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TABLE 1
: @ |
Fall En-ollment Statistiecs: ‘Montgomery County* .
1974, 1978, and 1979
. L4 *
.Level § '1974 1978 1979 Percentage Charige
Five  One
Kindergarten  _ Year Year -
'MC Public 8,502 5,395 . 5,351 -37.1 - 0.8
' MC Private . 970 1321 1576 - +62.5  +19.3
Md. Public 54,879 43,418 42,583 -27.2 - 1.9
' Md. Private 5,946 6,371 6,972 +17.3 - 9.4
Total 70,297 56,505 - 56,482 , -19.7 -
' Grades 1-12 ‘
MC Public (115,113 101,413 196,571 . -16.1 - 4.7
'MC Private 17,980 18,624 18,617 +3.54 -
Md. Public 832,027 761,889 730,187 ~12.2 - 4.2
. Md. Private . 105,959 . 104,496 103,806 -2.0 -0.7
_Total 1,071,079“ 986,422 ° 949,181 -11.4 - 3.8
"créhd Total 1 163 788 1,067,922 1 032 254" 711 3 -3.3

1978, and 1979.

xf'%Data for publ:c-schools from Facts About Maryland PUbllC Educatlon for each .
:of the years" 1974




who have withdrawn their children Yrom an MCP§
public school for private school placement. Phase 11 of the
pxugtoqs, loocks at the rcasons why parents cnt.er/or_‘
Mnntymn(_ry County. Public Schools. after withdrawing them from a nonpublic
school “in Mont gomery County. Future work will begin to investigate the issue

of why :some parents never enroll their c}u]dren in the public schools, but
canroll Lhmn 1nxtmlly 1n pnvate ~\,chools.

Phase "1, focuses on parents

study, now .in
return a child to t‘1e

Thxs“paper presents the results frorh the first phase\ of the study. The
project was directediby Dr. Smah Edwards under the superv1s1on of Dr. William
Richardson.  A: fu11 report op* the Phase I ‘findings is available from the

Dopartment of Educational Accountaballty of the Montgomery County Pub11c .
Schools, Rockv111e, Maryland

" METHODOLOGY
SAMPLE | ' o ‘ R

o

_The 1'e5pohdents for Phase 1 of this study are.parents who withdrew a child to
attend private schools. This group, consisting of 1927

students withdrawn ""_
in Maryland between the end of the-
constituted the un1verse from which

from MCES for private school placement
1978-79 school year and March 21, 1980,

TABLE 2

\

C‘rade Levels o PS W1thdrawals for Private
& 1 Placement o
June 22 79 - March 21y 1980 °

v
) b l
i
: o : 1
Grade. at the Time ' j'l"o '
" of Withdrawal ' . ‘N 'T‘” %
s o EIRY
- ’(’ ' i : .
Head Start _ 15 f .8
Kindergarten ¢ 145 1 7.5
1 : 414 [ 21.5
2 129 ¢ 1 6.7
. 3 120 b 6.2
4 - 127 i 6.6
5 - 130 T - 6.7
6 103 § 5.3
7 186 - Y 9.7
8 100 Ch 5.2
9 ' o116 Ty s 9. -
10. o 4 144 ' ' i; 7.5
11 - . 80 . W 472 .
12 S - 27 114
Spec1a1 Educatlon T 3 %, 1.6
'\\ TOTAL. =~ - = 1,927 X00.0
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. tpeTsample Las drawn. As can be ‘seen in Tnble 2.the wnthdrnwals of Lh1s bxoup
were pr0portxonate1y ‘larger for children cntorlng'Grade 1 (22 percent),.Grade

)

7 (10 pvrcont) and Grdde 9 (9 pvrcnnt) : T . . .o

These are natural brvaks, i.e., many children attend k:ndergarten in a public
school before enrolling in a private school that has no ‘kindergarten; 'seventh
grade is the time when children mdve to the junior high school; and the ninth
grade is seen as_the first year of high school .with w:thdrawals tending to be
high ‘at that l¢vel so that children may start with their graduating class.
Seleetion of the {sample ,for the survey was accomplished by randomly drawing
students' names from the universe of 1927 records until a total of 313
telephone interviews had been completed with xhe1r’pdrents or guardxans. The
random sample "drawn for the survey fits closely with the universe for four
characteristics: racial- ma&fup, sex, grade, and geographic locat1on. ‘The
findings reported here are. based on a telephone survey of parents of these 313
.Jstudents."

