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INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON EDUCATICONAL
FINANCE AND GOVERNANCE

The Institute for Research on Educational Finance and Governance
is a Research and Development Center of the Natioral Institute of
Education (NIE) and is authorized and funded under authority of
Section 405 of the General'Education Provisions Act as amended by
Section 403 of the Education Amendments of 1976 (P.L. 94-482). Tae
Institute is edministered through the School of Education at Stanford
University and is located in the Center for Educational Research at
Stanford (CERAS).

The research activity of the institute is divided into the
foliowing program areas: Finance and Economics; Politics; Law; and
Organizations. In addition, there are a number of other projects and
programs in the finance and governance area that are sponsored by
private foundations and government agencies which are outside of the
special R&D Center relationship with NIE.
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Abstract

IFG designed and implemented a major survey of public and private
schools in the six county San Francisco Bay Area which focuses on
organizational dimensions in elementary and secondary schools.
Private schools in this study include Catholic parochial and private
schools, independent schools and schools of different religious
affiliations. Furthermore, a survey of principals and teachers in the
sanmple schools was corducted to determine similarities and differences
among persvnnel in the public and private sector. The sampling was
extensive: 563 public and 374 private schools and principals received
questionnaires; 2471 public and 2688 private school teachers were
surveyed, However, the return rate was modest.

This paper describes the data set resulting from the surveys of
schools, teachers and principals ia the public and private- sectors.
Sample design, rates of return, and the majority of variables in both
the school and personnel files are discussed in detail and illustrated
in tables. Initial comparisons between public and private schools are
highlighted, but will require further analysis of the data set to
verify.
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I, 1Introduction

A. Policy Context for the Study of Public and Private Schools

The condition of American education has not received a8 auch
national attention since the resction to Sputnik in the late 1950s.

National commissions are producing reports at a repid rate: "A Nation at_

Risk ", commissioned by the U.S. Secretary o} Education: “High School: A
Report on Secondary fducation in America™, commissioned by the Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. In these and othe:r reports,
researchers and policymakers express concern oOver the quality of
American ecucation and the perceivad decline in confidence in public
schools.

Public school officials resemble jugglers as they balance the
demands of both government and varied individual constituents. They face
increased centralization of educational funding at both state and
federal levels. Denands £rom various interest groups have led to an
increase in cat;gorical programs which provide funding for speciel
groups. As a result, the administration of the public school system is
nore coamplex, especially for dastricts serving special student
populations. These increases in complexity and centralization have net
with asccusations of insufficient coordination across multaiple
aducational programs and ineffective use of public funds. MNany argue
that public schools lack sufficient incentive to promote the efficient
use of resources. Parents speak of feelings of alienation and express
dissatisfaction with academic standarcs, lack of discipiine, and
obstacles to expression of choice.

As dissatisfaction with publit schoois increases, more pareits
‘will choose alternative forms of education in the private sector. One
study has shown a fifty-three percent increase in enrollmsnts in non-
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Catholic portions of the private sector (Cooper, et al., 1977). Althougn
the overall ratio of public and privete school enrollaent in grades 1-12
has remained fairly constunt over the lust three years, the percent of
kindergarteners enrolled in private schools hag increased from 7.6
percent 4n 1979 to 12.8 percent in 1981.(Statisticel Abstract of the
.., P.1370). Dissatisfied parents become concerned educational
consumers.

The privatization of schooling emerges, then, as a ma)or issue
in the discussions of the quality of American education. Policymakers
are forced to consider ways of establishing greater parental control
over the educational experience of their children. Policy debates over
this issue have includea the following alternatives: deregulation and
defederalization of public education; consolidation of categorical grant
programs; decentralization of decision making: heavier reliance on
private education; and increased competition among schools. Already,
rules and reguiations for the control of categorical grant prograas have
been relexed to leave room for greater state gnd local discretion. Sone
categorical programs have been consolidated to reduce edmiiistrative
conplexity and increase the efficiency in the allocation of educational
dollars. Public support of private education through tuition tax
credits has received considerable attention as a way of increasing
parental choice of access to school alternatives and theredy increasing
competition through tio growth of private provision of educationsl
services.

VUltimately, the resolution of these policy debates will require
an increased understanding of how schools will function under
alternative configurstions of rules, regulations, and organizational
arrangements. The study of public and private schoo:z: provides a
natural experiment in whicn one can observe the differences in school
operations as they relate to specific differences in the environments
within which they fun _ion. Yet no coaprehensive studies of private or
public schooling organizations have’ been done that focus on these
organizational dimensicns. For exenpiQ. the Abramovitz (1981) study ia
its examination of private and public high schools fails by design to




exeaine elementary schools. Yet, it is at the elementary school level
that nmost federal and state programmetic aid for public and private
education has been directed. While the recent Coleman report (1981)
expanded the scope of Eoverago to include & wide range of schools and
output measures. it did mnot examine the diversity of non-Catholic
private schools. Yet, this is the area of real growth and
differentiation among private schools. Moreover, of the schools
examined, little attention waa paid by Colesan to the range of
organizationa) variables of importance to po.icymekers and researchers
sceking to differentiate among private and public educational suppliers.
Similarly, other studies like those pursued by Erickson (1978) paid
little sttention to the organization of schools in their examination of
parent/consumer damand. And none of these studies has sattempted to
synthesize the varied (often competing) perspectives of the socieal
science disciplines.

As part of its research program on Alternative Structures of School
Governance, the 1Inatitute for Research on Educational Finance and
Governance undertook the development of a data base that would perait
the exemination of organizational differences in public and private
schools. Public and private schools have much in common in terms of
their range of goals as vell as gzpecialized objectives, but they appear
to function in different wvays and have diiferent emphases. The IFG
study represents an attempt to underatand how schooling organizations
address common problems and how they address ones unique ¢to their
concerns. Central to the study is & question: how might successful
practices ior one set of institutions be considered and implemented by
the other? Whet lessons can each sector leern from the other?

The main obstacle that has challenged this inquiry in the past has
been the lack of data. Very little data have been cuvllected in any
systemnatic fashion on private schools, and no attempt has been nade in
the past to do a rigorous comparative analysis. Organizational
dimensions have largely been neglected in previous studies in this area.

To redress these gaps in the literature, the IFG designed and
isplenented & major survey of public and private schools in the San
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Francisco Bay Ares that encompassed both public and private schools in
all wmajor private school groupings. This research effort examines
organizational differences in elementary and secondary schools in bo*"h
sectors. Private schools in this study include Catholic schools,
independent schools and schools of different religious affiliations.
Furthersor«, the study examines similarities and differences among
paraonnel, including principals and teschers, in the public end private
sectors.

Few studiea exist on the subject which are as comprehersive as this
IFG study comparing public and private schools. The sampling was
extensive: 3563 public and 370 private schools and principals received
questionnaires; 2,603 public and 2,896 private schcol teachers were
surveyed. Return rates were modest: 129 public and 131 private schools
responded: 278 principals replied: 466 public and 572 private school
teachers returned questionnaires.

Although the dcta presented in this report are by no neans
conclusive, the reader can begin to draw interesting comparisons which
nay verify or dispell mony of the ayths about differences between public
and pravate schools. The study is intended to inform the researchers and
policy makers debating such issues as the privatization of schooling and
the general quality of American education today.

B, Overview of the IFG Study of Public and Privats Schools

There are many issues which can be addressed Dby observing
differences in the operations and functioning of public and private
schools. The range of differences in ownership, nmansgement, and
organizational structures of schools needs to bs explored. Ve need to
understand the nature of the competitive pressures (or lack thereof)
between and among public and private schools. We should explore the
factors which affect patterns of decisionmaking and management
practices as well as the goals and objectives of schools. How' do

external linkages and regulaticns affect levels and combinations of
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services, costs and edministrative burdens? What differences in the

types end quentities of personnel end non-personnel resources emerge and
to wvhet extent are they e function of owanership and managemant or
competitive pressures? What might the implications of these various
orgenizationel effects be under alternstive arrangements for pudblic
support of privete education? An increased understanding of these
various factors will Detter prepare us to essess the impact of such
policy elternatives es the deregulation of pudlic schools, the
decentrelization of decision making, end increased reliasncs on private
elternctives.

The IFG projyect is an applied resesrch study intended to corntribute
concrete knowledge to the policy debates concerning public end private
schools. Its purpose is to explore and to provide some insights into the
organizational structures, the patterns of decision making snd resource
sllocation in various types ©f schools. It will also identify patterns
of coapensation and employaent among peraonnel in these two sectors.
The aseabers of the public/private project all have & common interest in
understending how organizations function in different environsents and a8
nore specific interest in the operation of the suucational enterprise.

It is mnot the intent of the study to examine private aend public
schools in teras of school effectiveness. The original design of the IFG
study and the resulting data base do not include aeasures of educational
outcones. The study mekes no claims sbout what educational inputs
produce the highest levels of student achievement. No conclusions will
be reached which suggest that one form of schooling is better than
another. IFG is interested in clarifying the structure of the privite
and public schooling orgenizations before it looks at tha outcomes of
such institutionsl differences.

The oversll project consists of & series of studies undertaken frox
the perspectives of three social science disciplines: econonmics,
political scienceé, and sociology. This series of nmulti-disciplinary
studies uses & cComnon, coaparative, methodologicsal spproasch designed to
increase our understending of variations in the patterns of
orqganizationel control and operation of schools. Each study will drav
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upon the same comprehensive IFG dats base on public and privete gchoolas
described in this report. The studies will be comparative in neture,
exploring differences between an4 within the public end private sectors.

Eech project will exemine organizetionel structures and jpatterns
of decision making and resource ellocetion in schools which varv along
the following dimensions: 1) the degree of competition: 2) levels and
types of funding end support: 3) the nature of governmentel regulation
and organizationel control: 4) structures of ownership end management:
$) the types of students served: aend 6) educstionsl goals arnd
objectives.

Thus far, five analytical reports have been produced under this
project. To give the reader ¢ flevor for the snalyticel potentisl of the
deta Dbase, these five reports ace listed below along with their
repective abstracts.

1. “Race and Educationel Employment: Public and Catholic Schools
Compared™ (Dennis J. Encarnation and Craig E. Richards)

GLBSTRACT: Today, aenother restructuring of the operetions of
government is undervay -- a reponse to the perceived failure of earlier
governnent-initieted social reforas. Since state and federel education
prograzs heve been at the center of the nevw reforss, there are important
iaplicetions for the continued reduction and redirection of educetional
funding and regulation on the future eaployment prospects of minority
teechers in public and Catholic schools. This study explores within
sector varietions in minority eaplioyment in public end Catholic schools.

The present study is both geographically end ocupationally
specific: we examins patterns of employsent for elerentary and secondary
teechers in public and Catholic schools operating in the six counties
surrounding San Francisch» Bay. Operating within the constrainte of
aveilable date, this report explores several environmentel determinants
of minority eaploysent in public end Catholic schools. Employing en open
systeas 3zmodel of service delivery, the present study reassesses the
ability of that model to explain variation in =inority teacher
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enploynent ecross public and Catholic schools. Subsequently we present &
more detailed analysis of the different employment experiences of Black
and Hispanic teschers within public and Catholic schools. Finally, the
results of these two sets of analyses foram the basis for a discussion of

general conclusions and policy implications.

2. "Social Policy and Minority Eaployment in Public, Catholic and
Private Schools™ (Dennis J. Encarnation and Craig Richards)

B _ABSTRACT: - ‘The role of nonpublic schools in American education heas
energed as an important policy issue over the last decade. Currently,
variety of federal, state and local prograss already provide public
financial support to private schools and their students. The paper
explores the relative impact of selected government programs on a
narrowly defined set of school operations. An open systems nodel is
developed, in the contex* of which the effects of government prograss on
school operetions can be identified. The focus throughout is on factors
that account for variation in rscial staffing patterns between public,
Catholic and private schools.

3. “Environaental Linkages and Organizational Complexity: Public and
Private Schools” (W. Richard Scott and John W. Keyer)

ABSTRACT: The environment within which an organization aust operate
is expected to influence its administrative and program characteristics.
Since public schools operate in more complex and conflicting
environments than do private schools, it is predicted that thay will
exhibit greater administrative complexity and less curricular coherence.
These predictions are tested and largely confirmed by & review of
previous resesrch and in s new study utilizing data from & six-county
survey of a sample of private, public and parochial schools and
districts in the San Francisco Bay Area.
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4. “Toward an Institutionel-Contingency View of School Organization"
(Joan E. Talbert)

ABSTRACT: This atudy assesses an institutional-contingency view of
school organization which emphasizes differences in suthority principles
and organization norms within the specialized environments of public,
roligious and non-religious private schools. Using date from a survey of
the San <francisco Bay Ares public and private schools, wvwe assess the
organizational distinctness of the three sectors and the nature of
differences in organizing tendencies. We also test the notion <*hat
sectors show different patterns of correlations among organization

varisbles and analyze correlates of s social climate index by sector and

including sector as va-isble. We find mixed support for arguments

regarding the particular nature of orgenizational differences among the
sactors but the dats do revesl an expected clustering of organization
tendencies within pudlic, religious and non-religious sectors and
substantielly divergent correlstions amOng orgeanization variables. These
results suggest the potentiel value of an institutional-contingency
mnodel of school organization end they casution against research or
educational policy which assumes that a particular governance practice
has & cosmon meaning and consequences among public, religious and non-
religious private schools.

