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. * -~ This paper dlstllls from a research conference,
arranged by the Council for American Private Education (CAPE)*(slx
gquestions that constitute an agenda for research on private:

: eduéatmoﬂ. Discussed after each of thé“forlowlng proposed questions-

‘are some of the past .research studies felevant to the guestion, and

e status of’ research_ln progress. (1) What organizational phenomira ,
are gost powerfully linked, either directly or indirectly, to .widely -
valued pupil outcomes? (2) What can we learn, from studies 1anIV1ng
private schopls, about" the-range of feasible. school influence on
community well- being? (3) What data sources.can be developed to make !

at least some of the special research-apportunities in private .

schools available to sig/iars? (4) What are the major 1mPedlments to

- the development and pe tuation of private educational optlons in
response to consumer demand, and whaf are the most ‘promising

4ateg1es for limltlng, reducing, or eliminating those 1mped1ments?

(5) ' What are-the tircumstances, frequency, and range of existing

relationships between public and private educational agencies? Wifat

mnutual influences are exerc1sed,,uith vhat consequences for
copmunities as a whole? (6) 'How can we best advance our understandlng
of private schools as entities 1mportant in their .own right, even
apart, from what we might learn about the fundamental processes that
pervade all schools° (Autlior /MLF) :
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On December l and 2 1978, an extraordinary research conference

(identified hereinafter as the “Washington Conference") was held in
J’&Qv M -
Washington -C. Arranged by the Council for Ametican Private

N Education (CAPE), funded by the National Institute of Education
',(NIE), and involving notable. scholars and practitioners, the con-

'ference addressed the question,'"What is the most promising research

now feasible in private S°$°°lS?"l 4 o ’ . . . .

‘\( This paper distills from the cgﬁference six questions which . C
Ve . :
constitute, in a sense,.an agenda for research on private educa- '

i
e P . -
.

tion. Though I have attempted te reflect the conference consensus
‘ N\ - - . ) : .
in the'fo}mulation-of@these questions; mylfudgments are unavoidably o
i - -ty . ' ,
subjective. Angther scholar refiect%ng'on'the same conference could

¢+  easily produce another list, and perhaps even anbther émphasis.

. Furthermore, during the several weéks since ﬁhe‘Washington

-1-ﬂ~99e£eqence, I have been influenced by talks with other scholars,
N D ‘

by the completion (with Richard‘Nault) of a study of private schools, ’ﬁ\\x r

. . I !

~ and.by ancthervagenda-building conference, sponsored by NIE (in : e

. . . R 3 oo
San Diego, from January 27 to 29, 1978, on "School Organization and -

/

- , .

k\éj- _ Effects"). I think these experiences sharpened éhe insightsiacquired
4 . . - . ) . ' . . ’ - I .

.+~ at the Washington Conference but scme colleagues night disagree.

.
-

L]

N\ ) ! e ‘ ~——
-~ *This paper was. produced under contract to the National Instit e .
of Education: (NIE), and submitted on February 23, 1%978. NIE should" . :
. not, of colirse, be assumed to vouch for any judgments expréssed here.
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Two further caveats are needed.’ First, I am proceeding on

. the assumption that NIE's interests, as r&fhected in the Washinoton
Conference, veer toward the research pole of the research—development
"'continuum. I therefore omit reterence here to numerous\excellent
developmeqﬁ projects, espeoially projejé;_under the aegis o% the .
Jesuit Sego dary Education Associatign and the National Catholic

a
Educatidnal Association. This omission should not be taken_to imply

secondary importan but rather an effort to hew to my task. -{r

Second, most examples in this paper are drawn from the conference P

disc9581on. : do not 1ntend-to.ipgqgst\that stpdies‘not mentioned -

are necessarily less lustrous. * : " j. o ; - f
- . : ]

At the Washington Conference,-the Qeneral'appro' h was t‘:list

and discuss promising studies. A,different‘strategy is adopte

~
-

here -~ to identify six major research questions, which those studies
* (

ad‘ressed subsequently d;scusSing, lllustratlvely, pPossible attacks.

t i 1 - ) L}

. upoQL:he questions. o - \
he exchanges at the Washington Conference were stimulatin ’

&, . . . .
variegated, and wide-ranging. I can disc¢ern no all-pervasive theme,

save at a trivial level of abstraction. The motif that came closest
] M . -
to predominating was as follows: Private schools warrant inqgiry,

&,

not only by virtue of their share é@@the spudent population, but
s #

also because they make some fundamental éducatlonal_processes uniquely

A\

-

-

susceptlble to inquiry. In a‘way, this’ statement flies in the face

- ' . ‘ . S
of the opiniq&roften expressed of late that the distinction between

public anad p;iwate schools is analytically meaningléss -— even bt
~ ' '

- ’ Fa

misleading.




R . B

,;here is some truth in the 1atter opinion. Iﬁ.one defines , “,f

A3

as "public" a sﬁéoo; that deals open}y afid’ infbrmatively with itsq_**~

o L

clients, ox accepts clients from a wide range ‘of income strata, or }‘ .

