . B .
0249 . 28%
250-499 - :
500748 . .20 - " , B
750-1,499 , - . ’ 14 ' K )
* 1,500 or.more < 06 . .
" { n=453 B | i
2. Whvat_grades }re included in your scbo,bl? . .
T " Grades . ' ' . Percentage of Schools
G '9-12 | _ o 739%
o °10-12 S : - 64
S 712 e 99
_ PreKorK-12 ' ‘ 88" -.
8-12 ' 29 - *
1412 | L 22
, Other - 2.6

&

.+n=454
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3, What percent of your student body is male?

Percentage Male Student Body . . Percent of Schools
o ’ / )
J o % . | 24%
iy S 149 28
| " 50-74 : : | 19 -
76-100 - : ‘ 22
n=445: - C - Yy o .
X =45.3% male; X =51.7% female " _ ' o
* 4. Is your student body: L. | . '
” _Percent of Schools
O dayonly - ‘ L 8r2%
. D. resident only .. . 35
O - both day and resident | 132
" n=453 | S

5. Which of the following factors are considered in making admissions decisions?

-
. \

Factors - o " Percent of Schools e
Intelligence test scores 58.2%

Achievement test scores ' 748

School record ' 86.7

Personal references ‘ 67.3

CE n =452

6. What percentage of the students enrolied in your school received\ financial aid to
meet tuition and other school expenses? ' -

Amount of aid ' Mean Percent n

zer0 792% 401
< % amount of expenses 6.9 387
% - % expenses - 85, 388
> % 3.6 . 389

=
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© 7. If your school is organized by subject area departments, how many departments

are there? - - . -
Number of 3 ' .- Percentage
Departments - ' - of Schools
‘ ) Fewer than 5 | (3.1%'
! . 538 ' : C 371
912 ' _ 46.1
‘13-16 : v 74
g More than 16 - 1.3
» Does not apply " * 49
n =447

“ 8. Please note the length of your school’s courses for which credit is granted by
placing a *’1"-beside the dominant length aind a 2" beside all others currently .

used.
Dominant
Length - Also in Use
, ‘ - (percentage of schools)
Semester length ’ 67.8% 15.3%
Quarter length ‘ 4.2 239
Trimester length a.1 4.0
Minicourses | ) . 09 . 9.1
45-15 or other variant of o _ A
year-round schedule o 53 1.6
Other . - 11.3 - ' 3.8
. i . :
n =451 \

\,

.
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9. Please note the dominant daily scheduling system(s) currently used in your
school by placing a 1" beside the dominant system and a ’2*’ beside others

' currently operating.

Scheduling : : . Also

K ~ System . Dominant in Use
. _ IR : . {percentage of schools)

Traditional (35-60 minute periods) - 72.3% 3.1%
Modular (10-30 minute periods) : 16.8 . - 42
Block or departmental (2 hours or ' _
. longer) o ' u.4 77
Flexible or open (combination of e T

timings to meet class needs) 6.0 12.2
Daily demand (student allocates o '

own time) ) 0.7 2.2
Other o ' ' 3.1 29
n =452

10. Does your school operate on a year-round basis?

School Year , Percentage of Schools
] ’Yes—staggered.'vacé’tilons o 2.0%
_ Yes—voluntary summer school | . . 19.6
. -NO i ' 78.4
- '\'u ’ !
n =453 »

11. Some schools are organized into subschools-within-a-school. These may be
distinguished by programs they offer (e.g., math-science, arts, occupations),
or simply as separate administrative units (such as “house system”). If your
school is organized into subunits, please check what type they are: :

/

] O does not apply (skip to item 14) 95.6%
" [0 organized by programs (e.g., math-science, arts, career) 7
O organized by administrative units (e.g., “’house system”) 26
O other (please specify) 1.2
n =429

127
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12. Nu‘mbér of subunits: of the 19 schbols:

ES

g © " 8-3subunits ¢ o ) 1 - 12'5ubunits -
4 - 2 subunits . S o 1 45 subunits
'3 - 1subunits - : " 1.- missing
1-7 subunits ' b R

13, Is the entire school divided into subunits?
O vyes = 16 schools : . El no - 4schools”

NOTE; Items 11, 12, and 13 could not be mterpreted because of the large number of
o nonrespondents. |n addition, some principals who answered “does not
' ‘ apply" or who- left items 7,.8, or 9 blank later answered items pertammg to.
subunits in their answers to items 28 or 31.

14. What type of facilities do your students or staff have access to regularly? .

S

. On . Else-~ Don't

" . Type of Facility T " Campus where Have n°
Indoor lounge or commons for students 54.3% 9% 44.1% 442
. Career information center o 785 = 36 1564 441
Occupational training center : 66 240 692 441
Media production facilities ' - 403 54 532 442
Remedial reading or math lab / 61.1 59 328 442

Subject area resources center(s) other than o
central library o 462 .59 464 442
Cepartmental offices . 37.6 1.8 60.6 442
! - Teaching resource center for teachers’ use 37.1 50 56.8 442
) Childcare or nursery school facility _ 52 50 898 441
Student cafeteria 88.4 11 104 441

Alterpatlve school or alterhative school program 4.3 12.2. 832 441

1

- 15. Durmg the 1976-77 school year, what percentage of teachers at your school used
open-space, flexible classrooms? -

—

- Percentage ' Percentage
of Teachers ' of Schoois
¥ v  76% )
. 14 _ 5
- ‘:'/ 5_9 . i 4
‘ 10 or'more S
n=426 °
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* 16. Please check all Federal or State programs from Whlch your school or students
receive funds or services. :

‘Source B ' o Percentage -
-of Funds .+ " ofSchools n
Federal Title | (ESEA) S . 262% 119
* State compensatory education 18 8
Vocational education. - - 88 40 -
Career education . : ' 9.0 41
Special education o 53 24
~ Bilingual education | - 09 4
~Assistance to Indochinese refugee chlldren . 24 1
Library programs - 577 262
- Title IVc—innbvative programs (old Title lll) 18.7 85
Free or reduced-price lunch program 36.3 - 165
Student transportation 36.3 165
. ESAA (desegregation) 2.0 9
Other : . —-  16.3 74

‘ 17. Do you havé an adVrsory group(s) wrth whom you meet regularly concerning
school polrcy and plannmg? : .