S. "Patterns of Compensation of Public and Private School Teachers"
(Jey G. Chambers, Project Director)

ABSTRACT: General impressions suggest that public school teachers
are peaid higher salaries than private school teachers. Indeed, the
evidence is consistent with this general impression. But why the
difference? Do pudblic school teachers have better qualifications? Are
private schools better places in which to work, and are they able to pay
lower wages for comparable teachers? Do public and private schools even
operate in the same nmerket <for teaching personnel? Are those
individuals who seek employment in the private gchool sector froam the

e 14




same population as those seeking public school employment?  What part
does the ownership structure of the school play in the deteraination of
teacher compensation? It is the purpose of this paper to provide soae
insights into these ‘end related questions about the patterns of
variation in compensation of public and private school teachevs.

Our findings reveal that public school teschers earn. more than
i:.é;;;s§nln nonpublic schools. Teachers in parcchial schools are the
lovest paid, while teachers in nonsectsrian private schools are the
highest paid emong nonpudblic school teachers. There appear to be
structural differences in the patterns of wage variation between the
differeni sectors. Public school teechers possess greater quantities of
those cheracteristics that are valued in the market than nonpublic
school teachers. JNonpublic school teachers sacrifice somewhere between
10X and 40% of the public gzchool teecher salery to work in the nonpublic
sector (depending on type of school within the nonpublic sector) and
they are aware of their sacrifice. Finally, organizetional and
ownership structure of the school also appears to make a difference in
salaries with profit msking schools being smong the lowest paying second
only to parochial schools.

® & %k & %

These pProjects have drawn upon e common data bese suitsble for
compering the orgenization and dynemics of public and private schools.
The different studies produced their own resesrch products, but they
wera coordinated during the initial years through regular workshops and
semninars in which participants shered information and ideas. Taken
together, these studies explore different orgsnizational dimensions of

public and private schocls in & comarstive framework.
C. Purpose and organization of this report.

The purpose of this report is to provide a description of IFG
data collection activity and the resuiting data base that has been

caveloped. These data should perait a corprehensive study of public and

private school organizations.
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During the 1981/1982 fiscal years, the project team devoted ite
energies to data collection. This activity consisted of five related
components: 1) _ an outline of dats needs; 2) an assessment of
alternative csta sources: 3) design of survey instrusents to allow the
gathering...of dats aot.readily available from other sources: 4) sasple
specification; end ) negotiation of access to verious school
constituencies. These activities were not conducted independently: each
component contributes and, of necessity, is developed in relation to
progress on the other four. Saaple design, for exanple, depends
critically upon the conceptual framevorks which infora the development
of the survey instruments and upon date evailability. The survey
instruments were developed in consultation with representatives of
school constituencies who assisted us in gaining access to the schools
thenselves.

This report will reveal some basic differences anc similarities
in public and private schools classified according to our sample design.
1ts main purpose 18 to serve as & guide to the various components of the
database gathered by IFG during the course of the study. The report is
descriptive in nature: the authors have not tested any hypotheses and
therefore will not report the levels of statistical significence for any
of the findings. Further snalysis of the data is requized to verify many
of the general obss:vations reported here. Interpretations of the data
sre intentionally minimized. Readers are encouraged to test their own
conceptions of tha differences and similarities in public and private
schools against this extensive datas base, and discover opportunities for
further research using these data.

The organization of this report follows a simple format to
facilitate presentation of the material:

I. Introduction

11. Sample design, sample response rates and data sources

10 16




II11. Highlights from the School and Personnel Files

IvV. Descriptions and tables of variables in the School File

.

V. Descriptions and tables of variables in the Personnel File

Vl. Appendices, containing school and personnel questionnaires and

accoempanying cover letters.




I1. Sample Design and Data Collection.

1t is important to recognize that the sample design was developed
to meet the needs of the five primary studies for which this data base
was created. The research gquestions addressed by the IFG projects
necessitated gathering data on school organization and operations froa
public and private schools at both the district and school level.
The Encarnation and Richards study required data from schools and
districts regarding participation and involvement in public programs and
the nature of regulatory controls reaulting froa such participation.
Data on minority emcloyment patterns in the different sectors wvas &lso
collected.

The Scott and Meyer study relied primarily on school and district
level data to study the administrative complexity and the coherence of
educational policies and programs which are implemented in public and
private school organizations. Talbert’s study required school level data
on management perceptions of school success and the dimensions of the
school that led to success. Data describing policies employed by school
ransgers to achieve their stated goals and objectives was collected.

Chambers® study of compensation and employment necessitated an
adaitional dimension to the data collection: data on individual school
personnel. The nmethodology required data on individual teachers and
principals describing their personal and job characteristics, as well as
their terms and conditions of employment and compensation.

This section is devoted to describing the design and rationale of
the public and private samples, return rates, and data sources.

A. Sasmple Design and Rationale

The samples of schools and school districts come from the six
county San Francisco Bay Area. Specifically this includes the counties
of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Nateo and Santa
Clara. Ve have three primary reasons for focusing on the Bay Area: 1)
ve find a variety of private as well as public schools representing
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diverse student populations, religious affiliations, and emphases; 2)
there are sufficient numbers of schools to permit adequate samples,
assuming modest return rates, for statisticeal analysis:; and )
logistical and budgetdry considerations would have limited our ability
to follow-up on a sample spread over & larger geographic areas.

There are three basic levels in the semple design: district, school
and individual personnel. The samples conteined in each o0f these

respective levels are described below.

(1) Public School Districts

All of the approximately 110 public school districts in the six
counties were sent & PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT QUESTIONNAIRE. The purposes
for the district questionnasire were to match school and dastrict
responses and to provide some overall information on the context within
vhich public schools are operating. The population of school districts
is by nature a diverse sample, varying in size, scope, and types of
students served. About 33x of the 110 school districts, or 36 school
districts, returned guestionnaires. Most of the variasbles from district
questionnaires were xatched to corresponding public school respondents
and are on the school file. District data will not be discussed

separately.

(2) Schools

(a) Public Schools
There are anproximately 1,200 public elementary, internmediaste,

junior high and high schools in the six county Bay Area., We =ampled
close to half of these, selecting just over S50 schools. A stratified
saaple was developed to meet two important rejuirements: that adeguate
numbers of various types of schools were reprisented in the sumple and
that the greatest number of public school districts would be represented
by those schools selected. Schools within each strata were selected
randonly. Tadle I11.1 shows the sample design and the response rates for




public school and principal questionnaires.

TABLE II.1
SAIPLES AMD RETURHS FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND PRINCIPALS

CAT PUABLIC SCHooL L4 x or RESPONSE % NESPONSE  RESPONSE % RESPONSE

scHoot POPULATION SCIDOLS TN  SCHOOLS IN  =SCHOOL  =SCHOOL <PRINCIPAL  -PRINCIPAL

Tver SANPLE saneLe GESTION. QUESTION.  QUESTION.  GUESTION.

vemau 123 %3 o574 . 2.
1 HIGH SCHOOLS 133 153 190,00 o .10 i Pt
2 JNIOR WIGH SCHOOLS 73 37 $0.60 " .73 " 37,00
3 INTERMEDIATE SCHOOLS ”» H 50.00 ® 17.78 " 40,00
& 16 ELEN YCHOOLS 1”3 138 .03 2 20.7¢ 3 27,40
$  7-t1 €LEN SCHOOLS e 52 .23 " .62 10 3.4
¢ 12-20 ELEN SCHOOLS 20t ] 30.20 7 1.0 1 t2.95
7 ST 20 ELEN CHOOLS 330 s\ 15,04 . 15,69 " 19,60
o avorrioms 20 1) 190,08 . 20.49 1 3.48

Note the differences in percentages of the schools selected in
each stratus. We selected 100x of the public high schoola because of the
focus on secondary schools in the Meyer and Scott project. Furthermore,
it ensured that all high school districts would have at least one school
included in the sanple. Fifty percent of both Jjunior high and
intermediate schools were included in the sanple. These high percentages
improved the probability that & relatively large portion of the
elementary districts would be represented by at least one school in our
sample.

The elementary schools vwere divided into four categories which
varied according to the number of elementary schools within a
district. The selection of these categories was based on an examination
of the distribution of districts according to the nuaber of elementary
schools. Natural break-points were identified in this distribution to
deterazine categories 4 through 7 in Table 1I1.1.

Elementary schools in largé districts (over 6 elementary
schools) were under-represented; those in snaller districts were

over-reprasented. This design was chosen to maximize the number of
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individual public school districts represented in the sample. Our sample
psrcenteges in three elementary school categories (5,6 and 7 in Tabie
11.1) yielded approximstely equal numbers of schools to be selected from
the districts represented in these categories. These three categories
include approximately 17x, 12X, and 7%, respectively, of the total
nuaber of districts in the six counties. However, just over 50X of the
districts were represented among the schools in category 4 -- districts
with 1 to 6 elementary schools. (Note that the remaining 14X of the
districts were high school districts and do not contain elerentary
schools.) Thus, we selected a much higher percentage (78x) of the
elementary schools in districts with 1 to 6 elementary schools to
naxinize the number of individual districts.

Category 8 represents schools that vwere added to the public
school samples after the fact. NMost of these schools are continuation
schools or vocational/technical schools. A small number of regular high
schools are included in this category. These schcols were
surveyed primarily at the suggestion and request of the larger districts
wvho noted their exclusion during our discussions with theam regarding
peraission to survey their schools. They have been reported in the
Tables as a separate category to highlight the fact that they were no:
included as part of the original sample design. Ve added them to the
sample schools because ve received school questionnaires from some of

these schools.

(b) Private Scheools
Surprisingly, the nuaber of prtvitc schools in the six county

Bay Area rivals the total of public schools. There are more than 1,000
privates gchools in this area. We decided to limit the private schools
included in our sample to those schools with an enrollment in excess of
%0 students. . This eliminated more than 60x of the total population of
private schools.

Ve eliminated these small schools for several reasons.
First, they represent very idiosyncratic ~ases that would be difficult
to analyze in comparison to other schooling organizations. In nany
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ceses these schools are literaslly operasted in the baserents of private

homes and of.en involve fewer than ten children. Second, these schools
do not ropresont_;ho stable environment of private schools attended Dby
the majority of private school enrollees. Third, our budgetary
constraints necessitated limiting the size and diversity of the
population of private schools. By elinminating this group of schools
with enrollments of less than 50 , the 17G sample will represent the
types of schools attended by the vast nmajority of privete school
students in the Bay Ares.

Our private school sample then consists of all of the private
schools (the entire private school population) within the six county Bay
Area which enroll more than 50 stucents. Table 11.2 describes the aature
of this sample. The schools are categorized first by religious or
organizationsl affilistion into four broad aress: 1) Catholic Psrochisal
2) Catholic Private 3) Other Religious, and 4) Nonsectavian. The
distinction between Catholic parochial and private schools is made Dby
the Catholic community. Put very siamdly, parochial schools arc operated
directly by the Dioceses: private Csthoiic schools are operated by
various religious orders. It is intereating to note that the Catholac
sector accounts for over 30x of tha totnl number of nonpublic schools in
the Bay Area sample. The ’Other Religicus’ category includes any school
with a religious affiliation other than Catholic. HNonsectarian schools,
commonly celled independent schools, have no religious affiliation.
Vithin these four broad categories, the schools are further subdivided
by school level: elementary, secondary and the K-12 combination seen in
aany non-sectarian schools.

It is important to note that thc pravate schonl sanmple was not
stratified according to these categories. Tha entire population of
private schocls described above was, in fect, selected. These categories
are displayed because the tescher sample discussed in Szction (3) was
stratified according to these categorias.




fABLE II.2
SAMPLES AND RETURNS FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS AND PRINCIPALS

CAT  PRIVATE SCHOOL RESPONSE % RESPONSE  RESPONSE % RESPONSE
SCHOOL POPULATION  =SCHOOL =SCHOOL ~PRINCIPAL  =PRINCIPAL
e QUESTION.  QUESTION, QUESTION. QUESTION.