L s i, : - * . : A

.. provides a door of opportunity to the oppressed aﬁ& poor, then many o E
lprivately sponsored schools are mpre ‘puplic" th publicly -‘7:;

':5

SPOHSP£9d1EChQOls._ In making this observation, hbwever, one’ should fﬁh

public schoafs from private schools,-at 1€ast in the c Pt U.s},jﬁrlufz

context. To illustrate:l Nault and I hagp postulated 52 ’"gﬂﬁg_}'

tentatively, on the basis of our recent work, that factors pervaszvei;r
influencing school performance\include (a) the extent of volunt smj

y _.(— ' ' :

and exactitude (c;;t%iness) in client affiliation, (b) the degree of’

a
institutional jeopardy (how reliable and 1iberal is th%>ﬁiscal'support,

-~

4"\,.,&
and te what extent is the suppl_{ of clients assured?) @ (c) the hom:

geneity of client expectations (can a reasonable consensus'be fo ,

P

an@ the range of obje\‘is:yves manageable?) (d) the amoun of value-—

congruence between home and school, (e) the scope of Iocal autonomy,
. ) &

and (f) the availability in the school of powerful nonfiscal resdunces

h “ . . -
/?from the community {eag.; religious authority from a closely affiliated I

wom ™ i

church, reinforcement from highly committed parents, or the 1nfluence"

'3 B v,
,of peers WhoseMtually catalytic)@ To suggest one practi-
. .

cal 1mplication of all this- If further work should demonstrate-that'
- .- [ . . 1 . - . ’
schools depending on voluntarily*provided client fees'for‘the bulkk%or_

T

'all) of their fiscal sustenance (a) induce higher commitment from

I l»

parents and students (partly because people/”yace ‘mére value on what

P -~ '(\ L ’ "-,- ‘ L]
they pay for and attempt to ensure that their investments pay off),
’ . AN * agg .
v — » :
" = -3- , @ g-;; -
£ a T- '
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t
(b) elicit enhanced perf?rmahce from. their personnel (partly because;

. e Lo P " e
: und&rstaffing induces a stroﬁg sense of belng needed and appredlated," :

,
- . . 7

ahd.because “shared %rdealﬂ produces.social forces'conduche to-hlg@

aqhievepent), (c) are more goal-focused Jnd cost-efficient because R
) .-

\ ’

theqrange‘of cllent expectations is manageable (partly because dls— ' T
e '

/"

$enter§ were screened out by the exactlng afflliatlon process), then

3€r Cu M. “' - - -~ b

it mlght fo low that all s;hools; publlc and prxvate, would be better _
” Y - ." ’

off lf funde' through user fees; made feasible for low-income familles.

L)
s

' by creatlve taxationhdevices:s Research leadlng to flﬁdlngs and lmpll-

\ catlons iuch as these not onlygreveals semethlng about private: schools-

: s

it illumlnates fundament/? processes that. lnfluence all schools.

B Thése’flndlngs would never emerge from empirical'work‘in publ%c -
. ’ \ :
schools alone - not as public: schools are currently structured. '

«

The mode of fiscal suppo- in public schools varies so little that the

¥

t

effects of more radijcal llCleS, such as a shift from‘kex support to Ty

«

. : 8 . ..
user fees, are impossible ta discern empirically. In many other ', \\\

Jrespects,‘the narrow range of practiie in public schools frustrates
’ oot o D ' ~
empirical inquiry.7 ?pus, private edhELtion should‘be viewed by
$ e

scholars as providinq‘varlatlons for study and consequently, as I

" . \D ----- )r

. ‘/w, . , . _ . ‘
unlquely susceptible to 1nvestlgathn..'.' A ///““'

.
I's . “" N . . - ?

i

washington Conference: _ o ) ; (

1. What organ:.zatxona‘l phenomena, (egpecially Qhenomer‘ia*ually

€

as emerging,from

\ a .
~ susceptible to empirical scrutiny,in privéte educational contexts) are v/) X

. most sowerfully llnked, eltHEr dlrectly or indjirectly, to wldeleﬁalued

-

v

R

pupll ouécomes, lntellectlve and - dpﬂLintelLectlve? '\)
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i,

LY

modifi®tion, or extension:.- - IR S 1, ‘ R v

”»

.

i e . .;4- * F-

. v e,
E Thls'questlon seems to warrant three modés of” attack-
- A \ - .

(a) egploratory, hypotheslé'generatlng, essentlaliy phenomen-

/L
ologlcal Alndludlng ethnographic) studies, deslgned to begln
‘\ 3 . , " .
the development of groﬁnded theory, (b) conceptual'work to

-VG‘
-

a;tlculaxe in palnstaklng detali the pdstulated-causal net- .

> N
works, probab;y complex, that connect the organlzatlonal . - <;J '

se .. t

ph nome a, probably lndlrectiy, td'the widelye%alued Rppll

- i

Kc) moreé:jaﬁltlonal hyp thesxs testlnk stud&es,V’.

wintended téalndlcat hat aspects of the theory are;reason—‘;

» ~
4

ably accurate and parsxmonlous (and thus useful reference
r‘ l
LY ¥ - }'

po;nts for practlce), and whdat aspects warrant,rejectmon,'

“r
) s . o }_Z . . ) » - .-
" Many studies).rébresenting combinations and variations

.3 iFTI
- o AT _ . L

of:these:three'modes of attack, were -identified and-discussed}f

- ;5 T .‘ ’ . ’ . . : K 3
at the Washirngton Conferignceé: ~ 5 s i S
- o .
- : - - : o
~ * .  (a) Daviad Morton And his colleagues at the University:
. - Y N . E .

of Rhode Island have been makrkg provocative comparisons of
public and Catholic schbols, attemptinofto determine whether

L]
. -

the superior achievementt~test means of Catholic schools in-

L]

. . ¥, ’ .o :
that state may be traced to any sPecial characteristics of .

