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i his landmark study of U, S, nonpublic schools, published In 1972,
Kraushaar indicated that nonpublic school enrollment crested in 1965, and
‘ N 1 ' »
had been declining ever since, As is well known, enrollment has been

~ + . -

dimlnishiny in most of the nation's public schools as well, during recent
. [
years (Table 32A). The present study is one of severéi ¢commissioned by
the Nntionni Institute of Education (NIE) during 1975-76. The apparent in- .
tgntion of the several investig#tions.was to obtain a reasonably quick and
vnccurnte picture of ;ecent.aqd projected enrollment trends in public and
“nonpublic schuvols,-along with a;quses of the most plausible reasons for
those tfend;. As well_gs.being‘informative in their own‘right, the, inves-"
tigations migpt provide a baéis %or ﬁore extensive, conclusive research.
More pgecifically, the work reported in this paper was conducted in .
response to a request from NIE for an inquiry into rétent and projected en-
“ rollment trends, apd the ﬁost plausible causes andaconsequencés"thergof,
in theenation's$ nonpublic schools. The temporal and fiscal 1imitati§ns of
o ° = .
the study ruled-out a systematic national survey of nonpublic.schools,
ﬁlong with thé data that could be acquired only by such meané.’ For example,
since it.was not possible to ask a systematic sample of parents about their
reasons for patronizing norpublic écpools, we were iorced to rely‘in.this'
conneétion;upon previous studics aﬁd upon peréeptions which regional and
nationai-leaders of various groups of nonpublic schools were willing to share

with us. Though it secems reasonable to assume that these leaders would know

a great deal about what attracts or repels the patrons of their schools,

_ their_knawledge ig_ggtrqs_trustworthy as first-hand reports from patrons

themselves, and under some circuﬁstances leaders might tend to‘de—emphasize

[’.

motivations of an embarrassing sort--such as racial. prejudice In some

schools. In other respects (e.g., national enrollment trends), there is

.

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Severy reason to bclicvc"thut nutionnl uguanus'of various nunpuhllc school
_groups can provide more reliable data than-we could obtain on our’ own. For
instance, the National Cntholic Education Association's data bank has been
refining and improving its.imprcssive datu—acduisition capacities for
severnl years. |
A ‘The important point for the‘reader to keep in mind is simply this:
Whereaslwe have acquired and analyzed a great deal of interesting and;pro—
vocative infornution, there are several respects in which we are not report-
ing here the study we would have done if given adequate time and money. - We
will have numerous occnsions to observe that some of our information embodies
serious limitations. Our conclusions, accordingly, will reflect caution,
When considering whether to conduct this study, we weighed the merits and.
dtmerits of the inquiry that was possible. We‘decided we must grasp this
opportunity to.produce a national picture of nonpublic school enrollment
trends, even though We‘could not obtain all the evidence we thought import nt.
The t1me span considered in this document covers the ten ycars from
”1965—66\che high—water—marh’year of nonpublic school enr&hlment documented;
by Kraushaar) to 1975-76. Kraushaar estdmated the national nonpubiic'school
-enrollment, elenentary and secondary,.to be 6,305,000 at the 1965-66 zenith;

falling by almost a million to 5,530,000 in_l970.2_ In comparison withqpublit

schools, nonpublic.schools had fallen behind severa} years earlier (around
1959—60), for though nonpublit-school enrollm2nt continued to grow'until

1965, ‘public school enrollment ‘grew more qu}ckly. The nonpublic school share'

o

f the ndtion's students was 13.6 percent ih 1959- 60 but had dropped to

I b 4 percent by 1969 70 3

‘e

Kraushaar noted that the nonpublic §chool enrollment declire did not

represent losses in-all nonpublic schools but was largely a reflection of *

-
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enral lment docrements in Roman Catholie sehools, which at the time of hiw

. ‘ - 4
study accounted tor 77 percent of the total nonpublic enrollment: He

-
.

reported modest recent sethacks in Lutheran, Calvinist, and Beventh Day
l " .
Adventist schools, but satld most nonpublic school groups not atfittated with
4 [} .
the Catholic church had grown steadily, and in some vases (e.p., Jewish day

\

schools), dJdramatically. ‘
Though much may have happened since Kraushaar gathercd his .last enroll-
ment data (in 1070); to our knowledge the national figures have pot been

assembled and analyzed in reasonably comprehensive manner since that time.

There has been some evidence, of caurse, to underline the need.foér a study

‘of the present type. It was recently estimated, for exampie, that total

nonpublic school enrollment, elementary and secondary, had diminished to

.4 )lS 738 by 1974-75 (roughly one, million below Kraushaar's figure of

5 530,000 for ]970, and nearly two millien below his figure of 6 305, 000

for 1965); Tt was also-estimated that the nonpublic school share pf the
nation's elementary and secondary student population had receded to 9.1 per-—
cent, ds‘compaxud with Kraushaar's estimﬂres of'13 6 -percent -in 1959-60 ard
11.% pcreent in.1069-70.7 The same report indicated that some non- Catholic
schools were contifuing to gfow but Saih nothing about the magnithde of the
increases '"bécausc of the absence of data."8 intefesting questioné (several
of which ﬁrc discussed later in the present study) are raiseh by theAfnct

-

that some nonpublic schools have suffered losses at the same time that otlers

expanded,. and by ecvidence that declines in some nonpublic schools have been
more precipitous than public school declines during the same period.
In the payres that follow, our work is reported unde}.fivc mafdr head-

ings: (1) Focus and Methodology, (2) National Overview, (3) Group Trends,

(4) Collaborative Résponses, and (5) Generali;ations and Conclusions. Under.

9
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“MFocus and Mothodnlny , wo doscrihv onr rescarch objectives and methods of
. A -

data ucqu(sltbon. Undon "Nntlonal Ovcrvlvw", we dlsplay and discngs the
- .

genera] onrollmcnt trends during Lhe ten-year period (1965-66 to 1975~ 76)
¢ .

- for 13 majorggroupsy ‘of nnnpubllc Schools, as well ‘ns fOr the total. This

national overview makes clear the rEIative numerical significance of cach
wx

group of nonpublic schools within the national plcture. Ynder "Group Trends"

»
"

we analyze in greater detail the tep-year fluctuation for each gropp,s beginr
ning with Roman Catholic schools and ending wﬁgh private. community alt~rna-

tive schools'". Under "Collaborative Responses , we diqcusq strateg[es during
‘ &% . NS . o
this period that have involved the concerted efforts of numerous groups of
' \

nonpublic schools. In the final section, as its title implies, we articulate

I the generaliZations and conclugions that our evidence appears to warrant.
{ . : T .

. ‘ 1. TFOCUS AND METHODOLOGY

Since the specific questions addresscd in our research will become

obvious as this report proceeds, ite seems sufficient here to note that we
attempted; though often unsuccessfully, given the 1imitations of the data
* available, to delinoggdfthe following for all major groups of nonpuhllc

‘ schoois: ) “
a) reliablecenrollment fgures;
b) enrollment projections;. . . oy .
. o
c) major cbusative'factors behind enrollment.trends;
d) strategies adcpted to cope with declines or maintain growth;

e) school characteristics alteted because of enrollment shifts or

assoclated phenomena;

O L - | | . ' 10 '
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f) (ullﬂr{ n\hool'(und(t(onn (statt, prdframs, fipances, ete.); and .

'g)' cv(qhwun'(~F U\Ud{LLlhlc school 1ife-cycles. /7 - '
A\,

As we notued “earller, It was impoaQLb]e within oxiatlng constraints ¢f

time (H3| fnndq to conduct a, systematic nntional survey of. nunpub]it QChnvls.‘

We wcrcﬁi\mited in the main, to aeoking enro]lment dntn and other iufurmn-
‘,\. !

Lion and oplnion from’ tho national offices of all gtguys maintalning such

offices. We also drew upon studies then ‘in process and upon the relevant
a~

litqrutuyn, 'Thc information available for sqQme groups was encouragingly

svstnmntic nnd extensfvc. 15{gcly(because the national offlces in question
had sot up systematic data~gathering arrangements. For. some groups ef non-
puhlic schools, however, reliable information for the ten-yeat period under
study was. extremely difficult to gbtain. Readers will notice, conbcqneutly.
some obvious gaps in our tables. Our discussion for some groups;~in addt-
tion, is-rclatlvely thin, simply because there was no reasonably firm basls
IOL.uttompting to say'more. But it will be obvious, we think, that the total
body of information acquirea’ often through sheer persistence and detcctive
work throws cons1derab1e light on recent enrollment trends in nonpublic
schools and [is laden with provocative implications for policy and further

—

research.  With minor exceptions, oUr data Were-gathered between March and

August, 1976. . ' o o
) ¢ A
™ ‘\ \) -
N | 2. NATTONAL OVERVIEW -~ y

. R | - | \
. , , \

In Table 1 ‘are reported the nonpublic school groups surveyed as part

4

of the study, the number of sd' ol children they enrolled in*1975-76 (in cne

case, 1974-75), the total number of school children accounted for by all the

-
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1 /
/’ .

} /
orynnlruvlnnw. and the pvxrvntnyv share of the total enrollment belonglng to

" each ?fftho nonpublic sc¢hool groupa. Some overlnp occurs in the table.
) Assembly of God schools, for cxamplc typicully join one of rhe umbrelluf

Ch#istian bChOOl organizations. Some ROman Cathollc and Frlenda srhunlﬁ*-

|

jofn the National Association of Independent Schools. These overlaps urd not

1)
. 4

sdfficicnt, however, to distort in any major way the praportlons reporte4.

. ’ B i

f A quick plnnce at Table 1 reveals that the Roman ‘utholic schools l
1 : !
uccount for the largest proportion by faz/of the sehool children enrollue

(somewhat\over 75 percént) Among the other groups, only the member athdols
n

of the Nutionnl Association of Independent Schools and the Missouri Synud

Lutheran‘schools claim more than three percent of the total, The remaininu

’organizations typlcally, enroll less than two percent of. the childgen tallied.

-
- i

| Quita obviously,?the ponpublic school movement has been,

|

largaly (though decreasingly) a Roman Catholic phenomenon.

| Becaunsc of extreme difficulties in obtaining data, some very small]
N |

!

; groups of nonpublic schools are not included in this table=--such as' Amish,
]

i e . /
lutterite, and Black Muslim schools. Neither does the table include, ﬂn any

systematic way, the "protest schools" discussed later, for reasons that will

1

later be clear.

In Table 2 are listed the: enrollment reported by virtually all the non=
! e
year period under studv—
»

public school groups at three points during the ten=
in 1965- 66 1970-71, and. 1975-76. . Also reported ‘are the percentages changes

© gin enrollment for the entire decade and (when possible) for the subperiod,

v

1965 66 to 1970- 7l, and 1970~ 7l to- 1975-76. When full enrollment figures

‘were notxﬂvailable,na plhs or minus was entered into the table,to indicate

m\Etper (according to reports from relevant group leaders) the groups in
Vi . o ' ‘ ‘ .
question had been gaining or losing enrollment. : ’
¢ . g’,.‘-

and continues to be,

-~ .



_;Table 1. Pgoportion of total U.S. nonpublic school enroll-
ment accounted for by major nonpublic school groups, 1975-76

Enrollment pPercentage

N Rp
onpublic School Group 1975-76 of Total =
1. Roman Catholic Schools , ' 3,415,000 75.9
2. Lutheran Schools’
“ a. Missouri Synod 165,604 3.7
b. American Lutheran ) 16,121 0.4
c. Wisconsin Symod 31,183 0.7
3. Seventh Day Adventist Schools N ‘ 75,722a 1.7
4. Calvinist Schools&(National Union of \y
Christian Schools) . P 48,585 1.1
5. Evangelfcal Schools ) . T
a. National Association of Christian Schools . 23,185 0.5
bh. Western Association of Christian Schools 63,131 1.4
///\_\,'. C. Nat%onal Christian qShool Education
Coe Association T . 38,175 0.8
3 d. Assembly of God Christian Day Schnols 21,921 0.5 .
c. American Association of Christian Schools - 94,722 2.1
7 6. Jewish Day Schools ' . 4 '
. a. National.Society for Hebrew Day Schools
! {Oorthodox) 82,200 1.8
e b. Solomon Schechter Day Scheols (Con- ;
: servative) ” . 7,965 - 0.2
c. Reform Jewish ' " 373 0.01
] 7. National Association of Independent: Schools 277,406 6.
8. Episéopal ) .
a. Barish Day Schools i ’ 5,536 0.1
- b. Nonparish Schools o . 71,020 1.6
9. Friends (Quaker) Schools P : 213,801 0.3
10. Military Schools . o © 13,600 0.3
. 11. Greek Orthodox Schools ' 5,009 0.1
12. Mennonite Schools 8,979 0.2
13. Nenpublic Alternative (Free)‘Sch&clg 23,498 < 0.5
TOTAL Enrollments Repotted : 4,501,836 100.11b

\ SOURCE: The source of data for each group is identified under the
following section, “Group Trends." w7 _ < ’
a T '

1974-75. : . : .

. - bBecause of rounding in calculation of percentages, they do not total to
) ‘ .- precisely 100.Q. oo S C

’ ‘ .
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In conmection with Table 2 it should be noted that, while Roman
Catholic schools suffered severe losscs during this decade, most of the

other groups reported enrollment increases,'particularly-during the period

from 1970-71 to 1975-76, and a few groups registered dramatic gains. - This

growtk, rather surprisingly, occurred at a time when the national supply of
schonl-~age children was diminiehing ;nd.when operating costs in'ﬁonpublic
schools, usually reflected'ip tuition levels, were spiraling rapidly, as

we demonstrate in some detaii 1ater.

Other than the Roman Catholic schools, the only organlzatlone showlng
decllneq in the Table 2 dafa'are the National Union of Chrlstlan Schools
(whose hational 1eaders attribute Lhealosses largely to de¢lining birth rates
among its constituents) and the National Aseociation of Chfistian Schools
(which, because of a major schism, 1est the bulk of its school meebers during

this beriod), The data on military schools are obviously inadequate, though

several well informed observers say the military schools suffered severe

losses during the decade, but have stabilized and even grown modestly of
late. In the following section, -these group-by-group enrollment trends are

discussed in more detail.

3. GROUP TRENDS
ROMAN CATHOLIC SCHOOLS . - - T

<

Since the ROman.Cath01ic schools, as we have seen, account for approx-

imately 76 percent of ‘the total nonpublic school enrollment, elementary an'
secondary,, and are the only sizable group of nonpubllc schools shOW1ng a

serious net decline over the ten yeéré from 1965-66 to 1975-76, they demand

14



more cxtensive discussion than any other single group.

"~ Before the National Catholic Education Assoéiation's data bank bégan

o™

.to produéc comprehensive.natiOnal data (for the period beginning in 1969-70),
reliable national figures for the Roman Catholic schools were alm;st impos-
sible to acquire, for it was rare indeed to secure anything appfouching
adequaté participation from all U.S. dioceses in any data~pathering effert.
.1The estimatea.national Catholic enrollment total for 1965 (the 1965-66 school
year, we assume), is 5,564,000, falling to 4,983,006 by 1968—69.10 FThis !
representé a loss of 581,000 students, roughl; 10.4 percent nf the 1965 total,

and an average annual rate of attrition.of sometning like threc percent, 8y

»

1970-71, with much more reliable data now available, the figure was down té
4,364,000, and the annual setbacks were more serious.11 During the three
years from 1967-68 to 1970—71,>the'net‘1oss was 878,000 students. Roughly

16.7 percent of the 1970-71 enrollment had Qisappeared; the annual rate of

*

) " decline was averaging around six percent. Secbacks approaching or exceeding

-

five percent occurred each year up to 1973~74 (7.5.percent by 1971-72,

5.8 percant by 1972-73, and 4.7 percent by 1973-74). Thereafter, the rate

of diminution eased to 3.2 nercent by 1974-75 and a rather negligibie 2.6

n ~
Z

percent by 1975—76.1
The current picture is better than many people had predicted. The
1974~75 and 1975-76 enroilment totals were_3,504,000 and 3,415,000</tespec—

tively, higher than the three million tha. Kraushaar reported some Catholic

13

leaders, around 1970, to be projecting for 1975. Also, while these leaders

thought Catholic schools might lose half their peak enrollment (which came
in 1965) by 1975, the-actual loss was 39 percent. The elementary Catholic
school enrollment rar around 2,525,000 in 1975-76, higher than the 2.15

million prdjected by a University of Notre Dame study published in 1971.15

\)Jj ) : : ' 1.5




" 3 Table 2. toupublic school group ensollment trends, 1965-1975 , -

Nonpublie :\‘q(v,.n coup Earollments Enrollments ¢ Change Enrollnents i Change ¥ Change
KA _ 1965-1966 . 1970-1971 65/606-70/71. 1975-1976 0/71-75-76 £6/66-75:76
1. Roman Catholic 5,513,610 4,364,000 =17 3,415,000 2217 28,7
2, Lutheran \ ‘ ' ‘ '

a. Missourl Synud , 171,66 - 163,386 - -5.0 165,504 .+ =17
b, Wisconsin Synod 27,448 29,050 s L8 B 130
¢. American Lutheran 8,795 © 9,92 #12.9 16,121 +62.4 LY
3. Seventh Day Adveatist ‘ T 50,465 ‘no data - 15,722 . +30,0
1. calvinist "Mational Umion cf Shristian Schools) 51, 2408 51,182 -0.1 48,589 -5l B P
5, Evangelical ‘ o ' ' '
a. Yational Association of Christian Schools 32,003 50,860 +58.9 23,185 -54.4 1.
b, vestern Association of Christian Schools 11,388 2,30 +183.9 63,131 495, e35H4
¢, National Christian Schoel cdycation Assoe.D ‘ . 38,175 + ‘
¢. american Association of Christian SehoolsP 94,722C +
¢. Assembly of God 3,110 7,462 +140.0 21,921 +193.8 +604.9
6. Jewish Day Schools
a. National Society for Hebrow Day Schools : . ‘
.. (orthodox) - 68,800 75,000 s.6 0 82,200 49,6 8.8
b. Salomon Schochter Day S¢ao0ls (Conservative)' B 6,042 +13.2 7,965 CoaLe +178.3
. ¢. meform Jewish ‘ . - m +
7. yational Association of Independent Schools 199,39 221,26 +11.0 - 277,406 #2.8 o+l
8. Episcopal Schools o : , '
2. Parish Day Schovls® . aagr . 4ssf 6.8 . 5,536, +21.4 SER
b NonParish'Schools? 55,0608 61,18&f L1 71,020 +16.1 ‘ +29.0
9}'£riénds (Quaker) 3chools _ 10,878 13,706 +26.0 13,80 0.1 L 4.0
0. wilitary . p : | : - 13,600 -
11. Greek Orthodox , _ 4,468 £ 5,009 Sl +
12, Mermon:te Scheols 13,256 © 7,368 ST S 8,079 9.6 4l
13, Nopublic Alternative (Frees Schools ¢ 13,142 o 23,498 +78.9 o

_———

21966-67.