[

YES 85.8% NO 14.2%

| n = 450 (
t

~18. If “yes,” how many persons are in this group(s)? L
Group Percentage Mean No. of
Members ' of Schools Participants n

Assistant principals, deans, or o
subunit heads . , 75.4% 1.8 345

Guidance counselors ' - B75 1.0 351
Department chairpersons 470 3.6 350
Teachers ’ * 563.0 6.1 349 -
Students _ : 31.0 - 26 361 .
Parents ' . 36.0 3.7 362
Others 20.0 1.8 351

129
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19. Which of the folldwihg courses are taught in your school?

o Percentage
- . Course . . of Schools
. Biolog\." - , 838% ~« . '
. .Biology: BSCS' b _ 38.3 "
s Chemistry _ T 88.5 -
; tChemistry: CBA Chem-Study o 20.6 -
" Physics I ST 79.2
. Physics: PSSC ‘ 235
French a : 82.7
Latin . . B 48.7
. — Russian ' 2.4
. Art:  ° 84.3
~ Auto mechanics - 1.3
__— * - Wood or machine shop B X
Business education . f Nns )
Homemaking : ; a , 47:1 o
Sequential math series through grade 12 92.0 .
Calculus . . 60.4
n =452 o L ) .
Z0. How mah_y foreign languages are offered in 3- or 4-year sequence? (Answer both
questions.) o
C Mean Number:
| LanguageSequence _ of Languages
| Only three years o o 18
~Four years ‘ o 3.1

21. Which of the following are taught as éeparate courses _in your school?

Percentage
’ Course - e of Schools
RS Family life/sex education . LT 351%
Values clarification/moral education - 5642
Career exploration ) C - 211
~ Ethnic studies - ' ‘ 13.0
Women's studies C : 8.5
Consumer-education £ 46.1
Environmental or ocean studies . 249
Sociology, anthropology, or psychology 724

n =445
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22, Are all 10th-, 11th-, and 12th-grade students

-required to take a full-year of

“ English?’ o : :
Grade ' Yes . No- =
‘ . {percentage of schools)
Tenth 100.0% 0.0% 452,
" " Eleventh - 987 13- 452
- Twelfith 92.4 76. 450
23. Are ﬁh‘,h- or 12th-grade students grouped by ability in one or more academic -
subjects? ‘ i See
Yes 624% . No  37.6%
 n=449

24a. About what percentage of your 10th- to 12th-grade couféés are interdisci-

plinary or interdepartmental?

&

//

Percentage of Courses Percentage of Schools -
‘None 65% -
1-24 percent 22
. 25-49 percent 21
" - 50-74 percent :
75 percent or more 7

n =394

-
!

24b. About what percentage of your 10th- to 12th-grade courses are team taught?

Percentage of Schools

'Percentage of Courses
None 64%
1-10 percent 29
8

11 percent or more

n =376
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25 Sbme schools allow students to receive credit in a variety of ways. Which of the
foIIowmg programs aregurrently avallable to your 9th- to 12th grade students

for credlt? .
1
L " " Percentage .
et ' Course . : o of Schools*
Night or adult school , o 22.3%
Coliege-level‘courses given at your scheol* 7 309
College courses ona coIIege or university campus 51.5
Credit by exammatlon : - 19.2
Credit by contract ' ~ 1 145
Independent study projects ' 59.4
Off-campus work experience or occupatlonal ' i
"~ training 37.1
. Community volunteer program 26.8
Travel 13.1
Correspondence courses - .23.3
Other - - - 40

n=421

26. About what percent of 11th-grade students and 12thgrade_students are engaged
in programs (work experience, community service, college courses, etc.) such
that they are not physically present at your school full time?

)

Percentage of 11th Graders Percentage of Schools
None ) _ T 67%
" 1-5 percent ~ ' 17 ‘
_ 6-10 percent’ ' o .6
- More than 10 percent —_— 10
_ <
n =392 S .\\
" Percentage of. 12th Graders Percentage.of Schools
! . . : i
None ' : 37% -
. 1-5 percent T . 23
6-10 percent .. . -10
11-20 percent ~ , S - 10
More than 20 percent . 16
. n =422 ' '
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27. Which of the following programs does your school currently offer to,students?

)

. . Percentage
Program ) ' . of Schools
i College advanced placement ‘ - 51.1%
. 'Early graduation . cl: S I
- K . Early exit via exammatlon (for dlploma or N :
} ' equivalent) _ __ 2.8
Job placement service ' 19.7 -
Individually paced learning 23.4
’ - Diagnostic-prescriptive education (DPE) 3.9
o - Student exchange program 16.7
' Dropout prevention program E 39
= Bilingual program .41
Remedial basic skills instruction” . 53.9
" n=436 - : ‘ .