- . . . . - v
-

,Telephone_numbers for the sample came from the MCPS pupil data base. If the
phone number was not available from this source or 'if it proved Eb, be
incorrect, attempts were made to  locate phone numbers from various other :
sources. . These sources included a call to -the school.from which the child was
withdrawn, 'the local telephone directory, and Haines 1980 Maryland.,Suburban
1ss—Cross D1rectory (Addressokey and Telokey)

' R : - b
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS ' : L . '
% . . . e
The survey instrument was developed based . .on a 11terature search and the types

of  information negded to respond_ to.. the study objectives. ' The questlons
address the reasons for “withdrawal, 1nc1dents that led to withdrawal, length

of time parents had considered the optlon to withdraw, parents’ -op1n10ns of -

MCPS, and. demographic and family characterlstlcs of those who had exercised
the‘voptlon to withdraw their children, from  MCPS for 'nonpubllc school
plaoement. Both\ open- ~ended - and ‘multlple choice "items were included.

the "assumption - that any read1ng of poss1b1e answer ch01ces 1n these areas -
might tend to b1as the responses. I " :

The responses ffor the open- ended questions were categorxzed and SPSS.

. crosstabulation programs were used to 1dent1fy s1gn1f1cant factors relating. to

- the withdrawal of children from MCPS for nonpublic school ‘placement. Theci

'results of these -analyses are reported for the following factors: grade in

#school , sex of" the child withdrawn, racial group- membership, - educatlon level

of the parents, administrative area, and * the school rank based on the
composite score of the k&;t applicable 'systemwide test. S :

¢

Questlons about ' the reasons for w1thdrawa1s and opinions were. open—ended on



FINDINGS : e
REASONS ‘FOR WITHDRAWAL

A .

A}

. Parents were asked to name, in the order of their significance, the three most

.‘1mportant reasons why they had withdrawn their children from MCPS in favor of
private schools. To "analyze the data, tle 'reasons parénts named were
summarized and categorized., The categories are 11sted here, and are further
def1ned in Appendlx A:

'D15c1p11ne : ‘ i Curriculum
‘ . Student Interest/AchlevemenL Parent Involyement
T L School/MCPS .Staff - Religion/Values _ .
Class Size/Individualization Integration
. ' Other - ' I

Table 3 shows the importénce alloted to each reason for withdrawal by .
T parents. ' In the column headed Total, it shows the frequency with which each ___.__
reason was named as be1ng among the three most important reasons. '

A . , \
' TABLE '3,
[ _ "Parents' Three Most Impoféant‘Reasons_for-Withdrgwdl
. | . X ) . o o . . ! o
Most i \ Second Most . Third Most "
' - Important - Important Important - < Total
Reasons for ~ . . N % N % N z N* %
. wgthdrawalf'. _ . 308. 100 . 271 100 206 100 308 100
. piscipline. . 49 15.9 78 28.8 36 17.5 163 52.9
. : : ' . '
.Religion/Values’ - 74 24.0 28 10.3 32..15.5 ° 134 43.5
Class Size/ ' o _ : o
Individualization * . 51 16.6 39 14.4 26 12.6 116 37.7
Student Interest/ ' e L : : _ - :
Ach1evement - 41 -13.3 - 34 12.5 . 24 11.7- - 99 32.1
curriculum : 32 104 32 11.8 24 11.7° 88 28.6
School/MCPS Staff 15 4.9 14 5.2 11 5.3 40 13.0
Parent Involvement - -5 1.6 8 3.0 9 4.4 22 7.1
" Integration 2 0.6 4 LS 2 1.0 8 . 2.6 g
Other -+ - 39 12.7 367 12.5 . 42 20.4 115 37.3

'

- *N=Number of respondents. Percentages based on multiple responses.




" In theé total group of parents interviewed, about one fourth (24 percent) named
Religion/Values as their most 'important reason for ‘transferring their children -
to nonpublic schools. This was followed by 17 percent who named Class
Size/Individualization as most 1mportant and 16 percent . p1ac1ng Dlsc1gl1ne “at
the top of the .list. Discipline ranked hlghest both as the reason of second-

and thlrd most 1mportance.

K
When the three reaqons were . con51der€a as a group, Dlsc1211ne (at 53 pedkent*)
was named more frequently than any other, with Religion/Values (at 44
percent*) in second. place. and- Class Size/Individualization (38 percent¥)

ranked third.