 «Prounded after 1970

" pembership listing. included student enrollments in reqular and afftiiare
. 4

Cpata derived from“school enrollments reported in the
Lberships: 49,024,

]
‘ gorber schools. Number of students in schonls holding reguiar

d
13%4-75,

enrollments) :n schools offering some post-kindergarten education.

\

®1rcludes enrollments (including preschool

£
1963-10. ':l

jdentified under tne following section, “Geoup Trends.”

SOURCE: The snurce of data for each qroup 1s
,

Ll
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Y(The 19ﬂ5 76 prn]c<t1on of annthcr 1971 analysis Luxned out to be precisely

. 16 .. f
on target.) To some extent, thc gen(ral pesslmlsm may have been a SLlf'

/ e

fu1¥illing prophecy, a ”cpﬂsis of confidence rhat helped produce attvltion{

_// .During the ten- year. period in questlon (1965-66 to 1975~ 76), the rate

/éf declinc was approximately twice as great in elementary as in secondnry

Catholic schools, nb‘doubt partly because a high proportion of  the elementary

schools have always been opevrated on a.parish—by-parish basis, plagued by

vagaries of single~parish finance, in- -.and out- migration, etc., whercas tne
S o . .
vast majority of Cathollc secondary schools are operated by dloceses or

- -

rellgxou» orders, wh1ch can absorb many parish—wide hocks, and which tend

to recruit their students within much wider” geographlc amb1ts 17, Catholic
- R -

scholars have crltlclzod the parish—based systém as belng Lnefficient, un-

e N

-stable, und'lnequitable. It often 1mooses more severe fiscal burdens on poor

families than on wealthy families,'yet_virtually'eliminates the'possibility

) 18 o
of national eor diocesan’ f1scal equa117atlon . The Notre Dame study con-

2

cluded the Catholic school enrollment decllne was not baslcally attributable,
in' the Catholic clementary schools in the period up to l970 at<leasth-t
either the dropplng birth rate or, probably, to tuition- 1ncr£dses. Using

infant baptisms as an indicator, the study showed thdt the proportion of

aGajlable Catholic children enrolling'in Cathollc schools was dlmlnxshlng

\ (' .

. g 19
significantly. - In one important sense the over-all national flgu(eq were

misleading, however, for. wh11e the above—mentloned measure 1nd1cated an
erosion of loyalty to theé Catholic schools in the suburbs, at least when the
st. Louis motropolltan area was examlned Catholics in the clty were main-

. o : 20 ' '
taining, or even augmenting,. their loyalty. The,authors speculdted-that
this differcntial_dttachment to - the Catholic school was a Function of the

fact that, while public'schools in the suburbs were reputed ‘to be rather good,

e . >
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the city public-schools were such bad repute that many people were secking’
! : ,

"an alternative. Little attention was paid to a rival explanation: when

.

Catholics moved from city to suburb,‘often Catholic -schools were no longer
readily .available to them. One can hardly patronize, and thus demonstrate
loyalty to, nonexistent schools.

N . 1 .
In Erickson's 1970 .study for an Illinois legislative commission, an ex-

amination of national data showed a tendency for the rate of attritign from

N

'Caﬁholic to public schools to be increasing from year to year'at two cri&igal

-

point$:’ between grades 2 and 3 (after a child had received first communion),

and between grades 6 and 7 (at the'point where man§ children.entered the

Junior high school. ) This increasing‘attrition.could not, oE;codrSe, be’

B

'attributed to the birth rate decline. When data for the Chicago_ArchdioceSU,'

" Eay
ey
ﬁ

the city of Chicago,Heights; and north suburban Cook County were examined,

it became obvious, as in evidence from the®Notre Dame study discussed earlier, |

.

that -the proportion of available Catholic children‘(as estimated from number

- o

of baptisms or first communicants) attending Catholic schools was fallfng

2
year by year.z" lHere, again, were losses’ not produced by a.birth rate decline

hl

of declining births.23 As- Fuerst observes; the birth rate deéline has'not

yet full} worked its effects up- to,: the high school level though it may have-

3

had some impact by prompting elementary school closures, and thus ~cutting off

a maJor source: of input to Catholic secondary schools.

As for rising tu1tion costs, the Notre Dame report c1tes 1nvest1gat10ns

. n
L

It was aiso clear, however, that these losses were in addition to the cffects_ﬁs

in St. Louis, Atlanta, New York state, and the Archdiocese of New York, in .

which no statistical relationship between tuition and elementary school en-

-~ rollment fluctuatious coulZ be found, thoogh shortcomings in the analysis”

- ) r

’

L . . 25 . .
prevent it from being viewed as conclusive. ” A well informed student of .
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e

' bility ih the study by Greeley, McCréady, andecCouq;.ZB

Catholic ¢ - soiee sohoole insists that taition charges are an important
, ) , .
ME .
influence on cnrollment at that level. o The wwo contentions are not i 8-

sarily contradictory, for most Catholic elerentary schools, subsidized very
heavily by the parish, charge rather minimal tuitions, while Cathoiie secon-

dary schools tend to rely on tuitions for a large proportion ol thair

. 27 ... . ‘ : :
‘revenues. It also seems Tikely that even minimal tuition increascs will

.

prove prohibitive for some groups -- v.g., impovcrished‘bluck'familjos scek-
ing the services of inner-city Catholic schools left with empty desks by -the

flight of white Cnthoiics to the suturbs. There is support for this possié
In Erickson's 1970 study, the likely causes of the enrollment decline
R ~ , 1

in Catholic schobls were summarized by‘Théddeus O0'Brien as follows:

1) The declinihg birth‘ratc, whicﬁ'haé caused a sharp dowﬁward'
_trend in the number of sikjyear—old youngsters available
for ‘entry into\nonpublic (and nonpublic) schools. '

.//

2) Migration of families of nonpublic school students from
- central city locations where Catholic schools . . . tend to be
concentrated: to suburban areas where fewer Catholic schools
- exist, . ’ . ' '
o N . i
3) A décreasing proportion of six-year-old children entering
religiously affiliated nonpuhlic schools as a result of | —_
changing parental preferences and ri.ing costs. This is’ o ‘
particularly true.in certain suburban communities, where the
quality of the lecal public school is cxcellent and local
T taxes :are collected’ almost ekxclusively for education.
4) Administrative decisions of nonpublic school officials (a). to
close certain schools, (b) not to build new schools with the
construction of new parishes, and (c) to control class size.

5) Increased tuition costs.
Both the Notre Dame study and a Boston investigation by Donovan and
- - N / . ) . - ‘

Madaus emphasized that loyalty to the Catholic school was strongest among

’ -

.the less affluent, poorly educated, older, more traditional Catholics, “than

among the more affluent, better educated, wore forward-looking adherents to



‘:’.'

, talized upon, this money (estimated at $L.8 billion!), and the loyalty. it

th\\farth. The implication seemed o be that as Latholxu movcd up the

socio—economlc ladder,, Catholic schools would lose out increasingly. As a

major component of this line of reasoning, it was argued that asaforward—

looking, upwardly mobile Catholics were ‘teassured by their new status in

society and simultaneously affecteo by the modified doctrinal outlook sym-

bolized and catalyzed by the Second Vatican Council, they would see less need

for the "seige;oriented" Catholic schools and would turn increasingly to

' other methods for the religious education of their children.31

Ir the light of the recent work of Greeley, McCready, and McCourt it

appears that earlier analYSes pa1d insufficient attention to the fact that

the effects of the above mentloned var1ables (income, educatlon, 1deology,

aae) could eas1ly be confounded with the effects of geographiq location,

since the wcalthler, bctter ﬂducated less traditional, younger Cathollcs

were concentrating more and more in the suburbs where as a matter of delib-

erate policy, the Catholic bishops were refusing to build new schools, ‘ “'#*

Largely because they belleved there was little demand among Catholics for

these schools.32 Greeley, McCready, and McCourt have produced ev1dence SUg—

1

gesting that a maJor facton in recent Cathollc school enrollment decllnes is

N

the unavallablllty of schcols, not lack of interest among Suburbanlzed

Catholics.33 It is also poss1ble that the earlier analyses were bas1cally

correct, but that the deteriorating image of publlc educatlon in recent.years,

both in cities and suburbs, has made Catholic schools more attractive than .
o il 34 =
they were even five or six years Ago. | At any rate, Greeley McCready,
o

and McCourt 1nd1cate that much potential money fer Catholic schools is now

h\in the hands of Catholics who have no schools to support.35 Properly capi~

e

represents, could form the basis for dramatic new.growth in the Catholic

educational sector.

y
e
he
| 29N
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Just as one cannot pinpoint with certainty’ the most important factors

behind the Catholic school crisis3 no one knows why relative.stability has |
been. restored though numerous eltments may have contributed to the improve-

ment.. We have already'mentioned one -- the deteriorating image of many public

schools. Another is the effort of Catholic ‘leaders to adapt to changing con-
. (-2 .
ditions. These adaptations are worth investigating in their own right, evan
; tif we‘cannot;pe'sure“they helped mitigate the problems»of the Catholic

schools.’

ziDUring the crisis of the late sixties and early seventies, Catholic.
schools collaborated‘with public schools in many arrangements designed to

T provide_programs'and services of attractiye breadth and quality while mini-

~ -

mizing costs. “Much of what follows is. drawn from twenty—four case studies

prepared for the President's Commis51on on School Finance during 1970 and

36

kY p’* 1971.

v y
=7 [ -

_ Slnce the case studies do not represent a probabilistic sample,

R

! . ".they canrot be used to estimate thﬁ prevalence of any of the arrangements

L de11neated The examples were se1ected with another purpose in view: to

B
v

prov1de detail concerning the dynamics and apparent consequences of the best-

“known" approaches to collaboration between Catholic and public schools'through—'

-
{

out the nation.
« - Information gathered as a basis for selecting the sites to be examined

z . suggested, however,'that most of the approaches were rather widespread. In

fact, some of them had been in common use for some time..3'7 S i

LY
’

Coopcrative arrangements known as '"dual enrollment" or ''shared time”

are perhaps the best known of those exemplifled in the twenty—four case

s

studies. At the heart of this approarh is the concepﬁmﬁhat students have

\

. the rlght to attend pub11c schools, not merely on an all or—nothing basis,

) ) but seiectlvely, and they should be free to emngage in some activities in

. -

A o . | , - . VA
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" public schools while pursuing others in nonpublic schools. The most common

Kl
”
[

‘ approach is for Catholic students to journey to a nearby public school for . .
courses that are relat1vely "value- free ; yet expensive to offer because
they 1nvolve elaborate faci11t1es, costly equipment and supplies, or (bo(ause ?0_
of a dearth of interested students) very small classes. -Dual enrollment
‘quite obviously is heLpful to‘fiscally pressed Catholic schools, but accord-
ing to all the evidence available, it'rarely, if ever,rmakes a life-and-death

difference. IF entails maJor problems, as- well While it may provide stu-

b ' '
‘dents with morE‘elaboratc programs w:thout 1ncreas1ng costs, it tends to

L. e

divide their loyalties between two schools, creates schedullng and transpor-
. b v . — N
7 tation complications and, apparently, dilutes the impact of the'Catholic

B : ' “ ’ B - - .

school. - : : o ; >

‘

. Somewhat akin to shared time is “the practice of sharing facilities and

serv1cc,. We know it has'been fairly comnon (though we cannot cite,precisex'

7 -

figures on prevalence) for Catholic school students to use public school

gymnasiums, playgrounds, auditoriums, or laboratori 'and to benefit from

the ministrations of publig school nurses, guldance counselors, remedial

1
’ .,

‘reading teachers, speech therapists, and other‘specialists. This type of
cooperatlon has often been done 1nformally, without benefit of laws requiring“
- . L

or fund1ng it, but much has been stimulated and financed by various state
!

" statutes and especially in impoverished areas, under Title I of the federal
EZementafy and Secondbry Educatzon Act. Ironically, when the services are
-j‘ provided only on public ‘'school premises, they are often rendered practically
1naccess1ble (because of transportation and scheduling problems) to the
.Catholic school students who need them the most;  but when Catholic school
premises are used for serviceswthat are curricular in nature (e.gf, remedial.
eading, guidance) rather than a matter of general welfare (e.g., health

Rl

[\
L.
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services, busing), serious constitutional issués are -now raised under the

o . _ < 28
U. S. Supreme Court's "excessive entanglement" doctrine.3\
. .\- . .
The collaborative approach which, in some forms, is perhaps most subject

to constitutional attack,‘involves the exchange of servicés or factlities

ey
—

between public and Catholic schools by means of various Zeaszng contracts

There have been instances. for example, in which Catholic school students,

segregated into ‘classes of their own, have been given instruction in class-
&
rooms (w1th1n Catholic schools) that are officially designated as 'public"

'by being leased from the Catholic school by the public school, and the in—

Py

struction has been provided by Catholic school teachers who: are put on the

public school payroll, officially supervised by public school ‘administrators, -

" and  thus designated as "public school teachers" insofar as these particular

programs are concerned. - : ,

~

Constitutional issues'aside, the cooperative arrangements described

above typicully spem mutually beneficial to the Catholic and public_systems,

for Catholic school students receive services, supported by their parcnts

taxes, that might otherwise be denied, the public schools are more enthusi-

<

astically supported by Catholic voters, and sometimes public school students

obtain spec1al serv1ces that only the Catholic schools provide. QuJ e ob-
Lot

-

viously, the public and private sectors in education both possess uniquc

capabilities to contribute to the education of the young, and each has amp]e

.potential to assist or harrass ‘the other. - Collaborative approaches not yet

attempted anywhere are possible, though current constitutional rulings would

’ dictate that they be limited to nonsectarian schools.

-

As one might anticipate in a time of crisis, Catholic schools have devel-
oped new ways of cooperating, not merely with public schools, but with each

other, especially to achieve economies of scale in ‘purchasing, curriculum

3
~t
3

3 24 , : fﬁ,. . .
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«development, and the use of expensive facilities, equipment, and personnel.

B3

Twenty-three percent of the Catholic schools reSponding in a recent study

by Olsen reported invelvement in some, type of inter—school eollaboration.AO .

Olsen documented fifty-one mergers, nine consortia, sixtyyseven instances of

- shared programs, and twelve othe? types of sharing. No systematic national
figures seem available.‘ The topic is well worth further study.

It was predictable that Catholic leaders, representing the largest no1-

public school group by far, would play a -prominent role in.the thwarted ) -

©

'effort, especially over the past eight yearsvor so,  to secure 51zable dire-t’
or indirect assistance from_the public‘pursez

As another common response to the crisis, sometimes planned and some=
times probably inadvertent, many Catholic schools especially in the inner

city, have experienced a rather dramatic change in the character of their
student bOdleS from predominantly Catholic to predominant non- Catholic in

“

'many cases, and- often from predominantly white to predominantly black. Thaese

student-body changes are to some extent discernible in the national data for
o - *

Catholic sc'm,)ols.(’1 By 1970—71 11. 8 percent of Catholic school students

3

were black, Spanish-surnamed, Oriental American, or American Indian, whereas
" the figure was estimated at 13 6 (14 3 in the elementary schools) by 1972-73,

a remarkable development in schools that must pay their own way, since mos t 57\

Iy
Y

of these populaticns are impoyerished and since the 1970 census showed that
. , .

only 12.5'oercent of the national popolation was composed of people with

these backgrounds. The figures also’ make clear, waever, that these minority

groups are predominantly in Catholic schools in the inner city. ¢

4 kY : -

These Lhanges, in tﬁrn, .have made ‘experimentatioy with new methods and .
. [ . », . . ° . .
materials almost inevitable. The aUthors pf this report are personally
4 N f N ~
acquaintea w1th once- traditional inner- city Catholic schools that have become
‘. . ’- T~ . . ,. J

o

>

_— ' . g

i

-
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.
o
.
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I, L vl . \”,
exceptionally exciting centers of creative effort in recent years, though
: - - . - : ‘ ¢

.

- N ' : ‘ .
there is apparently no systematic national evidence on this important )
¥

phenomenon.. Extensive involvement of Catholic schools in urban problems, -

v ~— “ a
v

.* often because of considerable diocesan subsidies and contributed serv1ces

'from re1igious orders, is further documented by data showing the existence

-
"of 1,401 inncr—city Catholic schooll, serving 483,000 students, “in 1973 7& 42

{

<]

In Chicago, at least, it was shown in 1971 that these students were not ;7

e

"creamed off" in terms of their superior abilities as reflected in IQ test;,

(

in fact, when Catholic and public schools in the same ncighborhoods were

compared the city—wide average IQ scores for Catholic schools were slightly
lower than those for public schools;es There was also evidence that the

Catholic schools in the city were making their best resources availablg dis-

@ L]

proportionately to the poor(and the black ‘while-the public schools were’ /%

Iy

dping so for. the Weli—ro—do and the white. 44 \Somewhat similarly, a stats;f\

wide study in Michigan found more evidence of equality of opportunity across

a
Y

student SES levéls in nonpublic (primarily Catholic) schools than in public

3 . v
.

schools. : -
w . . \

4

. . ) ; :
o, It is well known that Catholic school leaders have devoted considerable

efforts in recent years to phasing‘out marginal inefficient schools in ways '

i
R

' thqﬁ would deny a Catholic education to as few students as possible, have .

. 1nst1tuted more°efficient management systems (e. g., striking improvements in

fiscal accounting in many schobls), ‘have marshalled the interest and assis-
3 i , .
tance of capable Cathplic laymen as never, before, and have worked hard, to

. convince potential patrons that . while some of the old characteristics of

':; 4 “Catholic education have faded, these institutions still have unique advan— .