28. Apbroximately what percent of 11th-and 12th-grade students are involved in at
least oné extracurricular activity?

a

Percentage of 11th Graders ! Percentage of Schools
" Less than 25 percent ‘ : 4%
25-49 percent , 11
50-74 percent 31
> 75percentor more 49
’ n=428
Percentage of 12th Graders Percentage of Schools
‘Less than 25 percent 5%
25-49 percent ° 12
50-74 percent 29
"75 percent or more 48

n =432 |

133
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/ . r ‘ . N . ) . » .
. What grade reporting system(s) does your school use for 10th- to 12th-grade:

. . - students? )
& ¢ T - \ "+ Percentage .
System o o of Schools

A-B-C-D-F . 733% .

Numerical . . ' C 263 =
" Percentages . 104
Weighted (additjonal value for more :
difficult courses) - ’ ' 29.8

Dual (student chooses from two or more ‘ E
grading systems) ' 1.8 . '
Pass-fail - 30.5 -
Pass-withdraw ' : 3.5. "

Verification of competency : 2.2 o
" Checklists of objectives ’ . 6.8
Written narrative evaluations oo 17.4
Conferences ‘ 21.9
Continuous progress . 4.4
' Self-evaluation . 42
No grade reports ’ . 0.4
Other - 3.3

. n =453
,. -
L4 %

: o 134
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1

30 In your opinion, how lmportant are the following educatlonal goals to parents in
. your school?

1

iy

Moder- Margin- Umm- - Y

. Goals ) ¢ "~ Very | ately ally portant n "
0 - =
; ® (percentage of schools)
Teaching the basic skills 86.9% 120% 1.0% 0.0% 449
. I Developing high moral = s .
standards and citizenship . . 89.6 9.7 0.7 0.0 452
“Teaching students to get ’ ‘ ‘ " _— iy
. along with others ; -~ . -+ 80. 45_.0 45 04 - 447 (“"-“
Dg)veloping individual 31.1 45.3), 21.4 23 . 444 )
responsibility far the R R 1
. management of one’sown . _ o o R
v . legrning program N ? ’
Preparing students for the 365 427 190, 18 - - 447
.. ¥ labor market . ' _ |
Preparing students for . , 769 200 & 24 0.7 451
- ollege ) : A .
D veloping esthetic 169 400 373 = 58 445
pprecnation . L« . ‘
‘ . a : .
A
N o 1
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SCHOOL MANAGEMENT AND DECISIONMAKING ’

o

w
: .

.’( B ‘
. \
—

"

%; Frequency of Meetings ‘ @

31. How freque[\tlytdo y’oﬁ meet with the following people to discuss s:hool
management or pfograms of instruction?

" . . ~ “Frequency
Lo atleast 2or3 saveral ,
_ . _once-a timesa oncea timesa oncea notat
+  Grouwp - * week month month year year all n

.. : ' . o (peréentage of schonls) .
Governing Board Chairman 11.1% 15.6% 32.3% 30.8% 5.1% 5.1% 334

/

v - Board Finance Committee  ~-3.9 8.8 31.8 43.6 7.3 4.5 330
" Board Curriculum - . ’ :
Committee - - 25 50 . 29.7 459 - 79 90 279

Are’a or Regional S
. administrators § 32 19 245 535° ' 86 83 314
Heads of Other Schools 03. 31 ~254- 580 99 33 393

g Full Governing Board . 09 09 . 446 35.1 10.1 .8.2 316
N - SRRy o
. ¥ P |
2 . .
- . 3. ) -
\
R 4
L} e
/“ o
: 1 ° a. {
e . T ’ V oo ‘ R T
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32. How’freqdently are the following school-level meétings held?

—

e : _ Frequency
atleast 20r3 - saveral -
: o oncea timesa oncea timesa oncea notat
Group : ‘ ‘week month month year year all n

. . . I(bércentage of schools)
R_egi-Jlar Faculty Meetings 13.6% 18.4% 535% 145% 0.0% 0.0% 441
. English department " o

o meetings - 93 150 426 313 03 15 399
. ; Math\department meetings 8.4 12.5 44.2 317 13 1.8 391
Inter-departmental B

meatings (exclude 1 .
regular faculty meetings) 3.2 6.4 14.4 438. 109 214 313

. Department head meetings 5.5 9.3 & 34.1  40.1 41 6.2 364
Subunit head meetings 140 . 63 19.6 12.6 49 427 143
Administrative staff - ' ‘ '

~ meetings 55.2 16.5 113 136" 1.0 24 382
Policy or planning group -~ . ' - L

" meetings - 109 111 244 488 34 1.3 377

5 PTA-type rpeetings . 0.0 1.8 292 59.1 59 4.1 391
Parent advisory group : Lo

" meetings ° 03 1.0 314 521 ‘55 9.7 290

i "\ Studentcouncil meetings - 39.5 343 219 38 00 05 420

83. Some school heads use standing committees, ad hoc committees, or task forces
to assist with decision making or problem solving; others do not use them.
Duripg the 1976-27 school year, how many standing committees, ad hoc com-
mittees, or task forces did your school have? '

-~ » o : Ad hoc Committees
Number of Groups ) Standing Committees or Task Forces

" - (percentage of schools)
one 29.7% 31.6%

N

1 110 13.8
2 15.0 23.0
3 | 16.9 16.9
4 10.1 6.7
6 ' ' - 7.5 . 38
6 . 3.7 05
7 - . . 0.7 0.2
8 or more : 54 3.6

- n =427 n =421
= - - . R -
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- Evaluating Teacher Performance