OVERALL 370 131 35,41 116 31.35
1 CATH PAR, ELEM 150 9 46.00 55 36.67
2 CATH PAR, SEC 13 5 38.46 . 4.15
3 CATH PRIV, ELEM ¢ 1 16.67 ° 0.00
4 CATH PRIV, SEC 23 [ 21.74 ? 30.43
4] 5 OTHER RELIG, ELEM 62 15 24.19 17 27.42
4 OTHER RELIS, SEC 8 2 25.00 1 12.50
7 OTHER RTLIG, K-12, UNGR 16 4 25.00 2 12.50
8  NON-SECTARIAN, ELEM 86 18 26.79 13 23.21
9  NON-SECTARIAN, SEC 17 v 52.94 10 58.82
10 NON-SECTARIAN, K=12, UNGR 19 ¢ 31.58 5 26.32

(c) The Deominican Schesls
Rasults from the sample of schools operated by the Catholic

Order of Dominicen Sisters in the six county Bay Area are included in
the Catholic Private category but merit a special mention here. Ve
sempled the entire population of the Catholic schools from the Dominican
order as & result of fortuitous events. The IFG was contacted by the
Superintendent of the Dominican Order of Catholic Schools in California
vho inquired asbout our study of public and private schools and expressed
interest in directly participating in the study., We viewed this as an

opportunity to increase our response rate since about one-third of the

Dominicen schools were already included in our school and principal
seanples, and five .4 them were included in our original teacher sasple.
The IFG provided the school, principal, and teacher questionnaires to
the Superintendent who administered the surve, to all of thse Dominican
schools within the state, both those within and beyond the saaple
counties. These surveys were sent out under a cover letter froa the
Superintendent of the Dominican Order.
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The results

of this survey vere tremcndously gratifying.

Tables

11.3 and 1.4 shovw the unusually high participation and response rates

of the Dominican achools for the various questionnaires.

The response

rates for the Dominican schools were over 90X in all categories;

response

all categories.

rates for Dominican principals and teachers were over S0X i
We vant to point out that oply the responses froa the

Dominican Schools in our original sample were included in the data base

described in

SCHPOPSICHOOL POPULATION, SCHRETs8SCHOOL QUEST RETURNED.

this raport.

TABLE II.3

SAMPLES AND RETURNS FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS ANO PRINCIPALS: DOMINICAN OHLY

CATEGORY SCHPOP  SCHRET  XBCMRET  PRIMMET

OVERALL 34 2 %.30 23

CATH PAR, ELEN ’ ’ 100.00 s

CATH PAR, SEC 1 1 100.00 1

CATH PRIV, ELENM 12 " 9".67 10

CATH PRIV, SEC s s 100.00 )
TABLE II.4

PRINRETZSPRIN QUEST RETURNED

ZPRINRET

.19
80.09
100.00
43,33
40.00

PRIVATE SCHOOL TEACHER SANPLES AND RETURNS: DOMINICAN ONLY
SCHPOP = S3CHOOLS SAMPLED, TCHRSAMESSCHOOLS IN TEACHER SAMPLE, RETTCH=8SCHOOLS WHERE NTCHRET>O
CESTNTCHESTEACHERS IN SANPLE, NTCHRETESTEACHER QUEST RETURNED

CATESORY scHPOP TCHRSAM XTCHR3AM
ovERaLL 34 14 . 100
CATH PAR, ELEM * L4 100
CATH paR, SEC 1 1 100
CATH PRIV, SLEN 12 114 100
CATH PRIV, $EC

RETTCH ARETYCH

e? 100
L/ 100
! 100

1 100

$ 190

ESTNTCH NTCHRET ZNTCHRET
387 31 ] $8.82
104 0 $7.69

3 13 61.90
"e (34 $9.02
120 70 58.33

™\




(3) School Personnsl

Two categories o©of sechool personnel were sespled: school

principals/heeds and teachers. The saaple cf school principals/heads
includes 100 percent of the public end private school principals/heads
at schools selected for the public and privete school samples described
above. Essentislly it includes the principals and heads froa the entire
population of privete achools with enrollments greater than 30, end the
563 pudblic schoola selected in the stratified semple.

A cluster sampling technique was used to select teaChers. Ve were
uneble to obtein the names of individual teachers from either the public
or private sector end therefore vere forced to saaple on the basis of
schools rether than individuals. The teecher samples are drawn froam a
subget of the public and privete schools included in the school surveys.
This subset consists of about 100 public and 160 private schools. When
a plritculcr school was selected for the sample, all of the teachers in
that achool vere sent teacher questionnaires. As a result,
approximately 2,700 teachers were surveyed in each sector for s total
of about 3,400.

These subsets and the subsequent teacher samples were selected to
satisfy several criteria. First, we desired approximately equal numbers
of elementary and secondary teachers £from both the pudblic and pravate
sectors. Elementazy levels included any grade combination in the K-8
renge; secondary schools consisted of both )Junior high and high
schools. Second, we warted to include as many public school districts as
possible in order to effectively capture variations in scheduled
selaries which are specified st the district level. We accomplished
this objective in two weys. Ve salected & disproportionately large
nusber of schoola from districts with fevwer elementary schools to
maxinize the number of individual districts. Also, fewer schools wvere
selected from among intweaediate, Jjunior high end high schools. Their
large size and subsequent greater numbers of teachers per school would
have created an imbalance between secondary end elementary teachers and
reduced the total nuaber of schools in our semple. This would have
reduced the degrees of freedoa with respect to both school and district
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level variadles, edversely sffecting sny statistical enalyses.

Thizd, we wented to reduce the potentisl effects the religious
orientation of 8P meny private schools aight have on our analyses of
labor markets, hiring practices, end market competition. To do this, we
over-represented both Catholic parochisl and non-sectarien schools in
our teacher asemple. Ve selected epproximately 1,000 teachers f{roa
Catholic perochiel schools and ebout 3500 from eech of the other three
types: Catholic privete, other religious, and nonsectsrian schoouls.
Although the Catholic sector would heve been sufficiently represanted by
{ever teachars, we doubled the required nuaber, anticipating that only
helf of the teachers would be ley teachere.

The noasectarian schools were over-represented in the teacher
sample Deceuse we felt their educational missions and prectices wvere
more varied end in some wveys distinctive from their religious
councerparts. Such variety is useful to researchers, particularly when
comparing private sand pudblic schools to essess the effects of nmarket
ccapetition on  esplcyaent and compensstion patterns end other school
practices. We were concerned that the religious orientation of schools
night exert specific end systemetic influences on hiring patterns. Ve
wvanted to examine hiring patterns with and without these potential
effecls. Private schools vhich wvere designated es either ungraded or K-
12 vere excluded from the private school teacher seaples decause of the
potential difficulty in comparisons with the pudblic sector.

Tables II.5 and 11.6 contain the sanples and return rates for
public and pPrivate school teachers. Both displays use the categories
previously cescribed in the text. The public school teacher samp.z was
stratified eccording to the seme “esign used for the pudlic school
sanple in Teble 11.1: the private school teacher sample vas stratified
by religious/orgenizationel affiliation snd grede level. As the criteria
above suggest, we attempted to achieve some balance of nuaters of
schools and teechers in selecting our samples. Verious sempling
percentages were tried until ve were successful in satisfying our
verious criterie. Noreover, ell sampling psrcentages or nuabers wvere

sslected with full knovledge that only pertial response would be
f orthcoming.
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TABLE I_I_.'s'

AMLIC SOUG. TEADHER SAWALES AID IETURS

PORLATION M0, () OF ESTIMTED  ESTOWTED

& SOo0S OoS WAL TOWLL(N o (5 F
TR FAONWIOE WIGER (S) OF  METURDS THOES DN TERDERS TEOERS
OO0 SWME D 00NS N ATLSAST 1 FORRATION  IN SAWLE ETUNDS
™e \EE SELECTE) TERCSR OWALE  TOR QEST SDOOLS SO00L8 SINEY
VEMLL %3 105 (563 T2 GATN 1A 2603 (15.03) 466 (17.90%)
NI9H SOHOOLS 13 19 (12420 11 %) 63 1003 (11.93%) 181 (18.83%)
AMIOR NIO¢ SOD0LS o 4 O8N  A100.0850) 1268 158 112.46%) % (18.99%)
PENENME SD00S A5 7TUS%) S 1M 20 U6 N9) 8 (03
1-6 6.5 0008 13 I 25.1%) “.on 20 T3 @3.5M) % (19.07%)
11 A5 DD0S -] ISEME MmN M 209 (28.2%) 43 (14,080
12-28 E.51 SOD0LS 6 16 G550 11 BT "3 2 @1.87) 8 (17,520
o 2 BB 0003 s 0 UseR 7 i n 1" 2L % (23,07

¥The PORLATION from which the lescher savple ws selected in the public ssct» consistad enly of those schools that
were included anong the school level sasple and were set school lavel questionnaires as part of the overall study,

SE0INSEHCHISA RO NSNS S 10BN IS0 NS
TABLE II.6

FORRS TI08 0. O ESTIATED  ESTDRTED

F 0003 O0ms WA TR M. () . (5) OF
PRIVATE FAON IO MISER (0) OF  METURNDG  TERDERS IN TERDERS TERCHERS
000 SRE SDI  SONO0LS IN ATLEMT 3 POMRATION IN SOAE RETURNING
TV ERE SELECTED TEACHER SARLE  TORR QUEST S0HGLS 0008 SUREY
OVERLL m 1060 (300 W (AN S5 8% (0. 913) 376 (19.89%)
CATH PR, ELEM 1% MR XNIBRW 1M 634 (30.900) 1R (3.3
CATY »hR, SEC 13 (s 7(NMM N 373 (%435 (17,430
CATH PRIV, LEX 6 Sume 2(RI™ 1% 1% (100 %) 2 (LN
CATH PRIV, SEC a8 12 (I 12 () 06 S (67,43%) 138 (29.04%)
ONER fELIS, ELEM @ NN NN ™ 428 (3%.91%) N(s3m
HER LIS, SEC [ SN 2(WwM 1IN 1 .45 10 (16.9%%)
NO-SECTRRIAR, BLEX 3% NN 11 (RIW N L NN ) 0 (9%
NO-SECTRRIAN, SEC 17 1S (02 i3 (06T 3 (61.9%) 1% (37.820)
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B. Return Rates

(1) Schools

Although @& fairly large number of schools were sampled, the
response rates, except for the Dominican Schools, were relatively low.
This low response rate (29x) may be due to several factors. In & study
requiring such extensive data collection, it is often difficult to
obtain the coopsration of & sampled population. Gaining the cooperation
of some 933 schools and about 6400 individual school perscnnel without a
common coordinating agency was & monumental task. Another obstacle to
cooperation may have been the degree of coapetition, even if caly
perceived, among the individual institutions within and between each
sector. Tebles IX.1 and 1.2, displayed on pages 14 and 17 show the
overall return rates for public and private schools.

The following patterns were observed in school response rates:

TYPE: Schools in the private sector exhnibited 8 higher response
rate: a 35X rate &among private schools; a 23X rate
among the public schoo s. Catholic Parochial elesmentary and
nonsectarian secondary school showed the highest response
rates, 46x and 53x, respectivliey. The lowest return rates
were 8mong certain categories of public elementary schools.

LEVEL: Viewed as & group, secondary schools showed a slightly
higher ieturn rate than did elementary schools, 30x to esbout
27%. But 37% of private elementary schools responded, while
34x of private secondary schools returned
questionnaires. The actual number o0f eleaentary schools
that responded is greater t n the number of secondery
schools ~-- 169 public end private eleszentary schcols
responded compared to 73 recondary schools. It is
interesting to note that, in the public sector, districts
with greater than 12 elementary s~.ools had the lowest
return rates (about 13X); districts with 7-11 elenrentary
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schools had the highest return rates (35%).

(3) Personnel:

Principel return rates were also modest: 278 principals
returned questionnaires out of a possible 933, & return rate of 30%.
Each principal/head in the public and private school samples received &
questionnaire. Only 19X of the schools sampled returned both school and
principal questionnaires. Principal return rates were slightly higher --
about 1Xx -- than school rates. Principals in the private sector had an
overall return rate about 2x higher than did those in the public
sactor. The highest return rates were for the Catholic parochisl
secondary (46x) and nonsectarian secondary (59x) schools. Return rates
for secondary principal/hesds were higher than for those in the
elementary category: 32x to 29x. These results are contained in Tables
IX.1 and 11.2, previously shown.

Our 21nadbility to obtain lists of nasmes of teachers prevented
us from surveying them directly. The IFG questionnaires had to be sent
to & principal who ultimetely made the decision as to whether to
distribute them to his/her teachers.. Even if they decided to distribute
the first round questionnaires, our request to deliver a follow-up may
not have received support. As a result, return rates were quite low.
Only 1042 out of & possible 5499 returned the questionnaires, or about
19x. These results are presented in Tables II.S end II.6 on page 21.