4 .
tages to offer. Rather than lamenting the woes of a system in cris1s, these

. 1eaders fow accentuate the special strengths of their schools. @
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As one mandfestation of the relative optimism now prevailing, the,

t

National Cathokic Education Association has predicted a rather minor enroll-

ment decline during the period from 1975- 76 to 1980 ~-81, of 7 percent

1

(slighLly,more chan .1l percent per year) at the secondary levei and 14 per,-

»r

“Cent (less than 3 percent per year) at the elementary level NCE2 thus

.projects that‘Catholic secondary schools will continue to be responsible

for about 829,000 students, and the Catholic elementary schools, for about
° . ,

2 168,000. . These are hardly the dimensions of a,moribund enterprise. And

the poss1billty highlighted by Greeley, McCready, and McCourt remains.

\[T?he Catholic school enterprise may ‘find a way of"- tapping the considerable

_reservoir»ef money and interest that seems available.

- “"

. .
< . .
- - f - ..‘ [ e “a . Y

' LUTHERAN SCHOOLS ] o ' A ‘

. The Schools of the Lutheran Church——Missouri Synod

-

-THe past ten’ years have also witnessed ‘enrollment declines, though re-

-

latively-minor, in the Lutheran schools, as a total group second in magnltudi&\

. only to the Cathnlic schools within the nonpublic sector. The three putheran

-other than English) to distinguish the .two largest remalning groups of

“school groups considerediin the present study (Missouri Synod,-Wisconsin.

Synod, and American Lutheran) enroll a'total of about 212,908 students (see

. » - .\*
Table 1), nearly five percent of the national nonpublic total At one time,

P P

vnumerous church—affiliated a*hools were maintained bv many branches of

Lutheran*sm in the Un1ted States. Historically the Lutheran groups that

closed most oT all of their. schools did so When consetyative religious doc-

trines were be1ng abandoned ethnic dist1nctives were weaketning notably, cr

v

I both.46 There is 1ittle of significant ethnic nature (e, g., use of languages

A

v

.. Lutheran schools——those operated by the Missouri and WiscOnsin synods, res-

e ’ > ) . . i

? N -
v



pectively——but both aroups do reflect the most conservative doctrinal‘posi—
) . tions in American Lutheraniqm today, and of thv se two, the one experiencing
" some enrollment declines (the Missouri Synod group) has been rent by Strident
battles-over growing liberalism. (It is perhaps significant in this regard
that one of the other large groups of church—affiliated schools .in the United
States--Scventh Day onentist-—also reflects a very conservative doctrinal .
_%tance.) There ic reason to suspect that, even today, a.major factor in-
fluencing church-school loyalties is the relrgious consernatism of thelcon«
etituency - ‘ . .

The schools of the Lutheran Church--Missouri Synod whose headquarters |

are in St. Louis, Missouri, have in the past been predominantly Midweétern,
rural,'and small.47 The general enroleent-pattern in the Missouri SYnod
elementary schools (which now number 1,227) has been a fairly notable decldne™
- between 1966-67 ano 1971-72, followed by a one-year growth spurt (beginning
with that year preschool_enroltments were added to the total) followed by
several years ?E'"steady state", though the number of ‘schocls has continued
. to decllne lately because of mergers effectuated in the intere ts of‘fiscal
effilciency.48 (Dorlng the same pericd, enroll ents in the high schools have
increased, and ten neQ high schools have been foundea.) Lutheran leaders
emphasiae that the bomparati&e stability of the sehools is the more notable
in the,l;ght of.drastically declining Snnoay—school memberships. (One is
reminded in this regard of the eontent1on-by Greeley, McCready, and McCourt
that Catholicé are-exhibiting a stronger attachment to their church-relate:l
schools than to the church itself, and of the contention hy other writers

that the public school, too,'has taken on itself certain characteristics

e

49

once exhibited by churches). To what extent, if any, are current public
' ‘ .and nonpublic schools the nation's churches in disguised form?
O ) 4

o




Missuurl Synod, qukmecn estrmute that 39 pcrcrnt of children from
Synod—affi]iated families attend the Qynod s schools. Around 10 percent of
the total elementary. cchool enrollment reportedly is drawn from such minurlty,
groups .as blacks, Chicanos, and American Indians. There'has been a shift of
emphasis, we are told, from 'Missouri Synod schools for Lutherans" to the o
concept of Lutheran schools to share Christianity, though Synod leaders in~
sist that "outreach" has always been a goal of the group. Perhaps the saiit
fepresents a response to the reduced poel of prospective'students from the
0old sources. Nearly one-fourth of the children in the‘ﬂynod elementary
‘schools come from fawmilies which are members of non-Lutheran church congreja-
tions. Another seven percent repor™ no church affiliation. |

In recent decades the Missouri Synod schools have urbanized considerably,

‘and of late have experienced rather rapid growth in the.South (particularly

Florida) and Calffornia——areas in which, as later data will show, numerous

2

. other groups of nonputlic schools have been growing rapidly as well. Synal
leaders attribute much. expansion in these areas,to disenchantment with public
schools. Schools that use racialﬂcriteria in admissions are not'permitteo
to- affiliate with the’ Synod though there is no way, leaders acknowledgc, of
ensuring that parents do not patronize Lutheran schools primarily to avoid
racial integration and related developments in public schools. Since many

~-allegeury racist schools in the South are labelled "Christian schools"

N Miss0ur1 Synod schools in that region are advised not to use that name to
‘describe themselves.

The Missouri Synod's educational»leaders seem generally optimistic at
present, nartly because dissatisfaction with public education is-so extensive,
partly because the Lutheran pre-school movement (which Fecds into Lutheran

’f _ elementary schuols) 1is now so strong (over one-fourth of the Lutheran elemen—

M MO
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tary.schoo‘s now offer pre-scheol progrnms), and partly because of the
apparent success of new efforts to publiclze the advantages of Lutheran\
schooling. The coaoperative arrangements with public schools described
earlier, neQer as widespread among Lutheran as among Catholic schools, have
been virtually abandoned, partly becausebof‘the dual—allegiance problems
_they created among students. Extensive efforts are belng made to publicize
Lutheran educatiou, by means of convantiOnal advertising‘outletsﬁ'through
faculty‘visits to homes, axd via television programs on such. themes as the
American Revolution, which are made available, free to television outlets
(viewersyare encouraged to write in for a gift, and in response are contacted
aboot Lutheran education).
Synod teachers (numbering 7,294) are now'assisted by 3,765 aides, over
80 percent of whom work Without remuneration.50 Tuition charges, once very
’ uncommon, are now used to raise something like 25 percent of elementary
school incomes, though members of supporting congregations pay less than
other patrpns. ln the high schools, between 50 and 70 percent of costs are
" /W tuitionégenerated.i.Increasingly,,systematic efforts are being made to secure f'
\"third source“ money (from foundations,.legacies, industry, etc.) .
y . As one dark’ cloud on the horizon, some ‘observers within the Missouri

1
..|Synod - think current doctrinal conflicts may soon be reflected in the with-.

: holding»of donations to local parishes,,which in turn will be hard pressad

1
lto maintain their support of parish schools. Some Synod leaders anticipate'

l
ithe harm w1l] not be as drastic as- predicted noting the deep- seated attach-

iment ~f Missouri-Syncd Lutherans to their schools.

| » ' .
The Schools of the Wisconsi: Evangelical Lutheran Synod o
. ‘L
American Lutheranism (the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod), have enjoy=d

! )

. The schools affiliated with the most doctrinally conservative segment of

Qo 1- f: - _ ’ 3(1
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modest but. virtually uninterrupted growth for the past quarter—century.
During the fifteecn years from-1960 to 1975, forlinstance, elementary school

, 1 _
enrollments within the Synnd climbed from 24,082 to 2_7,506.5 - Like most

Missouri Synod Lutheran schools in the past, the Wisconsin Synod schoo]s/
tend to be small, very traditional in approach (strict discipline, a no-
nonsense-approach to the essentials"), and located in rural or semi-rural

2 S
-»areas.S" Within the last five years fifty congregations have opened new

i

schools; and ten were planned for the fall of l976 Much recent growth, as
in other groups‘of nonpublic schools, was in the West and Florida. Virtually
all recent school closings were a response to shrinking populntions‘in rural
areas. Synod leaders insist that there islno sign, in contrast to other |
religious groups,‘of doubt among church members as a whole concerning the
yalue.of these schools. In congregations with day schools, approximately
.66 percent of the children from member familie; attend. Financialvsupport
is prOVided directly from the affiliated churches, rather than through *
tuition. Like several other particularly conservative branches of Protes-
tantism, the synod itself has been experiencing a rather rapid growth in
‘membership, thus increas1ng the pool of prospective students for its schooLs
bisconSin Synod leaders Justif" their schools partly in terms of allened
public4school_shortcomings (e.g., ”unscriptural teachings . permissiyeness,
emphasis on materialism), but more;fundamentally as a way of providing un
education‘thoroughly permeated with'theistic premises. Each da? beginszwith-
religious instruction. Attempts are made to relate all subjects:to’the Bihle;
_ Moral abso .utes are strongly emphasized ‘When<a child is disciplined; an

effort is made to spell’ out specifically the commandmeht rhat has been

violated.

-

-

Virtually the only Wisconsin Synod schools whose student bodies have -

-t . . N
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changed in character are the fow located in inner-city parisheq.' As white

Lutherans moVed away from these pdrishts, blacks (oftcn non-Lutherans) filled
the empty desks. Not ‘all comers were accepted, however:‘\Non ~Lutheran
patrons were expected to support the school's philosophy and practices, and -
generally were required to attend informational,sessions in which the pastor
explained the position of the church and its‘achool |

Among the possible factors explaining the steady growth of this group

of schools is the expansion'of the synod itself, the policy of avoiding :

tuition charges (at' least to members of supporting churches), a firmly con-

- r

v .
servative doctrinal stance which, in .effect, imposes an essentlal " afe—

guarding' role on the schools, and the extensive contributed services of

underpaid teachers and administrators. Just,as,one is "called" to be a

L

" LutReran minister, one is called to 'the tea: hing ministry" in a Wisconsln

Synod school, .and is expected to exhibxt an appropriate degree of ded1cati)n.

: Salaries are low, though Supplemented by allowances for hospﬂrllization,

hous1ng, and telephone, and compensated for- by the spec1al status that

"ministers" enjoy. Some teachers, for example, may earn less “than qg 000 per

annum after twenty years of service.

The Schools of the American Lutheran Church

According to figures provided by the Director of Elementary Schools of

the AmericannLutheran Church, this -group of schools has grown at about five

percent per year since l973 23 Prior to 1973 erratic gains and losses were

v

reported.54 (Thes= dramatic fluctuations are partly a function of the fact

that total enrollment, ranging cUrrently around 16,000, can be significantly

affected by the opening or clocing of just a few schools and partly a func-~
R}

- tion -of rather casual data—gathering procedures ) This=collection of schools,

is Only a pale shadov of a system'that diéappeared shortly after the'schools,

~




in reaction to ViPlént anti-German sent(ment (especially durlng and after
World War 1), abandoned German as the languagc of instruction, thus losing
one of their most‘visible_distinguishing.features.55 While the Americanv
Lutheran Church as a‘national entity:still seems disinterested'in?church-
related scriools, reportedly a growing number of parishes are recogniZLng
that they’ can open new avenues of ministry and revitalize existing church
programs by opening a school,» At the present time, it is reported that
"many" church-operated pre-schdols have been established (These will bear
'watching, since many church groups with considerable collections of day
schools bep an by establishing kindergartens and/or. pre—schools and adding ¥

one new grade.each year. For example, the Episcopal school movement has

. including a large pre—school and kindergarten component for many years.
The areas in which schools of the American Lutheran Church have been

“expanding are primarily Florida California, New York C1ty, and Balrimore.

.The primary reason for expansion, according to school leaders is growin}

d1ssarisfaction with the academic and moral characteristics of the publi\mwil

school in these areas. Considering the nation as a whole, 1eaders in‘this

¢

group predict a steady, modest net growth:

SEVENTH DAY ADVENTIST SCHOOLS

Paralleling' the national growth of tre c¢hurch, Seventh Day Adventist
_education has grown robostly. In terms of total enrol]a~nt, elementary and
secondary'combined, the Adyentists form the third largest group, behind th2
:lLutherans and Roman Catholics (see-Table 3). Considering secondary schools
alone, the Adventists are second in enrollment (23 l’2) to the Catholits._x

In 1964~65, there were 956 Adventist schools, ‘both boarding and day,

elementary.and secondary, in the United States. 1In l965—66 the number
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.. dropped ,by five; in 1969-70, there were only 991 schonls. . The recovery:
through the 1970's brought the schools back to 957, one more than in 1964~

65 (1ablo 3) - .

lht most 1nteresting patterns relate to enrollment in the chcnth Day

'Adventist schools, thOugh we suspect that the rather siznble flu«tuationst"

4 (8

from year to year are partially attributable to impreciSL reportiny pro-
cedures. According to Table 3, there was no notable increase -in tho number

of schools between 1964-65 and 1974 75 but .total enrollment: increased by

25,375 studcnts or 59.4 percent of the 1964-65 figure. Thc increase“hgs
been predomxnantly at the secondary level ’in the church s "academies'). The

ten-year increase at this 1evel was 672 9 percent!

S General Conference leaders (in Washlngton, D C.) report that the growth

in school enrollment is basically attrlbutable to growth in the church it-

- e
~ [} /.;-.-.

self, which has’ been so rapid that ﬁhe schoors cannotkheep up with the demind.
. . The demand in tnrn, is related.to the strong emphasis of the church on

parental responslnilxties in educatlon. TFurther work should be done to

determine why ‘the Adventists are apparently'shifting their embhasis from the

elemertary to, the secondary grades.

Table 3. '.Enrollment -and mumber of U:S.'Seventh Day
_‘Advéntist schools (1964-65 to 1974-75) :

-

DATE 1964-65 1965-65 1969-70 1970-71 197374  1974-75

Number of

.. Schools 956 951 850 - 868 ' 921 957
Enrollment - . : D T L . “ ‘ -

K-8 47,354 47,532 - .- == 52,590

9-12 2,993 2,933 == 20,520 ~= 23,132

) . TQTAL 50,347 ° 50,465 - © == 20,520 -~ 75,722

SOURCE: World Report: ‘Department of Education (General Conference
- .“_ of bevengh Day Adventists, North American Division).
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‘that education is primarily a parental, rather than a church, responsibility).
. . W .

~

'"~many y0ung church parents have’ moved from urban areas where Reformed parents_-
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-CALVINLS["S(.HOOIH . - S

The Calvinist schools affiliated with the Natlonal Union of Christian

S

Schools (NUCS) have suffered enrollment declines and fiscal difficulties
during the past decade'.56 Most of. these schnnls are.associatcd_with
Christian Reformed churches, though they are operated hy independent "parent

societies" rather than by the churches themselves (because of the doctrine

Approximately 70 percent of tne constituents of NUCS schools‘are members of

-

Christian Reformed congregations. " In populaf/parlance, the schools in this

group are gtnerally known simply as "Christian schools", though a great many

schools assoclated with other Christian churches refuse to affiliate because

of NUCS's stfingently'Calvinistic statement of faith. ' NUCS schools, rpason—'

ably enough, are found mainly where the Christian Reformed Church is strong,
'as in Michlgan, metropolitan Chicago, and California. Despite the legal

auronomy of ‘the indiv1dual schools,.the rather extens1ve services of NUCS

and~the common. religious traditions of the schools tend to produce a notlcc—

e . i

able homegeneity of practice ‘throughout this group. The annual cost of
RS N

'

elementary education in association schools reportedly averages $8OO 00 per
child, and the average annual cost of high‘school education, roughly $900.00
per c¥ild. . ‘ ‘ P -

The NUCS-schools experienced enrollment declines in 1967-68 after a
long period of steady growth. Enrollments dropped again in 1969 l97l, and '
each year since 1973.57 ‘The most likely explanation, according to school

spokesmen, is‘a general decline in birth rates among Christian Reformed

i families ‘and an eaS1ng of normative expectations that Christian Reformed

parents will put the1r ChlldTEL in church schools. Over the last decade,

-’

o ’ "
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predoninated to suburbs where they did-not, As a wresult, suburban Reformed
parents do not confront the concerted pressures to use association schools

that pareats in the clties encounter. . N

_ Responding to enrollment declines, association schools have attempted,

NN

. rather successfully, to draw from a widér constituency. Within\associatioﬂ
schools there appears now to be greater stress put upon 'acknowledging‘the
Lordship of Christ" in all areas of 1ife--a concept acceptdble to a wide
range of Christian groups. According tv NUCS officials, schools draw parents -
for two major reasons: (a) a desire for schools that promote the.values't"'
emphasized at hone; and (2) an enphatic dissatisfaction With.the academic
and moral aspects of“public education. . NUCS. leaders report that association
members seem to be abandondng their traditional reluctance to voice criticlsn
of public schools.