34. How often do your teachers receive a formal evaluatior: ‘after their probationary

period?
o , . " Percentage _
Frequency of Schocls
More than once a year . i 288%
" Once a year .. 463
Every 2 or 3 years o " 8.7 4
Rarely or not at all 18.7 A -
“ . n=445 ‘ . ] 6\,,,. e TS .,‘_;’_.-. 4

35. Who participatés in the formal‘ evaluation of your teachers?

Perc%ntage
Personnel of Schools
School Head - L 90.7%
Assistant head(s) or deans : 46.0
Subject-area supervisors ’ 129
Department heads . 57.1
Heads of subunits 36
Teachers: peer evaluations 12.2
Teachers: self-evaluation 329
‘Students 18.4
" Parents . 3.1
Others 4.7

n =450

36. How often do you observe in classrooms on the average from October through
March’of the school year?

‘ Percentage
Frequency o of Schools
Daily : ' 2.2%
Several times @ week 130
Once aweek . - 7.0
2or 3 timesa month - 204
Several times a year 51.3

Not at all 6.1
n =446 S '
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Evaluating Your Performance as Principal

37. How oﬁen do you receive a formel evaluation?

/

o Percentage
Frequency : of Schools
-  More thanonceayear - 6.8%
‘ y ‘Once a year -+ 435
' Every 2 or 3 years 11.6

" Rarely ornotatall = ' - 38.1

N TR

n==441

. . .38.Who Rarticipatés in the formal evaluation of your performance as school head?

o Percentage
Participants ' ‘ " of Schools )
Governing Board . - 38.4%
Chairman of governing board 22.1
K _Central office or area administrators . 263
‘ School head: self-evaluation 213
Assistant administrators . - 20.1
Teachers : ) 39.7
School support staff (clerical,
maintenance, etc.) - ' 7:0
Students ' 8.8
Parents S 4 7.4
Others . ) 10.8
n =443
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RULES

39: What State, govemihg board, or school regulations govern your activity in the
following areas? ‘

- . : Percentage of
Activity Schools Governed by Rules

State District School

Adding a new academic course 20.2% 216% 82.7%

Setting rules for student behavior 4.8 248 914
Determining course objectives : .. 8.9 7.3 948
Setting conditions for early exit/early graduatlon 15.9 25,5 729
Adopting a new school grading practice - 25 239 85.9
Setting criteria for evaluating teacher performance 45 T 250 ° 798 .
. Setting criteria for evaluating school head i
performance | 32 494 444
Allocating school budget funds among ' _ :
departments, teachers, or activities 1.8 . 50.0 71.6
n =440

40. Listed below are ceftain rules which may govern students and teacher behavior.
For each rule, please check whethe’r stich a rule exists in your school.*‘

Rule Existence

Rule . Formal Informal None n \

. (percentage of schools)
Student behavior - .
Closed campus for students at funch . 82.3% 5.0% 12.7% 440
Students responsible to the school for -

property damage _ : 779 200 24 439
Hall passes required . . - - 377 86 - 53.6 432
“No smoking"” rules . 92.8 31 40 . 446
Rules about student dress 88.4 71 - 45 448
Teacher behavior s . -
Bringing an outside speaker in class 33.6 334 33.0 443’ '
Frequency of testing (weekly, TN

midterm, {inal) o 308 283 409 435

- Amount of homework given students . 13.1 450 419 442
Controlling disruptive students inclass 57.0 . 323 108 437
Dealing with parent c&mplaints - 288 44.1 ©27.2 438

*Responses to the enforcement portion could not be interpretéd because of the low number of

_valid responses. . . o o L

i 14 Oms' PR’IVAl'.l'.EAHIGH' scudou'jdl')AY 141




41. Who épproves the following types of t:acher activities in your school?

Responses to this question were uninterpretable because of the phrasing of the
questionl';
s } | A
42. What percent of your school’s budget constitutes discretinnary or contingency

funds? -
Percentage of Budget Percentage of Schools
None | o 29%
1-4 percent : 39
59 percent 15
” 10-14 percent ‘ . 08
" '15 percent or more . 08
n=378 .

-’

43. Caﬁ teachers use discretionary or contingency funds for their individual

classrooms?
Teachers’ Use : Percentage
of Funds ? of Schools
Yes: all : 8.9%
Yes: depends on department’s :
allocation policy 39.6
‘No . 515

n=369 -
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Involvement in Decisionmaking

44. We are,interested in determining who usually is involved in making decisions
re!atiré to certain school matters. For each matter listed across, please check
those who are usually involved. '

N, ,.
| &
¥
§° & &
&
Fé& 88
Iy : »
§
| FséEg & &
Decisionmaker & FE F & & & I on
o | (percentage of schools)_' ,
~ Governing board '52.3% 21.3% 32.1% 4.9% 14.1% 65.9% 85.2% 305
Chairman of governing
. board ) * - 2563 113 188 5.4 86 618 790 186
Central office . . : ' :
administrator 448 314 360 233 355 552 .703 172
You as school head 979 874 911 568 863 915 899 437
Assistant Administrators : .
v or subunit heads. - 60.7 726 866 540 76.1 817 494 321
i School policy or o o ' _ -
planninggroup 66 599 718 344 542 69.6 20.0 259
Guidance counselors 8.0 555 69.2 318 686 659 127 299
Department’heads 680 886 246 894 686 569 46.1 369
Teacher unibQ or ‘ N S ' _ \
organization o 19.7. 16.7- 343 182 364 439 18.2 66

Teachers as individuals 119 714 670 875 706 686 190 - 385

Student-electedor _ :
appointed groups 19-.410 868 105 286 496 1.1 266
Students as individuals 21 513 619 175 259 423 1.1 189

Parent and community _ o o
groups - 00 277 559 6.2 236.605 144 19
Issues.not applicable 02 00 00 00 04 00 07 454
to this'school '
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The School Head's Authonty

45 Wlthln your school, how much authorlty do you have to allocate school budget
funds among departments?

s

I | . Percentage -
Authority ‘ of Schools
. Complete - 50.6%
Considerable . 425 S
Little . 56 ..,-_‘» ;

. None : ' 1.3 -

46. How. much a”uthonty do you have to make the chonce between hiring one
ffull-tlme teacher or hiring two teacher aldes?

