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Considering that they ehroll only one student in ten in the

elnmentary and socondary'grades, the nation's nonpublic schools

are a surprisingly sallfnt channel for philanthropy Direct

gifts, th° mObu obv1ous facet of philanthropy in theso schools,
8

total well in ekcess of $174° million annually.? Another $537

Q

million or more per “year is 1nd1rect cons1sting of donations

(often earmarked for schools) made through religious institu-

tions.3 (In terms of the Commission's definition of ohilanthroby,

theso indirect bestowals reflect the liberalitj of individuals who

"join Wlth others" to meet Sp°lelC needs of soc1°ty )* Another

aspect of philanthropy that often escapes attention consists of

the "creative abilities" and "energy" mentioned in the Commission's
efinition of philanthropy.® Fofideeades massive grants of

creative ability and energy have come from teachers and admini-

strators who work for salaries far below the going rate and- from

‘, T e e e o
o -

patronscand friends who provide assistance at no cost at all.

N

',Thls phenomenon has been most pronounced in Catholic sohools,

. . T R A =
S can

‘where the contributed services of nuns, priests, and brothers

. Justly be described as enormous, butrsolvency has depended on

F *A report, sponsored by the Council for Amcrican Private
; Education, submitted to the Commission on Private Philanthropy
 and Public Needs, Washington, D.-C., on December 2, 1974. The

.+ assistance of Merl Bakgr is gratefully acknowlodbed
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Lhvy s resourc:, Lhourh Lo o uxtcyt; In muny other
religlious and nonsectarian sohools. L{' ve consider only thé\
" gratuitous creative ability and energy of teachers and '

sdmipistratoﬁs, ignoring the assistance of patrons and friends,

"hidden" philénthropy in nonpublic schools totals an estimated
$410 annually st the very least.G

In gauglng the dimensions of phllanthropy in nonpublic

schools, we have produced the iollow1ng dollar amounts $17Y
million in direct gifts, $537 mllllon in indirect philanthropyﬂ
and $410 million in "hidden" phllanthzopy. These figures,

probably serious underestimates, total an annual $1.12 bllllon

_ By comparison, Giving U, S. A. reports that total gifts to public

and private educational institutions below the college level
totaled less than $1.92 billion. in 1973%.7 Even allowing for th°

posslblllty that GLVln? U. S. A d°flned philanthropy more narrowly

£l

/
than we have done, it is obvious . that nonpubllc schools are a

-

particularly. crucial channel for philanthropy.

We should note in passing that the magnitude‘and natute of'
Aﬁhilanthropyqin nonpublic schools differs among sghool types and
geographic regions. 1In thejlargelw nonsectarian schools affilia-
‘ted with the National Association of Independent Schools, for
example, philanthropy is used main%y to provide endowﬁentsy
‘physical facilities, and scholarships for students who could not
otherwise afford to attend.® In the ma-jor religiously affiliated

systems, in keep;ng with tendencies already noted, slgnlfloant

proportlons of oporatlng cost are met by means of philgnthropy.
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In Bubuque (Iowa), Green Bay (Wisconsin), and Lewiston (#alns),

2

where the 1960 census reported thgt the majorily of elqﬁentary
school children attended nonpublic schools, the low of

philanthropy to these institutions has far more sociai impact

e e i o e .

. et et e
than in Salt Lake City, Texarcana, and Tuscaloosa, where less =~~~ ————

than 4 per cent of such students were in nonpublic schools.?®

’

Public Benefits

+

3

The objection can be raiséd that much largess discussed

in the preceding passages should not be considered as philan-
thropy, since those who prdVidé it often have special intérests
(e.g.,pphe pro@btion of a particular religipus view), rather than

the public interest, in mind. From the perspective of the giver,
however, the prom;tion of a favofite ideology or life style often
is the promotion of the public interest. Furthermore, allegedly
"pure" efforts to advance the general weal have so often been
revealed’(often in reérospect) as thoroughly biased (often
unirtentionally) in favor of particular cultures, socio-"

" economic strata, or opcupational'éroups that some scholars.
dispa#age the concépt of "the public interesﬁ,".consldering it

. much tod mislgading to bé useful.'® 1If some enduring, generally .. ' -
agreed-upon £est of "pure" concern for "the publig interest"ﬂ
could be devised, the evidence suggests that little philanthropy

(or for that matter, little reformist efforﬁ at all) could pass

1

~muster.!''” For most purposes of public policy, it seems better

tp ana;yze the results of an institutional pattern than to worry

\
- ’




. about the motives it reflects. -
FS

Fortunately, the Commission's "Outline of Issues" does not

identify the purity of breadth of philanthropic intent.as a cenbral

issue. It focuses on the social connguences of philanthroﬁy o
| .

in numerous critical "spheres of natidnal Aife, seeking

to assess the value to our nation of the private
philanthropic initiative in defining and contributing

to the public—good, to consider the appropriate
relationship between government ;and private philanthropy,
and to balance the benefits of public action against the
.benefits of private imitiative in seeking to improve and
enhance the quality of our lives.!2 ‘ C

"In the light of that posture, fees paid by patrons in .
&£ . .
elementary and secondary schools, though not reflected in our
estimates, assume much of the color of‘philanthropy.. A parent -

3 \ . .
may -consider only an offspring's welfare when tendering tuition

payments., butvsbciety will benefit nevertheless. _State inter-

N—_— .

vention, in school affairs; through mechanisms of finance;‘
adhinistration, and regulgtion, is’baséd in large meaéﬁ}e_én the
assumption-that society ag a:wholé reaps extensiﬁe, critical
beﬁefits'whengver a child is.;)roperly-educ.ated.Ls \The educéted
person pfesumabiy.is.a better citizen, more adequately prepared
_to earn a livelihood,\contfibute to economic growth and cultural
‘enrichment, participafe in policial affairs, live harmoniously_
with others, and avoid mental and physical illness. Available
evidence, though ugavoidably inconclusive, suggests str%ngly
that most nonpublic schools aré at least as effective as public

schools in promoting good citizenship; regardless of* the motives

prompting patrons to pay the price.!4 Knowingly or not, these

.




'putfqns are purchusing public as well as private. )“nLilLo --

engaging, as it were, in "unintentional" "philanthropy.
o Both publicly funded and'priyétely funded schools -have- proven
capable of preparing the y6hng for"gé&g bjtizenship. Would the
society as a whole lose anything, then,/lf nonpublic schools and

the phllanthropyxthey represent were eliminated?

- The body polltlc would b° deprived of 1mportant sav1ngs._ The °

public burden of fundlng spc1ally essentlal scboolinp 1s obviously .

H

"alleviated when many chlldren are educated at prlv,bto °xpens

thfbugh gifts and %Fes Whether they know it or not _many hard-
pressed taxpayers face lowef levlos today than if nonpublic ‘
schools dld not existence as a result of phllanthropy

A more important consideration, prooably, is that nummrous

cities, already croaklng under "municipal overburden," might find

" it impossible to pump adequate money for education through their

15

overloaded taxation conduits if nonpublic schools should close
As a consequence, the life chances of disadvantaged children

%

might be compromised eysq mocre than at present. N~

As a more general,lfér-reaching coﬂsideratipp, a mixed system
of publicly and privately funded schsols seems ﬁore-likely than a
system entirely tax-funded to respond to the. differential demands
of students and their families’ahd to sgperiment with new pro-
cedures.'® Until recently, at least, little effort has been made

in tax-supported schools to allocate varying amounts of money to

the schooling of youngsters who need dif'ferent quaﬁtities'and

types of'instruction, and the programs purchased 5} the funds
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shave been strikingly homdgcneous.‘7 Two results, obLviously, have

i

0 ) - \ . ‘ ¢ .
been educatlional ineffective;ess and fiscal was,t;e\.\i
sole encouraging

In response to the demand for improvement,

" tendencies are evident. Better arrangements have beéen devised for .

research on preeflng °ducatlona1 problenms, 18 Publlc school

J

of "commun;ty control," and "alternative schools,K.all of which

[

could‘bermit a more flexible response to the differs \fiab needs

and abpnlatlons of students-ana thelr families. I's Ba%

1mprovem°nt is slow and spasmodlc By virtue of poiltz\al and
bureaucratic constralnts, furthermore, public schoolSs are prevented
from offerlng the range of programs that both educators and many
cl:ents may des:Lrn 20 Perhaps we should capitalize on‘xmaglnatlona/
sen51t1v1ty, and adaptablllty wherever they can be found, whether

in the ‘public or the private sectors. Slnco prof6551onal éaucators
often seem ineffective in matching programs to studenﬁs in the

“

ight of the limited scientific knowledge now avaiiable,‘ﬁﬁé“‘“‘

1

combined efforts of parents and private school founders should be

tried. If classroom settlngs prove 1ntolerable to many children,
people who lack the trained pedagogue's assumptlons concernlng
the "essentials" of useful learning may find answers, largely“

intuitively, in totally unorthodox settings-and methods. i

-~ t

.Numerous counter-productive patterns of behavior among teachers .,

and administraﬁdrs may regult largely from traditional organiza-

tional_structure and thus be essentially immutable until radical o

. surgery occurs 2! We should not expect, however, that ma%nstream

} ‘, ‘ T

\




cducutoyu will Lyptxjmcnt willlngly w1th 1nnothlons that render
their hard-oarntd skills obsolet° and threaten their status and

S security, og that public school boards will encourage many dra-
matlc hreaks wlth conventlonallty -- not while many parents
clamor for the method..» ‘of the past.?2

It would be questionable to assert’that nonpubllc schools as

\ .
/4/ \\\:\nhole are more experlmentai and forward-looking than publlc

chools as a whole, but at critical points Ln Amerlcan thtory ', }
‘yhe explorations of a few prlvatL trailblazers have had an ;
enormous 1mpacﬁ one of th° more recent examples being the . . e

astly dlsproprrtlonate Lnfluence of a few 1ndep°ndent schools,

f? “ in the development of Advanced Placement Programs and nen curri-,
cula in mathematics and the physical sciences.2® ' And since
nonpublic schools are founded to prov1de doslred options and are
patronized by choice, th°y are probably more closely attuned than

-

most public schools to the differential needs of students..” Dis-

satisfied clients are not only free,to go‘eisewhefe, but (unlike
the situation in public schools), when they‘leave they take their
- money with them. 24 Tl ‘ .

But perhaps the most compelling re?sons why éitizens should
have ready access to private educationai options are ethical and
humanitarian reasons. Inestimable human misery has resulted from
the imposition of majoritarian ideoloéies and life style$ in
- schools. Children from disliked minorities have beenvabused and
. harassed through the powehful systems of peer influence that

- schools generate, and -even, at times, by teachers, administrators,

e
-

N
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and school boards. Anguished parents have stood.by, helplessly

in many cases, while theidr children. have been tormenﬁed and often

ultimately alienated from their homes and communities. T

6

Apparently no scholar has yet synthesized the evidence con-

cerning this black side of American education. The major aspects

.of the question, however, seem clear. James Coleman has described

many ways in which "the adolescent sociegty" in several schools

~

enforced anti-intellectual ﬁsfms on the most intellident students.2%
Iﬁdividuals were rewarded by "popularity, respect, acteptance intg
q‘crowd, praise, awe, support and aiq," and punished by “i;olation,
ridicule, exclusion from a cjrowd, di%dgir, discouragement, dis-?
respect.” In Bernard Rosen' 'study, once again the social Y
pressure had a marked impactj of adolescents from Jewish homes

“hat observed Orthodox behavioral norms, T4 per cent became non-
obse?yant when their peers wefg non—obserVant,fin compan}son wiph
83 pen_cent who remained obsénvénﬁ-if their peers\agréed with_
their-pareni;s.28 " As for the ﬁsycholpgical efféct of such

struggles, Morris Rosenberé found a pfonounceq tendency for

Catholics, Protestants, -and Jews who..had been reared in neigh-

Borhoods whére they were a minority to exhibit more anxiety

N ) N R \ .
(as compared with those who had been members of a nelghborhood,

majority), as refleétéd in psychosomatic symptoms, many years

later in aduithood.27 Researchers seldom find:factoré in,&hild-
hood and adolescence that so cbnsiﬁtently produce enduring scars.Z28
The erstwhile minority members in Rosenberg's.study must have

experienced frequent, severe trauma while gfowipg up, to exhibit

\ 10 ‘ \




el'fects decades lubler,
These results are not surprising, howevez, if one has read

even a fow dcscriptlon< of the treatment minorities have encountered

in the context of compulsory attendance laws.‘ It matL“rs not

whether the victims are gentle Amish, aggressive Jehovah s wit-
.z !

nesses, militant Atheists, pacifists in wartime, impqssive

American Indians, Greek-Americans trying to maincain proud tra-

-

ditions extending back to Socrates, Catholics in predominantly

Protestant schools, black éhlldren in new}y integrated Southern

schools, pocr children in middle-class sonools -~ the 1list can be
éxfendod almost’indcfinit°l§ 29  Philanthropy has provided some
members of these groups w1th\nonpublic schools hospltable to

their values ang life styles.| But disturbing cthicdl qucstlons‘

/ f ‘
can be raised about .a framework of. . public policy that denies

. |
this avenue of escape to many others. \
s \ \

\

Y "\ The Current Prospect ‘ .