The following patterns should be noted:

TYPE: Teachers in both public and private sectors had an overall
return rate of about 19X. The Catholic private and non-
sectarian secondary schools had the highest return rates:
24% and 29%, respectively.

LEVEL: In the public sector, eleaentary and secondary teachers
responded at sbout the same rate: 17x. However, the teacher
. response rates in the two levels in the private sector vere

quite different: 21x for secondery and only 9Sx for
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elesentary. Only two Catholic private elementary teachers
responded.

(4) SUMMARY

The following chart summarizes the return rates for schools
and personnel:

Public Private  Elen. Second.
SCHOOL RETURN RATES: 23x €129) 35%(131)  29%(179) 30%(81)
PRINCIPAL RETURNS: 29%(162)  31x(116)  29x(131) 32x(87)
TEACHER RETURNS: 18%(466)  20x(576)  16x%(494) 22x(548)

Note: Numbers in parentheses are the actual number of respondents.

In the public sector, elementary schoois consist of intermediate
and elementery schools; junior high and high schools (including those in
category 8) are classified as seconcary schools. In the private sector,
both elementary schools and the K-12 combinations are included in the
elementary schools category, except in the case of teachers where no
returns for the K-12 grade coambination were reported.

Az cean be seen, oversll reponse rates for the private sector were
slightly higher than their public school counterparts. Secondary schools

and their personnel also responded at slightly higher rates.
C. Comparison of Respondents and Non-respondents

Sasple Bias. The Bay Area sample tends to over-represent schools
serving aiddle- and upper-middle income, white, English-spesking
families. This bias would tend to reduce differences in the socio-

economic bases of the three sectors (public, non-public religious, and
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private independent). While we have no theoretical or common-sense
reason to balieve that thi: would influence the organizational and
administration variasbles under study, we cannot rule out the possibility
that this populatioﬂ biss would condition results of the empiricel
study. For example, it could be that organizational and/or
adainistrative differances among sectors are enhanced in an environment
vhere ethnic/class tensions are not central to family decisions about
séhools. Conversely, ethnicity/class-based tastes for school
organization could affect grester ¢onvergence of
organization/administration across sectors within such high  SES
populations. We cannot empirically assess such possibilities of
interaction of the centrolled population varisbles with sector on our
school organization and administration variasbles. However, we will
employ and recommend caution in generalizing research findings to more
socially diverse school populations.

Two basic strategies are used by individual resesrchers to assess
potential Dbiases introduced by nonresponse to the survey: (i
comparisons of characteristics of sample schools who did and did not
participate in the study and (2) comparisons of our Tresponse
distributions on selected dependent variables with those obtained in
prior studies using Bay Area school samples. We limit ourselves in this
discussion to the first strategy.

After examining differences in overall response rates, we checked
for any respondent biases which could affect the dates set. We looked et
the respondents versus nonrespondents among public and private schools
and teachers at elementary and seccndary levels to determine any
sys.ematic differences i) respondents in the following areas! a)school
type and level Gf instruction D) school size C) number of teachers per
100 pupils d) pupil ethnicity and e)location in the city or suburbs.

Results and accompanying tables are presented below.

(a) SCHOOL TYPE AND LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION: Although we have pointed
out. that private and secondary-schools have greater response rates

overall, the differences are not as systematic within each category.
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Tables II.7 show the variastion in response rates by achool

level of instruction.

type and
Note that sometimes public schools have higher

responae rates than categories of private: the percent of respondents in

sore elementary school types is greater than that of corresponding

secondary schools.

TABLE II.7: SCHOOL RETURN RATES CLASSIFIED BY

SCHOOL TYPE AND LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION

GRADE LEVE! =ELEMENTARY

CLASSIFICATION OF SCHOOL TYPE

H 1
{ | i
| { {
| { | CATHOLIC { i
| | PAROCHIAL { }
| i OR CATHOLIC | OTHER NON- |
: ‘ PUBLIC DIOCESAN | PRIVATE [RELIGIOUS |SECTARIAN !
L
i | % OF {% OF i% OF % OF {2 oF |
| i STRA- STRA- STRA- STRA-| STRA-|
: N w N TN [ TMIN TN run!
1
{RESPONSE TO SCHOOL |
:eutsrxouquns { ' | i = :
| RESPONDENT 69l 20.1] 69| 46.0 1] 16.71 19! 24.4] 2t za.o!
1]
:nounsspounzur 278| 79.91 &t} 54.0 si 83.3 59| 75.6] 541 72.0!
| TOTAL 344§100.0] 150{100.0 6{100.0! 7ait00.0l 751100.0]
L —t
TABLE II.7% SCHOOL RETURN RATES CLASSIFIED BY
SCHOOL TYPE AND LEVEL OF INSTRUCTION
GRADE LEVEL=SECONDARY
| ]
i ~ | CLASSIFICATION OF SCHOOL TYPE !
{ i {
{ { { catHoLIc | } { {
{ { PAROCHIAL | | |
{ { OR | CATHOLIC OTHER NON- |
{ | pusLIC DIOCESAN | PRIVATE [RELIGIOUS |SECTARIAN !
i {
{ {2 OF |7 oF 1% oF {2 OF 1% oF |
| |STRA- STRA- STRA- STRA-! ISTRA-{
{ N TN TR [N TN TN TUH:
|
|RESPONSE TO SCHOOL :
:qussrxouqune | } '
|RESPONDENT 60| 27.4 5| 38.5 g) 21.7 2! 25.0 9 52.9:
lﬁgﬁisspounsur 159 72.6 s} 61.5] 18] 78.3 6| 75.01 8 47.!}
| >l
!IOTAL 219{100.0] 131100.0f 23]100.0 ajt00.0f 17 100.2}

[
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(b) SCHOOL SIZE:

There were no systematic differences between

respondents and nonrespondents eccording to school size in either t.e

public or private sectors.

Nean school sizes <for respondents and

nonrespondents in public elementary schools were almost identical. Mean

schoel size for puslic high school respondents was about 10X greater.

There was nmuch

respondents,

more variation in school size among private school
as demonstrated by Tables 11.8-9.

Still, there was no bias

for either lerger or smaller schools to respond.

TABLE 11.8: DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOL SIZE BETWEEN

RESPONDENTS AND NONRESPONDENTS
ORADE LEVELSELEMEUTARY

| PUBLIC 3CHOOL STRATIFICATION
]
] ] SCH IHISCH INISCH IH
FINTER-19CH IN| O2ST | DIST | OISt
INS0TA-] DIST | W/ T<lW/ 121 W/ >
PUBLIC SCHOOL STRATIFICATION TE W/ t=6f tt | 20 20
] 9CH00-1 ELEM § ELEM | ELEN | ELEM
1 1 stH IN sCit N | s IN LS JocH | ceH | sCn | SCH
xmmttox- sot 1t (0IST W/ 7-1DIST W/ 1210IST W/ >
DIST W/ t=f 11 ELEW | 20 EAEM § 20 ELEM [TOTAL fYOTAL {TOTAL {TOTAL [TOTAL
ﬁmv.stzl.mxulsm 9CH L 2] sch D scH P osCi 1 SCH | SCM |
ENROL-| ENROL - | E1RON, =1 ENROL -} ENROL »
1z or 1% orF X OF % or 12X OF [LMENT [LMENY |UMENT JLMENT {LUENT
STRA- STRA- $I0A- SINA- STRA-
NI N formtd N f T N | TUM N ] TUM ] MEAN | MEAN | MEAN | MEAN | NEAN
ATHO0L, PESPONSE REt TNROLLIENT
:rtsmmm ol t17.8] 28! 20.7] 1ol 3.6} 7 11,51 8} 15.7 $90.9] 333.3] 455.9( 490.31 3p2.31
1
:tr:m:smwlr 37} 82.2f 107 79.3] 34 6S.41 34| 68.51 3] 3a.3] ¢55.31 312.5) ast.t{ 376.6] 385,71
|
1TOTAL PORRLATION asite0.0} 138 100.01 $2)100.01 tit00.0 sti100.0f 666.31 316.81 452.81 387.91 359.0]
SFAUE LEVELSIELRRIANT
4 1 sUBLIC SCHOOL
' } STRATIFICATION
1 1 1coMTI-
i § IHUATT-
1 | ON 7
1 | SUNIOR] TECHN-
PUBLIC SCHOOL SIPATIFICATION | HIGH | PIGH |ICAL
1 5€100- | $¢.°00-1 €10~
] comnmr-l LS s L]
Anizon o/
MIGH HIGIt  STECINIICAL 1TOTAL §TOTAC |TOTAL
SCHOOLS | SCHOOLS | SCHOOLS | SCH | SCH | SCH
£150L - | ENROL-1 E1ROL~
X or X oF % OF |LMENTY JLNENT JLMENT
STRA-| . I%IMA- STRA-
N Tl el N f TUM | MEAN | HEAN | EAN
SCHOOL RESFONSE RE: ELMOLLMENT :
IRESFONDENT o3} 28.1] 11] 2071 6} 20.7|1S2S.2| 880.6] 157.3]
|
NCHRESPOMDENT t1o] 71,91 26l 70.31 231 79.3/1205.50 697.3] 262.t1
T i
TOTAL FOPULATION 1$31100.01 37{t00.0f 29]100.00¢1352.8{ 751.81 240.5|
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YABLE 11.9% OIFFEREICES IH PRIVATE SCHOOL S12¢ BETHEEN
RESPOTDENTS AND NOHRESPOIDENTS

GRADE LEVELTELEHENTARY
I PRIVATE SCHOOL STRATIFICATION ‘

\ | NON-
onier| Non- | SECT-
OTICNIRELT-SECT-| ARIA-
CATH ICATH [PELI-[6: K-1ARIA-IN, K-
paR, fPRIV.) 6, § 02, T W, ] 02,
FRIVATE SCHOOL STRATIFICATION e fELEN JELEN JaGR JELEN |LricR

oniER OTHER NON- NON- TOTAL{TOTALI YOTALI TOTALI TOTALETOTAL
CATH PAR, {CATH PRIV.} RELIG. PELIG, K-ISECTARIAN,|SECTARIAN.L 3Ch | SCH SCH | SCH | st § SCR
ELEN tLen e 12, UNGR ELEN K-12, UNGRIEIRO-| E1RO-| EVRO- EIMO- {EKRO- | E1MO~
Lune-fLine-fLine-ltine. L%* LLNE-
NT

1x of % OF ix of 1% of 1% of 2 OF NT fur ] HY 14
SIPA- STIRA- SIRA- STRA- Istma- STRA-
NOLTUMIN (TUsi N TN fTm )N Tl N | Tl e HEAN frean (AN [HEAN [HEAN
SCHOOL RESPONSE RE'
E1F JLLNENT
RESPOHOENT 3l o6.0] 1] 1671 151 2a.2] o] 23.0] 3] Be.0) 4 31.61300.07108.0}142,3{407.5]207.31208.7
NCIOE SPOLDENT 01] sa.ol sl owst o7 75.8] 2] 7S.ef el 23.2] 13f €84 308.31204. 28 108.11135. 41146 01 93.3
1

TOTAL POPULATION 1s0j100.00 ¢ m.l' s2l100.01 1el100.0] Séiree.e 191 100. 01304, 4126521 186.61203.41 163,01 129.9

TABLE 31,93 OIFFERENCES TN PRIVATE SCHOOL SIZE BETMEEN
RESPOLOEHTS AlD NOURESPONDENTS

GRADE LEVELSSECOHDARY

1 PRIVATE SCHOOL :
} STRATIFICATION

1 NoN-)
oTHER|SECT-]
CATH fCATH [RELI-1ARIA-]
PAR, ISWIVLL G0 1 N
PRIVATE SCIOOL STRATIFICATION sec | sec | stc § stc

HON- TOTALTOTALITOTALETOTAL
CATH FAR, 1CATH PRIV.] OTIER SECTARTAN,| ocw | ScH | SCH | SCH

it stc RCALIG, SEC|  SEC £m0-| EYRO-] £1RO-{ EHRO- ‘ e
tine-jLine-feane-fiine-1

7 Of |2 o zoF fzor I NT |1 Nt | Nt L

STPA- IStRA~ STRA- | sTRA-
l NP Tm N fTu | H )T | i | Ton JHEAN [HEAN fHEAN (HEAR
SCHOOL RESPOMSE RE)
EIMOLLHENT

'

IResPorOENT sl 33.5; 81 21,70 2] 2s.al o] s2.9le34.8]s21.6{166.0}273.2
¥ 1
IHOIRESPCHDENT ol o151 18] 78.30 o} 75.0] 8] 67.11444.3]424.31183.51183.3 .
' L
{TOTAL PCPULATION 13100.01 23 noo.ol 8i100.0f 171100.013%4.3 uz.ohn.n 2169
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(c) TEACHERS PER 100 PUPILS:  Again,

nonrespondents in both sectors showed no systematic bias according to

the number of teachers per 100 pupils.

the responcdents and

In the public sector, each

school which did or did not respond had a ratio of 4 or 5 teachers per

100 students. This lack of a variation in our results could be

attributed to the uniformity in teacher pupil ratios among public

schools. On the o

greater, as illustrated in Tables [I.10-11.

ther hand,

variation in the private sector was auch

Teachi:rs per 100 students

ranged from 2.9 to 15.9 .The largest discrepancy between respondents :nd

nonrespondents in this category is among nonsectarian schools, secondary

and K-12, where

there is more variation in teacher pupil ratios and,

also, fewer respondents. The noncectarian repondents had fewer teachers

per 100 pupils than did nonrespondents.