In the face of the spiraling costs of recent years some NuCS schools

' havelmerged and some have formed confederations, in search of economies of
scale. ‘ThezGrand'Rapids Christian Schools Association, for instance, was
formed to provide a number of benefits without sacrificing the advantages of
small school size and school- level decision making. The association conducts
public relatlons ‘and fund raising activities 'in behalf of all its schools ,
and provides special services (e.g;, instruction in art, music, and physical
education, busirg) that few of the schools could afford individually.
Despite these measurés, we are informed that NUCS schools continue to
experience financial difficultiés..tBecause of rising costs and declining
Christian Reformed birth rates, some church leaders express'doubts about.the
long-term future of the NUCS schools.‘ But as'a”spokesman-observed, similar.

pess1mism has been voiced for sixty years, yet over the long haul the schools

L"{not only survived but expanded.58 He predicts a slow but steady growth in
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NUCS membership-over the coming flve years, partly as a consequence «of the
formation of new schools now planned, and partly because more existing
schools should find attract!ve .the services that NYCS provides.
EVANGELICAL SCHOOLS

In contrast to the Calvinist schaols of the National Union”of Christian.
Schools (Nucs) , discussed above, another group of conservative or fundamen-~
talist Protestant schools are associated mainly with churches that trace

their orig1ns bacK to’ Johu Calvin s mortal enemy, Arminius, who taught that

salvation was something to be obtained through good works and faith rather
-~
)

than as a matter of di\inc elections 1t would be rdnsonably accurate, then,
to label these schools Armznzan; but since both the schools and the churches
with which~they are associated much more oftenbidentify themselves as
. evangelical" the latter apoellation will be adopted for present purposes,
.
to distinguish them from the stringently Calvinist, NUCS~ affiliated group.
Unllke the Calvinlst schools, the evangelicals exhibit fairly pronounced
free~lance tendencies, often refusing to affiliate themselves with any regional
or national group.. Often, furthermore, the evangelical schools are estab-
lished {n connection with individual churches (Baptist, NaZare;e, Free >
MLthOdlSt' etc.) whose denominations are not in favor of church-related
schools as a matter of national policy, and apparently ‘do rhcir.best to ignore
the ones that ex1st.\ Consequently, Comprehensive figures on this group of
.schools can be obtained neither from school associations nor from denomina-
tional headquarters. However, by examining trends reported by a number of _'
relevant organizations, one can obtain a_fair idea of major trends. 5
ThelNational Association of Christian Schools (NACS, often.confusedjwith
NUCS, discussed~above) was formed in-1947 as:a subsidiary of the,National

R

i’

N g
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Association of Evanpelicals, avowedly fn an offort to provide NUCS-type

services to schools thntvcould not gubscribe to the NUCS Calvinlstic state-

5¢

mcnt of fnlth.)) Betwoen 196%5=66 and 1072—73, NACS reports an increase of

17.5 percent in the numbc% of member schools (the number prew from 228 to

"

968), while total enrollment ‘increpsed by a remarkable 66.1 purcent (from

32,003 to 53, 144).60 But there are indications that the popularity of NACS

3

was increcasing among evangelical schools during' these years, so the increase

represents not only real expansion but also an increasing tendency to affil-

iate. NACS figures after 1972-73 show a precipitous loss of both schools

v

and enrollment, but this is patticularly misleading, since schools were
) defectio; from NA&S en masse because of dtssatisfactioooconcerning an abor-
tive effort to disassociate the organization ftom the National Association
of Evangelicais (NAE) in reaction to NAE's negative stance towatd church~
rclated‘schools. NACS leaders insist that the evangelical school movement
was continuing to burgeon during this oetiod.

During the next few years,.sevstslvnew_agéncies appeared to service the
evgngelical schools, ano some that were already on the scene began to ?1our:

Ly

ish, nollonger facing serious competition from NACS. Total enroiiment in-

schools affiliated with the Western Associaﬁion of Christian Schoolsvleépéd
o ' 61

every year, ‘growing from 11,388 in 1965-66 to 63,131 in 1975-76.°  The
P » N . i /N
" National Christian School Education. Association, founded in 1973, served
. : | . 62 s

175 schools enrolling 38,175 children in 1975-76. One evangelical denom-
glnatlon that does act1ve1y encourage its churches to maintain schools, the

; sssemblies of God, reports a total enrollment of 1,110 in 1965 -and of 21 921
'in(1976.63 Toc.American Association of Christian Schools reporte; a member-

ship of eighty schools in 1972 and 445 schools in 1976g64 Accelerated -

Christian Education, which producésvsemi-priiiammed curriculum materials for
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this muvohunt: was scrvlng‘only five schools ‘In the fﬂ]k of 1971, but now
( : . :
. 6 '
reports that 1,400 schools use {ts materials. > One leader who has been {

. . »
active in fostering evnnpclicul schools for many\yeurs estimates that scheols

of this type are now being established ln the United States at the rate of.

[
v .

one,per day. X ' , -
) A ’ v .
When asked why this expansion is occurring, spokesmen for the cvangellical

o
@

schocls cite two reasons predominantly:. the desire of many parents for a
"Biblu—cehtcrcd".education, and the spreading conviction among parents that
public’ schools arc deteriorating both academically and morally. . These leaders
assert that public education, traditionally embodying vigal Procestant Qicw—

points, is now destructive of the values it once fostered. Another factor

9

in the ‘recent expansion of evangelical day schools may be the availability

of the Accelerated Christian Education (ACE) materials.. Though not of a

i

caliber to compete with the sophisticated output of a federally funded R and

D center or regional educational laboratory, the ACE system secms well
A]

deSigned to help makc a struggling new school, operating on a shot—string

» and handicapped-by-lack of know-how, a&s teacherfproof as possible. Followed
: - _ - - .
consistently, the system itself will.do much to ensure that students master

-
v

the basic essentials. .

.Tuition' charges in the eVangelical "schools aoparently range roughly

“w

between S%OO and SSOD per pupil per year, typically with reductions for

families with more than one chiid enrolled Systematic fund raising is being .
5 ’

emphas1zeﬁ more and more—-deferred giv1ng plans, ¢ampaigns to have the schools -

included in wills,. etc. Elderly persons are often encoumaged to donhte their

W

'_serv1ces as -tutors, office workers, and maintenance personnel In many cases,

S8

these schools began as’ ptg;schools and nurseries initiated by churches to

. o . /, B

raise money and ‘make contacts with potential churchvmembers.q Frequently;
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v one grade was adddd each year untll a camplete elementary school had bheen
. : ) . o
developed. ) .
v ’ s 4'. . «
PRATEST SCHOOLS - | .

A b ) ¥
Categorles For 'segregation academies" or 'protest gschools' +do not

appear in our two nationnl overview" tables (Tables 1 and 2, prtaentod

°
‘

earlier), =incc the schools we are about to discuss are affiliated wlth so
4 many, groups already represented in the tables that the addition of enrollment
?figures for this partitular "segregationist" or "protest" group would, ’ .
judging by the available information, do more to distort than to clarify - ’

the over-all picture for, nonpublic schools.

PR

Jor reasons that should become evident later, we-think the term "segre-
.gationist academies' conjures up a grossly oversimplified picture. We have
chosen the ‘abel Bprotest schools'", to us a\moreiAccurate and less harshly,

misleadingly pejorative term. Our objective, after all, is description and - .
understanding, notﬁmo}al‘ﬁudgment. ' )

In a study done in Louisiana for. the President's -Commission on School
Finance during 1971, one, of us discovered that local public school superin-
tendents were‘exaeedingly cooperative in helping ''track down'" the protest
_; schools inltheir districts.66 Even so, the data-gathering task was ardu0us,.

;p .'expensive, and time-consuming.: An approach of this type, even on a regional
.basls, was far beyond the limitatlons of the present study We promised

@ N (..,4 AR Vet

however, ‘to obtain whatever information we could, and in dhat respgct were
. ’\ . e
d most fortunate to become acqua1nted ‘with the Lamar Society, ‘a group of’ pro-

gressive southerners which was completing a two-year study, financed by the

Ford Foundation, of the segregationist academies “or protest schools" in

.f‘.i;

' ' the South. While our own work was proceeding, the Lamar Societyjcourteously‘
e e . L hr;.x’ e

RS
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provided us with-information, and at the-time of this writing, the published
. B N o HEN L

\

) ' ] o . 0 X . ; )
report of that landmark investigation is at hand, (The Schools That Fear Built,
. . 7

-

qufhored by David Nev19 and Robért E. Bills).6 - The Nevin—Biils report

obviously contaigf~the most reliable, comprehensive information we have been

. able to find on tﬂe tbpic. We rely on it 51mbst egclusiyely for the informa-

-
-

tion discussed in this section.

One shortcoming of ‘the Nevin—Billé réport is that, while the protest -~

-

_ school phenomenoh is national, the eévidence is drawn exclusi§ely from the

‘South. ﬂowever,‘dne suspects the central findingS»could be‘fteicatqd else-

¢ — ¢
'
.

where. Nevin and Bills picture the protest movement as "brewing' ever since
the e?rly 1960's, in the aftermath of the Brown decision, but as sutéing

. .o & .
forward rapidly in 1970 and 1971, whenvit beca gvidént that racial desegre-

-

- gation in the pubiic schools of the South waéagnevitable. But‘tﬂough each
. . & N . "\\ . B

major growth spurt in thé protest schools coincided with 1oca1'publicvschool
.desegregation developments, Nevin and Bills point out repeatedly that some-

thing more basic and pervasive than "pure racism" is involved. They argue,

essentially, ‘that the protest schools are far more than a reaction against

. . . .
the mixing of the races. Desegregation was a ''last straw", among many other
straws. The patrons of these scheols represent a fundamental, far-reaching

. disagreement vis-a-vis those who seek to move society into the future along

s

essentially "liberal" lines. The protest schboi'ﬁgkronq

- " 1ink into one disconcerting, unsavory whole the things they find
. disturbing—the end of the old-fashioned patriotism, the new view
of America's role in the world, the changing attitude toward

. . authority and leaders, shrinking  church attendance, rising divorce

a0 rates, acceptance of pre-marital sex, dirty movies, public nudity,
foul language, the loosening of constraint® and custom, abortion,
.crime, drugs, erosion of the work ethic, textbooks that,quéstior
old values and old heroes and the countless other manifestations of
a new view of themselves that many Americans now are entertaining....
The list becomes as a litany of dismay; they beliave they see a
disintegrating society.68°

.'\ v

1
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Nevin and Bills depict these ~lienated people as finding- in their

o

" schools a haven from a deteriorating world; a place where their children

are taught the essential understandings and.skills :.n a,diseiplined, no-
nonsense atmosphere; a shelter from drugs, sexual promiscuity; violence,

and arrti- Christian teachings.~ They view public schools, in contrast, as

."horrid and dangerous places s unresponsive to the values and aspirations of

parents.69 Though often jerry-built and operating on the edge of 1nsolvency,
the protest schools arouse in these parents profound loyalty and enthusiasm.
These are their schools, like the public Schools they remember from their.
youth, reinforcing the noral posture.oflthe home. When administering ques-
tionnaires in a sample of lhese‘sehools? Bills fiands that the parents and
'students are happier aboud{their schools than are the puhlic school popula-
tions he has sampled on other_occasions. The Protest sehools are tranquil
and surprisinglp free from\anxiety. Few discipline problems arise, and des-

pite a "tight ship" approach, the students like their teachers more than

public sch\ol students'have indicated that they do in Bilis' other studies.:

‘Though working for salar1es vastly lower than public school salar1es, the

teachers appear unusually content and -dedicated, more open to experience than

publlc ‘school teachers studied by Bills. In examining their affectiVe charac-

N

teristics, Bills voices the serious possibility that the students would be

worse off, rather than better, if they were members of a minority in hetero-
geneous public Schools. The authors go soO far as to assert on several

occasions that the public schools may have something to learn from the »ro-

test schiools. ’

A8

The marked homcgeneity of the protest school constituency, drawn though

this constituency may be from a wide geographic area, is mentioned again

and again by the authors; One wonders, indeed, why Nevin and Bills do not
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make more of the possibility, highlighted by implication at many points in
their work, that the homogeneity of patrons, students, and personnel is a
major advantage in some respects,” producing a mutualily supportive relation-

/
-ship between home-and school, a greater readiness to learn on tha part of

students, and a more optimistic, industrious stance by teachers The major
secret to the financial stability of the protest schools, the authors state,
is that they charge tuitions averaging around half of the per—pupil expendL—
ture level in nearby public °chools, and, by'cutting costs in many ways,
manage to operate largely on‘the basis of these tu1tions. They-are assistad
.1n this regard by the ;urrent surplus of teachers, the frustration of many
teachers with conditions :sund in public schools, several "do—it—yourself”
qurricular systems now.on the market, much volunteer labor, some church sup—
port, and a widespread aversion among many patrons to the "{nnovations"
"fads", and "frills" on which much public school money 1is spent. The result-
ant bare-bones education, characterized by much rote learning of the
"essentials" (d1sparaged by Nevin ani Bills), is nevertheless what the parants
and students .seem to want, and produces the re]afively high ach1evement test
scores that they value as evidence of a successful schooling.

- While Nevin and Bills depict the protest academies as remarkably.similar
institutions in most respects, apparently their sponsorship\tends to differ
rrom city to countryside Many of the earlier, rural protest schoo]s were
nominally nonsectar1 i, run by vommunity groups which, because of the cohe,ion
of rural communities,,were readily created for that.purpose. In the cities,

. where cohesive orgunizations were more difficult to build, the tendency was
to develop protest~schools under the protective arm of existing fundamentaiist

churches. The churches were generally stable ingtitutions, often led by

charismatic, persuasive pastorsa Often existing, Sunday school facilities

o | o4
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could be converted rather readily to day school use. Churches provided
financial arrangemenés,‘iocluding tax-exempt status and good standing with

banks, that made feasible the raising of capital funds. The familiar church

.was something distressed parents could trust. Nevin and Bills describe

several ‘elaborate, well supported schools that have been erected on this
ecclesiastical basis. Most are far more modest, and some. are ramshéckle,l
but the movemeot,seems "likely to be a permanent pért of the educational
", 70
picture in the South
If we accept Nevin and Bills' estimate of-7§6,000 students in schools
of the type described in their book; if most of these schools are affiliated
with one or another of the groups included in Table 1 (our nafiooal-overvLeW";w

table), and if our estimate of approx1mately 4,501,836 as the total enrollment

in the nation's nonpubllﬂ schools 1in 1975 76 is not far off, then thelprotest

’ schools in the South obviously account for approximately 16.7 percent of
that total nonpublic school ‘enrollment. If enrollment in‘protest schools

outside the South were included, it seems plausible thét the figure would

_risé to 20 percent or more. This is a substantial segment of the nation's
nonpublic school enterprise, and accordlng to Nevin.and Bills, it is sL111
growing.

Nevin and Bills contend that.;he protest schools have at least three

 negative consequences for society as a whole. First, these schools con-

tributa to‘éducational rescgregation in some areas. In some Southern, rural,
"Bléck Beit" coonties, a scgregatad ali-white private school enrolis ehu.
white scnool ciiiidren of he county, while the publio school systemlremainé
largelyﬂblock. .This si;uation can be explosivew. The public school is sup-
ported by property taxes. Whites within the counties often hold the bulk of

the property. Blacks, however, make up the majority of the population and
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thercfort, pnt(ntxallv, of the Llectorate Blacks, then, can voteﬁmillago

rate increases which must be 1argcly borne by white property owners who have

[

their children in private schodls. In some metropolitan areas, major‘portions
. 3
of the white school~- age population have defected to the protcst schools.
¢ ‘In Memphis, Tenn=ssee, it is estimated that 25,000 students have left the

public schoo]s within the last three years,:cAusing the public, school racial
balance to tip from fifty—fiftyvto_70 percent black. Memphis has seen also

. . “the emergence of whole systems of nonpublic schools,.clusters of feeder
_elementaries and high schools sharing resources in a way formerly only asso-. .

v

ciated with the larger religious systems (Catholic, Lutherans) In Jackson,
Miss1581ppi, reportedly halft of all white students attend private schools.
Second, it is & leged that these schools affectvdetrimentally the ecouomic
ccndition of the South. 1In small communities 'particularly, the protest
schoolq remove tuition dollars nhith might otherwise be speng in the local
business community. Business, it is contended, will be affected "and 4n turn
tax revenues will be diminished. It is alleged further that-industry will
‘showflittle interest_in opening plants:in communities which do.not have a
wellrsupported public school system. ;nﬁ
Third, it is speculatedhthat these schools will adversely affect the
. funding-oflpublic‘Education. Parents-with students in private schools, it
is argued will not support bond referenda. Often white parentd mho can
Lafford to put.thcir clildren in privqte ‘'schools are the opinion leade:* in
such elections. Protest academy tuitinns are usually much lower than public
scnool par;pupil costs. DParents in vhe academies may we11.0ppOSe.puhliC
school tax referenda on the grounds that public schools need spend no more

~..
money than private schools to provide a "quality elucation

WL ) Not all the reported ccasequences of these echools are negative. Some

K
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public o(hOOl persons 1ndicatc Lbu* protest schools servc as safety valves,
. " '\ N
allowirg parents who are. most str dent in" their criticism and students who

°

would be most likely to initiate in- school violence £o get an education
elsewhern In a.survey of 11 percent of the public sChool systems in the

South, to be published by the Southern Regional Council a maior'number of

_administrators reported this escape valve function was being se1ved by then

private schools in their area. Few of them reported that protest schools

had more than a negligible impact on enrollments in their districts.
ﬁlApart from'the'racist overtones of many protest schools, which the

major private school associations lament,-resist, and oppose by means of

\ . AN

amicus curiase briefs in the relevant (and increasingly frequent) court cases,

the .obvious strengths of these schools, some of whitch are noted by Nevin aad

Bills, raise serious public policy questions. 'For-example: Is the marked.

internal disagreement of many large, heteogeneous public schools destructive

of the human relationships that are most essential to effective learning

at least for ‘most. students’ Are there perioas in a child's 1ife, as some

research suggests, ‘when having minority status in school produces ill effects

" _that endurerfor a lifetime? Is collaboration betweeén home and school sug-~

gested by many recent studies as the most effective type of 'compensatory"

educational 1ntervention, rendered Blmost impossible by the heterogeneity,
and consequent pervasive hostility and misunderstanding, of a great® many

.public schools? Is there any .possibility that further studies will identify

‘ .

echool homogeneity (or to put the issue another way, cohgruence between the
values of home and school) to be so 1mportant pedagogically \even more 1m—

portant perhaps, than lavish facilitiec and materials) as to outweigh the

’

alleged advantages of attempting to use schools as society s major instrumant

of social reform? In characteriaing the nrograms of the protest schools as

N
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weak and narrow , are Nevin and 8ills relving too. heavlly on the Lonvention—

" -
a -

'al wisdom that - tmph351zes buildings ‘and budgets more than human relationships,

-

-

the same conventional wisdom that spawned the monstrous, confllct—ridden
public school systems that now plague so many large cities'7 Whilc rejctting

racism, can we learn something from the protest academies°

JEWISH DAY SCHOOLS ' R B
The Jewish all-day schools represent one of the most active nonpublic
tchool movements in the "nited States. & Since 1945 the number has increased
from thirty—nine (thirty of which vere in the New York City area) to slightly
_Kover 500 schools across. the nation. " Now that the four major Jewish groups--
. S~

. Orthodox, Chasidic, Conservative, and Reform,_are supporting day schools,‘
it is apparent that American Jews desire institutions to foster self——
1dent1fication and knowledge about Judaism. It is now possible, in the eyes
of many Jews, to be good Americans and also participate in Jewish day schools.
The largest and oldost Jewish day schools in the United States are the
Orthodox yeshivot. Patterned after the-European Jewish schools of the
n1ncteenth century and brought to “this country initlally by the influx of
Eastern “uropean Jews following. the pogroms of the 1880 s, these schools now
comprise some 435, rising from thirty-nine only thirty years ago. Similarly,
the enrollment leaptlfrom about‘7,000 to 83,600 in the same period. lhree
young rabhis, having graduated from seminary in l945, created Torah Umesorah,
the_National SoCiety for Hebrew Day:Schools,.and travelled the country assis-
ting communities 'in opening Jewish schools. Their success is marked by the‘
’existencehof Orthodox schools in all Jewish communities of 7,.00 Jews or more;

twenty out of twenty ~five with 5 000 to 7 500; and twenty—five day schools in

'llO locations with 1,000 to 5,000 Jews. Table 4 shows the breakdown of
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schools.and earollments in 1945 and 1975 for.Orthodox day schools.
The orthodox school program:typically ineludes primary emphasis-on
.TorahAand.Tnlmud with secular subjects‘“blocked" Into separate hours,

" ofcen alJOW1ng the school to hire part time instructors (half-day) and thus
- / '
save considerable fun s.