*

As we move into the future,‘will what will happen to the

nation's nonpublic schools and the philanthropy they reflect?

. Assuming no major change in the current framewor“ of public

policy, is this sector of cducat;.on likely to °xpand hold its

own, or experlence serious declin°° The auguries, though mixed,
\ ;

. are cause for grave concern.

In 1965, at the recent zenith of\their,growth, nonpublic

schools enrolled about 13 per cent of \ll students at the

elementary and secondary levels in the Qnited States.3° fThen
1 I\ . M

o o 7\
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suddenly, a serious cnfollmént_decliné was evident. 1In retro-
spect, it is clear that the Roman Catholic schools and generally
nonsectarian boarding schools were thé only groups drastically’

affected. The Catholic system lost 22.7 per cent of its schools

H
1

and 35.2 of its enrollments between 1965 - 66 and 1973 - T4.3! -

Béarding sdhools affiliatéd with National Aséoéiation of
Independ*nt Schools have diminished by 8.8 per cent in number
durlné the past three year;/and haV° Tost enrollments to the
éxtent of 14.13 per cent during theéamo period. 32 0of the othej
maJor g&oups of sghqols, some have maintained a relatively stea y
state éipce 1965 ;\66, and others have Fxperienced sighificanékf
growth.®3 But since around 80 per cent of all nonpublic

thggo in 1965 - 66 were Catholic, the Cathollc plus the
boardiﬁz\sggool losses have been sufficient Lo produce a serious
net decline for nonpublic education as a whole since 1965 - 66,
Between 1965 - 66 ang\i970 - 71, the estimated total enrollmeént
fo; nonpublic schools drépped by 12;3 per cent (from G,30%,000
down to 5,530,000), and its share of\Fhe total student population

"in the Ualted States decreased from 13.6 per céngkin 1959 - 60 to

11.0 per cent in 1970-71.3%* By all indisations, there has been

further absolute and relative deteripratfon since 1970 - 71 for

the movement as a whole..

Since the recent "free school" movement had scarcely begun !
in 1?65-66, enrollment comparisons based on that year do not
reflect free school trends. While there is disagreément cohcern—

ing the mortality rate among these schools, it is obviously very

12 X s - ’
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high, and scholars who watch the movement closely think it is. -

. Tapldly losing ground. 35 Most failur°s among these schools seem "5

laxgely attributable €o the fact that, since they neither cater

to wealthy patrons nor enfoy church subsidies, they typically

. ]
, operate on a shoestring, financed in major-measure by extra-
N ’/ t - . -

. ~ordinary contributed services from a few'people, who find after

a very few years that they are unable, phy51cally and financially, _(

% 4 ’ ?‘ .- -~
. contlnue 7 . . :

PR

The current Situation, then, seems °ssentially a fore-

- '4 sHo tened‘recapitulation of the long history of nonpublic schools

without accesp either to fairly wealthy clients (though not ?

\(
- i ~ ‘)
caterwng exclusively to them,. by any means) or to °xtenSlva e
. )
subsidies from religious organizations. , Yo Ty

The reason why none but the well-to-do, with scattored

L ~ eXceptions, have been able to maintain nonpublic schools for

long. without significant subsidies is’ hot difficult to discern

Our society has seon fit to impose financial penalties, arti-

L

ficial "threshold costs," on patrons of nonpubtic schéols:" For o

example, a parent who decides to move from a public school

costing (through taxation) $1,000 per pupil annually to a non- <

public school costing $1,300 per pupil annually must be prepared T
to pay, not the differenC° of $)OO but the entire $1,300 (unless,

x,//” of course, some subsidy is available to help - make up the difference),

\

for he cannot transfer, along with his child }hlu child's share of ,

°

tax money for schools. .0f the $l 300 the paant must\pay "a ) -

e

.- - AN ' T
- - ’ /’

- ' '
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. L ,
the, threshold" of t;g\EBﬁpu{\}c school,. $1, 000 is "artificial,"

imp03°d by government. It would not exist 1Q a free market, in
which public and nonpublic scpo%ls would compete for clients on
an equal basis. “as a’eonseguence of being required to "pay twice"
fof:his child'e SChooling, the unegbsidiZed patron of\the nonpublic'
school will experience an approximately double impact when school
:costs increeS° 37 1f pub1jc ;chool taxation rises to tne maximum
point that families of &’ glven level of affluence can afford,
nonpubllc schools wéli/etviously have been prlced far out of the
1each of these fa?ﬁales In an-era llke the present, w1th
rece331on and inflation occurrlng 31multaneously, producing an
actual decline ip the purcha31ng power of most iamllles, the
tendency i‘w educational costs-to increase 'as much as five times
-~ ds fast as the general rat° of 1nflatlon cannot contlnue without
eventuallyz;iplng out V1rtually all nonpubllc schools not
patronlzee by people of wealth -- unless, "of course, steps are . .
‘ taken to grant relief to the "double;taxed" ﬁetrons of these
,scheole.ae : ) g

* + The growth of several nonpublié‘school groups. in recent

-
(9 ~

- years seems attrlbutable to spreaolng disenchantment among some
people with public educatlon 29 Up to this p01nt, the preferences
of many families have been sufficient1§ strong, when combiﬁed with
rellglous subsidles or the help of we 11 to~do ﬁatrons, to outweigh
the grOW1ng financ1al burden of shlftlng from public to nonpubllc

-’

schools. .
L - - -
\‘, r > . A

\
The decline of Catholic and boarding schools 1i% apparently

t

14




‘then_begin 'to fade away, even if thé fiscal handicaps faced by

a function, in the main, of shifting preferences. The mos t

comprehensive analysis of the Catholic school siluation suggésts

that here, again, we habo a foreshortened recapitulation of
hlstory, in that the nonpubllc scgsols subsidizsad 51gn1f1cantlv

by religious groups have generally gone out of business when they
could no longer call forth patrons and subsidies on the premise
that such schools were essential_fo the religiqus well being of
the students orAto the survival of the ethnic group.%® Both
historically and in the current qéntext: the robustness of‘various_
religitus schbol§iffems strongly associated, when distinct ethnic
motivations are abée;t, with the religious conser?apism of-the g
sbonsbring grouns. Thus, the decline of the Catholic schools o
éeems mos% fundamentally a consequence of egumsnidéi phenomncna
reglected in thg Sécénd VéticéniCouncil and more recent develop-
ments of a similar thrust inithe Cathélic church, and thus may be
exbeéted to continue,.though perhaps at a }educed rate now that

mahy'marginal schools have closed and much belt-tightening has

occurred, Similarly, it secems predictable, in the light of a major

school of thought in the sociology of religion, that other school-*

sponsoring church groups in the United States will also be

s

affected by ecumenicity before l_ong.41 Their schoolé, too, may

. ‘ B
the patrons do not intensify rapidly as they have been doing of

!

latef .

L4 A3 . £

According to information from the National Association of
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Independent Schools (NAIS), recent closures and enrollment losses
in boarding schools were partly a function of the.tost squeeze,
but more fundamentally, at 1east°1n the short run, of shifting
preferences. Duriné the late sixties, particularly, the wide- -
spread passion among the youug for involvement in SOClal ia;ues
made the cloistered ehvironé’of boarding schools look unattractive
to many. The military school became particularlyvunpobular in

the cont°xt of the hated Viet Nam ‘war. There has also been a

growing avers1on> apparontly,,to th° S°xual segregation that many

,/,/promlnent boarding schools have-maintained.:

Numerous military schools have devaloped a new character;\
many single-sex schools have gone co—educatibﬁal, and NAIS has
been’ very active in helplnﬂ schools anals‘rzo thelr problems more
ad°quately and adopt more efficient operating procedures. As of
thée. present moment, these measures have apparently been sufficient
to arrest tha decline that had driven leaders of these schbols -
close to panig a few years ago. But NAIS leaders, like other
key people in nonpublic education, observe that the consequenoas

“of "stagflatlon" have not yet been manlfost, and could turn‘out
to be drastlc 4

In summary, it is probably aocurate to obS°rV° that current

condltlons are deadly for nonpubllc schools without accesys to
“either a fair proportlon of relatively wealthy clients or f
subsidies from religious oxganlzatlons. .Though facing proéleq; ';

and instituting many cost-tutting procedures, schools with sub-

stantial subsidizatior or well-to-do clients have been able to

-~ *
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hold their own to this point so long as they have maintained a
compelling raison d@'etre in thé eyes of patrons. 1In the case of
Lhe gnligious]& subsizided schools, this raison d'etre has almost

L
involved ethnic ourv1va1—or—re11glous conservatlsm There is

some reason to suspect that many religiously afflllated schools
will gradually lose_these compelling ethnic and re11g10us clains
and go out of business. Since the "new" motlves for nonpubllc

education are not linked to'orgqnized rellglous groups and thus

ot likely to call forth subsidies, they 5:111 pro'bably be unsat-
.:51‘

1sf1ed ‘unless the publlc policy framework fqn °ducat10n ‘is
1"‘{ i - vY

changOd* And in the long" run, w1ﬁh1n that fraMework if ‘current

3
s

oconomlc trends continue, the vast magorlty of’ nonpubllc schools
séén doom°d the ‘exceptions b°1ng schools enjoying the- support
of the W°Il to-do or heavy subsidies from a few remaining
rel;gigus groups w1tn conservatlve theologie§ or strong gthnic

emphases,

Ameliorative Strategies

Evidence introduced earliervin this paper suggested tha%.

philanthropy in nonpublic elementary and seéondary schools,

surprisingly major in magnitude, may help make the nation's

total educational enterprise more efficient fiscélly, more

fom

effective educationally, and more humane in its impact on
students and parents. But;fgrces.nou cléarly at work could
virtually obliterate the nonpublic schools, {he philanthropy

they represent, and the values they promote. In the remaining

17




‘and philanthropy in schools at the précollegiate levels. The - .