TABLE 11.16s OIFFEREICES IN MAMNIR OF TEACHEPS PER (00 FUPILS BETHEEN
RESPOHDENT AND HONRESTONDENT PUBLIC SCHOOLS

SRADE LEVELSELEMENTARY

PUBLIC SCHOOL STRATIFICATION

SCH IN DISTISCIH IMN DISY

INTERIEDIA-IN/ 16 ELEM] W/ 7-18
PUBLIC SCHOOL STRATIFICATION TE SCHOOLS [ nen se
1 9CH IN 01 IN seit IR JruLL (Pant lruLL 1PaRT (ruLL (Pany
INTERMEDI-]  SCH TN 101ST W/ 7-J0IST W/ 121018T W/ > J1InE fvIne Ivame {vIne ivine tine
ATE  J0IST N/ t-} 1t ELEn | 20 ELEM | 20 ELen  DICHRS]TCHRSS TCHRSITCHRS| TCHAS] TCHRS
SCHOOLS |6 BLEM SCH|  STH e ScH pem } rEr | Pem | rER | FER | PR
100 | t00 | 100 | 100 ) 100 | 100
x o x or 1x oF x or jxorltminm|nim | o | o | O
STRA- STRA- IsmrA- STRA- STRA-
NPT N FTUMEN § T § N | TUN R | Tun I8EAN [MEAN [NEAN [HEAN [MEAN fhean
1ecHoOL RESPONSE RE: § OF
htcuens :
QESPOHDENT o) 17.0] 8 20.7] 18] 34.6] 7} t0.5] o] t5.70 3.9 e.31 o.g] 6.6l 4.0 o.2
HORESTONDENT 37§ ee.2l 107] 79.3] 341 ¢s.al saf ca.sl 3f ea.3l 4.6l 0.31 4.t) o0.4] 3.91 0.3
1
T0TAL POPRATION astiee.ol 135(100.00 s2ito0.0l e1leoo.ol Stltco.sl o.3i .31 a.ti 0.4l 3.90 0.3)
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TABLE II.10: DIFFERENCES IN NUMBER OF TEACHERS PER 100 PUPILS BETWEEN
RESPONDENT AND NONRESPONDENT MUBLIC SCHOOLS

GRADE LEVEL=ELEHENTARY

PUBLIC SCHOOL i
STRATIFICATION |

§
l |
| |
} {SCH IN DISTISCH IN DIST|
| l W t12-20 W >20 |
: % ELEM SCH | ELEM SCH =
| JFULL |PART [FULL {PART |
| ITIME | TINE I1TIME ITINE |
| | TCHRS| TCHRS) TCHRS! TCHRSI
| | PER | PER ! PER | PER |
| t to0 ] to0 ! t00 | 100 )
: i ENR ] ENR | ENR | ENR :
: HMEAN JMEAN |MEAN n:m:
| SCHOOL RESPONSE RE: & OF |
=Tucaeas ! | | |
| | {
| RESPONDENT 3.8] o0.2] 3.8 o.a:
:mesmm 3.6 o0.2] s.0 o.::
| TOTAL POPULATION 3.71 o.2] a.8l 0.3

TABLE II.10: DIFFERENCEZ IN NMUMBER OF TEACHERS PER 100 PUPILS BETHEEN
RESPONDENT AND NONRESPONDENT PUBLIC SCHOOLS

GRADE LEVEL=SECOMNDARY

| A 1
| : : PUBLIC SCHOOL STRATIFICATION :
|

| | | | | CONTINUATI~|
{ ] | | ] ON/ |
| { | HIGH 1JUNIOR HIGH] TECHNICAL |
| } PUBLIC SCHUOL STRATIFICATION | SCHOOLS | scHooLs SCHOOLS =
|

| | | Icomxwu-iruu | PART ‘ruu. 1PART {FULL IPART |
} | | JUNICR I0N # |TIME |TIME ITIME | TIME |TIME |TIME |
| | HIsH HIGK | TECHNICAL |TCHRS|TCHRS]TCHRS]TCHRS|YCHRS|TCHRS|
| 1 SCHOOLS | SCHOOLS | SCHOOLS | PER | PER | PER | PER | PER | PER |
| | 1 100 | to0 | 100 | 109 | 100 | 100 |
} | % OF 1% OF 120F | ENR | ENR | ENR | ENR | EMR | ENR |
| STRA- STRA-l  ISTRA-| |
| N OLTUNIN § Tt N | TUM [MEAN [MEAN [MEAN JMEAN |MEAN IMEAN |
} |
| SCHOOL RESPONSE RE: & OF | |
gw\cneas i . ! ' | | = ' :
|RESPONDENT a3] 28.1] 114 29.71 6] 20.7] 3.6] 0.3] &.2] 0.4] 4.6 o.o:
[

1

| NONRESPONDENT 110l 7.4 26f 706.3] 23] 73.31 3.7] o0.31 4. J.t1 5.0 o.a}
|

ITOTAL POPULATION 153110001 371900.01 291100.01 3.71 0.3 .11 o.2] 4.9 0.3
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TABLE IX.11t DIFFEPENCES IN MMBER OF TEACHERS PER 100 PUPILS BETNEEN
RESPONDENT AND NONRESPONDENT PRIVATE SCHOOLS

GRADE LEVELZELEMENTARY

PRIVATE SCHOOL
STRATIFICATION

ELEH ! ELEN

—— — ——c——

|
|
|
: CATH PAR, |CATH PRIV,
|

PRIVATE SCHOOL STRATIFICATION
|FULL |PART IFULL | PART

| OMHER | OTHER NON- #ON-  |TIME |TIME |TIME (TIME
CATH PAR, ICATH PRIV,{ RELIG, RELIG, K-|SECT/QIAN,|SECTARIAN, | TCHRS| TCHRS | TCHRS| TCHRS|
ELEN ELEN ELEM 12, UNGR ELEM ]K-12, WGRI PER | PER | PER | PER |
100 | 100 | too | 100
1% oF 1% or I% oF 1%z oF 1% oF IZOF | ENR | ENR | ENR | ENR
ISTRA- | STRA- STRA- ISTRA- ISTRA- | STRA-

N TN T I N | WM N T I N ™ | N TUM [MEAN [NEAN |[MEAN [MEAN

|SCHOOL, RESPONSE RE: & OF

| TEACHERS | | ] } i | |

| | | | | | } | { |
IRESPONDENTY 691 46.81 1] 16.7] 15| 24.2] 4} 25.0] 15| 25.8f 6] 31.6] 2.9 o0.7] &.3] o.0
|

| NONRESPONDENT 81} 56.00 5| 83.3] 47f 75.8] 12| 75.0] at] 73.2] 13] 68.4f 3.0] 0.7} 6.7] 2.4

|
’TOTALPDPULAT!ON 1501100.0 100.01 o2i100.01 teltoo.0f sslt100.0f 91190.01 2.9 o0.71 6.3] 2.0

[l

GRADE LEVELZELEMENTARY

PRIVATE SCHOOL STRATIFICATION

| OTHER NON- | NON-
OTMER | RELY6, X- |SECTARIAN, |SECTARIAN,
RELIG, ElEHl 12, UNGR ELEM K-12, UNGR

1
3
FULL |PART huu PART {FULL [PART |FULL |PART |
TIHE |TINE |TIME |(TIME ITIME |TIME |TINE |TINE |
TCHRS| TCHRS| TCHRS| TCHRS| TCHRS| TCHRS| TCHRS| TCHRS|

PER | PER | PER | PER | PER | PER | PER | PER |
wol 100 { 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 |

e ——

MEAN |MEAN |MEAN [NEAN |MEAN |MEAN [MEAN JMEAN |
| SCHOOL RESPONSE RE: & OF
| TEACHERS | ! |
IRESPGI)ENT S.Q| 1.4 6.5] t.¢6 9.3' 3.2| 6.9 Q.Q!
| NONRESPONDENT 4.5] e2.2] S.7] 2.4] S.7] e.8] 13.5 Z.Oi
Q !TO‘I’AL POPULATION 4.71 2.0l S.91 2.4 6.71 2.9 11.4] 2.7
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TASLE I1.11¢ OIFFERENCES TH 1IN OF TEACHINS FER 100 PUPILS BETMELH
RESPOLUENT AMD HOIRESPONDLHT PRIVAIE SCHOOLS

GRADE LEVELESECOIDARY

PRIVATE SCNHOOL STRATIFICATION

[} NON-
CATH PAR: 1CATH PRIV, OTHER I SECTARIAN,

¢ sec sec RELIC, SEC stc

TRIVE™Z SCHOOL STRATIFICATION
FULL IPART [rULL IpanT SruLy IPART [FULL (PaRY
NON-  I7Ing fvine f7Int STIv€ [ving 17Ing QTIie |ranme
CATH PAR, ICATH paIv.| OTHER  |SECTANIAN,]TCIRS) TCMRS | TOIRS| TOYRS! TOMRS! TOMS] TS| TONRS
stc stc RELIS, SEC)  stC e irtniPtnloEnlrenl pea | PEn | FER
190 0 100 0 1001 190 ) 100 ) 100 ! 100 | 100
1% of 2 o 2 or xorjamiomiomiaoniom | am ] Om | o0
1strA- SiPA- STRA- STRA.

NPTl Tt N oTues b N | TUM AN [MEAN I0EAN IMEAN frean [MEAN [MEAN {rean

2CHOOL RESPONSE SEe 0 OF
TEACUERS

_mmom

.7

2] &%.0

1.3 S.a

!
IINEIFOLDENT

8l .8

18.3

3.0

47.1

3.0

2.4] 10.0

4.2

TOTAL POPULATION

106.0

.3 02

(d) PUPIL ETHNICITY:
according to raciasl
schools,

We did find & bius in the response rates

and ethnic composition of students. Respoadent

on average , enrolled 3 to 24x amore white students.
but not all causs,

In most
nonrespondent gchools enrolled more blacks and
Hispenics. Enrollments of other minority students did not differ as much
between

|
|
respondent and nonrespondent schools. Tables II.12 show these %

differences in pudlic scacols by school level. We did not look at

differences in ethnic composition of pupils in private schools because

very few private schools reported such information. We attempted ¢to
correct for this response bias by using & weighting scheme described in
the next section on data sources.
4
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TABLE II.123 DIFFERENCES IN RACIAL ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF PUPILS BETWEEN
RESPONDENT AND NONRESPONDENT PUBLIC SCHOOLS

-

SRADE LEVELZELEMENTARY

PUBLIC SCHOOL STRATIFICATION

[]

1

ISCH IN DISTISCH IN DISTISCH IN DISTISCH IN DISTI
INTERMEDIA-1W/ 1-6 ELEMl W/ 7-11 | W/ 12-20 | W/ > 20 :
!
|

P |

| |

| |

: :n scHOOLS | SOM ELEM SCH | ELCH SCM | ZLEW SCH

]

| | RESPONSE TO

] | SCHOOL

| | RESPONSE TO SCHOOL RESPONSE TO SCHOOL | QUESTIONNA-|

: : QUESTIONNAIRE QUESTIONNAIRE me |
]

| |RESP-|NONR=| RESP- | NONR~ [ RE3P- | NONR~ | RESP- | NONR - | RESP~| NONR - |

] ONDE-| ESPO-| ONDE | ESPO~| ONDE - | ESPO-| ONDE =] ESPO-| ONDE~ | ESPO- |

i NT INDENT| NT INDENT| NT [NDENT] NT |NDENT| NT lnoENT|

13 MHITE MEAN % i

:momm 72.4] 62.4] 76.9] 73.0] 62.3] 59.3] 71.0} 58.7| 69.9] 45.1}

1% BLACK NEAN X |

:mowsmr 1.3 6.81 4.7] 8.6] 6.11 &.6l 4.9} 13.0| 12.5 z7.s=

12 HISPANIC NEAN 2 |

| ENROLLMENT 6.0 18.2} 11.51 10.5] 12.8] 24.9] 9.0] 15,9 9.9 13.8l

' 1

1% OTHER HEAN % i

| MINORITY | | | | | | | |

| ENROLLIENT | | 10.61 12.71 8.91 7.9) 13.81 11.2] 15.01 12.4] 7.6] 13.6|

YABLE II.12: DIFFERENCES IN RACIAL ETHNIC COHMPOSITION OF PUPILS BETHEEN
RESPONDENT AND NONRESPONDENT PUBLIC SCHOOLS

GRADE LEVELSSECONDARY

PUBLIC SCHOOL STRATIFICATION i

| |
' | |
| | | | CONTINUATI-|
| | | | ons |
| | HIGH |JUNIOR HIGHITECHNICAL |
| | SCHOOLS ! SCHOOLS scHoots |
i | . i
| | RESPONSE TO!
| | schooL |
| | RESPONSE TO SCHOOL QUESTIONNA-|
| | QUESTIONNAIRE IRE :
| j—
1 |RESP‘|W’|RESP~|W~ RESP-|NONR-|
| |ONDE- ESPO-|ONDE~| ESPO- ONDE-| ESPO-|
| NT |NDENT| NT NDENT| NT m!NT;
|
17 WHITE IMEAN % |
| ENROLLMENT 66.21 61.8] 41.9] 35.0] 62.3 52.9!
| |
12 BLACK MEAN £ |
| ENROLLMENT 7.8] 13.9] 24.5] 29.8] 20.0 19.5:
|
1% HISPANIC MEAN % |
| ENROLLMENT 12.5) ia.0] 12.6] 15,01 15.9 23.6:
|
14 OTHER MEAN % |
| HINGRITY | P o |
!mtm | | 13.5! 10.3! 20.9] 20.2! 1.8 7._1J|
—
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(e) CENTRAL C1TY vs SUBURBAN:

respondents within esch category which were in central city or suburban

areas.