~

The‘Nazi holocaus ("to burn whqle") brought thousands of Chas1ch Ievs

;o

to the Un1ted States from Eastern Europe. In order to preserve their uniqie

' culture and religious pr ctices, they created their own yesnzvot, supportei

by the community and clostly guided by the rebbeyzm (rabbis). Numbering

some tWenty—five, these day schools use Yiddlsh as the language of instruction

: and»be&in religiouSutraining rigorously at age four. Included are tef7h70*
.(prayerg and chum sh (Bibln) up to a!e eight when Talmudic instruction

begins,, { ncluding Lshna? and Gemorrah 1nterpretatlons of Torah and commen-—

K-

taries., While the %hasldim have organizations like the United Lubavitcher
Yeshivoth a network of day'schools, they also join with fellow traditionalists,
the Orthodoxy in suppprting Torah Umesorah. Hence, the data mentioned earLier

for Orthodox schools also include approximately tWentyAfive Chasidic schooLs.

N ,

(1945 and l975)

Table 4. -Torah Umesorah-related schools andsairnllments

= , T\
1945 Enrollment . 1925 \ Enrollment
S . i —
TOTAL UNITED STATES : 39 - (7,000) © 435 (83 500}
Elementary schools 30 - N 290 .. (67,200)
. High schools . 9 145 (16,300)
'TOTAL NEW YORK . 30 C 197 .
Elementary schools .23 . 124
High schools 7 73 :
TOTAL OUTSIDE NAM YORK CITY 9 v 238" \ )
Elementary schools - 7 163 - -
High schools 2 - 75 |
. v % R
oy 1



PR ’ o .\. - . 42

o

~

JSince the early fifties,'the United Synagogues.of America, the national
organization of Conservative Judaism, has encouraged local aggregationsoof.
syndgogues to"open day schools. Called "Solomon uchechter Day Schools"

'—" ‘, after the late president of the Jewish Theologicai Seminary, these-schools.

A now number forty—six in the United States ‘and four.in Canada._ Oof the U. S.-
schools, five are high schools (some lO percent) Remarkably, in a decade,
the number and " enrollment has more than doubled from sixteen U. S. schools
. in 1965 tc forty—six in 1976; from an enrollment (including Canadian).of

o

3,489 to 8,262 in 1976. The_number;of secondary schools remains small, as

N does their enrollment, though the increase from one school to five (eénroll--
ment increasing from 31 t0'379) may:foreshadow further expansion.

o In the last four years, the Reform Jewish congregations-have opened

five day schools (four in ghe U. S. and one in Canada) Their small'number
should not be permitted to obscure thg dramatic shift 1n att1tuoe they re-
present, for at one t1me Jewish day schools were unheard of " in Reform Jewish f
circles. The'four U=‘S. schools were founded locally, by single congrega-
tions, with guidance but no f1nancial assistance from the national Reform

organ17at10n, the Union of American Hebrew Congregations (UAHC) . Unlike tae !

national direction 0rthodox commun1t1es received from Torah Umesorah and

v

Conservative communities received from the United Synagogues, Reform Jewisn

-

’

schools grew primarily out of grass —-roots effqrts of parents, most frequently
developina out of well—eotablished Jewish pre- schools ~ Currently, the WAHC‘
" Department of Education seems quite enthusiastic about the success_of the
four exiscing U. S. Reform Jewisk schools (with 260 students and twenty—seven
o staff)._ It foresecs a number of othcrs opening within the next few years. |
At.'a day school conference held at-the UAHC, eighteen congregations expressed

e

’ T an interest in startiﬁg their own day schools.
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"The program of'Reform day schools.is liberal,_nttemptlng‘toilntegrate‘
Jewish ideals and secular subjects tbr0u°h 'open" classrooms andk"hbmanistic"
approaches. These &chools, seek a general education, placing little emphasisifu
‘on Biblical—Ta]mudic studies. Jley attempt to show how the ideals of Indnism

and secular life meld into a Jew1sh identification through a modern curricnlum

L A | . _ : . o B *\

. A o | .
THE INDEPENDENT SCHOOLS - _ . ‘ : \

A major group of schools, hardy but difficult to differentiate precis’ly,

i .

is known generally as "independent rather.than ' private , prrochial" or

"nonpubli(‘"»73 Included. in this category are the renowned preparatory gchools,

some of the highly selective religious schools within the Quaker, Roman

Catholic, and Episcopal groups, and numerous military schools (discussed more

fully elsewhere) Chargirg tuitions: ranging from $2 000 for day schoolc
over $4,000 for board1ng schools, Lhe maJority of the 1ndependent sclools are

bighly selective and college preparatory, prov1ding r1gorous curricula 2nd
srrong extra- curricular programs, and sending many graduates to the more

~ 5

"reputable liberal arts colleges. -

Part of the problem of gather1ng data on these schools lies in their-

1nconsistent and often overlapping membership in national and regional organ-
izations. Many do not belong to the National Assoc1ation of Independent

. Schools (NAIS), the primary national organization serving independent_schools;
Many belong to NAlS and other associationSh—such as the National'Association

-

of Episcopal Schools, the Friends Conncil on Education, and the National

A : A 3 , A _ A
‘Catholic Education Association. Despite thease complications, however, impor-
tant clues “can be gleaned from data gathered by NAIS.

Among the 775 member institutions of the NAIS, three major trends in

thgfpast decades appear from available data:74 a shift inanumbers from singTe;

90



sex to COLdU&dtlonll schools, from boarding to day schools, and from mili-"
tary to nonmilitnry schools. One hundred and ten single-sex schools became

,coeducational by a chduge in recruitment policy; eighty—three more went coed

by merging with other single—sex institutions. Overall, the number of girls—f‘

only schools shifted from 166 in 1964 65 to 116 (a reduction of 30 percent)

in 1975 76 boys only schools declined by 111 schools (from 255 to 1l44), a

kS

change of 43 percent. The number of coeducational schools increased from
761 in 1964-65 to 541 in l974~75 almost doubling.

During the same period NAIS reports a decline.in the number of ‘oarding
schools, from 217 to 186 (-14 percent) ‘but an increase in the number of day
’
schools, from:465 to 588, a gain of 26 percent. By 1975 76 percent of all

_NAIS schools were day schools. .

.Taken as a group, NAIS schools appear to have.weathered the effects on
their-buugets.and‘enrollments of the spiraling costs which have characterized
the past decade. .ﬁesides an inérease in -the number of schools, NAIS has
Witnessed a steady growth in overall student enrollments, averaging 1 to 2
percent yearlv. In 1965, for example, enrollnent numbered 199 329 by l97>;

". the figures had. reached 277,406, 73 Similarly, the overall increase in number :

b

of, schoels, while not as large, showed increasesé 703 to 770 schools in the

decade 1965 to 1975. 76 -

.‘ v . A . »

Executives of NAIS attribute the movement S renewed vitality to a number
of changes First many zndependent schools nave modernized their operations
using marketing techniques to recruit students and raise money, and stream;
linirg internal operations to save money. Second, the economy has 1mproved
of late, putting more discretionary money into the hands of parents. Third,
with fewer numbers of children, increased public understanding and apprecia-

I -
tion of .private schools, and a broader middle class, more families are now.
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,con51dering private education within their rcnch.‘ Fourth; as professionﬁﬂ
_ careers are becoming harder to obtain, more famjlies appear to be willing
. to make an 1lnvestment in the-intensive preparation offered by many prlvate
'.schoo]s.. We suspect that the current wave of disenchantment with public
schéols is also influential in the\recent rowth -of independent schools.
ltlis noteworthy, too, thazrthe\ﬁxfgfichools are concerned with, and
hs. 1ad some success in, increasing the'enrollment of’minority students,
and in maintaining,- despite inflation, scholarship programs enabling the

enrollment of children from poor families to continue to.rise (Tables 5 and .- -

- 6). N . y}/

Table 5. Minority student enrollment by racial/ethnic

group, 1971-72 and 1974-75, NAIS schools - o -

Racial/ethnic group . 1971-72 ' '1974-75
Black/Afro-American | 9,627 - 10,753
. Spanish—surname 1,610 o 12,704

Oriental ( - " 1,581 2,566,

. ‘ ) - ) ‘!

Native American -, . 159 . - 166
TOTALS 12,977 - - 16,189

The surprisinély extensivelexoerimental impaqg and community"outreach
of some of the more renowned 1noependent schools has been documented repeat—.
cdly,,though nﬁt yet w1dely acknow’edged in the literature on education.7
More recently, in what seems loglcall) regarded as a response to the challﬁnges

:'and difflculties of recent .years, NAIS liza created a Commission on Educational

Issues, a semiéautonomous organization that=seems to be doing much to catalyze
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Tbie 6. *Financtal aid, 1974-75, BAIS schools

9

- §chools No.of ,Amount'granted Percent of Perceﬁt of No. of full o
B - students (in thousands) enrollment  total operating scholarships | ‘
“aided e budget |
— - | — 3 h
- g4 Girls! day 2,634 63,08 108 5.5 581
19 Girls' boarding 303 %1 14,3 5.1 %0
| N | - | | - |
0 Boys' day LT 3,86 R 5.9 R
. [ ) ‘ ! ) i I_ N - .
9 Boys' boarding - 1,85 3,346 N 6.9 ¢ - 299
N ' ) o
.‘ ) // ‘ . . . . | I ! ! -
" 937 Coed day’ 13,045 16,78 1.3 P SR L I o
e dyelm LB s 0 s 300
e | : 4 6 . .
- §3 Coed boarding 4,502 8,367 o263 N 697,
o mam WS . o 6,560
| - o .
o
# 1 ,
. 5t
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new cooperative programs between public and independent schools, new exper-

‘{mental ventures in independent schools, and particularly, efforts designcd-

]

to involve these %chools in mainstream educational research and development.
Systematic work is being carried out to clarify and even reformulate the

fundamental ratson d'etre of the-_1ndependent school.

EPISCOPAL SCHOOLS
Like several othér church-related groups, the Episcopal schools have

shown dramatic increases of late. In 1965-66, there were 374 ¥hools with

an overall enrollment of 59,953.79 By 1970, the numbers had reached 395

)
'

schools with 65,745 students. In 1975, the number of schools totalled 402
and the enrollment, 76,556 students.

A number of reasons_are-given forvthe growth of'these.schoolsi In
urban.and metropolitan areas, Episcopal schools often'have stron% renutatians

for academi excellenc. As middle class and upper middle class families

seek to provide children with a love of learning and entry into white~collar

°
¢

jobs, Episcopal schools often are sought out. Further, Epiqcopal schools R

2

are perceived their spokesmen claim, as value-oriented without Being doc-

trinnaire. Hence, families of other religions feel ‘free to enroll the1r
\ . >
A children, only 30 percent of students in Episcopal schools are Episcopalians.
. \ . I' 1

And finally, leaders in Episcopal education see - the continued decllne in

public education as a contributing factor

o

. The growth of Episcopal schools in the South has sometimes been linked
with racial escapisn. According to its leaders, the~National Association
of Episcopax Schools refuses ' to admit schools, whether North or South,’that

do not admi't blacks and other minorities. As a precaution, the National

&

Association -of Episcopal Schools checks with local bishops and with other




schools that are integrated to see if a school sceking affiliation discrim-
"inates against black students. The rise of the black middle class has made
more integration possible in schools of.this selective, often-expensive type.
few straeegies for overall planﬁing and direceion of Episcopal schools
seem to exist. vThere is no central funding to encourage rational growth,
not‘much staff at the natienal level to service.tﬁese schools, and no central
authoriey, as in other church groups. Hence, the spur to growth seems to be
local interest, shown by local church people.l Often, new schools grow out
of the over 600 nursery and kindergartens operated by Episcopél churches.

The current condition of the‘three kinds of Episcopal schools reportedly
is s;able. The 600 pre—schools are on the incfease. The 30016r so parish
schools, mostly elemehtary,.are,receiv;ng good support from their communities.

- About 100 swhoul; are nationally renqwned, often boarding, and old. Many
are members of NAIS nd preparekstudents for college and professional care:rs.
The schoc s seem strongly affected by general ecopomic conditions. Around
"1970;. things were bad, with schbols closing and haviﬁg to merge. By 1973,
Episcopa:? schools were contactea by many more applicants than they could
‘feCEep*, and were generally on strong footing.
Tt is reportud that the Episcopal schools surv1ved the crises of the
‘ 1ate 51%t1ee and early seventies with more readiness to emphasize rellglon,
and generally more of an orientation to fundamental velues.
' \\

- FRIENDS SCHOOLS o o . N

The Society of Friends has maintained its own. schools since the seven- f
R ' . o S C /.
teenth century, when William Penn-chargered three schoonls that still flourish/
. o ‘ , o : N
today: Triends Select (1689), William Penn Charter (1689), and Abington

. . 8 . , N
Friends (1697). 0 Qver. a period of centuries,=the slow, steady growth of ~
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Quaker education continues. In 1965, there were fifty—uhe schools; by 1976,

81 . : :
the number reached sixty—threc.‘ Similarly, the. ¢ irollment showed overall

increases in the last decade, with only a couple of years of minor decline

(—F percent in 1972-73 and —1.1hpercent, 1974—75).84

f! Much of the strength of these schools apparently rests with their human-
1t;r11n approach open doctrinal position, and appeal to fnmill es, that are not
Quaker. In fact, oniy 7.5 percent of thé total national Quaker school enrsll-
ment is Quaker. Furthermore, many of these schoals have excellent academid
reputatlons, a trait partlcularly attractive. tr families in areas with weak

public schools. Though tuicions are sizable (running betwcen $800 and $1,350

. for eleﬁentury'schools, from $1,520 to $2,470 for secondary, and $3,7OO to

$4,200 for boarding schools) they rarely cover operating costs. Fund raising
and endowment usually make up the difference. Also, these schools keep costs

down by paying teachers, on the average, only three-quarters of the salaries

received by public school teachers in the same area.

Tn qP1tc of close budgets, Quaker schools have been partlcularly suc-
cessfu] in extending their programs to minorltles. The percentabc bll(l

for example, rsse.nationally from 5.1 percent in 1968-69 to 12.4 percent in
]974—75‘ Numerous patrons of Friehds Select. School in Philadelphia, for

oxample, have asserted that they value thp school particularly because, in
\
their minds, it presents the best avallahge opportunlty for a harmonlous in-
N

teraction of mainstream and minority students..

- ‘

The current conditions in Quaket schools reportedly are stable. With

a long history and.a strong reputation, there seems little doubt as to their

r .
“

continuing.




MILITARY SCHOOLS
. In the last two decades, military schools have had more than their share
of~pr0b1ems; The recent war in Vietnam, general suspicion of the military,
the mistaken but widespread impression-that spit-and-polish is emphasized
~at the expense of academic e<cellence and other important valuee,vand perhabe
g a'certain popular preferenFe in Trecent years for less s;rmEtured educational
settinge ~- all these apparently have taken their toll, thou;h the pendulum
appears to be swinging the other way, producing conditiong more favorable to
this type of school.
Though little systematie_informatiom seems available, the Assoeiation
of Military Colleges and Schools of the United States reperfe that there are
about fifty military pre-collegiate schools today, down .from sbme 169 in the
1950's.83 of the fifty,'thirty'are currently members of ﬁhe Associatiorm.
Some have closed because of declining enrollment and revenues, and others
are still open but .no-longer military in 1dentif1cat10n (though they may
still support A Junior,ROTC). -
fhe'enrellment ia military schools can only be extrzpolated from twenty-
one schools that respoaded to a recent survey by the.Association of Militafy
Colleges and Schools. Overall, the average enrollment was 335. If the three
. largest military schoéls are discardedl the average enrollment is 272. Heace,
-estimating that theretare fifty schools, me come up vith a guesstimate of
13,600 studenie in military schools in 1975.
Though we have only impressionistic data and scattered repdrts, we sease
thatfthe milieary_schools are having a‘cemeback. The absence of war and tme
creation oi ailévOlanteer armed‘fqrces have perhaps changed the image of the

military. - The values stressed in military schools, such as respect for author-

ity, patriotism, and discipline, are bacoming more attractive to many families.
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The military schools themselves are prncticing“provun techiniques of market-
ing as never before, stressing their strong points and contacting alumni-and
friends systomatically. Mr sense is, then, that military schools are rdlly—
ing, though thé future is not totally clear.
GREEK-AMERTCAN DAY SCHOQUS

Sincc the early twentieth century, the Greek—American community has

N

L
grown steaaily, to almost two million, and so have the number :dand size of

their day s.‘.chools.84 In 1908, the first day school, the Socrates School of
Chicago, was opened; and in 1909 the second the Holy Trinity School in

Lowell) Massachusetts. Today, there are & total of nineteen, with‘an cnroll—
ment total of 5,009. Each day school is attached to a church or cathedral oo

somet _mes with a'priest providing 3ome,guidance-and leadership, thohgh with !
great'differences from school to school in modus operandi.