' 3 . o T
these schgils‘other than their tendency (perhaps generally

5 Lo b S

0verempha31zed by scholars and laymen) to, attract students
; «  d- : - T

K3

w1th superlor home backgrounﬁs.? The”Morton-gfappNhas gound

among other things, that in comparlson w1th thelr puﬁﬁlc P

‘ ’ G4 T Ty
school counterparts::.(i) the paroch;al.school currlqplum ’
S L-- R
was concegtrated more specxflcally on the basic SklllS\
.~§h

(ii) -parochial .schgol teach_ez’-g rat\ea the:.r studer;fS' as more
. ’ lh'. 4 ' - ! " - .

\

S o ot s ) ' ks
cooperative, mqtivateg, discipliked, oheerful, ﬁgight, and l



interested; (iii) parochial.sc?oﬁl students missed fewer days of
(‘_-—.__4 1 - ‘~. '
school pe¥ year, were more llkely to dlscuss school with their
parents and were more often ass;sted by thelr parents when -
l" J ’
doing_school work. All of these flndlngs could be lnterpreted . .

4 . . . \ )
’ t

: v
I think, to indlcate the presence of factors I suggested earller,
espec1ally homogepelty of cllent expectatlons (permittlng a

.;deflnlte curzpcular focus), value—congruence between home and

'school, and-the availability'of powerful nonfiscal resources ! v A
. - ‘ v g 4 ’ 3
" from the ccnmuhity. No eVLdence emerged Ln tgg Morton study that

.;thollc schools were selecting their students on any gro\\d

6?hég than.réligiqn; Further work ls neeéed,'as.william %SCready
has obse¥ved, to determine whether the apéarent existence of v oy
highly supportive paregtaf’attitudes toward'prrvate schools ls | ’

, luoufld by the schoolsbor is merely a function of subtle.sel;ction

o

factnrs not deteacted in the Morton study:-l
(k) Barry D. Anderson. unexpectedly éreventeo'from attending

the Washingtrn Tonferanace ! nevartheless communicated his interest’|

-

in eyxploring some fairly dramatic poiicy differences between
: _ - :

public and private schools. TIn collaboration with Jonathan Mark,
Anderson recently found that costs in somﬁﬁpublic school systems®
v .

. _ L
in the St._{ouis_jrea had been increasing notably while the
/ .

student enrollment was decreasigg,lo Not only had thé new

~

.

scarcity of instrustgonal pOSltlons apparently curtalled jeacher

turnover drastlcall'eCteachers presumably.were.reluctant to leave

L ~o - ¥ 4 .
‘_' L - ~
their current positidns for fear o&not finding new.ones), so .\*Nb

——

higher and higher proportions of personnel were being pald at 'M(

Y

th-higher salary lewvels, but also éentral adn-u.nlstratlve staffs

ERIC : . .y
- S -
TS 3 - . ) .
. . . . . o

~
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‘they become flrme, c ortably establlshee‘l3 ’ X

_explore furtheg the consequences for Catholic sqpools of tH€<ﬁramatically

- : : ¢ - L o e,

: = . ©- . . - Y o

f”had been growing in size (perhaps as.a

>~

- . . . . ‘ _ o _ |
teachers) . The researchers noted evidence to suggest that oth trends (de-

i <
veloplng staffs composed- mostly of teachers with many years . of ererlence
. .

and 1ncré§31ngfﬁhe size of downtown.%ﬁﬁgaucraCLés) were a good way fo waste.

g

money. It would be a fruitful line of inquiry, I thlnk to qEEelene whether

[l *j -
private schools respond in markedly dlfferent ways to enrolldent crises.
= ¢ ’H
is lnterestlng to note William McCready's report lh thlS par icular. el
. 2 ] -

Chicago, the pub11c~schools whlch edueate approxlmate%y one-quarter m;lllon

- - -

N\
students have approxxmately 3,500 full-time admlnlstrative employees. On

-

y of providing jo“s'for dispiaced-

-

It

.in

the other hand, the Catholic schools in Chicago whlch educate approxlmately

-

oné-quarter million students students have a . full-time (hegéiistrative)

staff of "approximately thirtyﬁfive."ll ~ ~

Q\\ (c) Daniel L. Duke has a fontinuing interest in public-and private

=

"altérnative schools." Perusing his research reports, I am struck by the

lmp!;SSth that public alternatlvegschogls~often adopt approaches which

s ‘

noymally dlstlngukﬁn'prlvate schrols from publlc schools, suwch as’'smaller

aigeg s #

size, more individnal attrefition, mrre client hormogeneity, more voluntarism

Y

in affiliation ard other respects, inducements which attract unusually ' com~

N d e
” EQ'E

mitted teachers, local autonom@, and a s ng sense of community.

in line with the emphasis\hault and f%
. » . . . D R
as a soq;ce of'cofgétment among personnel and 'Eients,;Duke observes
. . .

the alternatlve sg&ools loock best to him durlng thelr initial years, before

‘ .