Tables 11.13 show the percentages of

There were greater relative proportions of privete gchool

respondents in central city than there were public schools respondents.

Our response rates among \arge central city districts was relatively

poor,

alemantary schoois.

“TAELE II.13
CENTRAL CITY VERSUS SUBURBAN SCHOOLS

GRADE LEVELSELEMENTARY

RETURN RATES FOR

a8 indicated by response rates in districts with greater than 20

i ! CLASSIFICATION OF SCHOOL TYPE ‘
1 1
| | | cammoLIC | |
| i | PAROCHIAL { CATHOLIC OTHER NON- |
: : pUBLIC OR DIOCESAN| PRIVATE RELIGIOUS | SECTARIAN !
|
| | {xor 1 20F 1 %or | 2 oF | X oF |
| ISTRAT- ISTRAT- STRAT- STRAT-~ | STRAT=:
: N w N w N w | N woiNl o !
ICLASSIFICATION |RESPONSE TO T |
|OF SCHOOL BY | sScHoOL | | | | | ! | |
!l.ocAnou QUESTIONNAIRE ! : | ; ; I | : : :
L} )
!suumm SCHOOL | RESPONDENT 60] 87.00 «4| 63.8] o o] 1af 73.7 121 s7.1=
i — 1
|CENTRAL CITY RESPOLDENT | |
:scnooL ol 13.0] 25 33.2 1} 100.6] S| 26.3 9 az.o!
1
ICLASSIFICATION j |
|OF SCHOOL BY { | t | | | | |
el R Lo
|
!mm SCHOOL| TOTAL 60] o7.01 44| 63.8! o of ‘e] 73.71 12 57.1!
| |
ICENTRAL CITY {TOTAL i
!scaooL ol 13.01 28] 3s.2 1§ 190.0 51 2.3 o az.o:
|
i RESPONSE TO |
| i schooL | | ! | | ! | | 1 |
! QUESTIONNAIRE | | | | { : | | : :
|}
!TO‘I’LI. RESFONDENY 69l 100.01 691 100.0 14 100.01 19| 100.0] 2% 100.0:
'Lrom. TOTAL 691 100.00 ¢% 100.0 1l 100.0f 19} 100.0{ 2% mﬁ!
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TABLE II.13
CENTRAL CITY VERSUS SUEURBAN SCHOOLS

RETURN RATES FOR

GRADEZ LEVEL=SECONDARY

CLASSIFICATION OF SCHOOL TYPE

] 1
] 1 i
| | |
| . | | camworrc | | | |
| | | PARGCHIAL | CATHOLIC OTHER NoN- |
: : PUBLIC  |OR CZUCESAN| PRIVATE | RELIGIOUS | SECTARIAN |
T !
| I 1zor lzoF | | xoOF | % oF | % o0F |
| | ISTRAT- ISTRAT-]  ISTRAT-]  ISTRAT-]  |STRAT-|
: Nl ow I [ [N o R w N
|}
ICLASSIFICATION |RESPONSE TO !
IOF SCHOOL BY  “CHOOL o { Pt | | |
1LOCATION QUESTIONNAIRE | l| : : : : : : | : :
1 ]
| SUBURBAN SCHOOL|RESPONDENT a0] ¢6.7] 1| 20.0 ¢0.0] 2| 100.0l S| 55.6l
) Il
{CENTRAL CITY  |RESPONDENT |
IscHoot 20| 33.31 o] 80. «0.0 o ol & sl
] ]
|CLASSIFICATION . |
joF SCHOOL BY | | | | | | | | | | |
{ LOCATION | | { | i | | | ! | |
f | § } ! t | | | | !
ISUBURBAN SCHOOL| TOTAL a0f ¢6.71 1] 20.0 ¢0.0f 2| v00.0l S| 55.6l
4 )
ICENTRAL CITY  |TOTAL !
I sciooL . 20f 33.3| &l 80.0 40,0 © of & 4.l
] g
i RESPONSE TO |
i SCHOOL | } | | | | | f l
% ESTIOMRE L N T T O N R
}mu. RESPONDENT 0] 100.01 S| 100.C 100.0] 2| 100.01 9l 100.0l
]
{roTAL TOTAL 60l 100.01 S| 100.0 100.01 2| 100.0 9l t00.0l
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D. Data Sources.

The data for this study were derived froam four major sources:
1) the California State Department of Education; 2) the central offices
of the local Catholic Dioceses: 3) the IFG questionnaires; and 4) other
niscellaneous governmental sources. The California State Department of
Education gathers extensive information on the operations and resources
of public schools on a regular besis. The Departaent slso gathers some
limited data on all private schools operating in the state. Each of the
three Catholic Dioceses included in the saaple counties provided IFG
with e substantial amount of data gathered f£rom all of the Catholic
schocls, excluding a few Catholic independent schools within their
respective jurisdictions.

The IFG initiated a survey of the public and private schools in
the six county San Francisco Bay Area. Eight different questionnaires
vere developed and sent out to selected public and private schools,
principals, and teachers, and the public school districts. These
questionnaires shovld be vieved as part of a larger dats collectiocn
effort. In some cases, the questicnnaires were used to gather data
wvhich were unavailsble from other sources. In other instances, they
served to enhance and clarify informatiocn available <£from existing
sources.

Other data on demographic and economic characteristics of
counties and cities in which the schools are located were gathered froa
sources such as the Census Bureau.

Four data bases were obtained from the sources mentioned above:
the California Basic Education Data System (CBEDS), the Private School
Affidavit, Catholic Diocese Data and the IFG Questionnaire Data. These
data Dbases wiil now be discussed to illustrate the types of data

available from each file.
(1) THE CALIFORNIA BASIC EDUCATION DATA SYSTEM (CBEDS).

CBEDS contains data exclusively on the public school sector. It
contains data at three levels: the district, school and individual
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school personnel. All public school districts, schools, and certified

personnel in the state are included on these files.

The district level datas file contains data on three categories of
classified staff, noncertified personnel such as paraprofessionals,
and clerical workers. These are categorized according to full-
time/part-tine status and rece, ethnicity, and sex. The ethnicity and
enrollments of vocational education students in eleven categories of
adult education programs are also included.

The school level f£ile reports categories of classified staff
similar to those at the district level. In addition, it contains
student enrollment data by grade level, race, ethnicity, and sex and
reports the number of high school graduates. The data base contains
information on the number of students receiving free milk, £ree neals,
and reduced-price meals.

The indivicdual data are derived from the Professional Assignment
Information Form which is administered to all certified staff within the
state. Thus, it contains information on all professional public schoal
personnel within our six county semple. The following information on

professionel personnel is available from the forams:

- the school, district, and county in which the individual {s
eaployed ‘This allows us to match school, district and county data
to the individual);

- highest education level, ethnic background, sex, age, and yesrs of
service (total and within the district);

- wvarious school assignments such as courses, classes, and administrative

responsibilities; percent of tiae in each assignaent;

- the numbers and types of students enrolled in such categories as
limited/non-English speaking, handicapped, or educationally
disadveanteaged;

- typ;s of certification , salary contract, and )ob appointrent.

’
The CBEDS date provide substantisl informetion sbout employment and

coapensation of public school personnel. Date on staffing patterns
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developed from the CBEDS were used by the Meyer/Scott and Chaabers
studisas. The individual data on school personnel helped us to verify

Certain portions of the public school teacher and principal
questionnajire data.

(2) PRIVATE SCHOOL AFFIDAVIT.

This date file is also provided by the Californis State Department
of Education and contains data on all private schools within the state.
1t contains Dbasic information identifying the school and data in the

(4

following areas:

- ownership of the school:

- types of students served:

- boarding or day school status: !

- church or religious aifiliation:

- greade levels offered:

= whether a high school diploma is offered;
- public school district in which it is located: €

=~ tax exemption/non-profit status of the school:

= student enrollment by grade level:

> numsber of high school graduates:

~ number of £111- and part-time teachers and adainistrators.

The private school affidavit file provides independent verification

of the structure of ownership and nanagement identified from the
responses to the IFG questionnaires.

(3) CATHOLIC DIOCESE DATA.
The three Catholic dioceses (San Francisco, San Jose and Oakland)
in the six counties provided the IFG with access to their rather
substantial data files. These files were in hard copy form. Copies of L

their own school level questionnaires were made for the IFG and entered

into cosputer data files for our analisis. The San Francisco and San
Jose Dioceses provided us with identical school survey forms: (akland
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provided us with two &lightly different forms (one for elementary and
ose for secondary). While there were some differences in the foras, the
dats items gathered by the three dioceses were fairly comparable for
nany categories of itens. It was somevhat difficult (and tedious) to
construct comparable measures or statistics for these schools. Less
than 10X of the Catholic schools in our sample did not provide these
foras to the Catholic Dioceses.

The following list illustrates the kinds of data included on

these forms:

= School characteristics: grade level; ownership; affiliation with
church or religious community; public school district in which
it is located: certification of both school and principal:;

revenue and expense staterents;

- Student characteristics: enrollment by grade level and sex;

descriptive data on alumni college and professional choices;

- Personnel characteristics: total professional staff categorized
by sex, full- or part-time, and lay or religious; level of
education and previous experience (overasll and broken down by
ley and religious):; quantities of different types of staff;

saslary ranges.

The Oskland Diocese provides some additional data on location of
fanilies in the parish, tuition levels, pupil ethnicity, and limited
data on principals and individual teachers.

These data provided & wide range of inforaation for the
Neyer/Scott and Chambers studies on staffing and administrative
configurations and employaent and conpensation patterns. The
Encarnation/Richarde studies utilized dats on staffing, school
location, and participation in government prograas. The Catholic Diocese
data will serve to backup and, more importantly, verify some of the

patterns of varjistion ©observed in the school and personnel
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questionnaires. Given the broad range of ownership and management

structures cbserved in the Catholic sector, the Catholic Dioceses data
bases in conjunction with CBEDS are a rich source of information for

comparative analysis.
(4) THE IFG SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES

Eight questionnaires were developed by the meabers »f the
regearch team at the IFG for this study:

(1) PUBLIC SCROOL DISTRICT QUESTIONNAIRE;

(2) PUBLIC SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE;

(3) CATHOLIC SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE;

(4) PRIVATE SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE;

(3) SURVEY OF PRIVATE SCHOOL PRINCIPALS OR HEADS;
(6) SURVEY OF PUBLIC SCHOOL PRINCIPALS;

(7) SURVEY OF PRIVATE SCHOOL TEACHERS;

(8) SURVEY OF PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS:

Copies of these questionnaires and the corresponding cover letters are
found in Appendix A of this report.

The first four questionnaires were designed to gather school or
district level data in eight basic areas: L background and
identification of the school; 2) student enrollments; 3) staffing
patterns and staff compensation; 4) student admissions; 5) educational
philosophy, prograss, and policies: 6) school governance and
envaronment; 7) participation in governsent programs; and 8) school
finance and budgets.