The ' reasons for leav1ng MCPS are compared in Table 4 for white and minority

families. Both groups left MCPS' largely/ for the same reasons: Discipline,
Religion/Values, and Class Size/Individualization.

v
\

Discipline  * S : : .
Disciglihe was the overfiding reason given by (53 percent) parents for
.withdrawing their children from MCPS and placing them 'in nonpublic schools.

. Analyses by subgroups showed:

-

) Discipline was of greater concern . to parents  in schools ranked low
" achievement. Overall, discipline was named as most .important by 65
percent of the parents in the lowest scoring schools and 40 percent

" of the parents in the highest scoring 'schools. Also_the results—are

incontlusive for the combtned~xnaeftE*es becauee—vf—the—gwm%4eﬂemp+e
, %sée' o . : )

Ay -
o Discigline‘.was the top: ranked reason for withdrawal in all three
levels of parents education; however, it declined as the parents'

"level of education increased from High School (67 percent*) to
"College (56 percent*) to Advanced Studies E}B percent )
o  The importance °of dlsc1p11ne as a reason for withdrawal was not
' ' 51gn1f1cant1y different for male and female students withdrawn.

Re11g1on/Va1ues

; Re11g1on/Va1ues ranked second (44 percentl) only to Discipline- as the most
frequently mentioned reason for MCPS transfers to nonpub11c schools. . - -

o ) Re11g10n/Va1ues was of greater concern in schools ranked low »in )

achlevement than in’ the top- ranked schools. . . )
v : P S

!Percentage basea. on .multiple responses. (33.1 percent for Religion
reasons; 10.4 percent for Yalues.) . : . -

a
LI




'TABLE 4
Parents' Three Most ImpontanE‘Reasons for Withdrawal
, ' . . (White Families and Combined Minorities)
.Reasons for : . Most ° ‘Second Most . Third Most * ) - ¥
Withdrawal E Important - Important . Important Total '
b N . Z N~ % N X . N¥ 4
. White Families 265 © 100 . 237, 100  182- 100  -265 100
*° Discipline® - ' 46 17.4 - — 69 :29.1 30 16.5 145 54.7
o -St&dent Interest/ ‘ i A : o . . ’
Achievement 36 13.6 31 13.1 21 11.5 88 33.2 .
. Schéol /MCPS Staff 12 4.5 12 5.1 10 5.5 34 ]2.8 .
* Class Size/ ., - ) . .
Individualization 43 16.2 ~ 31, 13.1 24 13.2 - 98 37.0
~ Curriculum = . 25 9.4 - 29 12.2 22 12.1 "¢ 76. 28.7
Parent Invelvement s 1.9.. ., 8 3.4 ‘8 4.4 21, 5.9
‘Religion/Values - - . 68 25.7 ' 25 10.5. 27 14.8 . 120 - 45.3
Tntegration _ 2 0.8 . 4 1.7 2 1n1 8 3.0
Other . "2 10.6. - 28°711.8 .- . 38 20.8 94 35.%
. Combined 'N. 4 N - % N 4 N* z
Minorities . 43 100 34 100 24 100 43 100
: Discipline 3 1.0 9 26.5 6 25.0 18 41.9
" Student Interest/’. , : -
Achievement 5 11.6 3 8.8 3 12.5 11 25.6
‘School/MCPS Staff . 3+ 7.0 . 2 5.9 1 4.2 6 14.0
Class Size/ ' - : . . . . |
Individualization 8 18.6 8 235 2 8.3 18  41.9
© Curriculum 7 . 16.3 3 8.8 2 8.3 12 27.9.°
~ Parent Involvement : ” 0 -0.0 0. 0.0 1t -1 4.2 3 '1'5 2.3
! Religion/Values 6 14.0 3 8.8 5 20.8 14 32.6
Integration 0 0.0 - "0 0.0 0 0.0 .0 0.0 .
Other -4 - 11 25.6 6 17.6 . 4 16.7 21 48.8

o FN-Nomber Of Tospondunts. Percentages based .on multiple responses.
A P e ' S R
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_" ., o Rellg1on/V&luu ‘ranked sccond as a rcason for wlthd:awlng their .
children from MCPS  for all families ;as 'a group and = for white
» families. Tt ranked third among the combined wminorities. )
, . o Albut one fourth . (24 percent) of the families listed Rel1glon/Values
: . as their. reason of highest importance for withdrawing their ch11dren T
. from MCPS for nonpubllc school placoment. . '
\ o Teaching of Values in MCPS was criticized by 42 percent of the
"', “‘parents’ .intervicwed. Parents cRarged primarily. that MCPS
unﬁerempha51zed values instruction (or neglected it completely) and
that there was an 1ncon51stency in values 1nstruct1on in MCPS. @ .. f