According to Emmanuel Hatziemmanoal, head of education for the Gfeek
Orthodox Archdiocese of North and South.America, Greek—American'schoolslhave
developed along.Qith the rise in- immigrntion in those centers like New York
‘and Chicago where Greeks tended to settle.' As the congregations paid.off
'the mortgage' on their churches, they were abl: to invest in schools With
the beginnings ot assimilation come fears of loss of religious direcrion and

. culture. - According to Hatziemmanual, the idea of a oay‘school became accept-

able to local leadership only when culture, religion and faith were seen as

interwoven. '

_ \ : '
The idea of day school, once 1mplanted is nurtured by the leadership of

the Archdiocese. Organizational, financ1al, and curricular assistance are
available. Furthermore, the government of Greece provides certain books and.

materials free of charge, offers retirement benefits to American-based teachers,

G
i
<3
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and helps these U. S. staff to find jobs in Greece, when they "desire. Also,
students from the U.. S. day schools scmetimes travel to Greece to pursue
their studies in boarding schools. there, and teachers from Greece arc given

jobs in day schools located in the U. S. In areas with more than one school,

- . A
\

the Archdlocese office brings Gtaff members together for workshops.
There is little talk of emergencies or closings. Tuition, rangli,g from
$800 to $1;506;_is supplemented by local church support, materials and supﬁort

‘

from the -Archdiocean office;, and help from the Greek government.

MENNONTTE SCHOOLS ‘ Ty | .
[
. . *
The number of Mennonite high schéol students” increased stewdily unt11
1966, declined by about nine percent Juring the 1ate 1960's and has increased

steadily since then.85 \early 2 500 stLdents Now teke parr in Mennonite

secondary education, a number 200 greater than .were using these schools in

. 1965. Most Mernonite high schools (generally called "academies'') were founded -
-during World War (I, when children from pacifist homes encountered brurat
pressures in most public high srhools.86 MotiQations behind the Monnonite
Liph sc:nols dur nt this period are characterized by a spokesman for tue
Mennorite Board.of.Edpcntion as 'the safegurrding mentallty .‘ At present

it is estimated that from:25 to 50 percent of Mehnonite fémilies. Jepending

on the area, patronlze the local Mennonite high school, when ooe is avallaole.'
The currnnt per pupil operatlng costs in these schools average between $1,ZCO ,

and $1,400 per year, though streﬂuous effoxts are made to minimlze the burdun
on famil'es thqt ‘use the schools by providing rather extensive assistance
through M- .nonite congrezatinns. In some schools, for example, -supporting

rongregations are billed for the cost of educating all the stadents from that®

congregation, the congregation then being free to decide how the money will

60
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beuraLSud. In such'cnngrogntions the expoctation'oftcn is_thut'parents will
increase their church giving. Such an approach-to school support appenls
to parents hccauso thelr school contributions are tax deductable. Were they
‘to pay all costs through tuitlon, no tax breaks. would be renllzﬂd
It is reported that the Mennouilte high schools:have lost much of their
"safeguarding' spirit, a major patron morivation now ueing dlssatisfaction
Qith the puhlic.schools. Evidence of the loss of the saféguarding spirit ls
the growing willingness of Mennonite high schools to compete with public |
schools in athletic events and the part-time-partlcipation of Mennonite stu-~
. dents in cooperative career centers »r vocational~technical schools built.to
A ' L
serve both public and private schools.
Mennonlte elementarv schools are largely alPennsylvania phenomenon,
about 70 percent ol the enrollment. being ma1ntained there Like the high
v schools, the’ grade schools reporteu dec11nes after 1965, but hnve shown sone
.reSUrgence since 1970. .In 1967, thn Mennonite Yearbook 11steﬂ 251 elemcnt1ry
schools.enrolling 10,947 s}ndents. The 1970 Yearbook listed Just snhty -eight
schools-cnrolling 5,163 students. Part of the explanation for thlsvdramatxca
drop is that the 1965 1istings incl:-ted some Amish schools. (In the 1970
report they no leager Were,listed;) “n 1976, seventy—eight schools and.

5,589 students were reported.

NONPUBLIC ALTERNATIVE SCHOOLS ~

Alternatlve schools of all kinds——community, parent coop, free,'frendwm
and new (they go by all these names) ~-have grown conS1derably, though not . as
dramatically as often believed. Stimnlated by a growing concern over the'
perceived inhnmanitpvand rigidity of public systems; these nonpubllc alterra=-

tives have been the subject of surveys conducted in 1970 and 1971, and more
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recehtly,'nrunnd 1974 and 1975.87 While no one boasts »f hnvlng located
all these schools, we can atate that there has been an appcoximate increase
from 340 private cummunlL§ schools in 1?70 to 467 in 1975, a rise of.37.per—
cent in five.vears. As is shown in'Table 7, the numher of privateiy supbortgd
altcrnat{ves caems lower than the 800 or 900 oftén‘quoted in new.school
circles. As we analyzed.the data sources, we SaQ that a large ndmber of
puélic alternatives were ihcludéd. Since the alternatiye.school movement has
always included innovéfors‘from bogh public and private schools, we take note
of .public programs, though we exclude them from this study..

Whon the enrollment, as opposed to the number of schools, is cﬁnstdefed,

. c 1 .

however, onc sees remarkable groch in a five—year.period: from 13,140
students in 1970 to 23,497 in 1975 (an increase of .79 percent), based on
surveys made in those'yeafé, This expansion is even more startling when one

considers the large nﬁmSér of new school openings siﬁce 1970 (only 148 of the

origiﬁal 340 schools are still around) .

“Table 7. 'Summary of number and enrollment for private
alternative schocls (1970~1975)

N

Year N Total - Elementary Se¢ondary K-12 Boarding
1. 1970-7. _ . 340 189 . - 89 34 28

(Cmmr-.r'/Cr}l‘uh'.’ird . : o :

tata) -

Enrollment total. 13,142

2. 1973-74 o 0 383 193 ' 90 | 51 49-
Giow Schools EwxZ : - :
¢t "npe Directory) B
3. 70758 . 467 257 : 98 58 _—54
(Senolement to ) /’/,///””"/
DiccEory) : o ;/’/,,/» = ) t
Enrollment tggglznf%STﬁggl/’// o :
. [
Dt // -

‘
X

[ O

R

4




' . . | . 55

. .-"/
The data scem to indicate a number of changes in the”alternatlve schoo

movement: first, the schools are larger, though they are .still locdted in

the nation s large, urbanized states likc New York -Ohio, Illlnois, California,
and Massachusetts.88 On average, schools in 1970 had thirty-eight studcnts
total; in 1975,. the average had_climbed totfifty;two. This change is part of

4 general thrust touard more efficiency and stability. Participants.und
.ohservers alike seem to agrec that there is now less rhetoric, there,are
fewer attempts to be politically radical' and there is more settling in
tovhard work and teaching.89 Second, alternative schools now are loosely
organized into theTNational Coalition of Alternative Schools, a joining of
the nation's schools through regional networks and neetings.. Finally, these
schools seem more directed and.?business—like“, as they focus on specific
goals:and seek funds toldo special jobs. Many alternative schools now wor<
with handicapped children, studeﬁtsiaith emotional, social and physical prob-
lems, or those who simply "don't fit in" in public. schools. In fact, some
of these schools are receiving or willing to receive state and federal dollars
to do these programs. The future seems to lie w1th more cooperative arrange—

ments to do educational tasks that public schools cannot easily do, =uder

local school board assistance.’90 ' o . ’/;,,,,;/e

. 4. COLLABORATIVE RESPONSES

Within current legal frameworks in the United States, most nonpublic
school patrons are forced to "pay tw1ce" for their children s education,

once through public school taxes and once through the fees and donations

.
-

required to keap nonpublic schools alive. One need not be an economif: to

5
<
Can




56

realize that, the hipher public achool taxation riscs relative to family

incomes, the tarper wiltl be the proportion of familles rendeved {rcapable of

‘affording a nonpublic school, especially if the school 18 not heawvily sub-

sidized by a church or some other agency that gpreads the tiscal burden
beyond the circle of families whose children attend the school.
Tt is not surprising, then, that leaders of various nonpublic school

groups have united, especially in the recent era 6f financial stress, in an,

ef fort to-s~cure some kind of public subvention. Beforé 1968, ;ost ef%ortn
along this line were focused on'obtaining state and federal provisidn of
peripheral aorvices (e.g., health servicés, counseiing, remedial instruction,
.specch therapy, busing, free textbooks) that could be regarded as aid to the
child rather than tQ.the school, 6n the assumption that the Supreme Court
would not toierate allocation of 5ublic méney directly to churcﬁérelated

échools, which made up the bulk of the nonpublic school movement, for 1t was

e
ey

widely claimed that church-related schools permeated aZZ_;hgirlaﬁfTGities-

//

PY—

withi religious meaning. —

o {//Igfg,nbwafﬁﬁgag/1588 decision, however, the U. S. Supreme Court expli-

3

citly suggesfed, in what seems in retrospect to have been a regretted slip
of the tongue; that a state might constitutionélly support certain seculaf
asbects oflchurch—related sphoéling,'since_for constitut%onal purposés the
secular and the éacred elements were separgblé.gl Subseduently, bills were:
introduced intb many 1egislatures; and passed iﬁ several stéﬁes, with pro-
visions;tp extépd tax support to the secular as?ecté of church-related’
schooling. These billls virfually always,COntained elaborate méchanisms to
ansure that ﬁone of the staté funds Qould be.permitted to be used for re-

1)

ligious purposes. Buc the U. S. Supreme Court soon enunciated the

"excessive entanglement'' doctrine, which as applied in later caées, has
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effectively outlawed virtually all {mapinable forms of sizable ald to non-

. o092 :
public schoels. What fs notable for present purposes, however, is that

the long, abortive ceffort to secure some asgistance from government drew
. v .

numerous groups of nonpub{ic schools together; often under the umbrella of
state-wide lobbying organ{zatione,-dnd thue may have done much to demonstrate
the benefits of collahoration, for the battle, though u]timntvly lost in the
courts (at least for the time being), was won decisively in numerous legis-
lative halls.

\ B ' e
In many cases, these state-wide organizations of nonpublic schoolg,stiil

survive, or have been supplanted by others. The. interests of such organiza<

—

: . - )
tions typicatly huve.brondened"beyond money-seeking to issues -of state regu-

e -

lation anj,pub’lt acceptance and understanding More importunt]y, there has

nrisen a national orgnnL/ation of remarkable influence knoWn as CAPE, the
Council for American Privare Education.l CAPE now'function;\in behalf of d
twelve national nonpuhlic school agencies which, in"turn, serve or operate
about 13,500 private elementaty and secondary schools enrolling 90 percent
of all children attending private schools. . Member organizationé are the
Anerican Lutheran Church, the American Montessori Society, the. Ac3ociation
of Militnry Colleges and‘Schoolg of the U. S., the Friends Council on
Education, the Lutheran Chutch--Missouri Synod, the National Association of
Eplscopal Schools, the Natlonal Associntlon of Independent Schools, the
National Catholic. Educational Assoc1atlon, the National Soc1ety for Hebreu

Day Schools, the National Union of ChriStian Schools, the United Stntes

Catholic Conference, and the National Association of Private Schools for

_Exceptional Children.

‘ o . o
The Council has two purposes: to promote the vitality of the Nation's’

§ . .
private schools;- and to enhance their contribution to American education and -
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society., To achieve these purposes, CAPE has undertaken to encourage the

“gharing of resources among member organfzations; to stimulate the effective

utilization of the CAPE communications system; to promote the develppment of
state private school groups; to establish and maintain relationships with

the Ftdcrdl Adminxstration and Congress; to keep abreast of deve lopments

in tlie (ourts, to develop contacts with leading professional scholarly, and
other education-related organizattons, including teacher trainhn; institu~-
tions; to foster research related to pcivate education} and to cyeate a

sound financial base for the long-term support of the Coonci}‘s efforts, The

Council has drawn strong support from widely representative national leaders

in government. higher education, and the private school community.

5. GENERALIZATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS'

The most importsnt genaralization- tu be drawn from €.r ‘lment data‘in
the present study is.that while Catholic schools exhibiteu significant
losses during the past ten-years 71965-6h to 1975- 76), this trend was gener—
ally res1sf;d or’ reversed in the nonpubiic schools not affiliated with thc'

Catho]ic church. The contrast between Catholic and ‘non-Catholic schoo]s,

obscured in much of the data because of the numerical dominance of the

' «Catholic schools, comes through clerrly whenever .one graphs the Catholic and

* non-Catholic trends separately, as in Figuré.l from the Pennsylvania Depart—

ment of Education. Tn the light of our information, similar graphs could be

.drawn fqr many other states and for the nation as a whole.

Some important qualifications must be voiced, however. First, the

attrition rate of Catholic schools has substded to a rather negligible figure..

o

6 {) -
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Whatever foriees produced the severe®sctbacks of the late sixties and early

seventies have been mitigated or coun;éracted. Second, the growth of non-
Catholic monpublic schools has not been entirely;universal and uninterrunted.
A few school groups tiiat have fallen out of step with shifting soctlal values
at least temporarily,lor have let themselves appear to do S0 (e g., the

hoarding, 51ng1e—sex, and military schools) have encountered difficulties

o '
i

during the ten-year period. And a few of the major church_related groups
endured significant though not precipitous enrollmene diminution around the
middle of the ten-year period.

As a sccond general conclusion, the demand for nonpublic schools has
taken a decided upturn, relatively sneaking, during the past five years or
so. On the basis of our tentative evidence on patron motivations, ehe upturn
seems most pronounced in the nonpubllc school groups that rePTESEUt a strong
protest against certain features of public education. The ethnically
or1en;ed schocls, for example; protest the inroads of mass culturc, many
.religious schools protest the alleged moral drift in public schools, and
other schools seem to protest either racial integration, the "take-over' of
local schoo]s by dlstant bureaucracies, or both.

' In-the pages that remain, we discuss (1) some possible reasons why )
Catholic schools have enbounteredrfar more severe setbacks *han other nw»-
public school groups,  (2) whafnappear to be the most important general fu<«:iors

affeetiné the vitality of nonpublic schools, Catholic and non-Catholic,

) R

—

(3) a few rather serious implications for public schools, and (4) some sug-
gestions for further research. o

e As we have noted on numerous occasions in this paper, there is no way

that cause-cffect linkages can be determined conclusively with evidence of

the type we have been able to gather, and the problem is compiicated by the

| 69
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lamentable state of record-keeping in numerous groups of nonpubltic schools.
The comments that follow, then, should hc viewed as- tentatave Lnterpretatrons.

/It may be clear, years from now, that the serious Cathollc 'svhool enroll-
/
ment setbacks during thke ten years under study are best explaxncd by the fact

)

that these schools, unlike any other nonpublic groups,’Were struck with a

stunning combination of profound « ‘hallenges, each of which reinforced the

/

negative 1mpnct of all the others. 7o mention just a’few example9' it was

a massive fiscal shock, for a system subs1dized enormously for decades by the

4]

contributed services of nuns, pr1ests, and brothers, to have the supply of

“these religious teachers dlninish drastically, tn have thc costs of the re-

maining rcligious teachers increase three- or four-fold, and to replace most
of them with "lay" teachers whose salaries were astronomical by comparison.

No other nonpublic school group faced the mass1ve city-to-suburbs migratlon

that Catholics have redently undergone, couplcd with the refusal of church .
leaders to replace thejold city schools with new suburban schools. . (One can
‘hardly attend a non-exjistent school!) But pgrhaps most fundamentally, no

~othcr nonpublic school‘group underwent the s'artling, rapid shifts in philo-

sophical outlook that the Second Vatican Council symbolized 4Thewdoctrinés

that prov1dod the old A@asons for r‘atholic schools were largely swept away

or "reinterpre*ed"/‘ Greeley, McCready, and McCourt insist that now "only

a“handful of Catholic thepreticians are pFepared to defend the continuaticen
of Cathol:» ﬂchooIs."gq- . ;

We a: .nclined to thémk, in thiz qonnection, that the most genera’i-
applicable factor insofar a the vitality of nonpublic schools is conce.ned
is a clear, well articulateo\re son ’o; bemng. The nonpublic schocls that

have grown most rapidly durin the past ten years seem undergirded by moti-

vations not at all difficult t discern,‘though here again we wish we had more
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. evidence dircctly from patrons. These burgeoning schools seem to nreserve
AN ] ) .

\\\ the ethnicity of their consti’aency against the inroaas of mass culture,
\\\pr protect the young from an outside werld defined as ewil by the schools’

religious Jrctrines, or protest the perceived take over by professional

-
‘

~Jucators or Qistdnt government officials of a public Institution once dis-
tinctly local in orientation, or endeavor to counteract a perceived moral
decay in puﬁlic education, or set up médes of operation considered mcre humane
thar the sharp-cornered soéia1 structurcs of the public school, or attémpt

to provide a no-nonsenc= academic rigor that no longer Seems obtainable in

public cducation. Examples of this type could be multiplied.

Tt\also seems true, with the excep.ion of nonpuolic schools patronized

, \
mostly by_the well-to-do, and by the protest schools that seem capable of

inspiring unu§u4] loyalty and effort ‘rom patrons and péTSOnnek,,that~fh@”””ﬁ
groups cnduring most stead?l,, o'er mgdr_and fen, o'ler cfag and tofrent, are
those with mechovwioms that<épread the fiscal! burien beyond the imzediate
-7 . !
circl> of parents with ¢hildren in the schools. Tt seems to help, .1s well?
if‘patron loynity is.reiﬁforccd by uneqpivocal church insisiecncs that the
church-re’.cted school is the place to send one's children.
We seco profound 1mpiicati5ns for public schools in the data presented

here. Tt is'dif[icult to escape the ccaclusion, even in a study limited
,for the most part to anta frum secordary sources, that public disenchantmont
with public schocls is reaching sevious proportiogs,vpart;cularly in some
rarts of the nation. We do not regard this conclusionvas necessarily an’
indictmcrt of the publié school system. Tt doesAappeér, however, that dis-
affecpion over recent developments in the %ublic schools may havé ren~hed a

stage that calls for a fundamental reasscsement of public scheol poticies

and governance structures.

EI{I(j ' ' .:‘ . '7.1
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Our conclusion concerning rejection of public schoals as a cardinal’
reason for recent gains in nonpublic scheols is based primarily on inferences
1 . s .
from two types of cvider 2o First, ou: d.ata suggest, though do not indicate.

conclusively, that growth amony narnukiic schools generally (and stability

\
\

among Catholic schools in'some areas, in contrast co the dectline elsewhere)
h-& been most pronounced where public education has been in the mest manifest
disfavor of late, such ar the Deep South, Florida, and the %outhwes:. Secondly,

when we asked national s -aool leaders from many groups what they perceivel o™

¢ the reasons behind tue recent revival of interest in nonpublic schools,

. e T
tlo vast majority of them; across the full range of groups, reported many of

v

fhgfr vl{én:s to be alienated from public schools over one issue dr another;
includinyg drug 3b9§§» loose diséipline, sex education, controversial books,
and lack of acacemic rigor. Natioﬁal leaders often ind.cated‘thit they were
not ent:reiy i1 sympathy with those complaints, perhaps because they were in
a position to bring morevperspective to bear on publié school problems.