~

' . : ’ Percentage
Authcrity _ _ of Schools
[ : .
‘ Complete S . 652%
Considerable ' - 318
‘Little . 18

None ' 1.1

n =443

- 47, How much mfluence do you have in making decisions concermng the allocation
! . of funds to your school from external sources (church or parish funds, for -

example)?

_ : Perceniage
Influence : of Schools

<~ Extensive ' 28.1%
Considerable © - 39.1

o S Little = . 204
"""" _ None A T 126 _

n =427
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_48. How much authority do you have to fill teacher vacancies?

: , Percentage
i - Authority ) : qf Schools
. School head chooses: central office .
usually endorses . 73.6%
School head chooses within governing '
_ bogrd's limits 248
Governing board chooses 1.6
n=440 .

144
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SR
, Probléms

49. To'what_ degree is each of these matters a problem in your school?

Degree of Severity

‘ [ , Very ' ' Not S
Problems - . serious Serious Minor atall n

S . (percentage of schools)
. School too small to offer a ' :
wide range of courses 2.0% 11.7% . 56.0% 30.3% 445
School too large to give . ' ' .
- students enough personal

attention 02 05 139 855 433
Inadequate instructional o .

materials . .00 50 54.0- 41.1 1443
Not enough guidance S Y ,

" counselors - 13- 9.0 " 386 51.1  } 446
Teacher absenteeism .. 00 0.9 39.7 59. 446
Teacher union specifications . 0.7 1.9 9.2 882 424
“ Teachers’ lack of commit-, . o :

ment or. motivation 0.0 1.3 . 402 584 445
Teacher incompetence | 0.0 -0.9 46.1 53.0 445
Teacher turnover ' 1.8 112 546 324 447
Student absenteeism o -

(entire day) -7 7 00 25 629 346 ' 448
Students’ cutting classes .00 - 13 578 408 446
Student.apathy ; 07 78 693 222 . 446
Student disruptiveness 00- 11 614 375 = 443
Parents’ lack of interest L '

\~ ~ in students’ progress " 05 69 643 293 ( 443
Parents’ lack of involvement N ' :

in school matters . 11 142 582 265 434
Governing board’s interference ° ' |

with school head’s leadership 0.5 1.4 20.3 779 434

State-imposed curriculum ' S
‘restrictions - ¢« 0.2 18 302 677 - 434
Implementing Federal or ‘

State requirements for 4

equal opportunity (e.g., L . .

desegregation, employment) 0.2 1.4 173 - 810 " 427

" Too much paperwork in.
complying with:
" Governing board

e reguirements . 05 20 291 684 399
o State requirements 12 116 447 425 414
Federal requirements 17 = 72 394 516 - 401

Other - . 164 262 19.7 377 ° 61

146 . THEPRIVATE HIGK SCHOOL TODAY |

145




Conﬂict

50 Generally speakmg, ow often would you say confllct occurs within your
school? '

Frequency
Atleast At least

o . oncea oncea; Rarely
Conflict - ' Daily week month = or never n

' (percentage of schools)
Among students . 36% 104% 293% 56.7% 441

~ Among teachers ' 0.2 27 156 81.5 443
Between teachers and : '
students’ . 45 123 37.7. 455 440
~ Between teachersand ‘ o :
school head - 02 1.8 193 787 441 ¥
Between teachers and L o i
parents 0.0 1.4 26.4 722 436
Between school adminis- o : ,
trators and parents 0.0 0.7 214 779 . 439
Between school and : _ ‘ S } ‘
governing board : 0.0 0.0 29 97.1 a1

Note: The mterpretablhty of thns item is somewhat limited in that principals variously mterpreted
conflict. Some tyok it to mean a verbal altercation, others a physncal confrontation, and so

forth
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Chang_a‘

.51. In the past 5 years, have the following increased, decreased, or stayed about the
- same in your school? ' :

-~
o Changes
Stayed -
N S . . abqut '
o - Characteristic - Increased the same Decreased n

o : (percentage of schools)
Extent of joint"ptanning C

among teachers .. BB3% . 41.2% 3.6% 447
_ Extent of interdependence ' : '
* \among departments 34.1 . 609 . 5.0 . 443
~Number of persons involved o T
in s¢heol decisionmaking 65.5 329 - 16. - 447
Numbex of required courses 276 684 = 40 - 446
Number of elective courses . 60.9 308 ¢ 83 448
-Student alternatives for ' . - : ‘
meeting course or graduation o
requirements-\ ' 28.7 699 1.4 439
'Range of alternative : o . . 3
grading-.practiceé\ ) 1.9 81.7 6.4 447
.Number of staff in general 41.4 41.6 170 447

Number of specialists (e.g.,
special education, psycholo-
gists, resource teachers, ‘\\