(d) Nault and I propose to continue our above-mentioned work along
. ) -

3 .. . »

. / . L
three related lines_in the five most westerly provinces of Caffada. First,

L2 .
-

-

. < . S -
we are launching the ‘next phase (with continuing support fr "the Spencer _

. -

. L . -
Foundation) of‘ber’cross—prov'ncial coqgarisongu a phase in ‘which we will
Q : T ) . *

~

™~

. N e
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-vh'differEnt pollcy frameworks that apply from'prov1nce to prOV1nce and same-_7
! ‘,/ ¢ . “j K ’ ‘
_times from clty to Clty (puble versus prlvate sugefrt and a “ngin er df

SN
4

] hon :

Qare progebtnng a longltudlnal 1nvesmigatlon of . the effects of tHe Pubilc

; .-
- -».' 1

. money (and related regul&tlon) wh;ch will soon xmplnge og_gtivate schools et
throééhout Brltlsh Columbia }or -the first tlme in that prov1nce P history *
Third, we- are lanngpg‘an_inqulry 1nco~th;ZTvqpcher::;psriﬁentﬁ'nOW'under

- way ihﬂaﬁ least fwo Canadian Citieef in these'cities Earentsiﬁay cﬁcosdf : »\ :
freely (within li'.m:i’.t,s' of. sc_lxool capacity) from amo an_publ'i'c_ and Catholie
schools, and;pubiic‘;hnds are apportioned to all tpes% schools‘on ;he basis

degrees of coercxon versus voluntarlsm in cllent7afflllation) : second, we\ y /

L _ : n ]
pof student 'nrollmgnt. : \ {«

(£} Several scholars»at the Washlngton Cd?ferencefexpressed 1nterest in
{ TR C,/
’ coverQﬁg the‘dlstlggulshlng characteristics of privaté scho 1ls which, ac-

b
~cording, to putatlve“ev1dence, are much more $ost-effecfive than nearby public

schools when dealing witg %;aavantagequinorities .g., Blacks and Hispanics),
N .

. - i . > C s Ce
(Jencks#® suggested several years ago that Blacks ight. bé better off if, liks
Catholics decades earlier, ‘they developed private schqols of their-cwn$Q§.

- 1 " H
avenues of upward mobility, and more recently the Congress.of Racjpal Equaiity

~

‘has anpcunced the conclusion the Blacks may have to find iﬁ pri deschools .

the educat;onal opportunltﬁes they have sodght thus far malnly in public
N

schools . )14 In terms of ‘one proposal, (1Li;.ni;lonal list of reputedly out-.
» "

standing schools of this type would be optained from well-informed rsons in
= e _ | ‘ . o

L & - P .

many areas oﬁ_ﬁ%e country, (ii) by mgans of sité visits and prelimlhaﬁy data,
1

schofgrs would ‘reduce the lis%,to a relatlvely shall sanple ‘berhaps a dozen),

qstratlfhed\by region, of the schools whose regu

3
“most ¢learly warranted, (iii) dat% would be. ga

discipl&ﬁ?gy methods, both to determine,more conclusiyely whethg; thé reputatiéps

- [}

of the "dellghtful dozen",were justlfled and to “uncovef coﬁflstent differendgs
&

e L;‘ﬂeen these schaols ard nearby &runvof-the-mlll" schools-—-d1€ferencqp which.
==\ ‘ " - L '
I: vy 1 . -8- 7 oL
\ < B : _ 9 . ' \
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+

chould plausibly %fplaln the\contraqting ;evels of’productlvlty, and, T e

, directed by §usan Abramowitz, may help illuminate the organizational

the rangegof'feasible school'influence.on community-welliéeing?‘

. 'ﬂ;qaé”
(iv)yif xmpresslve results emerged, they would be reduced to speciflc

- oo e

hypotheses and subjected ¢o'rlgorous statistlc tests with a sample
more adequate in size. SOme work along thls 11ne has already-been
done by Eugene Hemrlck and Thomas Vitullo—Martln(“‘ \Q\e__

(9) Bruce Cooper is planning to conduct, in three. Jewish _é;“géfl“”
atepps (Orthodox, Q9nservat1ve, Reform), a comparlscn of parents

4

- -J

who\patronlze Jewish day schools and parents who preﬁ:iéothermodes
P p 3 - . . .
of Jew15h education (e.g., afternonn and Saturday sSch s). WQrk S ~,J

+ N =2

of - thls kind should complement several approach%g mentloned earlier @1} e
Parentsﬁgaywbe senSLtlve to many subtle charafterlst;cs o sghQOigz.if” ;fg%
that dB%SLde observers who do not-consult.them may overlook ‘_Furthéf- iﬁ
g, % . e , s

ﬂgre, as BronfenbfennEr has argued eltguently of 1ate, lt ﬂéirldrculous sl
e 2 - . T o - ) =

*o act as if schools can be: understood out- of context, apart fgpm thetr .
15 ' ' RN

ecology" One must take into account a wide range of p0551ble ﬁ§”$
relatlonshlps between schools and hOme54 to say nothing of other Q
¢ ] - ,,;; \
institutions. - " : o i

(h) I should mention parenthetically, for thdi beneéit of scholars - *j\
. : . _

outside NIE, that NIE's current study of public and private high schools;::~i
: ) e . . . ‘Z

L

phenomena which, perhaps especially in'private school’s, are-poﬁgg}ully

.linked to widely valued pupil butcomes. o T T

[ _“ ! o L) ; ' lJ
'As for the second questian emerging from the Washington Conference:
) Y

2. What can we learn, from studies involving private_schégls,-aboug ‘
' ) L2

~

- )
<

In a number of respects, sfforts to achieﬁeggveate£ racial‘ justices ‘
o : o Lo S S !