Kraushaar L.as written eloquently, and even compassionately, about somre

g .

reasons why new groups of citizens may now be willing to desert the public
| . - . ‘ 9 4 " " "
srhooids in favor of nonpublic schools. What', he asks, "has happencd to

the great American dream of the public school?"95 He views excessive bigness

1

and burcaucracy as part of the problem, along - with the "protectionist, job-
. ST N w96 -
eacurity. seniority unioulsm of teachers. Also, the exodus of whites to

the suburbs, and the influx (into city schools, at least) of many children

wiose home and neighborhood backgrounds ill fit them to succeed in the class-

. room, have cncouraged more and more cities to regard the public schools "with

> .
. : . . .
C . . c s 97 > .

dlmynlshéh‘vpthnslaSm and growing disinterest." Public school constituen-—

..

cies have become so heinrngeneous and disunified that the educationists have

often been able to take over, ra@ning the schools largely to maximize their

-~

o _ : . ' Yo
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own intercsts. In contrast, the private school is usually a relatively
small,-autonomous local unit. Its teachers are usually selected because
they resonate to its spocial ambience and goals. Students and parents pat-

ronize it because they agree with certain central aspectsAgj,what’fﬁifbchdol

—
—

stands, for, and thus they havermgghfinﬁfﬁﬁﬁaﬁ. There is often extensive

I

paygggﬂand»CGmﬁﬁHIE§rinvolvement in support of the school. Little affected

iby recent debates about the defensibility of traditional values in our socieﬁy,
most private schools can clearly articulate what they promote. Finélly, non-
public schools mav in..ude important elements of religion’which have been
outlawed by thc’courts.in public schools. "Kraushaar views the gradual elim-
ination of religion from public;séhools.as doing ''more to foster the creation
of nonpublic schools thgn any other factor in our national hiStory."

There are many danger signals; we think, to indicate that attention must
be given to tﬁe structural features of pﬁblic educaticn that may lie behind
the disenchantment exbressed in the continuing growth of some nonpublic

~schools and the stabilization of nonpublic schuols wnich rather recently had
been declining at‘&n alarming rate, As Cremin argues, the original ideal of -
the common school (the public school virtually everyone wou ld attend) was
that it would be carefully attuned to the families and communities that it
served, and from this standpoint, at least, it worked besr where communitics
Qere reasonably small and homogenenus.gg Pérgabs,.then; publié education in
many aveas of the land has beétn to lose its embodiment of the ofiginn} com—
mon s:hool.;henl.] School consolidations, the reorganization bf srallvdistricts
into larger ones, the growing power of organized professional educators. the’
growth of contrni school district bureaucracies, and thé extensive intervean-

I tion of the judicial and executive arms of state and national government,

" when combined with school.constituencies which, especially in laige city

O
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svstems, arce impossibly heterogenceus and disunified,” may have crcalec an
—»/ — ®
e

//iggtienttﬁﬁzzﬁht.many parents firally rec mnize as governéd "from afar",
habitually irresponsive to the values of home and communi ty. To stafé the
bossibility in more negative bcfmé, naticnal leaders of nonpublic schooi
groups often inform us, sith expressioms o. sadness and céncern, that maﬂy

. . 5 ‘
parents now view public schools as inéongrpent with the values c¢f the home-—-
aslplaces where teaéhers,.adﬁinistrators, schuol boards, far-off legislators,
and‘distunt judges insist on exposing the ?qung to experiences that parents
consider harmful. It should be emphasized, perhaps, that the perceptions
being reported here do not apply to all public schpols, but rathér to those
which many patréns of nonpublic schools view as their oniy available alter-
nagives to nonpublic schools.

) According'té tentative gvidence encountered in this stﬁdy, the events
that trigger the final decision.to desert public educatiog (e;g., an incident
involving drug abuse,‘a new approach to sex education, a.coﬁrt order to bus
for the sake of racial integration, neglecp of moral development,lelimiﬁa— :
tion of rcligiéus ;ctiviGies, teaching of theoriesflnéompatible'with some
church viewpoints)IAiffcr from area to area and from time to time. Even when
the vn}ues reflected in the decision to patyonize a nonpublie school are
questionablé, they raise an importaﬁt.issﬁe:. in the light ¢f the spreading

“disenchantment, can the current s£ructure,6f public education remain unchanged,
especially when SUbjepted to the strains 6f‘tryang'to'achieve all kinds of

fundamental social reform through the schools rather than through the agencies

“

that are more directly implicated in the problems that the reforms are inten-
ded to recrify?
The need for extensive further research in this aréa of inquiry seems

obvious and urgent. To cite just a few examples: The study which we have

¢ .
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scarcely begun,.reportod‘in thgsg'puges at fhe point where funds and time
ran out, should be carried forwagd within reasonable temporal and fiscal
parameters. There simply must be mofe data availagle in the natioﬁél ana

:regional offices of some norpublic sroups thqn we were able to Wheé41e.and
ferreé out in the time available; more reso;fces arehneeded for this. A

- carefully designed national surveylshould be conducted tq.teSt our feqtative
éonclusidn that disenchantment with public schools, andhparticularly the per-
ceptlion that thesce sqhéols are no 1ohger in tune with‘the value; 35 the homes
;Ley serve, is a major reason behind the current interest infqonpublic
schools——~especially the often—lamented prbtesk schoolé. Work is needed on

. the consequeqées of hdmogeneiéy.(ideological, religious, ethnic; efc.) among
.school: clients-and personnel. The old 1ibeFa1 ideal oflthe "éommon séhool",

. éomposed of fedéhers and students ffom heterogenecus backgrounds and func;
tioning a$ a strictly neutfallforum-for the exploration of competing ideolo-
gies Snd life étyibs; requires extensive, tough—minded reexamination, es-
pecially in the light of yhat we kﬁo@'(a):about thevpulturally biased

100

"hidden curriculum' that exists in.any enduring system of social interaction,

=

(b) about the circumstances children and adolescents need to develop a secure
. . . 101 ) - . o .
sense of identity and self-worth, and (c¢) about the simplistic "cult of
efficieacy'" logic tha: led co creation of our often-massive public,schools
' , 102 . Lo ‘
‘and even more unwieldy school systems. - We must investigate cities (e.g.,
Washington, D.C.)vinvwhich upwardly mobile blacks have gravitated increasingly

from the public to the.nonpublic ééhbols; and of the consequences, for both

_ ‘ : . - L L
systems and for black families, of this  fundamental shift. We/zsggi;ﬂ/mdre
knowledge of areas where; as an opposite development, -thé bulk of. white stu-.
dents have moved into nonpublic schools, leaving public schools to the blacks;

. T N '
the long-term ;agiﬁieﬂtiﬁns of tiiis development, only sketchily alluded to

L /.
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in availibie studies, could be shattering, as we suggested carlier., Studies

of symbiotic relationships between publicfand nonpublic schools in times of
YN e < . _ : e
rapid ncighborhood change scem long,- long overdue, especially in the light

of the angry unsupbortéd aséertions on this topic that app¢ar in da;iy}néws;
papers. Recent experimentation‘in inner-city chu}chﬁréiated'schools shoﬁld
Be.ﬁocumeﬁted, and itﬁ iong—range outcomes traced. We ougﬁt fo asceffain )

th.: trqck record of the numerous consortia; éssociatiéns, etc., créased by
noupubliﬁ schools Qnder financial stress. : Further work is é&lied for con-
.cerning the assumptiogx made by Névin and Bills in their "protest éch&qlﬂt

,study, and By many other scholars in other éontexts,'that thére is wide-
épread’cénscﬁéus in our sﬁtiety, or even empiriéal evidence, to Supporﬁ cer-— .
tain ideas, very common among professiohal educators, éf whét consﬁitJtesthe
"o00d" school. It may turn out, ironically, that.the'natioﬁ's noqgublicL?
schoois provide the most prqmising»feSearch 1aborétor§ for finding solutioﬁs"-éf
to sﬁme probléms in public schools, to say nothing of the fgcg:fhat we shoﬁld
assuage the ecurrent widespréad ignorance aﬂout the nonpublic échools that

enroll.almost 10 per cent of the nation's students at elementary and secon-

darv levels.
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TABLE 1A. Number of U.S. Roman Catholi: }lementary and
: . Secondary Schools, 1965-4u to 1975-76

o | \ !
Year Elementary % Chanée t\ Secondary % Change
 1965-66 ' .fio.879 ' o [N
1966-67 ‘; 16,8&3 - 0,3 L 2,358 - 2.3
1967-68 10,603 - 2.2 .”\2,356 0.0
1968-69 10,338 . - 2.5 2,248 - 4.6
1969-70 9,695 - 62 2,00 - 7.7
1970-71 9,370 TN 1,980 - 4.6
1971-72 8,982 - 41 1,?59 - 6l
1972-73 8,766 -2 - 1,790 - 3.7
1973-74 8,569 - 2,2 '1}7%8 - 3.5
1974-75 8,437 - L 1,600 - 2.2
1975-76 8,340 R 1,653 - 2.2

3ources National Catholic Education Association
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TABLE 2A. Student Enrollment in U.S. Roma:. Catholic Elementary and ,
Secondary Schools, 1965-66 to 1975-76 ‘ A
‘ _ % Change % Change: o % Change % Change
Elementary Previous Base Secondary Previous Base
Year Enrollments Year Year Enrollments Year Year
1965-66 4,492,000. 1,082,000
1966-67 4,384,000 - 2.4 - 2.4 1,093,000 1.0+ 1.0
1967-68 4,143,000 - 5.5 - 7.8 1,099,000 0.5 4+ 1.6
1968-69 3,903,000 - 5,8  =13.1 1,080,000 - 1.7 - 0,2
1969-70 3,451,000 -11.6  -23.. 1,026,000 5.0 - 5,2
1970-71 3,356,000 - 2,8  -25.3  1,008,0.0 1.8 - 6,8
1971-72 3,176,000 - 8,3 -31.5 960,000 4,8 -11@3
1972-73 2,875,000 = 6.6  =36.0 927,000 3ub -143
1073-74 2,718,000 - 5.6  =39.6 907,000 2.2 -16.2
1974-75 2,602,000 = 4,1 -42,1 902,000 0.6 -16.6
1975-76 2,525,000 - 3,0  -3.8 890,000 - 1.3  -17.7
source: ational Catholic'Educationﬂssociation
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TARLE 3A. Urban, suburban and Rural Dispersion of U.,3.
Catholic, Elementary and Secondary Schooly,
1967-68, 1970-71, 1973-74

Elementarv Schools: 1967-68 ' 1220421 ' 1973=-74<

Within Major City Limits 4,613 4,338 4*Q8§
' - )

‘Major City Suburbs ' 2,595 2,286 2, 15
" Small Town/Rural 3,142 2,746 " 2,387
Total | 10,35 9,370 8,569

Secondary Schools:

Within Major cCity Limits 1,164 1,073 926
Major City Suburbs 596 505 L. 6
Small Town/Rural | 517 402 336

Total ' 2,277 . " 1,980 1,72¢

Sourcéx National Catholic Educat?on Association




TABLE 4A., Minoritv Group kemberships in U,S, Romar. Catholic

: Elementary and Secondary Schools, 1970-71, 1972-73
1970-71 1972-73

Elementary: No, C % No, A
American Negro 174,000 5.2 201,00 7.0
Spanis» Surnamed 215,000 6.4 184,000 .4
Orien. 1l American 17,000 5 20,000 o7
American Indian 15,000 4 6,000 W2
_All Others 2,9}2,000 ‘ 87.5 2,460,000 858.7
Total 3,356,000 100,0 2,871,000 100,0

Secondary: o o .
American Negro 38,000 3.3 L6,000 5.0
Spanish Surnamed 47,000 L,7 50,000 5.4
Criental American L ,000 o4 5,000 5
Ame ~ican Indian 2,000 ’ o2 1,000 o1l
All Others 917,900 20,9 817,000 89,0

otal 1,008,000 100,0

All Schools: _
American Negro
Spanish Surnamed
Oriental American
American Indian
All Others

Total

212,000 4,9
262,000 6,0
21,000 . .5
17,000 o

916,000 | 100,0

247,000 6.5
234,000 6.2
25,000 .7

7,000 .2

77

Ll

3,277,000 86,4 -

8,8221000 '
, 364,000 100,0

3,790,000 100.0

Sour~es National Catholic Education Association
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TASLY S5A, Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod Elemeniary and
Sec~ndary Schools, 1965-1975

————— ———

Year Elementary Schools % Change High Schools % Change.

1965 1364 | o
1066 . 1332 - 2.3 21 0.0
1967 1319 S 1.0, 2k 0.0
1968 . 1273 - 3.5 25 - 44,2
1969 1230 - 34 - 25 0.0
1970 1207 - 1.9 26 + 4,0
1971 1170 - 3.1 207+ 3.8
1972 . .1238 +5.8 30 +11.1
1973 1236 -0z 3 +10,0
1974 ‘ (1227' . - 0.7 35 4 6,0
1975 1225 - 0.2 36 .+ 2.9

Source: Board of Parish Education, The Lutheran Church ==
Missouri 3ynod :

88
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TABLE 6A. Student blembership in the Schools of. the Lutheran
Church -~ Nissouri Synod, 1965-1975

—

——— ——

% Change % Change
Year Enrollment from Previous Tear frpm Base Year -
1965‘ 171,966 (base ye%r)
1966 170,516 . 0.8 - 0.8
1967 169,750 0.k - 1.3 -
1968 167,199 1.5 - 2.8 -
1969 166,381 0.5 - 3.2
1970 163,386 1.8 - 5.0
1571 158,723 2.9 - 7.7
19721 164,086 e - a6
1973 164,695 0.0 s 4,2
romn 165, 540 0.1 -3
1975 0.0 - 3.7

165,604

~—

. Aftar 1772 the Parish Board of Education included in their

enrollmen: totals all special education and prekindergarten
. studenits, Co-
Source: 2oard of Parish Education, Lutheran Church --'Missoufi‘

Synod

39
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TARLE 7A. Student iemberships in the Elementary and Communify :
: Hirh Schools of The Lutheran Church -~ Iliissouri
. _ Synod, 1965-1975 :

Eleﬁéntary School | High School
Year Enrollments % Change Enrollments % Change
1965 160,822 11,144
.;966 159,216 1.0 11,300  + l.h4
1967 158,047 - 0.7 11,703 + 3.6
1967 155;i§1 - 1.8 12,018 + 2,7
196 - ) 153.912 . 0.8 12,469 + 3.8
1970 150,613 - 2.1 12,773 + 2.4
1971 | 146,180 - 3.0 12,543 - 1,8
1972 151,4821 + 3.6 12,604  + 0.5
1973 - 151,476 0.0 13,219 + 4,9
197k 151,885 . 0.0 13,655  + 3.3
1975 151,969 0.0 13,635 - 0,1

1. Beginning in 1972, children in special education and pre-
kindergarten programs were included in the elementary
school enrollment totals, ‘ )

Sources . Board of Parish Education, The Lutheran Church --
liissouri Synod :
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TABLE SA, . Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod Elementary
v Schodls, 1965-1975

Year .+, Number of Schools % Change
1965 | 228
| 1966 N ... 228 | 0.9
1960 o232 s 1.8
1968 237 + 2.2
1969 - 235 - 0.8
1970 | PJ + 3,8
1971 | 252 o *+ 3.3
1972 : 256 o ' + 1.6
.3 26k 43,1
1974 o292 + 3.0
1975 u 2931 + 707

1.. In 1975, thé Wisconsin Synod also maintained 11 high
schools, :

Source: The Wisconsin Synod Board for larish Education

2
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TASLE 9A. Student Enrollments in the zlementary and High
- Schools of the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran
Synod, 1965-1975

) % Change ‘% Change
Year Enrollment from Previous Year from Base Year
1965 . 27,448 : o (base year)
1966 27,572 + 0.5 +0.5
1967 28,002 42,0 + 2,0
1968 28,634 -+ 2.3 Y U3
1960 - 28,719 T+ 0.2 + 4.6
1970 _29,oso~ 4 1.2 + 5.8
1971 29,494 + 1.k 4 7.5
1972 29,656 +0.5 - 480
1973 29,912 - +0.8 + 9.0
1974 29,981 +0.2 . -+ 9.2
1975 31,183 . 440 41346

Source: Wisconsin Lutheran Board of Parish Eduéépion
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TA3LE 104,

(]

83

Christian Day Schools of the American Lutheran

Church, 1965-1975
Year Number of Schools % Change |
1965 127
1966 178 + 40,2
1967 136 - 23.6
1968 134 .= L5
1969 154 + 14,9
1970 145 - 5.8°
1971 L 14l - 2,8
1972 178 \\\ + 26,2
1973 168 - 5.6
1974 . 159 - 5-4
1975 . 168 + 5.7
Source: fire Donald Vetter, Director: for Elementary ochools._

The Amerlcan Lutheran Church

1
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TABLE 11A. Student kembership in the Christian Day Schools
T of the American Lutheran Church, 1965-1975

: , - B éﬁange .",'., % Chanée
Year = Enrollment from Previous Ygar from Base Year
1965 —8.795 - . . (base year)’
1966 10,662 + 21,2 | + 21,2
1967 9,104 - 14,6 + 3,5
1968 9,116 0.0 | o+ 3.6
1969 - 9,984 | + 10,0 + 13.5.
1970 .. 9,926 S 06 +12.9¢
1971 10,284 + 3.6 + 16.9
1972 13,858 + 3,8 + 57,6

1973 (1,614 + 5.5 | + 66,2
1974 15,262 4 b 735
1975 16,121 + 5.6 + 83.3

3

® source: Ir. Donald Vetter, Director‘for Elementary Schools,
The American Lutheran Church :

P P4
2
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TA3LE 12A. Number of iember 3chools of the National Union of
C Christian Schools, 1966-19751 \ ;

Year - Number of Schodds - % Change
. ,... - -~ ' _xl
- . _ Sy
1966 215 _ | ’
| 1967 ‘ - " 217 ' -. . ‘ "+ 0,9
1968 218 T4 0l
1969 - 217 L - 0.5
11970 - 222 ' +'2,3 " -
. . . : /
1971 226 . +1.8 ¢ |
1972 . 21k - - 5.3
L 1973 " B S R P
;- 1974 : 211 - _. 0.0 -
r E -t 3 )
© 11975 . 211 o 0,0
. ) S / i
,}i 'U.S; schools only. ) : :_ - e -

f . o -
Note: ‘Between 1970 and 1975, 37 new schools joined the U%lOﬁ,
" 18 schools closed, 4 schodéls entered mergers, and 21

schools resigned memberOhlp.