- ~ media specialists, etc.) . 31.3 . 624 6.3 441
'Empbhasis on basic reading, . _ e
writing and math skills N 637 367 - 07 - 446
‘Your school’s enrollment . . - 43.7 29.6 26.7 446
“ Student academic achievement - . . . '
(standardized test scores) 286 59.5 1.9 437.
Your school’s per-pupil budget ~ 80.9 16.2 2.9 444
Average class size 193 59.1 21.6 445
Number of student activities 50.7 - 464 2.9 446
Use of school facilities for - a .
commiunity-related activities ~ 51.2. " 470 = 1.8 . 445
Educational programs for new N '
clientele (e.g., adults) 119 83.1 5.0 419

147
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STUDENTS

52.In 1 97{6-77, what percentage of yc;ur student body belonged to the follbwing

aroups?’
° - e - v e o
o P ' F%u.an Student Body Pro-
Ethnic Origin _ portions’over All Schools
White -  83.5%
American Indian/Alaskan ,
 native .. . . 03
Asian/Pacific islander 1.6
Black; not of Hispanic origin 8.3
Hispanic i 5.7
Other. . 04
i ' { ’ )
n =426 ,
Percentage Nqn’whi't'ev ' :
Students R Percentage of Schools
. . . ) \ ’
None (all white) - . ’ 12%
1-4 percent ' o .27
5-19 percent =~ . 34 ’
20 percent or more -, * 24
n =426 - ;
A .' .. 33.,Upon graduation, approximately what pgr’c:_eniage of the class of 1977 entered
' : the following? e ] C ' '
Average
[Percentage of .
Postgraduate Activity o _ Students = . n- ©
.~ 2-year college . - 15.2% 418
~ A-yearcollege - R . 59.9 415
L . Postsecondary vocational .. - ;oo :
. school - a8 ., 415
~ Full-time labor market . 15.1 o 415
Armed services - 15 413 _ L
K . . R \ ’ K i 2
' s

- 148
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-

54a. ApproXimatelV what pércentage of the c[ass of 1977 graduated early (or left

early with a diploma or equivalent)?

' ¢ )

Percentagd of -

Early Graduatess =~ . Percentage of Schools
Norie o 67.6%

1-2 percent 20.7

3-5 percent : - i 5.6
6-10.percent - 35

Over 10 percent 2.8

n =454

t

®

B4b. ‘Approximately what percentage of the class of 1977 dropped odt, without

dbtainin_g a diploma and without transferring__to another school?

.

Percentage of Schiools

. Percentage of Dropouts
None 68.4% '_
1-2 percent - 260 ’
3-5 percent 4,0

- 6-10 percent 05 °

., Over 10 percent

0.2

n=424-.

remedial work in reading?

55a. About what perceritage of your'10th- to 12th-grade students are taking

Y
o ‘
2 s,
Py N
.

Percentage of Students. Percentage of Schools
7 : a
None C 48% A
* 14 percent 18 )
5-9 percent - 15 . £ - )
10-14 percent . 10 '
9-

15 percent or more

n=429

.
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. 55b About what percantage of’ your 10th- 10 12th-grade students are takmg )
N °remed|aﬂ work in math? e . . N
P_ercentage of Students ] Percentage of Schools.
o None . .':-‘.\..51%%_ .»"
1-4 percent ' ' Co18 C '
59 percent . . -on .
10-14 percent c . 10
) 15 percent.or more - ' 7 .-
n=414 “
. 56. What phrase best descrlbes the od%upatrons of your students parents?
C |
T . " Percen,tage “
’ Parental Occupation ' - of Schools -
" Almost ali'white-collar/profecsion\al 16.4% '
_ . - Mostly white-collar; some que—coIQar : - 26.8 :
e Evenly mixed . 2274 0 T o
7 . Mostly blue-collar, some. white-collar 23.7 . '
. Almost all blue-collar/laborer R 55 -
) ,’ - - Mostly. unemployed oronwelfare | -~ ~ . 04
: n= 451 -8 B S .
o . Lo ) o A
' 57. What phrase best descnbes the housing in which your students’ parents live?
| o S “Percentage
Typeof Housing =~ - =/ . of Schools .
. " Almost all’ oWner-occupred homes' 32.6%
"~ * Mostly owner-occupied, some rental ' o L
apartments A 45.4 " S
Evenly mixed j ' 162 ' L
Mostly rental’unit, some .~ - ' :
o owner-occupied homes ' 49
. - Almost all rental units _ ~ | . . 09
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- S COMMUNITY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT

o J8. How would the area served by your school be described?
Percentage
Type of Area ’ of Schools
S Urban: Industrial, commercial
b o " (150,007 +) | 13.1%
' Urban. Residential (150,000 +) 21.8\
Suburban: Adjacent to city ,
S of 150,000+ 276
- o . Medium city (25,000 - 149,999) 19.3
o Nonmetropolitan: noncommuting ‘
| (-250000 . . . 16.3
' n =JL435; . o

. 59. Whlch of tha following types of postsecondary schools are located within about
P ' 5 miles of your school? :

’ o L | " Percentage
Type of School of Schools
- ° 2.yearcollege : - 62.1% - \
‘ 4-year college or university " 718
Postsecondary vocational school 524

" Adult or continuing education school - 61.2
n= 454 ‘

S 60. What is your school dlstrlct s ciirrent average per-pupil expendlture (exceptmg

for capital outlay and debt service)?
\

District Per-Pupil

Expenditure ' Percentage of Schools
_ Less than $800 , _ 36%

$900-1,099 25
-$1,100-1,299 11
$1,300-1,499 ; 4
$1,500-1,699 B ' 4. .
$1,700 or more - _ E 20

n=376
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61. How many of the following persons are on your school’s professional staff?