."sacred" and "secular" components of clurch-sponsor°d schooling

_16-

pages, consideration is given to several possible strategies for °

maintaining at least the current leeway for private enterprise

approaches to be discussed Tfall into two major cateéories --

(a) strategies designed to work within the current broad framework
of school finance in the Unlted Statos, and (b) strategies
involv1ng ma jor changes in that fzamework Presumably, the
CommlssiQn will find uays of oxertlng some influence toward th°
adoptlon of whdtever strategy (or straﬁegles) it/ may flnd appeal-

§ ’- . ~

ing. \ o ' R ) ] - S ,
S~ Straﬁc"y 1: Public Aid. -. Publlc aid to nonpubllc '

schools, w1th*n the curront framework of school finance,-is not / .
a promising avenuo of actlon for the forosobable futuze Around

1968, extenslve efforts were begun to extend direct, slzeab1° a1d

to the country's nonpnbldc—schools. The efforts were prompted
partlally by a decline in nonpublic (mostly Roman Cathollc) school
onrollmonts aft°r 1965 or so, and by an assoc1at°d flscal crisis, -
then w1de1y not°d and discussed. The movement was encouraged by “

a 1968 dec1s1on of the Supreme Court, which indicated.that the

were separable for constltutlonal purposes, and thus that the
‘state could support the one without supporting the other.42

About that same time, several groups of.Protestan% nonpubllc

_ schools culmlnated a gradual abandonment of the view thaf they

should not seek or accept public ald, and th° mod°rn Jew1sh day

school movement was coming to flower: so powerful new coalitions
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involving these groups and proponents of Catholic education
became f°as1blo « Legislative comm1ss1ons, actlve in many parts .
of the nation during the late 60's and early 70's, may have
influenced publlc and’ legislative opinion by hlghllghtlng enroll-
ment decllnes and E&nanclal difficulties in nonpublic schools and
by stressing the negatlve .consequences for the publlc pugso 1f
the majority of nonpublic schools should close, -
Beginning with g Supreme - Court doclslon in 1971, houéyerg:

{

the Judlclary closed the door repeatedly and forcefully on several

ey s

avenues of aid to nonpubllc schools 43 Some peripheral,yfnditszt
"child benoflt" ass1stance 1s stlll possible in the form of state-

financed bus rldes, toxtbooks, psychologlcul serViccs, ete. (though
even this is under challenge), but no gOVDrnment support llkcly .
to make much dlfforﬁnce in school budgets seems constltutlonally '
perm1ss1bl° in the near future in church-related schools The
same prohibitions do 'not apply to nonsoctarlan schools, but slnce
church-relatod groups seems 51s1nterested in us1ng their political
- muscle to obtain'subvention the& will not.enjoy, there is little
chance that ~aid to nonsectarian nonpublic schools will be enter-
ta1n°d seriously by the leclslaturos, glven th° powerful opp031tlon
of public school lobbies and the froquen assumption among liberals
that nonsectarian private schools are wealthy, elitist, and "un-

Ay

o democratic." ( . .

Within the current framework of school finance, however,

' two other courses of action may merit attention,‘én an effort

e —— : o o \
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. to breserve the channel of philantnrépy that nonpublic schools
‘represent.

Strategy 2: Interpret "Charitabl° Donations" Liberally.. --

The most obvious line of attack for the Commission, discussed'at
' length in other presentations, 1s to help maintain the income tax

dcduction for charitable donations. A further step.may be

: warranted for the benefit of nonpublic schools, since the Internal

Revenue S°rv1ce has often insisted that, when school tuitions

4 t-

are s1gnif1cantly lower than per-pupil op°rating costs, patronl

donations, whether made directly or through r°ligious 1nst1tutions,'

*

must be regarded as fe°s in philanthropic guiso and thus not
deductible.44 Whll° the ramifications of this issue can hardly
be analy7°d adequately ‘here, the point remains that, within the ’
discretion legally and othically available to IRS ‘some movement
toward a more liberal 1nterpretation of "donations" to nonpublic
schools could reduce the fiscal pressures discussed earlier.
Obviously, if part of the cost of sending children to nonpublic

5 schools can be recouped through tax savings, patrons will be able
to surv1ve cost 1ncreases that would otherwise cut off nonpublic

\ >

educational options. IRS should bear in .mind oné neglected point

we hayve made: " Since the parent cannot "purchase" private educa-
, ; . : e

tlona oenefits without simultaneously contributing benefits to

) the pu lic, even fees in nonpublie‘schools assume mucn of the
- color of philanthropy. There would be considerable lﬁgic, for

example, in allowing the deduction, as charitable donations,

A

\ &
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of the pfopoftion‘of‘séﬁool’costs that can reasogaplyfbeiregarded ‘
"purchasing" literacy, employability, political efficacy, and,~'

the other commionly envisioned attributes of good citizenship

v@hat the public would ﬁave to pay for through taration if toe

nonpublic schools did not exist.,

Strategy 3: Tax Credits or Deductions for Fees. -;'A closely
related approach, also compatible with the current broed framework.
of school finance, is thaf of oermitting tax credits or.d°duétions
for fees p°r/se in nonpubllc schools,, quite apart from any pro-

vision  for charitable donatlons.& It doe§~not seem likely,

however, that future tax deductlons or credlto for fees dt non-

, publlc schools will survive thé scrutlny of the Supreme Court -~

unless, of course, the rellglously afflllated schools comprlslng
the vast bPreponderance of thé movement are excluded 45 But in "the

meantime, if would seem adv1sable to’keep at least the nonsectarian

nonpublic schools alive, In tlmes of severe dlfficulty, stop -gap,

Lys

piecemeal measures must often be\utilized. N

»

Deep irony resides in the, fact .that, while ther° is apparently
unprecedented demand today for educatlonal optlons, many of Whlch

seem v1rtually impossible to provide in the public sector, and

R,

while the citizenry grows more and more reeeBFTVEMto\pggXiding

——
-~
e

Sy

tax relief to nonpublic schools, the Supreme Court has been ~

_mov1ng in precisely the opposite direction -- closing the door
\
ever ‘more tightly ‘on the possibility of aid to nonpublic schools

-

-

(unlesi, as we have noted, all religiously affiliated schools are
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‘\i$% excluded) and thus, in effect, tightening the system of constraints
3that has selved for decades to ensure that virtually all the
{natlon's youth will be limited to a narrow range of educatlonal

offerlngs in elementary and secondary schools 46

The most deadly constltdtlonal impasse on this *ssue‘--‘

thn Court's dual insistence that (a) safeguards be 1ntro/BCdd to

ensure that no money be used for sectar//n uzposes and (b) no

"excessive entanglement" between church and state, which the

safeguards seem 1n°v1tably to entail, be allowed to occur - . '/i
i

’

~t

seems dubious from the standp01nts of both Jurlsprudencc and ‘ . [

.‘_economlcs.47 On the. surface, it might appear tnat scholarly N ‘/
anaIYSes drawn to the Court's attention in the futdre“mightaalter ‘ .[1

. \a\ ‘.'/’
its rulings with respeet to ‘tax credits, tax deductions, tthlou » f v

r°1mbursem°nts, and similar devices to graiit rellef to hard-
pressed patrons of nonpublic schools. But there is a clear

poss1b111ty that the Court's doctrines on a1d (ov anyth;ng even’

d1stantly resembllng aid) to rellglous afflllated schools are*

~- to some significant extent ——»merely means to an end, the L
end being to prevent the religious strlfe that some emlnent . T

scholars think would accompany aid. 48 In some future—casei,then,

~ R et

if lawyers and economists make'the'"oxcessive entanglement” test

look~utt°rly 1nane, the Court may respond, not with new d°c1s1ons

“on ' parochiaid," vut with new doctrines to, prop up the old

*

decisions.

For reasons such as these, the future of private enterprise

T

and philanthropy in education ultimately may‘depend on radical

changes in the framework of school finance -- changes tlot remove
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currnnt flscal handlcaps from privately funded educational options
without 1nvoklng the specter of aid to rellglon and political
strife along denomlnatlonal llnes

&trategy H. qucatnon Vouchers - Voucher policies that

would force public and nonpubllc schools to compete for clients

and money represent a revolutlonary change 1n school finance

:Most "voucher schemes developed thus far have net been that

revolutlonary, however Pale shadows of- the classic voucher

-

concept, they involved only nonpubllc schools They left the

financlng of public schools v1rtually unaffected These

.
schemes would run afoul of ex1st¢ng constltutlonal guidelines

if ;ellgiously ;fflllated schools were. included. 49 Consequently,
they are useful merely as "top gap, 1ncomplete measuﬁes, adequate
only to help keep nonsectarlan nonpublic schools aI1ve~(assum1ng )
some, polrtlcal coalltlon can be formed to make passage through the
legislatures poss1ble) L : .

CIf vouchers were 1ntroduc°d in all schools, publlc and non-

13

public, however, some scholars think they might stand a good

As they‘come from the_drauin& tables of" scholars, voucher
plans usually embody major %galitarian featureskand are . designed,
not to perpetuate existing lnstitutions, but to create a milieu
in which all schools will be more_responsive;‘a much wider range
of educational options will be offered in response to cllent"
interests, and‘the discretion of students and parents will be

broadened considerably, especially amcng the poor.

) . 23 : ' \
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The concept of °ducat1qn vouchers flrst attracted wide att°n—
tion in the Unlted States when Milton Frledman published hlg.cele—
brated essay in 1955, 5! Friedman proposed that all schools,
public and prlvat e, be'funded through vouchers given to pafents..
Each goucher, representing'a child's share of tax funds for -

education, would be redeemablo at any- approved school puﬁlic or ._\\\

/

private. Though he saw nunierous values in thls strategy, Friedman
stressed the 1ncreased efficiency that would result, in his v1ew,

,,1f individual famllles had much more control over ‘the amount of

/

money to be allocated for the for?al/educatlon of each ch11d

v ’ « ——

(families could add thelr own money to the vouch°rs) and over the

-

type of instruction purchased. Friedman's scheme “would permlt T

-

communltles of lnterest _dispersed among several publlc scnool

J_, -

districts or powerless within an, to purchase the serv1ces they‘-

desire without incurring the artificial threshold costs discussed

earlier. Friedman predicted that entreprensurs would begin offer-
ing,.in response to the var&ing wishes of families,ua much more -
'_extens1ve rang° of educatlonal options than is currently avall-

able. Were a publlc or nonpubllc sdhool 1nsens1thve to students

and parents,- it’ would risk a financial setback, for every patron

defection would mean a loss of furlds..

'%here-were dangers in the plan suggested Ly Friedman, but

s1nce that time. scholars have modlfled the approach in many ways,

malnly to minimize or ellmlnate those dangers It is difficult
/ .
to 1mag1ne, for example, how the public interest could be damaged

y Al -

;through a few small exper;ments with the elaborately cautious
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vouchcr'scﬁumc developed by Jencks and bhls colloauucs alb the
Center for the Study of Public }olicy (CsPp).®2 To guard
against the pOSSibllLty that the wealthy would add money of
thelr own to the vouchers, would segregate tnemoelves in schools
that the poor, with voucher funds only, could not afford to
attend, and wéuld use their,saperior purchaéing power to cream
off superior personnel, facilities, equipmaht,vapd materials,
the CSPP voucher élan‘forpids schoolé participatiﬁg in the scheme -
to accept a cent of income'beyoﬁd what the vouchers provide. To '
wagd off segregatipn‘of'other kinds, participating sahgols are
réhuirad to admit all applicants while spaces are available,and
.lxto‘allocate spaces,on a 1ot¢ery.basis whén applications exceed-
v ' capucity. An extra "compensatory" allotment is envisioned for . = . .

H 1

_._“podrwfhildren, ﬁo make them welcome in the scpools #héy choose to
J attenﬁ and to increase fhe éhanqes that the special services tﬁey
need will be provided. Staré-ap assistahce is a@ailable to new
~schools. ’ .
The CSPP voucher plan has\no placo for private 1nvestment
or philanthropy, but 1ron1ca11y, if the plan is properly trled
out, it may yield 1nformatlon ‘to controvert the maJor arguments
s agalnst open market condltlons in education and thus may open the
way to arrangements in which philanth?opy will play a rejuvenated
. role. A number of other voucher schemes, embodying featuresvnot

designed ‘into the CSPP approach, could then (and possibly only .

then) be tried.
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\ It is widely asserted that parents and students will make

unwise choices and thus be seriously victimized if current con-

straints in education are eliminated or minimized, and that an

unprecedented tendency’toward segregated schools will result,

especially along racial ané socio-economic parameters, Inquiries

by E. G. West into the behaVior of parents in England and New

Yorkﬁstate in the years before public schools were available sug7

%

gests, on the contrary, that most parents will act responsibly

- and with considerable Wisdom.Sa Fihdings of this type seem some-

- 'what likely to emerge from experiments - if and when they .are

‘ carried out - with the CSpPP Vouchnr plan and similar approaches.‘

~Individuals and groups seeking ‘to* encourage experimentation

. ' with vouchers should realize, however, that the opposition lS ,

intense, widespread and well organized., A well financed,

Al

national search for public school systems willing to participate

in a voucher experiment recently netted only one acceptance, and

in that instance (the Alum Rock school district at San’ Jose) the'

design of the experiment ‘had to be altered drastically before

teachers and administrators were willing to proceed S4 Most
LY

essential features of the voucher -concept (e [N competition

between public and nonpublic schools) Were completed deleted.