PR

v N

Class Siie/Tndividualization

L)

"~

This area ranked third (38 percent¥) in the frequency with which it was
1dent1f1ed as a reason for withdrawal from MCPS.

r . N . rd
-
[

o' ' Class Size/Individualization-was a more frequently named reason for- .
w1thdrawa1 of children from top scoring schools. .

) 'ﬂ About half (51 percent) of the parents were pleased with MCPS ;.

. v teaching' of .students with diverse needs (22 percent were very .
satisfied"; 29 percent, ‘''satisfied"). Most of those who were
‘ . o critical sa1d that MCPS lacked sufficient provisions for extra “help .

and attention to individual needs. Some said that children were °. o
allowed to '"slide by." .

Noteworthy findings relating to the other reasons for withdrawal.. are

summarized below.

Student Interest/Achievement o " o o .

Sfudent Interest/Ach1evement ranked fourth (32 percent*) in importance as a
reason why parents withdrew thelrfchlldren from MCPS.. Further satisfaction y*
with MCPS academic' standards was low (13 percent, 'very satisfied" ‘and 46 - -

o percent, ."satisfied") when compared. with the level of satisfaction expressed’

' \about this topic in the private schools (79 percent, "very satisfied" and 19
percent 'satisfied"). Most of .the. dissdtisfaction expressed about MCPS - -
related to parents' assettions that academic standards  were  too low or .

nonexistent. o .
' Curriculum R . .
Reasons related to the Curriculum ranked fif (28 6 percent*) among the

" a

reasons ‘parents gave for w1thdraw1ng their ch11dren from MCPS and most of the
suggestlons for improvements in MCPS curriculum called for more structure,
more chnlleng1ng work h1gher standards, and more follow—up on homework.
Further, MCPS received a very low sat1sfact1on ratlng in G1v1ng Homework . The
most frequent cr1t1c1sm was that 11tt1e or no homework was ass1gned ’

o~

A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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POLICIES OF BOARD OF EDUCATION

Integration v .

Intégration. vanked -eighth (3 percent) as a- cause for children being

transferred from MCPFS to nonpublic “schools. Significantly," none, of "the
minority families cited reasons classified as MIntegration" for “transferring
their children to private schools: This reagon was mentioned by only™ 3

‘percent®* of parents at the elementary level and only 2 percent* at the senior

high school leyel. No parents, at the junior ‘high school level cited this
reason, - : : :

- . ’ . »
[y . <

CHARACTERISTICS OF PARENTS o ) B .

have - withdr n their children from the publtc schools. Findings are

The study a;ﬁ’ looked at some of the other characteristics:>of families who
summarized below:

o Although a large numgber of the families surveyed (78 percent) had
more -than one SCho;§ -aged child, surprisipgiy, 43 percent of the
families who w1thdtew a child to attend a nonpublic school had at

. least one child cont1nu1ng to attend MCPS schools.’

o Half (50 percent) of the mothers and ‘40 percent of the fathers had
attended nonpublic- schools for part or all of the1r elementary ‘or

- secondary education.
4
o Parents who- took their children out of MCPS were themselves well "
educated and were, in fact, re highly educated than ,the ‘overall
population in Montgomery County. Advanced degress were held by 28
®  percent of the minority parents and 1§ percent of the white parents.

.

During the course of the 'study, no single Board of Education policy was found

to ‘be the mot1vat1ng factor which caused parents to ‘withdraw their children
and place them in private schools. In fact, many of the policies enacted by

the Board of Education over the- past five years seem to be directly- focuded on,

parents' reasons for withdrawal (i.e., policies on class size, discipline,
homewqgk) The conservative .nature of recent Boards of Education appears to
be supported by - the results of this study, in. that, the concerns . and’
dissatisfactions  of the parents ‘surveyed are very much in line with- the
d1rect1ons of the Board of Education. . .

v
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The findings from this study- are wery similar to other analyses of educational .
Trends  that have r‘vc.('nl'ly been 1nu.r~(,mg. The public appears .to -want an