There are slight differences in these four institutional
questionnaires. The public school and district questionnaires are
significantly shorter in 1length than the private or <Catholic school
questionnaires because wve were alhle to obtain substantial amounts of
information on individual schools and school districts from CBEDS.

Similarly, the thrae Catholic Dioceses in the San Francisco Bay Area
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provided hard copy data which substituted for much of the information we
requested from non-Catholic privete schools. Thus, we were able to
shorten the Catholic School Questionnaire.

The last four Questionnaires were designed to gather
information on the personal characteristics and working conditions of
individual school personnel employed in public and private schools. Two
categories of personnel were surveyed: teachers and principsls or school
heads. These Questionnaires are divided into four basic parts: 1
educational preparation; 2) professional background and experience; 3)
compensation and terms of employment: and 4) personal background.

Only ninor differences exist among these four questionnaires
prinarily reflecting the differences in the roles of principsls and
teachers and the types of reauneration and compensastion provided by the
public and private sector. For example, the private sector offers many
forms of job perquisites that are not offered in the public sector.
Itens such as housing expenses, meals, and tuition benefits for children
are not uncommon in private schools, but are virtuelly nonexistent in
the public sector. Similarly, certain private school employees belong

to religious orders or communities and may have special salary

arrangesents for contributed services. We had to account for these

various factors in constructing our personnel questionnaires.

The development of asll of these GQuestionnaires was accomplished
with considerable input from individuals familiar with the public and
private sectors. A formal advisory panel wes established in cooperation
with the California Association of Private School Organizetions (CAPSO).
This panel of CAPSO representatives reviewed our private school survey
instrunents, essisted us in adapting the questionnaires to £it the
circumstances relevant to private schools, and reduced much of the

ambiguity of individuesl questions.

E. Summary of the Data Bases Developed from this Study.
from the four dats sources described above, we developed two
basic files: a school file (public, privete and Ceatholic), and a

personnel file containing both principals and teachers in both sectors.
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The data contained in these files were organized to be consistent with
the questions asked on the resprctive survey questionnaires. Therefore,

the personnel filg has four major parts, as does its survey counterpart:

the school file has eight major parts. Wherever possible, variables

which were pertinent to both district and school files were carefully

natched to allow for interesting comparisons. Variasbles from external

dats sources -- CBEDS, Private School Affidavit and Catholic Diocese

Data -- were matched to the district, school and personnel files when

appropriate.

Compiling a datas file of this magnitude was challenging, to say the
least. We experienced many successes and failures during the two year
period. The nex: two sections will present a brief assessnent of the
strengths and weaknesses of our sample design and collected data, and

cdescribe the weighting system we developed for purposes of analysis.

(1) STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE SAMPLE DESIGN AND DATA FILES

The eight questionnaires were developed by a committee comprised of
menbers from the IfG public/private gchool project. Those familiar
with the comrittee process will underatand why there are some
inconsistencies in these gquestionnaires. Thase inconsistencies made it
difficult to match certein variables perfectly. For instance, the same
question was asked on two questionnaires, but there were f£five
alternative answers on one questionnare and only four on the other
instrument. We adjusted the responses in the finsl data base to ensure
comparability for analysis.

Hatching IFG questionnaire varisbles to data from external sources
also presented some problems. We had difficulty with the hard copy files
provided by :he Catholic Dioceses. Data were gcthered and organized in
slightly different ways by each of the three Dioceses in the six county
area covered by our gample. Often questions asked of one county were not
asked of another county. Furthermore, Dioceses’ questionnaires did not
cover all of the information covered by the IFG surveys. We amatched
Catholic Dioceses variables snd information from the CREDS and Private
School Affidavit to our survey varisbles whenever possibdle.
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The sample design for the public and private schools has two basic
flaws. To aechieve certain objectives, such as a larger nuab: of
individual school districts, certain types of schools were either .v.:-
or undor-roprosentod.‘ Second, response rates for the various strats
differed. We devised the weighting scheme described below to ~=ounteract
these two problems. Ons should exercise caution in generalizing fror the
population of Bay Ares schools to extremely different school
populations, particularly in rural settings.

Ve experienced nmore difficulties with our sanple design for the
personnel files, primarily because we could not seaaple individusl
teachers directly. Also we were forced to make several exclusions
because comparisons were difficult. For example, K-12 schools were
excluded froa the private school teacher sample because there was no
comparable category in the public sector. This presents & problea
beceause a disproportionately large number of nonsecterian schools are in
this category.

The low return rates for schools, teachers and principals poses a
m8)or problem in severasl categories within the school and personnel
files. The fewest respondents are in the following categories: Catholic
private elementary (1 school, 2 teechers, O principals) and other
religious secondary (2 schools, 1 principsl). While datas for nmost
s~hool, principal and teacher categories are sufficient for statistical
analysis, the number of respondents for these two categories is too
small for any serious comparative analysis. We have included these
categories in the tables because they are & part of the dats set, Dut
they are generally ignored in the descriptions of the school and
personnel tables.

The greatest strengths of the data files are thear
cosprehensiveness and magnitude. The school file contains about 700
variables for 263 public and private schools and the personnel file
containe about S00 varisbles for about 1300 school personnel. The data
in these files are, in many respects, more extensive than the data used

in the studies of Abramowitz, Erickson, and Coleaen discussed in the

introduction. Some ©Of the variables contained in our data set are not




available in any other data bases of which we are sware. Organizational
variables are an important compcnent of our data set, and both
elementary and secondary levels are addressed. The private sector is
stratified into Catholic parochial and private, nonsectarian and other
religious schools, making it possible to identify differences <c.ong
these private schools types. We £fe-l this additional information
provided in our data base more than compansates for the few design flaws
and respondent probleas mentioned above.

(2) WEIGHTING SCHEME

vhen analyzing a random sample from a single homogeneous
population, it is usually aprropriste Lo weight observations equally in
statistical calculations. With more complex sampling plans, however, it
becoaes necesssry to weight observations differently to obtain unbiased
estinates of population paranmeters.

There are two reasons why weights for the school and personnci
files were developed. First, in selecting the originsl respondent
samples, different proportions of gchools were taken in different
strata, For example, 78x of elementsry schools in districts with 1 to 6
elenentary schools were included in the sample. On the other hand, of
the 73 )junior high schools in the six county Bay Area, only 37 were
randonly selected to receive school questionnaires. The second reason
for weighting is to reduce nonresponse bias. 0Of the 937 public and
nonpublic schools sanpled, only 263 returned usable school
questionnaires. As mentioned earlier, some typeas of schoo': responded at
different rates than other types, votentially introducing systematic
biases intc the data. To reduce these biases, schools were post-
stratified according %o adaitional varsiables not uscd in defining the
originsl sample strata, and sespondent schools were weighted to mah:
their distribution on these additional varisbles match the distribution
for the entire sampla as closely as possible. The technical aspects of
this weighting schenme are described in Apprendix B.

In presenting the variables in the achool and personnel files, we
elected to display unweighted data and tanles for two basic reasons.
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First, it was impossible to present the exact number o0f observations
(N’s) in tables using weighted data because the weighting schenme
inflates the number of observations. We felt it would be more useful for
the reader to know, 1n~nost cases, precigely how many schools, teachers,
or principsls responded to & particular question. Second, when there are
only a few observations in a cell -- only 2 Catholic private elementary
schools responded, for example -- the weighting system, which may change
a 30x ‘yes’/S0X ’‘no’ response to 8 66X ’‘yes’/33x ‘no’ response can be
nisleading.

Veighting will be most useful, and most appropriate, in regression
analyses or other calculations using all or most of the schools in the
file, but not when reporting data for a few achools at a time, as in
cross-tabulations. For such analyses, a close comparison of the data in
veighted and unweighted files has shown few differences in the results.
The highlights for the schocl and personnel files contained in the next
section were consistent for both weighted and nonweighted data. In his
study on compensation patterns of teachers, Chamders achieved virtually
identical results with both +~-’_ynted and unweighted data. This
robustness of results to differential weighting of observationt is
encouraging. Large differences would suggest that regression models were
not correctly specified.

Our purpose in descriding the weighting scheme is to alert reacers
to the fact that both unweighted and weighted dats are available to
those who wish to0 conduct further research using the school and
personuel files,




I11. HIGHLIGHTS

The descriptions and tebles of the variables in the school and
personnel files are sc extensive that we decided to highlight the nore
interesting findings in a separate section. Readers seeking an overview
of the general results of the study ghould find this section sufficient
for their needs. Those who need further information about various
veriasbles will find detailed descriptions of the school and perscnnal
files in the next two sections.

Keep in nind that the results highlighted here are preliminary
observations. Further analyses of the data are required to determine the
statistical significance of these findings. Following each of the items
highlighted is a designation in parentheses of the Tables in which Rore
detailed information may be found.

A. School File

Student Characteristics

- Totel enrollment in public elementary schools was close to twice
that of private elementary schools. Overall, public secondary schools
vere 40X larger than private schools. Excluding Catholic parochial
schools from the private sector, public secondary schools had four times
the enrollment of their private school counterparts. (Tables IV.S)

- Catholic schools enrolled the highest percentages of nminorities,
viewed as & combined group, for both elenentary and secondary levels.
However, public schools enrolled slightly higher percentages of blacks
at the secondary level; Catholic parochial and private schools enrolled
8 higher percentage of hispanics at both levels. (Tables IV.6)

= Catholic schools enrolled higher percentages of disadvantaged and

velfare students than did the other religious and nonsectarian schools.

™




(Tables IV.7)

Steffing Patterns and Compensation
- Private sachools, with the exception of Catholic parochial

elementary, head greater numbers of teachers and administrators per 100
pupil enrollment than did the public achools. Nonsectarian secondary
schools had a student-teacher ratio of sbout 9 to 1, compared to a
student-teacher ratio of about 25 to 1 in the public and <Catholic
schools. Catholic parochial elementary achools had the highest student-
teacher ratio: 28 to 1. (Tables 1V.10-11)

- Part-time Dersonnel were employed nmore <frequently at the
elementary level and in the private sector. (Tables IV.10-1l)

- Nonsectarian and Catholic parochial schools showed slightly
higher levels 0f volunteer service than the public schools. More
volunteer hours were contributed for purposes of instruction and
fundraising than for other activities in all school categories. (Tables
IvV.12)

- As expected, salaries for teachers and administrators in the
public schools were, on average, higher than those offered in private
schools. The highest teacher salary in a public elementary school vas,
on average, $11,500 to $12,500 more than the highest teacher ssalary in &
private elementary school. (Tables IV.14)

- The vast majority of administrators (88x to 100x)in the public
and private schools were white. More minorities, particularly Blacks,
were employed in the public sector. The majority of administrators in
cach school category at the elementary level were female; the =majority
at the secondery level were male, except in Catholic parochial schools
vhere 67x were female. (Tables IV.19)

- Similarly, nmost teachers (71x to 97X) employad in public and




private schools were white. Catholic schools employed the largest
percentage of minorities, particularly Hispanics. At the elementary
level, 74X to 95X of the teachers were female. In contrast, 35X to 62%
of teachers in <eecondary schools vere male, with the exception of
those in Catholic schools which vere 80X female. (Tables IV.16)

- Formal enmployment negotiations were virtually nonexistent in
privete schools., vith the exception of Catholic parochial secondary.
There, 60X, or three schools reported zome typa of formal employment
negotiations. One hundred percent of public elementary and 92% of public
secondary used formal negotiastions. (Tables IV.17)

~ Public and Catholic school teachers had been teaching longer in
their current schools: 65X to 80X had been teaching more than 5 years
in their current schools. In contrast, 62X to 83X of teachers in
nonsectarian and other religious schools had less than J yesrs teaching

experience in their current schools. (Tables IV.18)

- Virtueally all teachers at all levels and in all types of schools
hed BA degrees. Catholic parochial and nonsectarian elementary schocls
reported small percentages of teachers without BA’s -- 8X and 4%
respectively. The percentage of teachers with masters degrees or higher
were Quite comparable between the public and privats sectors: an average
of about 23X at the elementary level: 45% at the secondery level.
Nonsectarisn secondary schools reported the highest percentage of
teachers with a nmasters degree or higher -- cilose to 70x. (Tables 1IV.
19)

- Higher percentages of teachers were terainsted for unsstisfactory
perforsance in private schools. Higher percentages of teachers in the
public sector were laid-off, granted leave, Or retired. Six percent of

pubiic secondary teachers had been fired. (Tables IV.20)

E¢ucational Philosophy
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required or considered studant academic records, achieveament or aptitude
tests, and personnel recommendations for admission decisions. (Tables
Iv.21) N

-~ Private schools Placed more emphasis on ‘critical thinking’ as an
important student outcome at both elementary and secondary levels then
did public achools. Only 6§0x of public elementary and 40X of pudlic
secondary schools emphasized critical thinking, coapared to 80x to 100%
of the private schools in a given category. (Tables 1IV.22)