On a somewhat more encouraging note, it”has recently been

- w..-

announced that tnree New Hampshire towns will participate in a-

voucher experiment involving both public and nonsectarian

private schools. In the light of the Alum Rock experience ang

many other examples of the taming offreform in Americanieducation,d

9




it ls hard togbe optlmlstlc about how-many features of tho CSPP’

plan w*ll surv1ve the trade-offs of the implementatlon process

-

in New I{ampshlr° But at the same tlme, 1t 1Sed1ff1cult to

-

ballcve Lhat the Aherican peoplc will not eventually 1ns1st

particularly it d1ssatisfactlon w1th the. natlon's schools

e =A™

P

intens1f1es, ‘that a few honest experiments be staged to determine
" whether °ducation will be harmed or helped by competltive

. a}rangements. °\ -

Strategv 5: "szyato" Options in Public Schools -~ Since

full-blown voucher schemes may- not be possible for many years,
'and perhaps never possible at all it may be adv1sabl° to
pursue the same’ ObJeCt1V°S -- a much w1der range of educatlonal
optjons and much greater consumer choice -- along a fronu less
overtly threatenlng to public educators, by encouraging the
:extension of principles embodied in the "alternative schools"
\movement in publlc educat ion. The long-range result ‘could be a

]

radical new framéwork of school flnanne

., When middle class parents, who -traditionally have be 8n public

-
)

educatlon'" strongest supporters, establlshed "iree sehools,"
<8
publlc school leaders, perhaps b°cause they sensed erosion in

their most reliable support sector, were unusually quick to.

réspond. Scarcely had free schools attracted national aﬁtention
.before public school systems were‘announcing"the creation of their

own "alternative schoels,'i and the federal government was offering

grants tp‘encourage the trend.' In the cities in question, fami-

llﬁf;are permitted to choose the public schools they will patronize,
‘ . ey } , o ., !

~
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" are designed tQ. depart from conven-

» -

T angd Lhe altcxnutlvo'vchool

tionallty in ways that seem important to varlous community broups

The alternatlye schools movement*may represent a more funda-

‘Amental breaeh of the professional educator's traditional ideology
than-is generally reéogn;zed,'fof'it constitutes visible acEnow-
ledcement that edudators are not elways the bcet pnopie to match
-programs to chlldren and that the remarkably standardlzed fare
of the conventlonal public school is not ouitable for everyonei

. It would not be a rad1ca1 furtherqstep to permit publlc school

. children, during part of the school day, to take advantage of
1mportant learnlng opportunltles outsid€ public school conflnea:
in museums, gallerles, theatre;; shops, musit studios, 1naustr1al
.concerns, and other public and private premi$es, and perhaos gven-
tually to allocat° some public mongy to «peor chlldren who coulﬂ
not otherwise beneflt from these opportunltles. At some point it )
might be sensible to consider schools largely as "home base§{
in which the most essentiai academic subjects would be taught,

. and from which most children would range out to other agencies

during significant segments of the day. Matching incentive grants;

~

could'perhaps ”b used to encourage parents, partly at their own

initiative and expense, to enrlch their children's lives durlng

these ' opthnal education" \perzodb.a The'lncentlv° grants could

conceivabiy be Varied not only in keeplng with parentad responees,
‘ but in 1nv‘=rs° proportlon go famlly 1ncome, so as to equallze the

educatlonal discretion ‘available to the rlch\and the poor. Undzr

these conditions, perhaps less difficult- to institute than full-

. -

&
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t

blown full-time voucher schemes, it seems likely that philanthro———
¥. »
pists would finance many promis1ng educational -opportunities out-

sgdc school walls and that ontreprenours vould soon put their
-

imaginations to work, to the bonefit of the general weal.
Or to env1slon a slightly difierent line of development

the elements’: of the following sconario might be realizablo

~

. Assume that l°aders in the Megatown Public 5chool System,

1\

which has -one of the nation's best collections of publicly
supporbed alternatlvo schools, decide aftor a few years“that this

arrangement for extending mor° discretion to parents and students

2

is an improvement worth °n1arg1ng. At that p01nt a sequonce of

_ parental initiatives oecurs. First, a group’ of twenty-five parents .

who havo been discussing with a few teach rs some frontier 1d°as

¢

for. educatlon come to the school board with a proposal They
want‘t6>°xp°r1ment with a .special curriculum of their own in the
social studies, run by teachers of their own choosing, while rely-,
ing on the school system for the rest of the educational program
The scﬁool system works out a "released time" arrangement, per-
mitting the children of these parents to leave the public schoolSA

8,

for se»eral hoursgeéch week to taxe part in the prlvately run -
social studies project, in a nearby store front rented by the '
parents. The project hdas unusual features, draying extensively
on the unigue skiils of people in the community, ;ncludiné'repre_

sentatives of various ethnic groups, politicians, social workers, )

‘and psychologists. It is an obvious success, and soon other

groups of parents are creating projects of their omn, sometimes
. 4 . - .

“

29




T -28-

L amststance from private schoold people In the arcu, and some
Lir response,

%)
o

Limes on the premises of nearby private schools.
a flexible 'computerized schedule

\ )
the public school gystem creates
public school components and_

several parents

¥

that permits students éo combine
For example,

private-components in many ways.

take their children to Europe.for two-.months, along with a
spot studies of another politicai frame-

eacher, for some on-the-
-The school system prov1des full eredit, and the chlldren

A work
As the idea

N

' NN -

N

‘ *,;bp/have no dlfflculty phas1ng back into the schools.
~ ,’/i‘\‘{‘

SO *‘gof combining public and private components in a student'

educational program becomes more and-more popular, three facts

the school system is saving a lot of money because
éducationdl -

“

are evident:

it is relieved of the burden of providing a total
e interested and

. offering for everyone, éhe students are much more
: . _ s oo, -t
productive than when they spent all their time in classrooms, and
. ‘ / . '
of many

children from low-income homes are being deprived
After discussion, the school

advantages of the new system.
board concludes that it should assume some responslblllty for

flnanc1ng an obviously superior arrangement, and it begins

plcklng up some of the cost of the private components, though

never to the point of fund;ng them beyond the level of comparable

programs in the school system itself.
At this point, the arrangement begins to attract widespread

attention. It is evaluated by scholars, who laud its flexibi-
lity but ask why the principle of making instruction responsive

-
.
2

to the needs and interests of individuals is not pursued further.

H

4
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'They_make some suggestions élong that line, and the school system
responds. It establishes the world's first "educational market—_
place,"S5 Physically, the marketplace is something like the "edu-

>

catioral park" some scholars and school administrators have advo-
cated, It is a centrally iocated instructional comblex,drawing
~children from numerous, diverse neighborhoods, 1ergel& by meens
of a éitf“s rapid transit network. Toward tne center of the com-
plex arelscience 1aboratories,‘libraries, information-retrieval
étfﬁerrangem°nts, multimedia facilities, counseling’ rooms, data-
procesSing equipment, closed c1rcu1t television hookups, compu-

) terized 1nstruct10n, fully equipped industrial arts and business
education rooms, and athletic, figlds Around the periphery are
genéral-purpose classrooms, seminar rooms, lescture halls,and ‘
pla ygrounds Surplus capacity is built in to foster flexibility
of usage. ’ . ’

- &7 Organizationally, the conpiex is ‘an arrangenent for \maxi-_
mizing the renge of discretion made conveniently aveilable to
students and parents. Groups,'profit and nonprofit, that wish
to offer educational components may lease the facility they need
at a price that covers amortization and upkeep, but as*part of
the, réngement they must participate in.an‘ertensive new infor-

'matio -dissemindting system that provides perents and students
with an unprecedented wealth of audited information conberning

the options available to tnem.

Finaneially, the system is modeled after a "Flexible‘Family

1 *




-—

~30-

Power HQuullZutjon" scheme off Prof60501sCoons and Bénson, ©© Bach

child's share of tax funds for cducatlon is. made ava11ab1e to his

‘paronts in the form of a drgwlng fundu to be used Tor any system

of cducatlonal components that can be approved under a set of

criteria that .protects the interests of tha child and the society .

without infrlnglng unnecessarwly on llberty The drawing fund

.1s greater for poor families than for wealthy families, }it is

ki

financed from regular taxatiom and from a special "self-tax"

N

levied on parents of .school-age children, the self- tax varylng

- in-amount accordlng to the 1ncome of the family and the relative

amounts they wish to have invested in their chlldren's education.

In practlc 'parents treat the speclal tax as merely a systematlc .

condult to facllltate prlvate 1nvestment Pormulas for the dzaw-

ing fund and seli/tax afe reflned Trom year to year in the light

/-,r ; \3~ e / ; {

ﬁ«\~zkv,fo§hexpcrlenge, \\such’a way as to ensure chat approximately equal

\‘«-«‘ 7

LY

numbers of poor and wealthy famllles utlllze program components

/.

flnanced at varlous levels, Thus, the offerings made available to

children are 1ndependent of family wealth, but heavily dependent

£l

Y
’

on family discretion. — . .
- Within the framework of such a system, philanthropists could
play several 1mportant roles, { _They, could prov1d° developmental
funds for ideas that seem highly promising ‘but are. not ready to
pe launched in the educational md;ketplace. (Government would
also make developmental money available, but we can assume, in
the light of past history, that the money would be withheld- from

some promising programs that seemed too unorthodox.) Private

H
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phllantnropy mighl also be needed to finance, at leastlinitially,‘
some vilal edugational components that could not secure approval
when they were ready for Iannching, even undef the most flexible,
crlterla the state could devise, ‘
| By thls time it mlght be widely thought that no educational

e BITENEEMENY, could Ve called "private" if truly responswe.to#

the people it served, regardless-of who financed or administered

" it, while none,should Hewcalled "public" that was not. It would .

: aléo, perhaps, Befwideiy‘aseumed that a trnly flexible educational
enterprise required the unique strengths of both public and private. .
admlnistratlgn, both publlc and pnlvat° funding, both 1nvestment ’
and philanthropy. Perhaps by that tame changes in schoolq and
s6615£§w;1gﬁiugé}mlt a new approach to the issue of fund;ng private
educatlonal.optlono. By then, f01 example, a much smaller pro—
portion of nonpublic instructional components might be sponsored

\by rellglous Jnstltutlons, and the spfead of ecumenicity migh%

nave réduced very drastlcally the potentlal for polltlcal strife

along sectarian llnes

Strategy 6: Fee—Derived Support in Public and Nonpublic

Schools., -- The flnal stratvgy, in some respects the mogt radical

of all, has been proposécd by Economlst E. G, West Ln ‘a pap°r now
pending publication.-S7 West proposes that, ‘as a ydy of progre551pely -
reduc;ng tne "double taxation" effect thatipatfons of nonpublic

schools now experience, some state should at least expeiiment with -
the pollcy of requiring all future taxatlon 1ncreases for publlc

schools to be levied exclusively on public school patrons. If

&
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educational rosts continue to increase at anything approximatiné\.

the recent rate, this policy would eventuate, before long, in a

framework of school finance dn whlch the maJor burden of publlc

school funding would fall on t\e users, and. in which governmentally
ipposed "artiflcial_threshold costs" in nonpublic schools would
virtually haveldisappeared. But no Waid" to nonpublic schools R
would be inuolved, no politlcal warfare would be triggered over‘
efforts to increase aid, and issues of constitu%ionallty in the .-
light of' the federal first amendment should not arise.