. R “
0 ! , s '.'l
- - - q
LS ’ A . . B A \
. . . . ] . .
X - RS .
- . N -
) . i : . . w : .
. ca N ,\ . - - ]
=" 3\, . . . .
= 5)e -
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in soclety byggpans of rac1al integratlon in public schools have had .' -

disappo;ntlng results. k\'1‘1'1&; leglslators, admlnlstrators, and
~ .
. , .
judicial personnel most dlrectly involved in this.effort have given T

} . . . . .0_

little appE;Lnt cons¢deratlon, however,gto fundamental structural. ‘5 -
) i' .

reforms in publle‘Pchools (e g., modes of f&scal suitort hat prov1de' e T

unusual lncentlves) or to pollc1es whlch visualize public and prLVaté v

] - . . ~ ': - )

schools‘as complementary ageﬂcfbs for ‘communi ty preservation and ..’
T -

improvement (John Coons and Stephen Sugarman have urged these ;ﬂ:,ﬁ
approaches in Los Angeles) Furthermore, the racially segregatlng
‘tendencies of some prlvate schools have been documented and publxcmzed

- Twma,
in highly simplistic fashion with little attention to pr;vate schools

’
-

which exhibit opposite dynamics, or to .the impoxtant indirect ox'- '
, subtle influences of schools which appear, in superficial analyses, °
P . .
» g ]»7 . .
to have a negatiye~community impact. As long ago as 1966, Greeley

- > -

(fand Roggi'demonstratéd that schoolsg which segregate religiously may . 1
“

. contribute, nat ¥a divisive attitudes, but to the*ability of theix

- . ‘ 1 L
studenﬂi to relate to the wider world in adulthood. 8 Similar though
LY

. . . ) , 19 3
not identical lndlcgﬁlons can bhe found ifi Kopan's work. George

Madaus and I, in our research for the President's Commission on School .
- ~ >

- < e | :
Financ:&\pro&dbed evidence that some 'private schools were playing a - .
»

critical role in_the stabilitizaticn of communltr&a'threatened by a.

fnght.of'%iddle—class residents to. the suburbs.2 However, cur investiga—_

. tion in thls régard was extremely &imited by constraints of time and
] . ) . ) .
& . & Pl . :
monRey, and thus the. findings canmot be generalized unless corroborated
; ' ’”~ r\ : ﬂ .

with more ad te samples. ' " A
si\' . 3 | ' \
. ) . *a - )
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Thomas Nitullo-Martin rerrted at the Washington Conference two tentative
. ) .A. y e / ’
_.but prov ative suggestlons from his own research ‘in New'York First

students attend;ng)several prlvate schools Whlch enﬂélled few Blacks were

. .\; :
:drawn from areas where the gubllc schpols were even more segregated “K
. : LY

~ Second, the City of New York mlght have prevented th em;gra‘lon df many

%,

. '->
'well-to—do famllles and thus,~on balance, prevented tRe deteped%atlon of'v

-

many neighborhoods and many services to the poor, if it had partlally

subs;dlzed the private schools these well-to—do famllles were patronlzlng.

v (4

In the llght of the contlnulng crises faced by mahy Cltles, it lS difficult

L4

to-understand why more resources have not been allocated to the dévelop-
. s )

mentnof reliable knowledge in this‘area. For example, the "delightful .

dozen" inquiry mentionéd earller mlght produce much relevant, useful
& .

egldence. ) ' : N

Racial Lntegratlon is but one example of the mady aspects of neighborhood
PN .

well ~being that may be affected dlrectly or indirectly, by private schools.

McC€ready has sugdested that private-schools may contribute to the social

diversity that apparently makes neighborhoods mere attractive.to many

3 s ‘

. 2. . . . " .
‘pecple. l_ Also, he pointd out, we know virtually nothing as yet concerning

the effects, particularly in depressed inner:gities, of *gigdng people more
” . . - hd

‘choice among. schools and more-«control and influence within the schools their:

L.
. w2207 ’ : :
children attend. ' o . S

We are beginning to discover how public school reputations affect
X , .

ﬁeighborhood attractiveness and property values. It seems obv;ousﬁthat

- ~ e
e

we sHould also know abz:t the impact of the avaflability’and'reputations

. ! —— -
. of private schools.)

-

' lj'
]

. . ‘ . v

Ly
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3. In ﬁhé—lgght/ggegﬁg:;%ecial re€search opportunities in
. L=

é;ivate sphools,.yhat;data sburces can bé déveloped to make EZ\‘
. . . ~)

PRl

- * “ -

least éome of these'bppoftuni;ies ﬁidely, eff
. N \, -
~ AL

iciently available 1
r—

to

cholars? o

-

- ~

Importént advances_have_been made of late ih the *avail-

- L]
——

ab%lity of systematichinformation abgut the nation's private schools

-

The National Associatioﬁ/of Independent Schools and the Board of .