' edueational system strong ., in baslcs., strong in dxsc1p11ne, and strong 1n moral

.2 valuess However, the finding is ‘intriguing that nearly half (43%) of the
*families who. thhdraw a child from the pubhc schools Have at least one other

+ “child , whose publlc school enrollment is continued. *, It would be extremely -
,1nterest1hg to be  able to explore whether . or not -there are systematic
differences in age, sex, etc., between such clildren.* Unfortunately, we do

not have the necessary data for pursuing the past further as part of the

o current study. ‘However, it is an important finding to keep" in mind designing °
* future investigations.. *Further.,“'it ¢learly affects the interpretation of the
data reported here. P . ' . ' :

‘

We are’ still -in the process of thinking about what the current .findings mean
for educati’pnal policy ‘makers. However, it . is clear that -at least one
. finding, the” importance of religion/values, poses quite a predicament for

*

i school - administrators. To review, the study found that the area of
ke rcl1g10n/va1ues se ms to play an. extremely important role 1in affecting
-decisions regardlng ~ Withdrawal from the public schools. Further, " a

. su‘t;stantial number (82%)_of ‘those - who withdrew their thildren’ from public
school placed them in chirch related schools. Whether -and how the public.
’schools could . in the.- futuke\ meet the needs  of these partnts 1is quite

.‘probl'ematlc. Schools must walk a.very thin line when enterlng the, arena of

relxgmn/values.'» Clearly religious instruction is not a part of the role of-

pub11c education. And we have seen increasingly that rellglous celebrations [
which appear at all sectarian are"being-eliminated from the 'schools. The area

of values is perhaps-an even more difficult one w1th which to deal, as there .

is not a single agreed upons set of values to teach. Where school's have

- ventured. into~areas that bordeg on '"values. education' the public reactlon has

R sometimes been ‘' strong and negative. We have seen for example that "sex .

*  education" courses have become the object of controversy because of they come

. close. to dealing with values and venture into areas some people feel gre
' beygnd the schools' mandate. This clearly creates a. serious dilemma. Given

° these facts' and. the substantial perortlon of parents who withdraw. their
children from public school to .seek greater empha51s on religion and values,
‘the capacity of schools to change ‘current trends may be extremely limited. <

3y . . :
In light of these f1nd1ngs it is very important to look now at a group of
private school parents not addressed in this st\xdy——parents who place their

~

”~

.. -children in private, scho_ols from the very beginning and keep them there. This “
group .is far larger than those who withdraw their children from the -public
schools. Will these parents, give the same reasons for their enrollment .
preferences" Is there. .-anything the pub11c school system can "reasona‘bly do to o

. attempt to attract th1s sector" Y . o, Sl
B ) ;' A ' - .t
> s , . »
7 b M » .
- . “ E .
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Appcndlx A

p , o chsons for Transferrlng From MCPS R
T ‘ to a Nonpubllc School#*

. . : ‘ Total
"Reasons - . ' - S , Responding
: N _ ' . ‘ N-= 308

Discipline - .

- Lack of disciplipe . - e .
T - Open classr00ms/lack of structured behav1or
= " Drug abuse ST
. , Inadequate 'supervision
s ‘V1ct1m1zat10n or- 1nt1m1dat10n of the <hild

. - Permissiveness . - .

; . Lack of respect/abus1ve language '
" Crime or vandalism in the school ‘ : .
;FInadequate follow-up on unexcused absences - _ \ '
B Suspenslon/expu151on ’ : ' '

52.9%

3
. -

e Student Interest and Ach1evement S o : b -32.1%
L T.d‘ Unsatisfactory ‘progréss or grades in school - - _ L

‘ "'Student .not ‘challengéd/mot" pushed to do his or her best ) .
- Unhappy in school/poor self-1mage/fearful/emotlonal hand1cap - T T

“Student lacked 1nterest/motlvatlon/selfhd1sc1pl1ne‘ : . :

‘Student wanted to go to private school - -
:W”““'"MTO*develop dlfferent ‘friendships - L ‘ ,
o D1sagreement ‘with school. polxcy of pass1ng ch11dren even 1f _

- they are pot learning Lo o -
- To allow ch1ld to repeat a grade in a d1fferent sett1ng ' S U