Slnce Professor West's analysis is sophlstlcated and complex,///
2

Justice can hardly be done to 1t here. Hopefully, the

Commlssion will wish to examine the' professor s nanuscript

firstﬁhand. The observatlon must be made, however, fnat West

A3

deals remarkably well with the initial shocked objections that

his 1deas scem certain to’ produc Ror 1nstance~ .
West argues that, since most Reople at _some poin in 11fe
have school-age chlldreﬁ a governmental guaranteed loan system
to enable parents to purchase education from life-long incomes
(rather than incomes received only while thelr chlldren were in
school) would have roughly the same fiscal consequences as a

®

traditional taxation arrangement that draWs funds from both
’ S - . f'“‘:
users and nonusers of public school services. Perhaps patrons .

et ~

~of nonpublic schools could use the loan system without running
afoul of the first. amendment's church-state prohlbitlons.' Bven
if they could not, these patrons would riot be paying,twice_for

their children's education, once through public school taxes and-

1

-34 -




S T -

once through fees and donations in nonpublic schools”

PN -

wast also obs°rvns that numerous - °quallzatlon arrangemnnts

could b° introduced to assist the poor, who, despite the allogcd .

merits of current school finance, pay for thn "free" education of

‘ their offspring through taxes'that draw vastly greater proportlons

of thelr incomes than tho wnalthy are required to contrlbute ot

P
-

Summary aﬁd_Conclusions

4

We have seeh’tha% nonpublic schools a;c a surprisingly
oallent ‘channel for phLlanthropy in precolleglate formal
i’ '~ education, As a result of phllanthropy, broadly defined, in
'nonpublic schools, the natlon[s total collect1v1ty of schoois
is probably more efflclont fiscally, -more effective educatlonally,
and more hvmano in its impact on studmnts and parents than an

exclusively public arrangement would be. . y . S

. There is obvious danger, howcver, that the noﬁpublic

schools and the philanthropy they fepreseht will experieqce
severe attrition in the futu;e. Rather dramatic dec;ines have
already occurred in Catholic échools and lorgaly nonsaatarian
boardlné schools, though much of this loss is attr;butable to
uhlltlng fammly prefeyences. The recent history of the free
school movement prov1d°s stark evidence that curlent economlc'
conditions are dcadly Tor schools that enjoy nelther 51gn1flcant
'chucch sub31d1es nor access to a fair proportion of wealthy

clients. -Church Eulsidies.to.nonpublic schools may be less and

%ess common in the future as the historic reasons for these
W 2. . // .




subsidies gradually disappear. Furthermore, thc "double *mpacty

on nonpubllq schools of extremely rapld cost lncreaseo in education

seems c°rta1n, if current econommc trends contlnue, to obliterate

all nonpubllc schools before long, the exceptlons belng schools

¢ A

enjoying largo church subs1d1=s and schools w1th access t0~c/5R

~

\
. wealthy clients. The wrltor s personal predlctlon, baseu on, "

1

more than a decade of studylng nonpubllc schools, 1s that the
I3 ., Ve
movement will becomc more and more exclus;vely,nonsectarlan,

less and less subs1dlz°d and 1ncreas1ngly llmlted to the -

patronage of an economlc ellte -— unless some shlft oocurs in

the framework of publlc policy.’

Slnce there’ is, dpparently, growing interest in. educational

options among cltmzens today, grow1ng acceptance of the igea of

assisting nonpubllc schools in some way, dnd alarming reslstance'

to increased tax 1ev1es for public educatlon, a dramatic shift

yo Ay

in the framework of school finance could be poss1ble before long,

though the mountlng power of organized- °du“ators is a potent forée
N\

-

in the .opposite dlrectlon.

-

In the meantime, as -the preceding discussion of possible

strategies makes clear, there are no easy solutions to fthe threat

’

now posed_ to philanthropy channelled through nonpublic schools.

- Some of thé strategies suggested hére may serve, however, as

.

stop-gap measuresg'functional in the short run. Others may be
used to capitalize at some p01nt on the emergence of unprecedented
readlnessofor fundamental educatlonal refozm in our s001ety

-

¥
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NOTES

Lrhe Commission's broad definition,.adcpted here, reads:
"Private philanthropy, « « « more than the donation of funds
for worthwhile purpdses, « « o« iS a continucus process by
which private individuals sense and define specific needs
of society and .then commit themselves and join with others
to devote c¢reative abilities, enercsy, and funds to:the satis-
faction and fulfillment of these heeds:" See. the Commission's

*"Outline of Issues," as revised—to reflect comments, made at
the Commission meeting on Octoter 1, 1973, The estimate of
.one student in :ten in nonpublig schools is based on Table No,
175, Bureau -of the Census, U.S. Department’ of Commerce, Sta-
tistical "Abstract of ‘the ‘United Statess 1971, (Washington,
D.Cov U8, Government Printing Office, 1971), pe 116, allow~
ing for losses since 1971,

& .

2Because of difficulties encounitered in securing data,
this estimate reflects only the nonpublic schools affiliated
with the Catholic Church, the Lutheran Church-lMissouri Synod,

The National Unjon of Christian,Schools (affiliated with the

Christian Reformed Church), and the National Association of

Independent Schools; however, these groups account for more

than 90 per cent of total enrollments . in the nation's nonpub-

lic schools, . : i

: The Catholic estimate ($26,6 million) was derived as
follows: The ofﬁ@cially reported average of.$6 per pupil in
gifts during 1972-73 (the latest figure available) was appolied
to the 2,711,000 pupils atiending Cathclic elementary schools
in 1973-74 (the latest enrollment report available) to produce

a total of $16,266,000, The estimate fotr Catholic secondary

_8chools was more difficult to produze, since enrollment figures

since 1970-71 have not ‘been broken down by type of school, while .

church subsidies differ significantly amenz these types, The
following procedure was used: to estimate enrollment by high

-:school type't.-In 1970-71, there were 46(¢ Roman Catholic paro-
chial {parish-operaled) high schools, with ar average enroll-
ment of 345, 'and thus a tofal enrollment of about-158,700,

15.7 per centof the total Catholic secondary school enrollment

" of 1,008,463, There\were 771 Roman Catholic “private" high
schools (schoéf% operated“by religious communities of nuns,

\ priests, qp_bro%hers. rather than by the parish ‘or. diocese),
with.an average enrollment of 479, and thus a total enrollment
of 346,179, or\34,3 per cent of the total Roman Catholic tecon-
dary school enrollment, The remaining 50 per cent of Roman
Catholic secondary school students, obviously, were in the
cther Catholic high schools, the inter~parochikl high schools
(operated under joint rather than individual parish sponsor- -
8hip) and diocesan high schools (operated under the direct
administration of diocesan officials), For the.sake of the

-
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present rough estimates, it was assumed that enrallments were ,
distributed among the various hich school typec in’these same
proportions in 1973-74, The 1973-74 enrollment total for
Catholic secondary schools breaks,down, accordingly, as fol=
lows:. 451,500 in inter-parochial and diocesan high schools,
141,771 in parochial high schools, and 309,729 in “private".
high schools, The official estimate of gifts averaging $7

per pupil in 1972-73 was applied to the 593,271 pupils attend=--
ing Catholic parish, diocesan, and (the relevant-table sug-
gests) inter-parochial:*high schools in 1973-74 to produce a
total of $4,152,897, The estimate of gifts averaging $20 per .
pupil was applied to the 309,729 pupils attendinz Catholic
“private" high schools in 1973-74 to produce a total of

-

$6,194,580, The estimated grand total of gifts received by -

all Catholic elementary and secondary schools, consequently,
is $26,613,477. 'The data on which these calculations are®
based were drawn froms Research Department, National Catholic
Educational Association, A Report on U.S., Catholic Schools: -
1970=?1 (n.p.: National Catholic Zducational Association,
1971)s and the association's U,S. Catholic Schoclss 1973-74
(nep.s National Catholic Educational: Association, 1974). .

’ Officials of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod repor‘ted
that direct gifts to their schools were negligible, '

The estimate for schools’ associated with the Christian’

.Reformed Church ($6.6 million) was derived by multiplyine the -

total number of students in these schools in 1973-74 (51,123)
by the average per-pupil cost in that year at the elementary
level ($650), Since the enrollment fHigures provided to us
were not broken down into elementary and secondary levels,

" we were forced to ignore the higher costs ($850 per pupil)

at the highsschool level, and consequently our estimate is
low, We then divided the estimate by 20 per cent, the pro-
portion of school expenditures underwritten by gifts, The
information on which these calculations’ are based was- provided
in a letter dated September 16, 1974, trom_Ivan E, 4ylstra,
Administrator, School and Government Relations,-National Union
of Christian Schools, Grand Rapids, Michigan. : ‘
The estimate for schools affiliated with the National

Association of Independent Schools (NAIS). ($140,7 million)

was obtained from Giving U,S.,A.: 1974 Annual Report (New
Yorks American Association of Fund-Raising Counsel, Inc.,
1974), p. 27, Since the figure is derived from reports from .,
only 73,2 per cent of NAIS schools, it is an under-estimate.

- Based on these estimates ($26.,6 millioun, $6.6 million,
and $140,7 million), the grand zotal is $172,90 million, which
rounds off to $174 million,

3Here again (cf. note 2, above) our estimates are based
on figures from groups representinz thre overwhelming prepon-

derance of nonpublic schools in the United 3tates, thus are

entirely adequate for our purposes, but they do not purport

3
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to be comprehensive, | e
Church subsidies in Catholic-schools were ‘derived as
followss The totals for Catholic elementary schools were ob-

N tained by multiplyving the reported average per-pupil church sub-

- 8ldy in 1972-73- ($144) by the number of pupils in Catholic
elementary schools in 1973-74, (2,711,000), to obtain a figure
. .of $390,384,000. The number of students in egch type of Catho-
" 1lic high school was estimated by means of the procedure deg<
“cribed in note 2, above, In' the parish, diocesan and (the
relevant table sugegests) inter-parochial high schools, parish -

. anngiocesan subsidies were estimated at $£148 per pupil in
1972273, This figure, applied to the 593,271 pupils attending -
these schools in 1973-74, yields a total estimate of 87,804,108,
In the "private” Catholic high schools, subsidies from churches

“and religious communities were'estimated at $30 per pupil for -
1972-73. This figure, applied to the 309,729 pupils estimated
to be attending these schools in 1973-74, yields a total of |
$9,291,870, The grand total of subsidies from parishes, dioe-

ceses, and religious ‘communities for Catholic high schools is i

$97:095,978, and for all Catholic schools, elementary and .
secondary, is $487,479,978,  The data on which these calcula-'
tions are based were.derived from the sources identified in e
note 2, above, . .

" The estimate -for schools affiliated with the Lutheran
Church-Missouri Synod was produced by multiplying the average
annual per-pupil expenditure ($439) by the'number of pupils .
(151,476) and by dividing the product by the percentage of
school costs underwritten through church subsidies (72.56
per cent), The resulting figure is $48,250,923., The data
on which the calculations are based were provided by Al Senske,
Secretary of Elementary and Secondary Schools, The -Lutheran

- 7—Church-Missouri Synod, St. Louis, Missouri, '

Church-subsidies for schools associated with the Chris- -
tian Reformed church were lumped together with other gifts,,
in the figures provided to us (by Ivan E, Zylstra, Adminis=
trator, School and Covernmental Relations, National Union of
Christian Schools, Grand Rapids, Michigan), and thus have been
included above, under the category of direct gifts,

Society of Friends officials repert, in figures provided
through the Council .for American Private Zducation, that their
Schools received approximateXy 31 million in church support
during 1973-74,

These estimates of irdirect support (3487,479,978,
$48,250,923, and-31 million) produce a grand total of $536.7
million, but it must be emphasized that the fizure is low -
since numerous groups of religiously affiliated schools did
not provide data in this regard,

. : “See the Commission's definition of philanthropy, quoted
in note 1, above,’

[
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6In 1970-?1. it was estimated that the contrlbuted ser=-
vice. of teachers and administrators in Catholic schools were
worth approximately 3400 million per year, -almost 25 per cent
of . the\total revenue required to operate. the-schools, The
estlmate was :prodiuced by comnarlnp the salaries actually re-
ceived by these staff ,members in Catholic schools with the
salarles\thetr quallflcq&ions would have called for in nearby
public sc ools. U.S, Catholic Schools: 1973~ 2&..p. 23,

. -In the writer's Xperience, there is a rronounced ten-
dency for well qualified teachers and adminmistrators in schcools
operated by \the Luthepan Church~lMissouri Synod to work for
salaries far\btelow what their public school counterparts re-.
ceived, and it seems reason¢ble to assu that at leasq one
eighth of  essential school revenues are deliyvbd from these
contrxbutiona“~§ foregone earnings. On the ®asis of tgis assump=

tion, we may—estimate that the Missouri Synod)Lutheran lelemen-
tary schools alone /derive resources worth at Aeast $9.5 million
from this sburce.. /[Calculations leéading to this figure |are
based on data from. Al Senske, Secreiary of Elementary and
Secondary ochools. The Lutheran Church~Mlssour1 Synod. t.
Louis, Mi¥ssouri, .