-

Parish Edtication of the_Lutheran\Ehurch -- Missouri Syﬁod -Q\have
- \ s
for many years engageSJ?n highly commendable efforts to assemble

T ,
data in readily ava;iahle form, about the schools affiliated with
. C /
: . N\ . v
Since 1969, the data bank onthe National Catholic Educa-

. . - . b :
tion Association (NCEA) has been a highly useful source of information

t%em.23

Y i

. /
‘for scholalr:s.24 The National Center for Educational Statstics (NCES)

now pro¥xides significantly more useful data on private schools

-

_than'heretofore;zs Nault, Cdoper, and I completed agkaé§§glment- =~

-

trend analysis in 1977 which is still useful for many purposes

"ﬂ %yill soon be published by NIE in a book on changing.enroll—

ment and its implications in public and private‘schools.26 On

the basis of a "universe list" of_. rivate schools compiled by the

*

Council for American Private Education (CAPE) , NCES is now con-

‘aucting, through CAPE and NCEA, a systematic national study of major
L .

vprivate school characteristics, the resultss of which should be useful

to many sézglars. CAPE has recently been involved in gfforts_to im-

prove the estions ked, relevant to privat;\schools, by thé& U.s.

-

sBureau of the Census, In addition, CAPE has been ir\xstlLtantal in the

-~

~12- : {

a
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cats the NatioMaI” ' £ ‘nforn srican 7
recent creatidn of the Natio Reposgitory of nformation on American
: ' ’ ‘ i ' ...: I .
Private Schools b§ ERIC (the Educational Resoufces Information Center)
e 3 . . . . ‘ N ] ‘ . R
' 7 ' . . ’} .
system.2 The recently established organization,?AssQCiates for ° -~

Research on Private Education (ARPE), haé created a kervice thaf will

[

scan a wide variétY.of sources for articles, chaptqrs, books,_theses,

etc., relevant to private schodls and will provide abstracts of. the

& . )
materials thus identified. 28 Recently, Robert Lamborn of CAPE and I

-4.

met with three officials at ERIC's national headquarters to discuss
ways of i7prov1ng ERIC's processing of material relevant to private

* schools, énd especially some possible relationships between the ERIC
AJ e ™

system and the above-mentioned ARPE scanninqgand abstracting service. ~

- ~

Further efforts are under way i® the latter particular.
. ‘ ———

One particularly important aspect of data avdilability‘
concerns non—aggregatrve data banks -- systematic massgs of data,
4most likely on computer tapes or discs, which scholars can analyze

_in‘studies in which the‘student, the teapher,'and other micro—-entities -

"are the dnits,of analysisa Public school systems and the_National

Assessment af Educational Progress have been widely;criticized for

I

Igathering data in an aggregated form that makes sophisticated (aA

sometimes even unsophisticated) policy analyses imp0551ble. The’

»

political realities which. dictate that largely innocuous approagh to
AN

.. data acquisition show signs of intensifyinq\father than diminishing.
Remarkably™little attention has’ been given to the most obvf%ié alterna-
tive -- acquireéthe data £rom private schools, which function within an

- .
entirely different framework of political constraints.

! N | F . | {- ‘
r
. )‘ , -13- .
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Over a period

A

nearly two decades(i have found both.,in my own

inqulries and in student dissertatio s, thnt prlvate schools in oo
’

general are vasgly morg receptive than pubhic.échools to empirical

-

‘inquiry: informal queries to.colleagues ogggést that this ;xperience
_ » ' . W
is widespread. At least two small beginnings toward the assembllng .

-of SLgnlflcant banks of fion-aggregated data are dlscern;ble at 6513

po&?t. Barry Anderson’ has been massing on computer tapes, at \

Washington Un1v¢rs;ty, impressive arrays of datalzbz/~‘he)p%sps to

utislize in various ways in his future inguiries, including h;s above-
. . . . 1 N

mentioned explorations of stark policy contrasts between public and

O i - .
privaterchoo£§?~AI am currently instouch wifh two large Catholie

k3

- . . : A
- 'dioceses whose leadexrs are planning the development of what, so

~ - \- ! - ~
far as we can ascertain, may be the first computexized-data processing
) * a D .
- " -3
system in which all raw data (on students, teachers, schools, étc.)

\ S

will ehger the system in non-aggregated form, making possible a wide

variety of’ sophisticated longitidinal analyses. As my hajai-reason

for assisting in this effort, I am interested in incorporating ‘into .
S . - o = T 3

Pl

the system én unpfecedented §nnual array of data designed to contributé :
O B ' o Py
to the work of schol;;s in several frontier areas, especially thoseé
\ : - . . LY . ' . " ¥ ? -
areas now roughly subsumed by the rubric, “scth} organigétion and

[y -

-

Y

effects," the topic of the above-mentioned San Diego Conferenfce
- ; ‘ r
sponsored by NIE.- .

.

. - ' .
Assuming, as it seems entifely valid to do, that a primary itlpediment

'to progress in a number of areas of educational research appears

to be the discouragingly widespread need +to use proxies ip the

‘¥

\

absence of directly relevant variables,rand to use aggreéiif data

_ -‘14— ' T : . *
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when '.fB—un1ts of analysis are essential -to- analytf@ clarlty h;gh
. ' q : . =
pr%grS;y\sﬁould~be given to’ assembllng the above—suggestéd non- -
e

-~

~

aggregative‘banks of data from private school organizations thatd .

would actively.ceoperate. To do 9o would regquire sophisticated, %
N M . . .