Source: National Union of Christiqn Schools

<
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xTﬂﬁLE 13A. Student Membership in the U.S. Schools of the
National Union of Christian Schools, 1966-19?5

\ s —
: % Change . % Change
Year Enrollment from Previous Year from Base Year
. 4 ‘N ) A\
1954 51,240 ' o (base year)
1967 ~ 50/282 = 1.9 - 19
- 1968 50,637 . + 0,7 . L= 1.2
. 1969 50,4301 0.7 - 1.8 ﬂ
1970 51,482 + 1.8 - 0.
. 1971 51,134 - 0,1 L =042
1972 51,0 409 + 0.6
Yo 1973 51,1+ - 0.9 - 0.2
1974 - k3,759 - 2.7 - 2,9
_ ) R
1975 L"?.‘)T'S - 204 . - 502 ’
. " - N - I
"Sources “National Union of Christiaﬁ Schools
- \
N .
2 Q ’/ .a-'
g ’
a¢

2. ) . . . . - . 3 IRl X £
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TABLE 14A., Number of Member Schools in the U.S. National
Association of Christian Schools, 1965-1975

—
-

Year - Number of Schools % Change
1965 . 228
1966 230 + 0.8
1967 224 ‘ - 2,6
1968 236 ~ + 5.8
1969 ' 268 : +13,6
1970 297 . 410.8
1971 313 | + 5.k
1972 268 ~14 .4
1973 205 | 23,5 %
1974 141 -31.1
1975 153 + 8.5

Source: National Association of Christian Schools




TABLE 15A, Student lembership in the Lember Schools of the
U.3., National Association of Christian Schools,
‘ 1965-1975

: % Change ' % Change
Year Enrollment from Previous Year from Base Year

1965 32,002 | | (base year) ,f
1966 32,879 4 2.7 42 |
1967 32,139 - 2.3 + 0.k

1968 37,107 | +15,5 © +15.9 :
1969 45,492  +22.6 +42,1
1970 . 50,860 - +11.8 +58.9 BN
1571 . 57,808 o 41307 . +80.6 ,;
1972 53,144 | - 8.1 +66.,1 _5

1973 32,611 -38.6 + 1.9

1974 20,028 ~ =38.6 = -3?.4:.

1975 . 23,185 +15.8 272

Source: National Association of Christian Schools

—
.v"‘l

e~




TAELE 16A. Number of [ember Schools of the Western Associa-
tion of Christian Schools, 1965=1975 '

Year | | Number of Schools " % Change
1965 68

1966 | 102 | + 50,0

1967 | 132 ( i + 29,4

1968 146 ' + 10.6

11959 | 162 4 11,0

1970 o211 » \ + 30.2

1971 | 246 ' -+ 16.6

1972 308 | . 25.2
173 . 350 136

1974 | | 408 | + 16.6

1975 5041 - | +23.5

1. During the previous year, the California Association of
Christian Schools was réechartered as the Western Associa-
tion of Christian Schools., Part of the increase in the
1675 fimures reflects a geographic expansion of the
Azsociation boundaries.

Source: Western Association of Christian Schools.
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TABLE 17A., Student Enrollments in U.3. liember Schools of the
Western Association of Christian Schools, 1965--

1975

R : % Change % Change

" Year Enrollment from Previous Year from Base Year

\ 1965 11,388 - # (base year)
1966 14,659 + 28,7 +28.7
1667 21,168 .+ bhg + 85.9
1968 26,012 + 22,9 41284
1969 29,426 ' + 13.1 +158.4
1970 32,327 o+ 9.9 +183.9
1971 3,949 + 8.1  4206.9
1972 39,360 + 12,6 +245,6
1973 46,032 -+ 17,0 +304,2
1974 52,459 + 14,0 © 4360.7
1975 63,131 . 42003 T

Source: Western Association of Christian Schools.

-7 e - | 10
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TARLE 18A. Dumber of U,3, Assembly.of God Christian Day
: | Schools, 1965-1975 |

— . i

Year Number of Schools % Change
1965 31
1966 S 40 ..+ 29,0
1967 | | 34 - 15,0
1968 35 . + 2.9
1969 - 37, 4T 5.7
1970 - 60 + 62,2
1971 | 60 . o 0o N\
1972 | 73 + 21,7
1973 ' ‘ 69 = 545
1974 = 81 + 17.4
1975 1551 | © 4 91,4

y
7

1. This increase reflects in part more systematic information 5
gathering nrocedures,

Source: Rev, Hardy Sﬁelnbérg. National Director, General
Council of the Assemblies of God, Division of
Chrlstlan Education

| ‘
. . | . - . - o .
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MAZLE 19A. Ln”ollment Trends in U.5. Assembly:of God Christlan
/ : © Dayv 3chools, 1965-1975

—

Yeaf : ?npollmeﬁt from ;rgs?gig Year . f*frfACE§SZCYear
1965 3,110 'ifkbase year)

) 1966 3,592 +15.5 .+ 15,5

/ 1967 4,059 . 41340 T

/ 1968 © 4,398 + 8.4 o+ 41,4
1969 5,123 + 16.5 : TR
11970 7,462 ' + 45,7 o +139.9
1971 7,008 ) - 6.1 : +125,3 -
1972 10,827 ¥ 55 s248,1
1973 11,276 + bl ‘ +262,6
197k 13,157 - + 16_.7 +323.1
1975 21,9211 - 66.6. . +604.8

1, Part of this major 1ncrease ‘is attrlbutable to more effec-
tive 1nformatlon gathering” procedures. '

Source: Rev, Hardy atelnberg, Natlonal Dlrector,.General

Council of the Assemblies of God, Division of
e Christian Education .
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TABLE 20A, lember Schools in the U.,3., National Society for
- Hehrew Day Schools (Torah Umesorah), 1965-~1975

Year Number of Schools % Change
1965 323 |
1966 330 | e 2.3
1967 339 - + 2,7
1968 349 | y +'2.9
1969 - 362 + 347
1970. 38 + 4L
". 1971 - 392 B + 3.7
1972 o1 | | + 2.3
1973 : 413 | + 3,0
Looh op22 42,2
1975 | w27 ! 4+ 1.2

Source: National Sbciety for Hebrew Day Schools
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TABLE 21A, Student Enrollments in the Member Schools.of the-
UsS. National Society for Hebrew Day Schools
(Torah Umesorah) 1965-1975.

A\
Year Enroliment ~from %rES?gﬁg Ye;r ff?mcgzgieYear
1965 61,300 : - (basé year)
1966 67,300 o~ * 5.5 + 5.5
1967 > 68,900 ‘ 2.4 ~ +8.0
1968 71,000 *+ 3.9 O 411.3
1969 73,000 v 2.8 +1h 4
1970 75,000 + 2.7 o +17.6
1971 80,000 - +10,7 +25.4
| 1972 80,300 + 0.k +25.9

1973 81,200 F11 427.3
1974 82,000 ’ + 1.0 +28. 5
1975 . 82,200 0.0 - . +28, 5

Sources National Society-fdr'Hébrew Day Schools
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TASLE 22A, Number of Solomon Schachter Schools (United
Synagogues of America), 1965-1975

S

Year | Number of Schools | % Change -
1965 : 16

1966 20 o + 25,0
1967 | 22 + 10,0
1968 24 - £ 9.1
1969 - 29 ' + 20,8
1970 o tgp © 41043
1971 37 + 15,6 .
1972 ' - 41 .+ 10,8
1973 41 C 040
1974 3 | + 4.9

1975 : 46 , - + 7.0

Source: United Synagogue Commission on Jewish Education
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TARLE 23A, Solomon Schachter School Enrollments, 1965-1975

s e———

e
e —

—

' % Change % Change
Year Enrollmgnt from Previous Year from Base Yegr
1965 3,439 ‘ﬁbase yééﬁ)
1066 3,903 L+ 1.9 T 4 11.9
1967 ﬁ.zalj' T4 9.7, + 2247
1963 1,683 ¥ 9.k + 34,2
1969 5,630 + 20,2 + 61k
1970 5,860 T+ 4,1 + 68,0
1971 6,309 + 77 ~+ 80,8
1972 6,733 v 647 + 93,0
1973 7,387 + 9.7° +111.7
1974 7,837 + 6,1 +124,6
1975 8,262 + 5.k - +136.8
.

Scurce:s United Synagogue Commission on Jewish Education

1v6
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_TABLE 24A. Number of Nember Schools in the U,S. National
Association of Independent, Schoéols, 1965-1975

L e S - o e . e —
M ;

Yisr Number of Schools. | % Change
1965 - 703 | \ |
1966 -726 . . EEER :
1967 * ‘ " 968" .+ 5.8
1968, ) T 766 t .Y =043 ,f"ﬂ,4
1969 N R + 1.0
1970 N ‘. 'a.¢¥l. + 0uk
Cowm oot R
. a2 79 B
N 1973 BT o + 0.2 DS
1974 o S -0
1975 . 770 . S 0.5
Sources National Association of Independent Schools
§ o '
3 \
1/ ~
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TARLE 264, Jtudent Znrollments in the-Mehber.Schoolh‘of.the .
7 National Association of Independent Schools, '
R 1965=1" 05 ) . o
' B Chénae_ . % Change
Year . Enrollment - from Previous Year from Base Year
1965 199,329 - . (base year)
1966 2204722 ©+ 10,7 + 10,7
1967 ' 226,137 : 2.5 + 1k
1769 2l 82l . AR S - H + 22,7
1969 . o42,20¢ 5 T Q0 S - L+ 21,85
1770 221,218 . o= 8,7 S+ 1140
Lo 1771 L PRE,172 + 1.8 0 u+13,0 .
' v R D e )
. 1972 260,350 .+ 25,6 + 30,0

‘1973 - 261,207 . ; + ﬁ,o:'x o + 34,6
1974 275,352 .. +7 2,7 + 38.1
1478 7 207,406 N A C +39,2

R



 TABIE-26A, Subgroup Enrollment Chanzes in the National Association of Ind°o°ndent oohools. ¢96& 65 10
L 19?5-?6

" A

o g 156 L 1618 18 1m0 I L g k19
A A L T A B (O P

Giris® day 0,6 L3 37 Lk 32 L1 <0b <09 L1 06 210 -0l
Grls boarding 0.5 -L9 b2 27 Lb -2 29 23 L7 -L2 Lb L3

Soys' iy 2 Wl L9 AL247 L) 0z 23 09 2l L) L
CBoys bearding L5 22 2% 06 09 00 33 <09 -0l -1 1]
 Ooed day 21 39 b \\ W k3 a7 3l 0 38 Ll 1)
Coed daycolenantary‘ 505 5.; b2 335 6.9 '5.5 §,5 2.4 16 | a8 07 0;1
Gt b6 20 Bl M6 23 02 00 B0 L] k6 D4 LS

Total enrollnsnt, - J \ | ;
- all schools o 23 21 33 W6 33 L8 L1 Ll 4l L2 2.2 L0

‘This table demonstrates the year-to-year percentave change in enrollment for the seven categories of
member schools, and the total membership,

The first column of flgures shows the percent of increase in enrollment over the previous school year,
196364, and 80 on deross the table (decreases noted by =), |
. B .

The table reveals: |

(a) The steady growth in overall enrollment. for the total menbership through the tielve year period,

(b) The decline (loss of students) experienced by the boarding schools, starting in 199 and continuing
through 1973, The increases in the last two years 1nd1cate that they are on the way to reoouplng
their losses,

(c) A consistent growth ‘pattern for day schools W1th the exceptlon of Girls' schools where galns and
“losses since 1970-have about balanced out, eakness 1s noted also in the Coed day elenentary...—o -

| catesory in the last two years,

8. National Assoc1atlon.of Indepsndent‘Sohools'(Boston) f“ ' t R 5
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TABLE 27A, Episcopal ochools in Amerlca. 1966 67 and

1975-76

Schools/Ehrollments 1966-1967 1975-1976 % Change _
1. Enrollment total , | 59,437 76,436 + 28.6
2. Number of schools 347 402. + 15.9
3, Elementary Boarding | 3 5 + 66,7
4, Secondary Boarding w/ _ o
or w/out day students 92 107 + 16,3
5._N1¢1tarv schogis | 8... | 2 - 75,0
6. Elementary day  ~ 102 239 -+ 134,.3
.7, Secondary day - 28 38. - 35;7
8. K-12 schools T 28 b o+ 57,1

Sources Directories of the National ‘Association of Eplscopal
' Schools, 1966- 67 and 1975=-76

oo
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' TABLE_28A. Number of Quaker Friends Schools. UeSe, 1965-1975

Yedr lumber.of Schools . % Change
3 1965 51
1966 51 ' 0.0
1967 51 o 0.0
1968 N 52 | + 2,0
1969 52 0.0
1970 s | 00
1971 . ) 53 L + 1,9
1972 BETE . 0.0
1973 T T+ 7.8 .
PR 1974 57 040
Cages. 8 o+ 1.8

Source: Friends Council on Education

s 6
- L
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'TABLE 29A, Student Enrollments in U.S. aQuaker Friends
- Schools, 1965-1975 '

——

' ' % Change : % Change
Year - Enrollment from Previous Year from Base Year ' :
1965 . 10,878 | (base year)
1966 11,119 » + 2,2 + 2,2
1967 11,373 ' + 2.3 . + 4,6
- 1968 11,600 42,0 + 6.6
196G - 12;321 S +6.2 ¢ +13.3
1970 13,766 - #11.2 - "~+’26.o
1971 13,786 C 40,6 4 2647
1972 13430 -26 . +2%5
1973 '13,9qa + 3.9 E + 28.2 ]

1974 - 13,801 ) - 1.1 42649

Scurce: Friends Council on Education

~
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J TABLE BOA. lfennonite Seéondary School Students, 1965-1975

Year Enfollment. ~ from %rgg?ggg Year fr?mcggggeYear

1965 2309 |

1966 2399 A+ 3.9 + 3.9

1967 2392 e 0.3 + 3.6

1968 2297 T s b0 2 0.5 y

1969 2175 = 543 - 5.8

1970 2196, + 1.c'>,_ _ - 4,9 -
1971 - 2202 - +__0.3‘~\ : - b6

1972 2170 7 ="1.5 ' - 6,0
1973 . 22é3 _' + 5.2 o - 1.1

176 2331 2,1 .+ 1.0 .

ro7s  2h90 - +.6.8 £7.8

“Sources Mennonité'Board of Education

Q e : 4 - 114 -




104

- TABLE 31A; Lnrollment Changes in Amerlcan Nonpublic Alter-
' native -Schools, 1970 & 1975, Reported by State

—

STATE -~ .. | - 1970 - 1975
Alabama = 0 170
Alaska 0 60
Arizona , .55 - 107

" Arkansas : L1 - 48
California : 3,233 3,572
Colorado o . 176 - 578
Connecticut . B 306 : 581
Delaware 0 ~40
"Florida _ : - 76 L2k
Georgia © 20 - 612\\
Hawaii o , - 42 ' 176
Idaho ' ‘ 20 26
Illinois : 676 - ' 2,122
Indiana . 70 : Lok
Iowa v 0 ' 68
‘Kansas - 38 L 181
Kentucky . .53 0
Louisiana ‘ . - 40 ’ 0
ltaine ' 307 : 206
Maryland "139 o 65
Massachusetts - 1,023 ‘ 2,364
Michigan : , 103~ : 784
Minnesota . . 396 . L29

" Missouri - ’ . - bss - 1,192
Nebraska o. 198
New Hampshire' - ‘ ' 137 . 64
New Jérsey ’ - 323 : 25
Mew Mexico - . , 199~ - 541
New York. o \ , 2,184 < 2,411
North Carolina ' -0 . o 72 . =
Ohio = ) | 365 1,912
Oklahoma .= | . oiimn ‘ ~———%H%~‘*“‘**" ks
Oregon ) o 88 - ) 245 -

. Pennsylvania ™ _ © 298 714

- Rhode Island - : L T 37
South Carolina : o ' Ls 20
Tennessee - 24 C 0

- Texas : 157 . : 298
Utah - 55 ' ' 35

~ Vermont : : © " 208 o T 192
Viresinia v - - 81 .7 244
Washington .. - _ 530 641

. Washington, D,.C. _ , . 97 ' 977

- ¥est Virginia _ . : 20 : : 6
Wisconsin . : . 715 560

: L ‘ . 13,140 _ . 23,498 (79% incre
co (39 states) (42 states)
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TABLE 32A. Enrollmenf Trends in U.S. K=12 Publid Schools,

1966-1975
o Eﬁrollmenti' : % Change % Change

Year (in thousands) from Previous Year from Base Year
1966 43,039 : (base year)
1967 43,891 w20 42,0 v
1968 Ll ok . 2.k bobk

1969 45,619 + 1.5 .+ 6.0

1970 | 45.909 40,6 - +6.7

1971 46,081 - | ' +.0.3 : + 7.1 ;
1972 L5, okl - 0.7 4643
1993 . 4s,k09 = 0.7 4 5.5

1974 .4§.056 - 0.8 T+ b7
1975 W4;2002 = 0.8 .+3.9

1. Tnrollment figures for the years 1966-73 secured from, U.S.

_ Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, National
Center for Educational Statisticés, Projections ‘of Education
Statistics to:1983-84, 1974 Edition, .Washington, D.C.s "
U.S. Covernment Printing Office, 1975, 21. Enrollmerrt- :
figures for the years®1974-75 secured from, U.S. Department

- of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Center for
Education Statistics, The Condition of Education, 1976 »

' EgigiOng Washington, D.C.t+ U.S, Government Printing Office,
1976, 16. » : : . ' : .

2

2, Estimated.
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