H]

_ Mean No.

Staff Members of persons
Assistant heads and deans 1.80
Guidance counselors 2.17
"Classroom teachers’ 27.3
Specialists (e.g., special education,

resource teachers, media specialists,

psychologists, etc.) .90
-Librarians 1.34
Teacher aides . .12
Volunteers _ 2.21
Student (practice) teachers .73

62. What percentage of the school’s professional staff belongs to the following

_ng\ups?
T Average Percentage __

Ethnic Group of Staff . n
White; not of Hispanic origin 95.0% . 436
American Indian/Alaskan nztive 0.1 433
Asian/Pacific islander o 0.5 435
Black; not of Hispanic origin 15 - 437
Hispanic . 1.8 436

AN - Other ~ .09 - 435

Percentage Nonwhite Staff  Percentage of Schools

None (all white) : 51%
. o 1-4 percent . 26
‘ - 5-9 percent : 10
10-29 percent 8
30 percent or more 4
n =436
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63. What is the sexual make-up of your professional staff?

Percentage Male Faculty Percent Schools
\ 0-33% : 36%

'34-49 . 14

5066 | 21

67-100 | ‘ 26

n =443 |

64. How many days of inservice education for teachers were scheduled by your
school or district between June 1976 and June 1977?

‘Number of Inservice Days Parcentage of Schools

o None - _ 4%
12 22
34 _ - 36 -
56 . _ _ 21
7 or more 17
n=428
School Head

65. Including the 1976-77 school year, what is your professional experience?

| \Years as School Head . _ : L
of thisSghbol o ' -Percentage of School Heads " o

One year or less 25% L

23 28 N
4-5 : 1 19 L
6-7 8

89 , 6

10 years or more 10

n =439
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Years as School Head

Percentege.of School Heads

of Another School

None 70%
12 5
34 6
5-6 6
7 years or more 10

n=444

Years as School
Administrator Other
than School Head -

Percentage of School Heads

43%

None
12 16
34 15
5-6 10
7 years or more 14
n=442
Years as Secondary , ‘ -
School Teacher Percentage of School Heads
None 11%
1-3 P11
46 .'-’ 15
" 79 . 19
10-15 28
16 years or more 16

n=444

154
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66. Including yourself, how many school heads or acting school heads has your
school had in the last 10 years? '

Number of School Heads

. orActingSchool Heads ~°  Percentage of Schools -
\ s
1 o 13.3%
2 302 -
3 : 133.8
4 or more 22.4
n =450 ’

\
L]

67. When you were appointed principal of your school, where were you working?

Percentage of
Workplace School Heads
A}
Working in present school district = 42.6%
Working someplace else ‘ 51.6
i “Engaged in other activities (e.g.,
i ~ graduate school, military) 5.8
n = 448 ~ A L
65 What is your highest earned degree?
' ) o : Percentage of
" Degree School Heads
" Bachelor’s S o 4.0%
Bachelor’s plus 5th-year credential. o 29
* Master’s in an educational field 215
Master's in field other than education 15.0
" Master’s plus additional graduate work 43.7 ;
Ed. Specialist . 2.9 _ |
Ed.D. 1.1
Ph.D. 4.7
Another type of degree 4.0
n =446
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69. How irf\portant are the following responsibilities to you, as school hea'd?

Importance

: _ Moder- Margin- Unim-
Responsibility Very ately ally . portant n

(percentage of school heads)

Working closely with teachers ' :
on instruction 65.2% 28.1% 6.3% 0.4% 445

‘Allowing teachers to instruct
according to personal

preference | .. 398 49.0 8.9 23 437
Enforcing school rulgs
. and policies ' 65.4 29.0 5.4 0.2 445
“Involving numerous people ! '
in scheol decisionmzking 54.5 356.4 9.0 1.1 444
Managing the day-to-day : ' ’
operation of the school 53.0 32.0 . 8.8 - 0.2 444
Managing the sckool budget * 52.3 325 14.1 1.1 440
Coordinating with governirig o " o
board - 51.1 279 14.4 6.6 - 409
Relating personally with B _ ’ ’
students 76.6 200 = 22 0.2 444
Relating personeily with - ) .
parents and community 726 - 254 1.8 0.2 441
Resolving or mediating : o '
. conflicis ' 61.8 33.7 4c T 04 445
' Long-range.planning; : ‘ '
. setting goals . 755 229 7 16 = 00 445
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70. How important are the following educational goals to you, as school head?

Importance

: . Moder- Margin- Unim-
" Goals - . Very ately - ally  portant n

, . (percentage of school heads)
Teaching basic skills - 88.1% 10.6% 1.1% > 02% 444
Developing high moral . S
stand'.ards and citizenship - 94.8 52 00 | 00 446
Teaching students to get I ‘
along with others 83.6 152 - 11 . 00 446

Developing individual respon-
sibility for the management -
of one’s own learning

program ) 62.1 321 5.4 05 443
Preparing students for the ' . S
- labor market - 4438 397 . 141 1.3 446
Preparing students for college 67.6 302 - 22 |, 00 447
- Developing esthetic o ’ )
appreciation 46.5 454 76 0.4 447

71: How much influence- do you believe you have in governing board
decisionmaking? . ..

