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PREFACE

The data and analyses presented in this report are from th. first
(1980) wave of the National Center for Education Statistics study, HIGH
SCHOOL AND BEYOND, a longitudinal study of U.S. high school seniors and
sophomoives. This study was conducted for NCES by the National Opinion
Research Center at the University of Chicago.

There are 1,016 high schools iﬁ the sample, and a target number
of 36 seniors and 36 sophomores in each of the schools. 1In many schools,
however, the actual numbers of seniors and sophomores was less than the
target number for two reasons. First, some students (or in some cases,
their parents) declined to participate, exercising this right in a vol-
untary survey; Second, some schools had class sizes smaller than 36
seniors or sophomores. Thus the total number of students participating
in the survey is 58,728.

A‘detailed report on sample design and sampling errors will be
published at a later date. Briefly, the sample was a two-stage strati-
fied probability sample with schocls drawn proportional to their size
and 36 sophomores and seniors drawn randomly from each selected school.
Substitutions were made for noncooperating schools im those strata where
it was possible, but not for students. Refusals, absences, and parental
refﬁ;als at the student stage resulted in an 84 percent completion rate

for students.
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Several special strata were included in the sample with probabil-
ities higher than their occurrence in ﬁhe population, to allow for special
study of certain types of schools or students. These included:
. Hispanic strata, with probabilities of selection to insure suf- '
ficient numbers of Cuban, Puerto Rican, and Mexican students

for separate analysis

. A stratum of Catholic schools with high proportions of black
students

. A stratum of non-Catholic private schools, oversampled to insure
enough schools for analysis

. A stratum of public alternative schools
. A stratum of private schools with high-achieving students
For analyses that do not separate out these strata, the strata are down-
weighted to their proper population weights, so that the weighted sample
is representative of high school seniors and high school sophomores in
the United States and in each of the nine Ceusus regions (subject to
the points mentioned above, substituticn of schools and completion rates).
Information of several sorts was obtained in the survey. Studeats
completed questionnaires, about one hour in length, and took a battery
of tests with a total testing time of sbout one and one-half hours.
School officials completed questionnaires covering items of information
about the schools. Finally, teachers completed checklists concerning
students in the sample whom they had had in class to provide information v
beyond the students' own reports about themselves.
This report is one of a set of five that constitutes baseline
descriptions and initial analyses of a very rich dataset. The study
was designed to be relevant both to many policy issues and to many fundam:ntal

questions concerning youth development and educational institutions.

it is intended to be analyzed by a wide range of users, from those with
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immediate policy concerns to those with interests in more fundamental
or long-range questions. The data are available at a nominal fee from
the National Center for Education Statistics.

As succeeding waves of data on a subsample of these students
become available (at approximately two-year intervals), the richness
of the dataset, and the scope of questions that can be studied through
it, will expand. 1In addition, use of the data in conjunction with NCES's
study of the cohort of 1972 seniors (also available frum NCES), for which
data at five time points are now available, will enrich the set of ques-

tions that can be studied.
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

One of the emergirg policy questions in American education in
recent years has been the question of the role that private schools
should play. Although an) answer to this question depends in part on
values, it also depends on facts. First, how well do public and private
schools work for children? Are private schools divisive, and, if so,
along what lines? Are private schools more easily managed than public
schools, and, if sé, why?

Recent policy discussions concerning private schools in the
United States have included both proposals that would increase their
role in American education and proposals that would decrease thei? role.
As an example of the latter, it has been proposed that private schools
meet a racial composition criterion in order to maintain tax~exempt status.
On the other side, there have been proposals for tuition tax credits
for private schools, and, at the state level, proposals for educational
vouchers.

These policy proposals are based in part on assumptions about
the current roles and current functicning of public and private schools
in America. The report is intended to provide evidence relevant to
such proposals.

Using data collefted in the first wave of the National Cente;
for Education Statistics study, HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND, the report covers
four major areas of interest in the public and private schooling issue:
student composition within the public and private sectors {chapter 3),

resources available in these schools (chapter 4), the functioning cof



these schools (chapter 5), and the outcomes for students in the schools
(chapter 6). The responses in 1980 from representative samples of approxi-
mately 58,000 sophomore and senior students in 1,015 public and private
secondary schools, as well as their respective school officials, are
used in the analysis. Catholic schools, which constitute about two-
thirds of the total private sector, and other private schools are separately
compared to public schools in the report.