\

painstaking effort over several nths, at least. Establishing

~

of data which even a few carefully-
Al <'?“ ':J '
3 . £\

selected s lars might- request w0uld be an‘g!Eeedlngly crltlcal and
.demanding task, though far from impossible. Someth%né“like $100,000
' . . ‘ -

- . . . L ., .
perspicaciously devoted to this work m%g&t_?o more tg advance knowledge
T , I

than $100 million speht on torturous,_eﬁormouslj compléx statistical

priorities among the long

Pl analyses applled to ridiculous cross-sectlonal pProxies and aggregatlons.
. .
Numerous leading scholars woulﬁ need to p ic19ate extensively in

the effort, lest the information turn out to be appropriate only to

-

ill~-conceived or outmoded conceptualizations. _ s

‘4. What are the major impediments to -the development and pefpat-

uation oﬁ‘gxlvate educat;onal optlons in response to er demand,

QEhd what are the mcstgprom;s;ng strategles for 11m4;£n94/reduc1n

.f‘

eliminating those ;gpediments° ' P \\ . k : L
' Economlsts have delineated well varlous aspects of the "double ///JJ

-taxatiou" pand;cap\;mposed on patrons of private schools, and thus on

private scheels themselves.2> Some aspects of the total financial

pPicture are constantly ehanging, however.3 Batry An@enson has_suggested"

. an analysis o‘ the‘apparent.tendency fot the nation's public sector to

mushroom out bf cqutrol, partly by‘"feeding on the ‘private secter."

3 ' v L. . -

w ) . -15_
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?ZjQ$6bsgrvés, recent devef&pméhts relatfng to the pafticﬁiarly
1

™~

hd -

. -
1Y

fedewal civil service retirement system (which benefips
, _
4he publiéisector_exciusively),jin,juxtaposition to Congressional
enactment of a new . schedule of precipitous Social Security tax

- wincreases (which might addqbgo:moq51y to personnel éostslin the

private sector, including hard;pregsed educational instjitutions
mag be a gopd example'of the tendency. Fq‘ developments of this
/ type have been adequately analyzed and brought to‘the p&blic

attention as a basis for ra®ional policy. "In the meantMme, greater

and grééter g;oportioqs'of the private sector, espeéial%gbour
highly- vulnerable private educational iﬂ;titutions,.may be obliter—
aﬁed, not as a result of fact;eniightened debate in the public
f;;umu but through def;;lt. : -

Students of the law, similarly, have published voluminous
s analyses of the Supreme Court's role in.dgnyiné many forms of fisgcal
redress to private schools, and of the relationship of that role,
as rationalized by the Court, to the history.of the EiFsﬁ Amgndment, g
to the strong‘st;ain of anti~Cathql}c prejudicQ'in Aﬁeégaﬁn cuiture,

i . r ) :
and to numerous other factors.Bo Here again, though extensive work

~ ’

*h een done, more remains ;g/be done. Stephen Arons iﬁpplowing .
. : S . . . X & .
’/éew ground, currently with supﬁgff from the Rockefeller Brothers N

Fund, on implications, in the light of the First Amendment, of{the_

2

increasingly transpafgnt fact that Public schools, like church<related

-

schdols, are far from néutral.in life style and ideology.3l Along'-

A =

-1l6- .". \\\\\\
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'witﬁhothers at Berkeley; Professors Coons and Sugarﬁan of the Univers-.

—
~

. 1ty of California School of Law héVe been analyzing:mhe isﬁhe‘gf whers,

in the light ogkthe child's best interests, authorlty to govexrn the’*‘
\

child's upbringlng (including formal education) is best placed and

have designed numerouS'creat;ve strategies for introducing mor con-
} . M .. .‘
sumer choice inteo the legal ‘frameworks (and resulting fiscal constraints)
. 1Y Lt N L
. : ‘. _ 2
that govern %iiiic-and private schools in the Unitead States.32

& | ‘ : , «
Some” o é'most‘provocative recent thinking along this line
has been done by economist E;:é, West, who has-produced a highly

" originative analysistgf funﬁamental legal and economic issues. >

West has argued persuasively, for example, that the classic economic
. ) R . . .

L

(]

5 S
s arguments for "free", tax-supported schools have all collapsed. He

-

‘advocates gradual mgvement (byemeans which he carefully delineates)

toward a policy of supporting all schools, public.and pr@vate, through

S . .

Juser fées - "He effectively destroys the myth that impoverished people
do not<§5rrently pay for‘the education of their offsbrlng (through

a 1ifetime of taxation) and proposes a novel system of future taxa-
3 ‘ ey,

tion that qight function as a loan arrangement; enabling people to
7. ' - »

'pay schooling costg ¥hile their children are in_sbhogl, payf%g out | \

of lifetime eaLnings rather than currentiincome. He demonstrates

that the basic flscal consequences for schools of his posltive pric-

ing system need not be radically different from the fiscal consequences

of present arrangements, except that current constraints on consumegy

A

L~

choice,plus the'negative results of guaranteéing the survival of

public school systems,-reéardless of thesr{effectiveness, would be

3
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overcome “im a; manner that the Suprems - Court WOuld be hard put to
Y B

.brand as-uncenstitat;onal ’ S ‘o N

: It should be obvious, even to . the.relat;vely unlnltiated
that funds should be - avallable for the hlghly promising inquiries .
going forward in this area:, | ' ) ro

5. What is the range of'existigg relationships (cooperative, .
. v X oo
competitive, complementary) -between public and private educational

- -

* -

R . . .
agencies? Under what circumstances,and with what frequency, are

the relationships complementary, cooperative, competitive, antagon-—

e

istic? What mutual influences are exercised, with what consequences

for communitiés and society as a whole?