;. When the Catholic and Lutheran estimates are summed, we -
obtdin a total, Tor "hidden" philanthropy in nonpublic schools,
of squ S m11119n. Since we lack data from many other -non-
public schools, this figure is obviously a serious underesti-
mate, . ~

?Giviﬁg UeSeAes 1974 Report, pe 7.

80tto ¥ Kraﬁshaar..ﬁmerjban Nonpublic 3chonls: Fatterns
of Diversity. (Baltimore:s ~Johns Hopkihs_uﬁiversity Press.
1972), chapter 8% - |

f

9Donald Ao Erlckson and Andrew M, Greeley, “Non~Public
Schools and Metropolxtan:sm." in Robert J. Havighurst, €d.,
Metropolitanism: Its Challense to Education, Sixty-seventh
Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of bducation.,
Part I (Chicagosr the Society, 1968), pp. 283-289, -

loIn their heyday, for example, Horace Mann and other power-
ful leaders of the movement to establish universal, free, comni-
pulsory. schooling, largely under publlc auspices, were widely
regarded as towering examples of v151onary altruism. In re-
trospect, as economists and revisionist historians have demon-
strated, there is much evidence to suggest that liann and many
gthers in his tradition were rather pervasively concerned sith
the occupational status of educators, with the promction of
WASP culture, with the maintenance of existing social struc-
tures, and (paqtlcu*arly as time went on) with the ideals of

. \
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" the corporate industrial state. See\ for inrstance: E, G,
West, "The Political Economy of Ameritan -Putlic School Legis-
lation," Journal of Law and Economics 10 (Cctober, 1967),
101-128; HMerle Curti, The Social ideas of American Educators
(Patterson, N, J,: Littlefield, Adams & Company, .1959); Her-
bert Gintis, "Towards a Political Econcmy of kducations A
Radical Critique  of Ivan Illich's De~Schooling Societv,” Hare

“yard Educational Review 42 (February, 1972), 70-9€; Joel Sprineg,
Education and the Rise of the Corporate State (Bostons Beacon
Press, 1974, : : -

Regarding the utility of the concept, "the public inter-

- est",1 see Glendon Schubert, The Public Interest (Glencoe, Ill,.:
Free Press of.Glencoe, 1960), pp, 223-22L; and Virginia Held,
The Public Interest and Individual Interests (New York, NeY.:
Basic Books, 1979). \

11Reference is made to the evidence in note 10, above,

125ee* the Commissfon's-“outline of Issues",
lBLn reviewing compulsory attendance laws,. for example,
Newton Edwards observes: "In requiring attendance, « . « the
legislature does not cénfer a benefit upon the parent, or
primarily upon the child; it is only doing that which the
well-being and safety of the state itself requires," The
Courts and The Public Schools (3rd.ed.; Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1971), p. 519, Cf. Milton Friedman, Capitalism
and Freedom (Chicagos Phoenix Books, University of Chicago
Press, 1963), chapter 6,3 and J. Ronnie Davis, "The .Social
and Economic Externalities of Education," in Roe L. Johns
et al., eds., Economic Factors Affecting the Financing of
Education (Gainesville, Fla.s _National Educational Finance
Project, 1970}, pp. 59=81.

~

) luGeorge F, Madaus and Roger Linnan, “The Outcome of
Catholic Education?". School Review 81 (February, 1973),
207-232; Andrew I, Greeley and Peter H,.Rossi, The Education
of Catholic Americamns—(CThicago: Aldine Publishing Company,
1966), Donald A, Erickson, "Contradictory Studi of Paro-
‘chial Schooling: An Essay Review," School Revie (Winter,

1967), k25-436,

’ L3

154s many writers on school finance emphasizeq’ the local .
. property tax, the prime source of funds for public schools, is
particularly vulnerable to citizen resentment that may arise
from a wide variety of reasons. Also, citizens without chil-
dren in school are ofiten reluctant to see schocl taxes raised
as much as parents of! school children would wish, For these
reasons and others, it appears that taxation mec¢hanisms for
schools are like a constricted pipeline, -iradequate to carry
. .
<
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the funds that many citizens would willingly invest in schools,
Numerous economists argue that levels of funding in_schools
will be more responsive to congumer demand if the taxation
pipeline is supplemented by 2 pipeline of private investment
and philanthropy. kven uhder current conditions, with about
10 per cent of the nation’s students in nonpublic elementary
and secondary schools, our system of finance probably blocks
millions of dollars.that citizens would be glad to allocate

to schools. Consider the followiny examples:

Joe Smith, who thinks instruction in the local public
high school is mediocre, is willing to spend $200 of his Qis-
cretionary income to obtain better tutelage for his child,

He finds, however, that he cannot purchase the right to have
his youngster instructed by the best teachers in the schooi,
no matter how much he is willing to .spend., In‘fact, the s¢hool
will provide no specific instructional advantages at all for
an outlay -of $200, Smith decides to use the $200 for other
purposes, and his youngster takes the bad teaching with the
good, like every other student in the school., A year later,
Smith tries again. This time he attemptis to improve instruc-
tion in the public high school by persuading fellow voters to
approve a higher tax levy (approximately $200 per household
per year) for education. But property owners with no children
in the schools campaign successfully against the increase,
For the second time, Smith's would-be contribution of $200 is
wathhgld. Discouraged with his community, Smith looks for a
better one., Ten miles away js a suburb with more reputable
public’' schools. Smith’s property taxes would be approximately
$200 more than at present, largely because the schools in the
nearby 'suburb are more liberally supported, Smith‘s plans to
move are soon aborted, however, by the realization that his
- commuting costs and mortgage payments will be higher and an
outlay ‘of at least $1,000 will be required to move his house-
hold goods. . Chagrined, Smith stays put, his educational wishes
thwartedl and his would-be contribution of $200 once again
deflected. Later still, investigating private alternatives,
Smith finds an independent college~preparatory school that
provides apparently superior instruction. Initially, in his
naivete, he thinks he has solved his problem, for tuition in
the independent school is $1,800, only 5200 more than the
level of per-pupil support in the public high sc¢hool. Swith
has $200 available to make up the difference. He learns.
however, that he cannot simply use the $200 to gwitch from a
$1,600 public school to a $1,800 private school, Rather, when
he opts out of the public school system, he must forfeit the
child's share (roughly, $1,600) of tax funds for education.
Furthermore, he will not be permitted to recoup any losses by
being excused from public school taxation. In effect, govern-
ment has decreed that the threshold cost of moving from the
public to the private school is not $200 but $1,800. Since
Smith cannot afford the $1,800, the $200 is withheld from

education once again. /




= l-

As Milton friedman observes, these impediments to par-
ental discretion are especially onerous for the poor, who are
particularly.disadvantaged in education as compared with other
areas of life. - By sacrificing ceértain advantages, a low-income
family may often save enough money to buy the same automobile
as a family in a high-income suburb, Similar possibilities
apply to clothing, furniture, books, and many other goods and
services, But a low-income family willing ‘o extend itself .
to obtain superior instruction is frustrated in two particu-
lars:s Dboth nonpublic schools and well financed public schools
tend to be inaccessible geéographically,. and the particularly
impoverished, who most need superior educational programs,
find that the occasional private school within reasonable dis-
tance is out of sight financially. since school costs are ris- -
ing faster than incomes and a deciining proportion of nonpublic
schools are subsidized through churches,

Now visualize Jack Smart, a wealthy man in Smith's com-
munity. Smart wants to contribute $10,000 a year toward impro-~
ving the educational opportunities of poor children in the area.
If he is like most individual philanthropists, he will not )
give the money to the public school system, perharvs because
he thinks the”System is too large and bureaucratic to be in-
fluenced by that amount of money, Wher he considers the local
independent school, he sees that an annual threshold cost of
$1,800 virtually guarantees a studeht body drawn largely from
well-to-do homes, and his egalitarian convictions are offended.
Smart considers providing a few scholarships for poor children,
but worries because the independent school has no special pro-
grams for students with learning problems. School leaders
say they cannot affard to institute such a program for any- .
thing like $10,000 a year, Smart decides, in disgust, that -
American education is not designed to use dorations of that ) :
magnitude productively, He gives the money to a local museum,
which quickly adds several appealing items to its collection.
Gratified by the visible, lasting response, smart becomes a
regular contributor to the museum and regales, his wealthy
friends with stories of how intlexible education has become.
Several of them decide to suppori museums instead of schools,

For relevant discussion:z and evicence. see:: Milton
Friedman, "The Fole of Government :in Educatior," in Robert
A. Solo, Economics and the Public Tnterest (iWew Zrunswick,

N. J.1 Ruteers University Press, 1955),-pp. 123-93; Edward F.
Renshaw, "leeting Educational Revenue Requirements in the. -
Decade Ahead," American Scheol Board J»~urpal 141 (July, 19604,
17,29,32; Charles S, Benson, The rconomics of Public zducation
(Bostons Houghton iifflin, 1961). pp, 3253085 rark V. Pauly,

"Mixed Public and Private Financing of Education: Efficiency

and Feasibility," American Economic Review 57 (March, 1967),

- 120-130, iiiner found a generally nergaltive relationship between

per cent of children in nonpublic schools in'a cityv and ter

capita expenditures for education, and in »ciahon's study the
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proportion of children attending nonpublic schools wat nepa-
tively associated with an ‘index of financia! wffort/in mivlic

sating effect o! educating many children with mongy prevideo!
through the "private pipeliLeZ“ See Jerry tinery Social and
Ecoriomic Factors in Spending for Public Eduzatién (Syracuse,
NJY,t Syracuse Unlversity Press, 1962), op. 55,593 and Walter
W, McMaron, "The Leterminants of Fublic Expey iture: An Econo-
metric Analysis of the Demand for Public Edutation"; unpud-
lished paper as reported in liiner, 3ucial and kcunomic ractors,
ppe 55-56,59. PEut the effects of educating many children at
private expense show up in Mirer's study/énd'one by James and
his colleagues when zeneraily positive relationships are found

education., But neither of these studies pxaminijgﬁhe compen-

‘between proportion of students in nonpublic schools and per-

pupil expenditures in public education, see Mirer, Social |
and "kconémic Factors, pp. 55,59: and Walter I, Garms, Jre,
"Ability and Demand Determinants 01" Educational Zxpenditures
in Large Cities: A Bfeliminary Report," paver presented a#
National Conference of Professors of Educational Admiristra-
tion; Humbtoldt $taté College, Arcata, California, Aurust 24,
1965, Alkin, in an inadequately controlled study, discovered
that higher proportions of Catholics in a commurity (and pre-

"sumably, higher percentages of children in nonpublic schnhols)

were associated with increased expenditures per pucil in pub-
lic schools, Harvin C, Alkin, "Religious Factors in the Deter-
mination of Educational Expenditures,® ¥ducational AdminisStra-

-ion Jduarterly 2 (Sprins, 1966), 123-132, On the other hand,

Shapiro and Renshaw found no consistent relationship betwéen
per pupil expenditures for public schools and percentages |of
students in nonpublic schools, Sherman shapiro, "Some Socic-
Economic Determinants of Expenditures for Education," Compara-
tive Education (October, 1962), 160-166; Renshaw, "Meeting .
Educational Revenue Requiremen<s," .

l6Many scholars have attributed lack of adaptability in
public schools to the fact that most families have no alter-
native available, If so, the situation would be much worse
if no families had nonpublic schools available to them as an
alternative, It has also been arsued, with historical evidence
to support the contention, that when nonpublic schools develop
demonstrably superior approaches to instruction, the public
schools are soon forced, through citizen insistence, to adopt
those approaches, See, for example: David Friedmah, "Toward
a Competitive Scheool System" (undated monograph published by
Center for Independent Education, #ichita, Kansas): John E.
Coons, Stephen D, Sugarman, and William X, Clunelll, "Reslic-
ing the School Pie," Teachers College Record 72 (Nay, 1971),
485-493; Donald A. Erickson, "The Trailblazer in an Age of '
R & D," Scheol Review 81 (February, 1972), 155-17?4; Theodore
R Sizer, "The Case for a Free larket," Compact (April, 1966),
8-12; Christopher Jencks, "Educaticn Vouchers, "™ New Republic,
July 4, 1970; rFriedman, "The Role of Government in Education.”