- Most schools in both the private and public cectors identified
‘dedicated teachers’ and ‘student morasle’ &s the two most important
school features contributing to school success. At the elementary
level, ‘parental involvement’ was cited as the third most important
feature by most schools. ‘Superior student discipline’ and ‘course
offerings’ were considered importent by many of the secondary schools.
‘Highly selected student body’ was & critical success factor to
nonsectarian and Catholic private schools. (Tables IV.23)

- Two school practices were deemed important by all schools &t all
levels: ’school-wide use of a particuler curriculum’ and ‘systematic
review of student progress’. Interestingly, elesentary schools
considered the use of & school-wide teaching method fairly important;
secondary schools attributed no importance to this fsctor. One hundred
percent of nonsectarian secondeary schools and 80x of Catholic parochiel
schools cited the dismissal of poor students as & success factor.
(Tables IV.24)

- Most schools in both sectors asgreed that the =rost important
teacher attributes considered for hiring selections were: sphilosophy of
education, previous experience, BA degree, and state certification.
Affirna}ivo action considerations were more important at the secondary

level. Perzonsl lifestyle was a more important consideration &mong

- The vast =asjority of private elesentery and secondary schools




private schools, particularly Catholic and other religious schools.
(Tables IV.25)

School Governance

- Secondary schools, viewed as a group, averaged 19 school board

senbers; elementary schools averaged 10 mexbers. (Tables 1V.28)

- Principals and school boards in both public and private schools
had the most influence on curriculum, personnel, student admissions and
budget decisions. Feaculty influenced curriculum decisions, and to a
lesser extent, teacher hiring and student admissions decisiona. Parents

had little role in decision-making in any of these sress. (Tables IV.29)

- Both public and private school principals were viewed as serving
dual functions as instructional leaders and administrative managers.
(Tables IV.30)

Governaent Progqraas

- PUBLIC PROGRANS: Private elerentary schools (excluding
nonsectarian) participated somewhat {:: the onsite health and welfare
services. An averagz cf 60 students in Catholic parochisl schools were

enrolled in public school classes. (..ples IV.34)

- FEDERAL AND STATE PROGRANMS: Nonsectarian schools participated to
a smsll extent in the federal child nutrition and the school libreary
raterials prograns. Catholic schools participated in the federal
compensatory education, bilingual, and speciasl education programs.
Private school participation in programs for the dissbled was m:nimal.
(Tabies IV.35-36)

- Nonsectarian schools were about two to four times more expensive

50

(W} |
(=)

P




than other private schools. Tuition in Catholic elementary schools was

3600 to $700 a vyear, compared to $2000 to $2600 in nonsectarian

elementary schools. Although, and perhaps because they are nmore
expensive, nonsectaridn schools provided & higher percentage of their
students with partial or full scholarships: 20x compared to 10%-15x in
other private sachool types (excluding the one Catholic private
elementary school respondent). (Tables 1IV.39-40)

- About 90% of total revenue of nonsectarian elementary and 80X of
total revenue in nonsectarian secondary schcols came from tuition and
feee. Tuition and <fees coaprised about 80%x of the total revenues of
other religious elementary and secondary achools. (Tables IV.41)

B. Personnel File

- Secondary school teachers and principals in both public and
private sectc's were more likely to have earned a nmasters degree than
elementary school teechers and principals. Between 14X and 35X of
elementary teachers held nasters degrees, compared to 40x to 60x of
secondary teachera. (Tables V.1A-B)

- Public and nonsectarian school teachers revealed higher
percentages with masters degrees than did teachers in the Catholic eand
other religious sectors. Nonsectarian schools had a slightly higher
percentage of personnel with doctorates than any other category. (Tables
V.1A-B)

- Higher percentages of principals, in both the public and private
sectors, received higher degrees than teachers. The nmejority of
principals at both levels held & nasters or higher degree. The
percentages of principals holding doctorates was still quit2 low -~ froa
0x in the other religious category to 40x in nonsec.arian elementary
schools. (Tables V.1A-B)
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- Greater percentages of public school teachers (67X) had completed
61 or aore semester hours of college work beyon¢ the bachelors degree.
(Table V.2A-B) N

- Large proportions of personnel in all school categories except
other religious secondary held permanent Californie teaching
certificates. Public and Catholic schools had the highest percentages of
personnel with in-state tesching certificetes. (Tables V.4A-B)

- Higher vercentages of teachers and principals in nonsectarian
and other religious schools sttended colleges and univergities out of
state than did those in public or Catholic schools. (Tables V.5A-B)

- Relatively low percentages (less than 38X) of teachers and
principals attended community colleges for one or more yeers. (Tables
V.6A-B)

- Llow percentages of teschers and principals in both public end
private sectors reported science as & mejor in either undergraduste or
graduate school. However, more personnel at the secondeary level reported
majoring in & science or math field. Nuch more common majors anong the
respondents wera gocial sciences, humanities and, particulearly at the
elementary level, education. Higher percentages of percsonnel held
advanced degrees in education, particularly principals, the majority of
whoa held advanced degrees in education. (Tables V.7A-B)

- High percentages of personnel in all sectors (50X to 100x) stated
that their undergraduate grade point average (GPA) was in the B to B+
range, or 2.6 to 3.5 range. A smaller, but still substantis! percentage
of teachers and principals had GPA’s asbove 3.5. A slightly higher
percentage of nonsectarian school teachers, 33X, reported a GPA of 3.6
or above, compared to 22x of teachers in the public sector. (Tables
V.8A-B)

52 58




&

Background Information

- In general, public school teachers are slightly older then
teachers in the other sectors, averaging 44 years of age compsred to 28
to 40 years in the private sector. There is little age difference
between elementary and secondary school teachers except for teachers in
the other religious and Catholic private school categories. Princapals
were older than teachers in their respective school categories. (Table 9A-
B)

- Between 7%5% and 100X of the teachers in the elementary school
categories were female. This percentage decreases at the secondary
level, where 40x to 66X of the teachers were female. Only in Catholic
private secondary schools were a mg)ority of the teachers fenale.
(Tebles V.10a-B)

= Although 79X of elementary public school teachers were <female,
- 72% ¢f the principsls were male. In contrast, 90x of Catholic parochial
and 67X of nonsectarian elementary school principsls were female. These
percentages shifted at the secondary ievel, wvhere 44x of Catholic
parochial and 90x of nonsectarian school principals were nale. Other
religious school principals were predominantly male. (Tables V.10A-B)

- The overwhel:ing majority of teachers and principals in both
public and private sectors were caucasian. The lowest percentage of
white teachers was 84x in the Catholic parochial elementary schools. The
ninority groups with the greatest representation were Hispanics (7x) in
Catholic perochiasl elementary schools snd blacks (13x) samong public
secondary school principels. (Tables V.11A-E)

- The parents of teachers and praincipals in most school categories
had at least a high school education. Principals’ parents had, on
average, fewer years of schooling that did teachers’ perents. There were
few differences between levels of education of motheras and fathers.
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(Tables V. 14A-B)

- MNore parents of teachers and principels were employed as
professionals, technicians, asnagers or administrators. For most school
categories, the largest percentages of mothers were classified as
housepersons. (Tables V.15A-B)

-~ Close to 100x of teachers and principals in all schoo.s
stated that their health did not limit their work. (Tables V.16-17)

- S e e s ES et @RS T D o O o R

- The most popular reasons for becoming an educator, in order of
preference, for the majority of teachers and principals were: 1) general
comnitment to working with children, and 2) employment conditions
(hours, location, etec.) A high percentage of Catholic and other
religious school teachers cited a commitment to religious values as an
important reesson for becoming an educator. Only between 1X and 22X of
teachers and principals in any school category cited selary and £ringe
benefits as an important reason for choosing education, and more
personnel in the public sector chose this reason. (Tables V.18A-B)

-~ The wmajority of personnel in both elementary and secondary
schools st. 'd that they would either remain in education until noramal
retireaent age, oOr they weriu undecided. Only 1X to 12x said they would

leave education as soon as possible. (Tebles V.19A-B)

- The vast majority of teachars and principals atated they were
comnitted to their present achools. (Tables V.20A-B)

-~ Higlher percentages of personnel in the private sector (60x to
100%) said they certainly or probebly would become educators agein if
given the chojce. Only 44X to 48% of public school teachers and
elementary school principals similarly responded. Seventy percent of
public secondary principals said they would bLecome educators again.
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(Tables V.21A-B)

- 1f given & choice for next year, the mej)ority of teachers and
principals would choose their current position. A slightly higher
percentage of public school teachers staeted they would choose a
different position -- sbout 39X compared to 15x to 30x among private
schools. Principals expressed an even greater degree of satisfaction
with their current positions. (Tablea V.22A-B)

Employment Information

- School personnel rarely spend more than i or 2 years as a
teacher or adainistrator in & sector different from their present one,
In most school categories, they averaged only 1 to 3 years working in
enployment outside the fieid of education. (Tables V.23A-B)

~ Both elementary and secondary public school teachers averaged
more Yyears of teaching experience than teachers in the private sector.
Public school teachers had & mean of approximately 15 years teaching
experience, compared to between 2 and 10 years in the other school
categories. (Tables V.24;i-B)

- Similarly, public school teachers and principals had been
employed in their present schools for more years than personnel in the
other sectors. Fifty~five percent of public school teachers had been
employed in their present schools &t least 11 years. In contrast, the
majority of teachers in the private sector had been employed in their
present schools for O to 5 yeers. (Tables V.25A-B)

- Most of the primary job assigmaaznts for elementery teachers were
in self-contained classrooms: the majority of secondary school teachars
stated both their primary and secondary assignaents were
departmentelized. More teachers in the public sector hed primary )ob

assignments in vocational end special education and student services.



Slightly higher percentages of private school teachers reported
secondary job asasignment. (Tables V.28A-B)

= Although the absolute levels for both sectors were low, private
elenentery school teachers spent more of their time teaching subjects
for which they were not formally trained then did their public school
peers. There was no such distinction between public end private at the
secondary level. (Tables V.29A-B)

Terms and Conditions of Employment

- Teachers evoragod between 178 and 224 days of work & yesr. Other
religious elementary school teachers worked 224 days a year, more days
than teachers worked in the other elementary school categories. Public
secondary school teachers worked epproximstely 184 deys a  year,
considerably less than other religious secondary teachers who worked 220
days a year. Principals average 200 to 270 work days & year.
Nonsectarien secondary principals had the longest work year -- 270 days.
(Tables V. 30A-3)

- Nonsectarian secondary school teachers had the smallest average
class size, approxiaately 15 atudents. Catholic parochial and private
schools had the largest classes, 33 and 34 students respectively.
Catholic parochial elementary school teachers tasught the largest number
of students on an average day, 6S: nonsectarian elementary school
teachers had the fewest students, only 36. In general, secondary school
teachers taught more students a day. (Tables V.32-33)

- Higher percentages of public school teachers reported student
discipline problems, 1in particular, disregard for school rules and poor
attendance. Over 70x of the private secondary school teachers reported
no serious discipline problems in their schools, but only 29% of public
secondary school teachers said this was true of their schools. It 1is
noteble that teachers perceived more discipline problems than
principals in the sane schcol category. (Tables V.34A-B)
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-~ More public school teachers reported having difficulty obtaining
instructional supplies than did private school teachers. (Tables V.35)

~ The majority of private school teachers reported that they did
not belong to any tescher organizations. About 90% of public elementery
and secondary school teachers said they belonged to the Celifornias
Teachers Association (CTA)., (Tables V.37)

- - -

- Public school teachers, in genersal, received higher compenssation
than private school teachers. About 78x of public school teachers
received an annual salary of $24,000 or more, whereas 25X or less of
private school teaschers in the various strate reported similar
compensation. Ninety-seven percent of puclic school principasls received
a salary of $30,000 or more. In contrast, €60x of nonsectarian principels
received & sinilar salary and the percentages of principals 1in the
$30,000 or above range were even lower for the other private =school
categories. (Tables V.38A-B)

- In general, public school personnel received more f£ringe
benefits than did those in private school. The most common types of
fringe benefits were genersl medical and dental. Percentages of
personnel receiving full medical and dentel coverage were greater in the
public sector. Benefits for principals were in most instances greater

than those for teachers. (Tables V,.39A-B)

- Job perquisites were fairly comson for privete school personnel,
particularly perks such as free meals, free tuition for children,
college tuition for self, convention and travel expenseées, and housing.
Catholic parochial eand private schools received the nmost Job
perquisites. Second:ry school personnel reported receiving a greater
variety of and slightly more )ob perquisites than did elementary
personnel. (Tables V.40A-B)



IV, DESCRIPTION OF THE SCHOOL FILE

A. INTROD