School/MCPS Staff ERE U S - 13.0% © -
" Dissatisfied with teacher . - ' o ‘ o -
D1ssatlsf1ed w1th school administrators or counselors : ,“fri ] T
Teacherwlneff1c1ent~or lacked interest %~ “"*“r~r-_w~~ : - e
‘Teacher did not ‘like or. care about the ch11d

v Teachcrq}nsens1t1v1ty ‘té children

~Too 'much™ teacher turnover/absence t?ﬁ,@?“Y_EPPEF}EEteiwwmcm ‘ ; hhg¢ﬂ.'l'w_ L
.Negatlve teacher ‘attitude 1napproprlate behavior . - .
“Teacher recommended a- transfer~to nonpubl1c school e B e e e LD
w . . ~ w' " . Ry L ¢
”TClass~31ze/Ind1v1dualmzat1on . SRR : > . 31.7% B 4
- Not: enough 1nd1v1dualxzat1on/not meet1ng the ch1ld s o ' o, : BT

.wneeds/not ‘enough-:teachers-
School/class:s1ze too. large’ : )
-Inadequate. fac1lltles/pzogzams/teaghers.for a’ lear' ing g '
Improper handling of child's" problems .- . -
Not enough attent10n to the ayerage ch11d oo

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. Appcndix A (Continued) -

. o Total
‘Reasons B : o ‘ Responding
- ° . : N = 308

‘CUrrlculum ' ‘ - o : I , 28.6%Z
Low academlc standards/absence of academic empha51s : .
Curriculum content lacked- breadth/quallty/or was 1nappropr1ate
. Lack of emphasis on basic skills , : ‘ -
“Lack of structure in. the curriculum ' ' ' ‘
Seeking a challenglng college prepatory curriculum
“"Absence o6f/not enpugh homework--no follow-up on assigned work
'Sensed ‘a deterioration of the academlc program Or » ,
educational standards : o . . ' : o o
Lack of emphas1s on study skllls/how to learn . o S : R

" Parent Involvement' : - ' ' 7.1%
Inadequate. communication or unsatlsfactory relationship
between parents and the school’MCPS staff
- -Inadequate attention to parents' concerns
School failure to contact parents concernxng poor grades
. or behav1oralﬂpzoblems '/ S
Poor att1tude/1ack of cooperatlon on the part of MCPS
oo 5chool situation caus1ng family "turioil
-~Fa11ure of,schools to return calls ‘ S

’Rellglon/Values e T ' R . o 43.5%.
“To provide a religious education- : S , : o
' Undesirable’ social 51tuat1on/d1fferent value system
“Absence 'of moral and ethical standards/character bu11d1ng
i,Absence of prayer/God in the schools: ~
~ “8chool's overconcern .with soclal and psythologlcal
‘aspects of. behav1or

o . N R O S v

~Z~Intesratlon ' . . - o o g o . -"‘»2.62 PR 4:._

*Racial preJud1ce/dlscrlmlnatlon/reverse disz r1m1nat10n . .
. .. -Busing out ‘of nelghborhood/prefer netghborhood schools . y '
_“_“‘T*‘Déti“'?“bf“school*standards after—bus1ng_“w_‘ _ e A e

o

) -t Other L T T S 'u“ ST o ..>'37.3ZL3.“{ _
o To- prov1de a better all—around s1tuat1en for the ] - e o L
: child/a better education - S T . oL
——s—m-.—Anticipated problems .in_ tran51t1on o another school T -
SRR (different level or schoolﬂclosure) e "3.. .

b “ . .
_ , - Convenience: wunify fam11y schedules, tranuportatlon, : T 5
"ff;,.““— nd’ holldays—* SSUNSE K : '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



;f7—~_~w2/20/81/3a 3 e

- Appendix A (continued)

Recasons

Total
Responding
= 308

» - 7

Mov1ng residence/tuition requirement

General disagreement with MCPS Policies

S¢hool atmosphere unsatlsfactory/school dirty

Required daycare/babysitter not available in MCPS

‘To uncrease opportun1ty for acCePtGHCe in a better
private school ,
Inapproprlataness of books or materlals

Father had attended the private school

To learn native tongue .

No longer needed daycare

Had to enter private schopol when accepted or not at all

Not comfortable with walking to school ] _ .
Child alone because mother worked ’

Other parents did not control their children

--Another ehvironment was recommended based on testlng by
a pr1vate agency

Athlet1c experlences availsble at PYIVate school . T

v

we—e---—General dissatisfaction.with the clas sroom/school 51tuat10n ' L

*Percentages based on multiple réspoOnses,

v

-~
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