-
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77nis striking homogeneity was the topic of a presiden-
tial address at the 1972 annual meeting of the American Educa-
tional Research Association,- Robert Glaser, "Individuals and
Learnings The New Aptitudeés," Educational xesearcher 1 (June,
1972), 5-13., The failure of the massive "Coleman stuay" to
discover stratesies in schools that seemed to have a clear,
consistent relationship to student learriing has been attributed
to the fact that very little diversity was represented in
Coleman's national sample of schools, Eric A, Hanushek and
John ¥, Kain, "On the Value of Equality of rducational Oppore-
tunity as a Guide to Public Policy," in rreéderick Mosteller

and Daniel P, Moynihan, eds., On Equality ¢f EZducational Oppor~
tunity (New York: Random House, 1972), pp. 116~1%5, ,

l8For example, the federally sponsored Regional Educational
Laboratories and "Research and Development Centers are launche
ing more concerted attacks on educational problems than have
been at all typical in the past. Stephen K,.Bailey, "Signi-
ficance of the lFederal Investment in Educational R & D," Jour-
nal of Yesearch and Development in Education 2 (Summer, 1969),
31; Francis 5, Chase, "R and U in the Remodelineg of Education,"
Phi Delta Kappan 51 (February, .1970), 300; irnest R. Hilgard,
"The Translation of Educational Research and Development into
Action," Educational Researcher 1 (July, 1972), 18-21,

F¥9p11an C. Ornstein, "Administrative/Community Crganiza-
tion of Metropolitan Schools," Fhi Delin appan $4 (June, 1973),
668-674; Henry M. Levin, ed., Communitv Conirol of 3chools
(Washington, 0,C.: the Brookings Institution, 1970); kario D,
Fantini, Public Schools of Choice (New York: Random House,

1971). \

2OTigere is a volumlnogs\litezature indicating that public
schools in various societies and at different points in time
are remarkedly accurate reflecticens of the values of the domi-
nant culture, See, for example: Jules Henry, Culture Against
Man (New York: Random House, 1963); and newtion Edwards and
Herman G, Richey, The Schcol in the American Social COrder
(2d ed.; Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1963, S

2lpor an excellent discussion of how the tehavior of school
personnel may be determined by the structure of +the school,
see Dan C, Lortie, “The Teacher and Team Teaching: Suszces-
tions for Long~Range Research," in Jjudson T, Shaplin and Eenry
F, 0lds, Jr., eds,, Team Teaching (New .York: Harper and Row,
1961"’)1 DD 270"'3050 N )

22y,

xamples can be found in almost any daily newspaper at

the present time of the difficulties school boards encounter
when they overstep the boundaries of majority opinion in their
cemmunities, What one sesment of the cemmunity wants for its

o
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children may be enough to throw the majority into an uproar.
‘For a classic example, see Joseph F, Maloney, “The Lonesome
Prain" in Levittown ("The Inter-University Case Prosram,”
-ng-?9; University, Ala.s University of Alabama Press,
1958). .

23Roy A, Larmee, "The Relationship between Certain National
Movements in Education ‘and Selected Independent Secondary
Schools" (Ph, D. dissertation, University of Chicago, 1962);
and his "National Movements and Ilndependent 3chools," in Roald
F. Campbell and Robert A, Bunnell, eds,, Nationalizire Influ-
ences on Secondary Education (Chicagc: Hidwest Administration

Center, University of Chicago, 1963), pp. 105-118,

2uOne of the major concepts behind the recent work on
education vouchers is that public schools will be much more
responsive to parents if parents are free to switch schools
and take with them their child's share of tax funds for edu=-
cation, See the articles listed under note 16, above.

L

4

-25James S, Coleman, The Adolescent 3Society: The Social
Life of the Teenager and 1ts impacti on Education (Glencoe,
Ill.,:+ Free Press, 1961),

26B§rnard C. Rosen, "Confliccing Group kemberships A
Study of Parentggger Cross-Pressures," American Sociological
Review 20 (April;?k&iéll Pp. 155-161,

i

27Morris Rosenberg, "“The'Dissonant Religious Context and
Emotional Disturbance," in Louis Schneider, ed., Religion,
Culture, and Society:t A Reader in the Sociology of Religion
(New York: John #iley & Sons, 1964), Ppe 549~559,

28Psycholop:ists‘seem generally tc overestimate the long-

term effects of negative influences during childhood., In one
study, psychologists turned out to be wrong in their predice~
tions about two-thirds of the time, and were repeatedly sur-
prised to discover how well people had "bounced back" from

. experiences early in life that researchers thought would pro-
duce permanent damage, Joan W, Macfarlane, "Perspectives on
Personality Consistency and- Change from the Guidance Study,"
Vita Humana 7?7 (1964), 115-126,

29Since the literature is extensive, only a few examples
can be cited here:s Donald A. Erickson, "The 'Plain People*
and American Democracy," Commentary 45 (January, 1968), 36-ik4;
David R, lanwaring, Render Unto Caesar: The Flag-Sal:ite Con-
troversy (Chicaro: University of Chicaro Press, 1962); Rosa-
lie H, Wax, "The Warrior Dropouts," Transaction 4 (May, 1967),
40-46; Leo Pfeffer, Church, State and Freedom (rev, ed.;

7
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‘Boston: Béacon Press, 1967), chapter 9; Ausust B, Hollings-
head, Elmtown's Youth: The Impact of Social Classes _on Adol-
escents (New York: John Wiley & sons, 19499,

30Kraushaar, American Nonpublic Schools, p. l4. Though
1965466 marked the high point of enrollments, nonpublic schools
enrolled a hisher probortion of the-nation’s schoolchildren’
(13,6 per cent) in 1959-60, The declining proportion was
masked by the fact that in the intervening years public school
enrollments were growing more quickly than those in nonpub-
lic schools.,

3lsee Table 1l in the Appendix to this paper.
32See Table 2 in*the Appendix to this paper,

33schools associated with the Christian Reformed Church

were. 5 fewer in number in 1973-~74 than in 1965~66 (a decline
of only 2.3 per ¢ent), while their enrollment loss was even
less (1.7 per cent), accordine. to data in Table 3 in the Appen-
dix to this paper., As Table 4:in the Appendix shows, the
number of schools affiliated with the Lutheran Church-Missouri
Synod declined by 8.6 per cent betweer 1965-66 and 1973~74,
while enrollments declined by only 4.3 per cent, Data in
Table 5 in the Appendix indicate a growth of 9,1 per cent in
number of schools and of 46.4 per cent in enrollment in the four
years between 1969-70 and 1973-74 for schools affiliated with
the American Lutheran Church., For the National Association
of Christian Schools, we secured information by telephone
(from Darla Dresdow, birector of Individual Services) to in-
dicate that the number of member schools increased from 228

in 1965-66 to 268 in 1972-73 {(an increase of 40 schools, or
17.5 per cent), while enrollments increased from 323003 tc
53,144 (an increase of 21,144, or 66,1 per cent) during the
same period, In a similar conversation with Garlan Millet,
-Associate Director, Department of Education, ¥World Headquar-~
ters, General Conference of Seventh-pvay Adventists, we were
informed that Adventist school enrollments in the U.,S. increased
from 47,325 to 54,829 (an increase of 7,504, or 15,9 per cent)
at the elementary level and from 19,196 to 21,929 (an increase
of 2,733, or 14,2 per cent) at the. secondary level between.
1965-66 and 1973-74, Similarly, Adolph Fehlauer, Executive
Secretary, Board of Parish Education, Wisconsin Evangelical
Lutheran Synod, reported that the synod's elementary school
enrollments increased from 24,810 to 26,507 (an increase of
1,697, or 6.8 per cent) and its secondary school enrollments
increased from 2,638 to 3,405 (an increase of 767, or 29,1

per cent) between 1965-66 and 1972-74, John Faul Carter, Exe-
cutive Secretary, National Association of Episcopal Schools,
in a similar telephone conversation, estimated that Episcopal
school enrollments had increased bty something like 60 per cent

47 -
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between 1965-66 and 1973-74, Moshe Sokol, Coordindtor for
Enrollment Activities, National Society for Hebrew Day Schools,
indicated that the Hebrew Day Schools had experienced extremely
‘rapid "spurt" growth for several years after 1965-66, but_wére
now in an era of "slow, steady growth," mostly‘:in suburban
areas, with some decline in schools in inner cities where
neighborhoods were deteriorating, Ffinally, Table 6 in the
Appendix reflects a 5.4 per cent growth at the elementary level
and a 9.5 per cent growth at the secondary level;during the

two years from 1971-72 to 1973-74 for day schools belonging

to the National Association of Independent Schools. These
groups account for at least 99 per cent of nonpublic school
enrollments, We were unable to obtain data “rom some addi-
ticnal small collectivities of nonpublic schools. :

¢

3’*Kraushaar. Aﬁerican Nonpublic Schools, p. 14,

3SThis statement is based on-my own observations, plus
those of my colleague Bruce Cooper (University of Pennsylvania),
plus queries directed to free school leaders in several areas
of the country by Cooper, in my behalf, His assistance in
this regard is gratefully acknowledged,

3éBruce S. Cooper, Free and Ffeedom Schools: A-National

Survey of Alternative Programs, A Repori to the President’s _
Commission on School Finance (Washington, D.Ce: the Commission,
1972); also Cooper's "Organizatioénal Survivals A Compa-ative
Case Study of Seven American 'Free Schools'" (Ph. D, disserta-
tion, University of Chicago, 1974); al$o Allen Graubard, Free

- the Children: Radical Reform and the Free School liovement (New
York: Pantheon Epoks, -1972), - o

‘37Nonpublic schools cannot merely mark time while public
school budeets soar, for they must compete to some extent in
the same market for personnel and materizl), and they must main-
tain some semblance of academic comparability and breadth of
offerings, though the necessity of competing in these terms is
more severe for schools that lack special ‘religious and ethnic
motives, Consequently, when public school costs rise ‘making
the citizen pay moére in taxes), costs in nonpublic schools tend
to rise in similar proportions (making the patron pay more by -
means of fees or donations), .

38The estimate of a five-fold increase is taken from.Z,G,
West, "An Economic Analysis of the Law and Politics of None
public School Aid" (unpublished manuscript, Carletorn Univer-
sity, Ottawa, November, 1974), p, 19, citing an analysis in
James W, Guthrie, "Public Control of Public Schoolss Can We
Get It Back?" Public Affairs Report, Institute of Governmen-
tal Etudies. University of Californis, Berkeley, June, 1974,
Nno, e ' ‘ l
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3 n the telephone conversations mentioned in note 33, .-
above, leaders of nonpublic school groups responded to Ques-
tions conhcerning reasons for recent growth almost entirely
in terms of client reactions to permissiveness, "immorality,"”
or lack of academic rigor in public schools,

quohn D. Donovan, bonald A, Erickson, and George ¥, Madaus,
The Social and Religious Sources of the Crisis in Catholic .

Schools, Vol., TI of Issues of Aid to Nonpublic Schools, Report
to the President's Commission on School Finance (Washington,

D.Cet the Commission, 1971), -
ulThe argument of this school of thought is_that social

conditions in the United States tend to obliterate the strict

lines of doctrinal distinction that initially separate "sects,"
eventually transforming them into groups with the ecumenical
outlook of "denominations." The classic statement of this
view is found in H, Richard Neibuhr, The Social Sources of
Denominationalism (New York: Henry Holt, 1929), ' Much of the
same line of thinking appears in the more popular work, Will
Herberg, Protestant, Catholic, Jew (rev. ed.; Garden City,
N.Y.t Anchor Books, 1960),

Y284, of Educ. v. Allen, 392 U.S. 236, 88 S. Ct. 1923,
20 L. 'Ed. 2d 1060 (1968),

uBLemon v, Kurtzman, 403 U,S, 602 (1971),

Msince this issue is so sensitive, the. areas and schools
involved in the controversy seem best unidentified.