~

Those of us who have observed public and private educational

agencies over the years know that’relationships JSEWQQB them run &
? l . L
wide gamut between extensive, cordial coopere}ioﬁ to intense, destruc-
- ‘ b .
tive, cynical antagonism. In the above-mentionedzwork for the

Presideft's Commissiéh on School Fihance, Madaus produced 24

case udies of cooperation between‘public and private {(almost
entirely Catholic)  schools at the Iocal_level.34 .These case studies

were widely distributed geographically,but available resources did
. ' -~ . -

not permit us to determine how widespread was any type of cooperation.

"~

In thé latest of a series of studies of private school participation

- [

under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Educatibn'Act}’it‘i.M

.evident that the intent of the Congress is“stii;'subverted extensive-

ly by state and local public educational agencies.35 The results of

a
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_of "shared t;me“ p:ograms ln.many c1t1es, though sometimes examlned {
. f Al ’ L4
1ocally, have never in recent years, to my knowfed@e,sgeen analyzed-. .
LY : .

';systematically as a natlonal henomenon.36 Ceocnsequently, despite

an extensive h;etory of public-private re;ationehips in education,

~
Ry

. o T | ..
much of it accessible in existing documents, we know very little
S d

indee@ about the causes, dynamjcs, anachnsequendes of‘these relation-

ships , thou we may be sure that the nation's public and private
. : -

echools oftkn haﬁeﬁpower'to facilitate or impede each other's efforts.

The consequendées of the interaction .of these schools for the wﬁder

-
Fl

‘comminity must often beiprofound,:

- One aspecé of &this éuestion‘is particularly neglected, in '

my personal view: Beyord two sefforts of my own to documeént —-- latgely

through the methodsjog Yoral history" -- what actually happens to )
. . BN .
pecople when public educational officials prosecute parents under laws

which compel child attendance, during a given age bracket, at some

locus of_instructien whi%} a state is willing to recognize as a N

-

“school“, this story, Whlch during the past three decades alone must
involve a hundred eplsodes}of human misery, is still essentially
untoldt and will socon become largely lnacceSSLble except in-the meager

detail “of fortuitous written records, unless Something more systerni-
. S ’ -

g ’ . " .« 1

' . . ‘
atic is done, an'd,sooh.;7 In the absence of a large-scale study

alaunched by an intefested historian, this task is perhaps best under-
taken in decentrallzed fashlon,by a few dozen graduate students,meach
carefully documentlng, mostly by means of careful, extensive inter—

viewing and cross-checkiny, the ewents in'a single episode. Thus far,
-~

“lgf
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I have‘had no success in persuading students to undertike thlé‘tas
. = [}
partly because of the travel costs whidh they weuld normally have EG‘
- N o

assume. Very recently, hbwever, I have received an encouraging

Iresponse és:}he su@gestion that some agency should create a small

g;ant fund for t£1s purpose. Parenthetically, then, let me encourage
: .

professors and ‘studeénts who are interested in this type of research

to contact me, in case the needed funds beaecome avaiiable,goon.38

” A

6. How can we best advance our understanding of private schools

-

aS‘entit;es.imEortant:in their own right, even apart from what we

m;gﬁ% learn about.%he quhamentaI processes that pervade all schools? -
I have dg;en been e;ntacted, as I assume many other scholars L

~bév; been, for rather straightforward information about priVage schools,l

euﬁq as_their levels of fiscal support, the characteristics of -

?he;r patrons or the most basic reasons why éhey seem more cbst—effecti

ive’ than public schools in many situations. It is dismaying to

N

respend to most of these inquiries with a declaratign of igndérance, -

—
[J

as‘;f this nation did not care about the scthools which educated »

approximately ten percent of all its young.at the elementary and
A : | | -
eecondary levyls. The situation has impr9ved.somewhqt in connec-

tion with sev@iral efforts diséussed earlier in this paper, and

’

could improve further in connection with several efforts suggested
3 A . A <

e&#iier.‘ To mention another three specific ideas: -‘Adegquate
e -

sﬁgﬁbrt should be ﬁﬁheaavaiiable, I think, for the efforts of

Patrick Duffy to provide the first reasonably comprehensive delineation
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< . - ~— L‘ - - .
_of legal principles affectlng prlvame s ools,-gnd for Ralph \ {\>/

'~.

’ 7
Lane s lnterest in thefvarylng social ne\\orks tgat different '

1, e

P T

-

private schools create (some private schools Sikem, for-.éxample,~ x

to cater to cosmopolltans, others_to locals). wd need, as-Lane-

~

points outs;, to-desqgribe. the ways in\MQ£E§)Catholic_school history

differs in some cities, apparently dramatically, from the pattern

39

so elegan elineated in Chlcago by James Sanders I am

. faseinated by ideas advanced by Richard Nault: 'We_séé:id T
' L3 2t . ’ ' : ‘ : .
study in rich -detail the connection'betWeen philosophy and ‘various

-

aspeg@s of day-to-day funcigning in several distinctive private

school t&pes that are now endangered species, andee.should examine,

in these and other ptivate schoels, the determinants 'and censequences

o - ‘ :
of systems of belief and value in human beings. But since the latter —

.- Ve | . e ’
two ideas, particularly, have implications for every aspect of our

society, we are . obviously back full circle to the first research

,

queetion mentloned in’ thlsgpaper. We thus have illustfated again a

v

central dictum of scholarly inquiry: The disinterested?pnrsuit of &

knowledge often turns out, in retrospect, to be the.most7productive

IS

- way of ameliorating human problems.

e ’  NOTES

1. A list of the epnference participants appears in the Appendix.
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