Percentage of

Influence . * School Heads
Great deal -  73.3%
Moderate amount - . 240

Small amount C o 2.2
Practically none 0.5
n=416 '

f o 15;

o
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" 72. In general, how satisfied are you with the folldwing? C \

- Satisfaction
. : . Some-
A " Some-  what Very -
' - Very what ‘Dissat-~  Dissat- .
- Job Characteristic Satisfied Satisfied  isfied isfied n

o S (percentage of school heads) o
Occupation as school head 62.5% '32.6% 45% . 0.4% 445

_Faculty of your school . 617 358 20 ~ 04 447
- *“Students’ achievement - 309 59.9 8.7 0.4 446
Relationships with - - L
governing board - : 59.9 329 54 - 17 ‘404
_Relationships with - . ' - ‘
parents and community  50.9 403 © 7.9 09 - 442
Performance of your = . , g
- governing board ° - M8 38.8 169 25 397

73, Your sex:
_Male =64.7%

Female = 35.3%
‘n =450

74. Your aQe:

Percentage of

Age o | School Heads B
Under25 . . .- 02% "
25-34 . B . 131 -
3544 | L. 437
45584 - ' o 283
- © BB+ . 14.7
" n = 449
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75. What is your racial or ethnic group? .

o . Percentage of
Ethnic Group : - School Heads
White; not of Hispanic origin 97.8% ‘ .
—-American Indian/Alaskan native 0.2 :
Asian/Pacific islander .00
Black; not of Hispanic origin . .04
 Hispanic =~ - . 1.1
~ Other - ' 0.4
., &= 448
76 If your ir school offers doctrinal religious educatlon please check-the appropnate',
statement .
St'atqment - o . ~ Percent of schools

_ No students are required to take doctrmal rellglous

studies 4,7%
Only students of this school’s fanth are required to take .
doctrinal religious studies -~ 225
All students are required to take doctrmal rehglous :
studies, . - : C - ) - 728
. n=408 .

-
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| Appendzx B
. Samplmg Plan ana’ Responlses o

LS

¢

>

A 13-percent sample (600 schools) was chosen from the universe of 4,722
secondary schools with a 12th grade Two stratifying criteria were used, one
o representing four geographic regions of the country, and the other representlng three
metropolitan status categories. :
The components weré as follows:.

Regions of the Country

R

East: Connectlcut Delaware, . District of Columbia, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New jersey, New York, Pennsylvanla, Rhode
Island, Vermont, West Virginia;
Midwest: lllinois, Indiana,- Iowa, Kansas, Mlchlgan Minnesota, Nebraska, North
Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin;
South: Alabama, Arkapsas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Lou151ana, Mississippi,
-North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia; = .
' ' - West: Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New
Mex1co Oregon Utah, Washmgton Wyomlng C
Metropol:tan Status
Thls deSIgnatlon was based.on U.S. Census Bureau deflnltlons An SMSA consists
of a county, or group of contlguous counties, containing a city of 50,000 or mdre.
Urban: school located in a ceitral city (50,000 or more) of a Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). :
" Suburban: school located outside the designated central city but still within the
SMSA.
Rural: school outside of an SMSA. - -
This stratrfyrng design resulted in 12 cells—four reglonal categorles by three ,
R - metropolitan. status categories. For example, a given cell would contaln Eastern
' ' ‘urban schools, Western suburban schools, and so forth. -
o School size was then taken into account by sampling proportionally to the
. l|kel|hood of a school s presence ina cell. Twelfth-grade enroliment was used asa~
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proxy for school size. The percentaée of all 12th-grade students in each cell was
calculated. This percentage was used to calculate the number of schools to be drawn
from eachcell. '

Within each cell, schools were arranged in order of the size of their 12th-grade
enrollments.-Then, the percentage referred to above was used to.pick a random start.
To illustrate, assume that cell Y’ contains 400 schools. These schools enroll 10
percent of all 12th-grade students in the country.'O_f the 600 school sample to be
drawn for the survey, 10 percent, or 60 of them, are to be drawn from cell “Y.”
The random start began 10 schools down on the list, and évery 10th school was then
selected. - s . - _

The sampling prpced'ure is illustrated in the following table, which uses hypo-
thetical cells X" and “Y” t6 show how the sample was drawn and how school size
was taken into account. . o :

.This sampling method assured that the number of schools in the sample repre-
sented the proportional number.of students.in the population that attend schools in
the various cells. It also assured that small or rural schools were not overrepresented
and that large or urban schools were not underrepresented.

(a) (b) (c)
' The number of schools
-sampled from-cach cell

“Number of Perceniage of all ~ depends on that cell’s
schoolsin . 12th-grade students proportion of 12th-grade
Cell . cell ~incell students (b). .
CCell“X” - 200 C20% 20% of 200 = 40
schools

‘Cell “X” contains 200
schools, so 40/200 or
- every 5th school will be
chosen.
Cell “Y” 400 " 10% : 10% of 400 = 40
) - schools '

Cell “Y"" contains 400
schools, so 40/400 or
every. 10th school will be
chosen.

s -
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The following table shows the number,and ’p"ropon.'tion (in parentheées) of -

respondent schools in eacH cell.

o ‘Proportibn of Sample in Each Cell

K}

*Using Cehsus designations

162

! Region
~ Metropolitan J ) ' , : .
Status* . East Midwest South - West._.. Total
" Urban 29 14 18 "9 70 -
(6.4%) (3.1%) (4.0%)  (20%)  (15.5%)
Suburban 116 - 12T 32 42 317
_ (257%  (281%)  (7.1%) . (9.3%) - (70.1%)
Rua 0 30 2 . 9. 4 65
(6.6%) (49%) - (20%)  (0.9%) - (14.4%)
Total - 175 w163 59 55
(38.7%) . (36.1%)  (13.1¢%  (12.2%)
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