,uSTax deductions of one type for patrons of nonpublic
schools were outlawed by the Supreme Court in Committee for
Public Educ. ve Nyquist, 413 U,S, 756, 93 3. Ct, 2055 (1973).
The Court commented that "“there would appear to be little dif-
ference" between tuition reimbursements and tax credits,-for
under either approach the parent "receives the same form of
encouragement\and reward for sending his crildren to nonpublic
schools + + . . We see no answer.to Judee Hays*® dissenting -
statement below that ., ., , 'the money involved represents a
:harg? made upon the state for the purposé of religious educa~

i. Oon. " ~

uéThe free school. movement and the current unprecedented
movement in publie education toward "alternative" schools,
mini-schools,* and classrooms are both evidence of the increas-
ing interest in educational options, Similar interest on the
part of the scholarly community is expressed in the references
listed in note 17, above. In the .latest Gallup poll on the
topic, a majority of the nation's adults registered for the i
first time an indication that they would favor a constitutional

,
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amendment to permit tax support of church-reélated schools,
Support for such a policy rose from 48 per cent in Gallup's
1970 survey to 52 per cent this yeavr. George H. Gallup, _"Sixth
Annual Gallup Poll of Public Attitudes Toward'Education," Phi
Delta Kappan 61 (September, 1974), p.\25.

a7Donald A, Giannella, "Lemon and MNilton: The Bitter and
the Sweet of Church~State Entanglement,™ in Philip B. Kurland,
ed., Supreme Court Review: 1971 (Chicage¢g University of
Chicazo Press, 1972), pp. 147-200; Paul 2, Freund, "Public -
Aid for Church-Related Education: Federal \Constitutional
Problems," in Charles i, Whelan and Paul "A,\rfreund, Legal and
Constitutional Problems of Public Support fox Nonpublic Schools,
A Report to the President’s Commission or Schdoli Finance (Wash-
ington, D.C.: the Commission, 1971), pp. 63-106; West, "An
Economic Analysis,"

aaGiannella. "Lemon and Tilton"t Freund, "Public Aid",
Both Giannella and Freund suggest that the Court.-is not so
much bound by the logical conclusions of the "excessive -en-
tanglement" doctrine as it is usinez.tke doctrine to prevent
the political strife that might attend a policy of public aid
to church-related schools,

a9Since the Supreme Court has outlawed boih tuition reim-
bursements and tax credits, it seems obvious that vouchers
for patrons of church-affiliated nonpublic schools would stand
little chance. See Committee for Public Educ. v. Myquist.

5OSee Giannella, "Lemon and 7Tilton"; ifreund, "Public aid%;
West, "An Economic Analysis"; John %, Coons and Stephen b,
Sugarman, "Vouchers for Public Schools," Inequality in LEduca=
tion, No. (15, November, 1973, pp. 60-62,

51Friedman. "The Role of Government in Education,"

5%Cénter-for the Study of Public Policy, Education Vouch-.
erss A Report on Financing Elementary “ducation ov Grants
to Parents (Cambridge, Mass.s the Center, 1970, ofiset),

>JWest, Education and the State, and "The Political
Economy,"

54Daniel Weiler, A Public School Voucher Vemonstration:
The first Year at Alum Rock (Santa Monica, Calif.: The Rand
Corporation, 1974), As _this report pointis out: 1In the late
1960's, the Office of Economic Oppo-~tuniiy (OkC) began look-
ing into vouchers as a possible device for improving Amerie-
can education, particularly so far as the needs of the im-
poverished were concerned. The above-mentioned Center for the
Study of Public Policy (CSPP) drew up its.plan under contract
to OEC, In behalf of CEQ, C3PP then made a natiorwide canvass
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of public school districts to determine which would consider
participating in this particularly cautious experiment, Major
educatioﬁ groups condemned the idea vociferously. By 1971,
OEO managed to stage feasibility studies in only four school
districts) three of which soon declined to proceed further,
In the Alum Rock Union Elementary School District (San Jose,
California), the only school district in the nation that per-
sisted, considenable controversy arose., When it became ob=
vious thak, OEO’s| choice was between a watered-down experiment
in Alum Rotk andino experiment at all, the original plan was
drasticall mo@ified to make it acceptable- to public school e
personnel, \ The éxperiment, it was agreed, would initially
involve public ischools only, and only the schools in the dis-
trict whose stdff members wished to participate, Téachers’
job and seniority, rights were guaranteed; in other words,
teachers woujld no¥ be subject to the market forces envisioned
centrally in vcucher schemesq Durirg the first year of orera-
tion the expgriment was even more diluted, for the level of
squort,a school egjpyed was notlaffected at all by aa%ns or
ollmenty and -the stydent’s freedom to change frecam |
\Eérjously curta

-~
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losses in en
school to school wés iled as matter of adminis-
iency, \

trative expe

55For a omewhat more complete descrintion of this idea,
.see; Donald W, Zrickson, "The Putlic-Private (onsortium:
An Open~Mafkek #bdel for Educational Keform," in Troy V. MNcKel-
vey, ed., Metropolitan School Creanization: Vdl, 21 _Proposals
for Reform.(Berkeleys McCutchan, 1972), pp. 209-228.

~ 5650nn E.|Coons, William H, Clune 1II, andiStephen L.

. Sugarman, Private Wealth and Public Education {Cambridge,

t Mass)t Eaglkn p Press of Harvdrd University Preéss, 1670);
:Charles 8. Benson, "Economjc Ahalysis of Institutional Alter-
inatives’ for Providing Education (Public, Private Sector),"”

in Roe L, Johns. et/al,, eds.; Economic Factors|Affecting the
F¥nancing ofﬁﬁdu?ﬁ&ion. Vol,. 2  of National Ekducational Filnance
Project‘Tgainésviyléi Fla,: ithe Project, 1970), pp. 121-172.

- : i . ;
S}Weét. “An Etonomic Ana}ysis."

i

\/

¥
i

T

s

-




Taﬂie 1l: Number of Schools and Enrollments, Roman Catholic Schools in the U.S.,
) ¢ 1965-66 to 1973=-74 " ’

~

|

Number of Schools Enrollments
School — -

Year Grades Total | % Change Total % Change
1-8 9-12 | (1s12) | in Total 1-8 G-12 (1-12) in Total

1965-66 | 10,879| 2,413 | 13,292 - 4,492,000 | 1,082,000 | 5,574,000 -

N

1569=70 9,6951 2,976 | 11,771 3,607,060 | 1,051,000 | 4,558,000

/1970-71 9,370| 1,980 | 11,350 ' 3,356,000 | 1,008,000 | 4,364,000

i
'

. APPENDIX

1971=72 8,982} 1,857 {10,839 3,076,000 959,000-1 4,035,000"

1972-73 8,761| 1,773 | 10,534 2,871,000 919,000 | 3,790,000
16723-74 8,550{ 1,719 | 10,269 2,711,900 $063,000 | 3,614,000

Difference, | 2,329] 69%| 3,023 1,781,000 | 179,000 {1,960,000
1665-66 and
197374 21.4%) |28.8%) | 22,7%) | - 39.6%) 16.5%) | .35.2%)

Sources National Catholiq’Education Association

-~
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Table 21 Number of Schools and Enrollments, Boarding
Schools Affiliated with the National Association of - .
Independent Schools, 1971-72 to 1973-7%

) Number of i /21\
School Schools Percent . Percent® y i
Year - . "(K=¥2) ) ° Change _Enrollments Change [

U1971-72 S21s 47,742 i
1972-73 T 200 . 2,0 41,676 ~12,7% . o
1973-74 196 2,0 - ﬁyo.?95 - 1.6%

s - " SR he d l .

Difference, - iy - ) .

19 6,747 .
. 1971-72 and : oy

197374 - (8.8%) . (lh.l}ﬁ)‘ L
Source: National AsgSociation of Independent Schools ° )

S0 <o . - . - - /,

- . - . i . - ).””4/

: ,Table St .Numbers of $chool$ and Enrellments, U'S. Schooﬁs’ P Ty '
Affiliated with National Union of Christian Sch 6lgi(Assq~ o .
.clated with Christian Reforied Church). 1960-6%7to 19?3 74 L -

- ARt .. , . —_— e

Number of . o {‘ﬂ

School School Units " Pércent s/ Percent .
_ Year . (K~12) ,Chgnae Enrollments Change

1960-6y | “2100 .. - " b4, 010 | TN '

1961-62 T 214 . T 2,0% bs,bos . 3.2% | .

1962<63. ' - 205 o =l,2% bo,712" 2.9% . T !

1963-64. .° * 203 - .. ~l,0% , . 48,005 2,8 -

1964-65" .. . 211 +  "3,9% % " 48,94l 1.9% “m

1965-66 .. .. 216 . -2,4% . 50,291 1oR%" ’
. 1966-67 213 - " l1.4% g1,247 - 1,99 :

Y 1967-68 . . 207 1.9% ~ .:50,282. . 21,95 . .
1968-69 T 218 7y N 0-)% - %04637 - 0.7% " Ct
1969-70 -- 222, 1BR . 50,301 -0i7% S
1970-71 T 222 < re= "7 51,182 1.8 -. .
1971=-72 . 226 T "1.8% T 51,134 S0 . - ¥ e )
1972-73 Celh . T Lo803% . 51,571 oo~ %
1973-74 s2ilc g Rlubg- Ta5L,12) 0 0098

Difference, ) P . .-

1965-66 and : -5 - 3-‘ 832 “+ L,

1973-74 - (-2.3%) ’ - ailgpe)y 0 LY "
o A N
A
- .
o4 ‘ >
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mable 43 .Number of Schools and Enrollments, Schools Affiliated with Lutherah Church-
. Missouri Symod, 19£0-€1 to 1973-74 P

. .
- N

-

'

. _ Number of Schoels o Enrollments _ \
-School . - — )
Year | 8 | 9122 {rota) [\ Chanes | gl 9-12° rotal | 0L |

. ‘ i : in Total

| 1sec-61 | 1288 | 19 | 1303 | ---  |208,851 | 8972 157,623 — b

| 106566 - | 1364 | 2 | 1388 | 6.5 {160,882 |il,17¢ 172,061 9.0
" 1570-71 1267 26 1233 +11.2 150,613 {12,773 163,386 -5,0 ‘ '

Q _
-1971-72 1170 *{. 27 11977% 2.9 146,160° {12,543 158,723 | =2.9

1
Y ) )
z ’ \

- 1972-73 1238 | 30 1268 | 5.9 151,482 {12,604 164,086 3.4
2F ] 19pEEt - ) 1276 33 1269 | =-m 151,476 413,219 164,695 0.4
bifference, | /-128 9 -119 -9,406 2060 | - -7,366 )
4}.965-‘66 and . [ .‘ ' : N
- NQ-&GS $- . %Uovo. Cnly' ) . '\3

Region not specified

3Computed on total LC-KS enrollments, number of teachers in the U.S., Canada and
South America

Med'«an° all LC-MS elementary schools

Sources Ivan Zylstra, National Union of Christlan Sdhools N . - -,
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Table 5t Number of Schools and arollments, Elementary
Schools Atfiliated with the American Lutheran Church,
1969-70 to 1973-74

School Number of" % of . % of
Year ) Schools Change Enrollments Change
1969-70 15k 9,984
1970-71 145 -5.8 9,926 -0.6
1971-72 141 T «2,8 10,264 +3.6
1972-73 158 +12.1 13,858 34,8
1973-74 168 +6.3 14,6148 “ 45,4
Difference,
1969-70 and +14 14,630
197374 (4+9.1%) - (46,47)

Sourcer Americar. Lutheran Church

Table 6: Number of Schools and Enrollments, Day Schools
Affiliated with the National Association of Independent
Schools, 1971-72 to 1973-74

School Number of % of % of
Year Schools Change Enrollments Change
1971-72 555 207,430
1.972-73 579. L, 3% 218,674 Sl
1973-74 585 1,05 227,212 3.9%
pifference,
1971-72 and 30 19,782
1373-74 (5.4%) : (9.5%)

Sources National Association of Independeﬁ% Schoels
\
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