Listed below are a number of the premises underlying policy
proposals that would increase or decrease the role of private education
in the United States. Following each of these assumptions is a brief

summary of cur relevant findings.1

Premiscs uncerlying policies that would increase the role of

private schools:

!. Private schools produce better cognitive outcomes than do
public schools (chapter 6).

The evidence from chapter 6 1is that private schools do produce
better cognitivs outcomes than public schools. When family background
£actors that predict achievement are controlled students in’both Catholic
and other private schools are shown to achieve at a higher level than
students in public schoels. The difference at the sophomore level,
which was greater for Catholin schools than for cther private schools,
ranged from about a f°fi: ¥ the suphomore~semior gain to about two-
thirds the size 6f that gain (i.e., from a little less than half a year's
difference to something more than one vear's difference). Tnis evidence
is subject to a caveat: despite extensive statistical controls on parental
background, there may "ery well be other unmeasured factors in the self-
selection into the private sector that are associated with higher a

achievement.

E Q 1The points listed below constitute the body of the concluding chapter (7).
, *x 0
13



When we examined gains from the sophomore to the senior year
in the three sectors, the first evidence was that students from comparable
backgrounds make greater gains in other private schocls than in public
schools, but that students in Catholic schools do not. However the
much greater sophomore-senior dropout in public schools than in either
the Catholic or other private schools shows that the apparent public
school gains have a considerable‘upward bias, leading to the conclusion
that greater cognitive growth occurs between the sophomore and sen:or
Years in both private sectors than in the pulilic sector.

A caveat to all these results is shown by the high-performance
public and private schools. Performance was much higher in both of
these sets of schools, than in any of the three sectors (section 6.1),
although these schnols could not be separately studied in the extended
analysis of section 6.2 because of ceiling effects in achievement scores.

2. Private schools proﬁide better character and personality develop-
ment than do public schools (chapter 5).

Little evidence on character and personality development was
provided in this report. quever, students in other private schools
show both higher levels of self-esteem and fate control than sophomores
and higher gains from the sophomore to senior year than students in
puélic or Catholic schools. The inference that there 1s greater groyth
on these dimensions in other private schools 1is strengthened ﬁy the
fact that students in high-performance private schpols showed even
higher levels as sophomores, and similarly high sophomore-senior gains,
while students in high-performance public schools did not, despite the

fact that the parental backgrounds of students in the latter schools

are higher than those in other private schools. The fact that the other
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private and high-performance private schools have less than half the
student-teacher ratio than s~1ools in the other sectors suggests that

the difference might be due to this.

3. Private schools provide. a safer, more disciplined, and more
ordered environment than do public schools.(chapter 5).

The evidence is strong that this premise is true. The greatest
difference found in any aspect of school functioning between public
and private schools was in the degree of discipline and order in the
schools (sections 5.3, 5.4). The Catholic and other private schools
appear somewhat different in their discipline and behavior profiles,
with students in other private schools reporting more absences and class
cutting but also more homework, fewer fights among students, and greater
teacher interest in students. Rowever, in all these respécts, both
sectors showed greater discipline and order than the public schools.

4, Private schools are more successful in creating an interest
in learning than are public schools (chapter 5).

There is little evidence to confirm or disconfirm this premise

in the report. The sectors differ only slightly in student responses

to the two direct questions concerning interest in school, and there

is not much to be inferred from indirect evidence presented in the

report,

5. Private schools encourage interest in higher education and

lead more of their students to attend cocllege than do public
schools with comparable students (chapter 6).
The evidence on this premise is toward a posi:ive answer, but

it is not extremely strong evidence. There is some evidence that students

have higher college aspirations and expectations in private schools

than do students from comparable backgrounds in public schools (Table 6.2.).




The report contains no evidence on this premise.

6. Private schools are smaller and thus bring about greater degrees
of participation in sports and other activities than do public

schools (chapter 5).

The evidence shows that this pfemise is true for other private
schools, but not for Catholic schools (though Catholic school students
repart highest school spirit, and other private school students lowest);
The fact that Catholic schools are smaller in size than public schools
does not result in increased participation in extracurricular activities.
In addition, participation grows between the sophomore and senior years
in other private schools, while it declines slightly in Catholic and

public schools.

7. Private schools have smaller class size, and thus allow teachers
and students to have greater ccntact (chapter 4).

The other private scho«ls have sharply lower student-teacher
ratios than the public schools, while the Catholic schools have slightly
higher ratios. There are fewer than half the students per teacher in
other private schools than in public or Catholic schools (Table 4.2.1).
No direct evidence on contact between students and teachers 1s presented.

8. Private schools are more efficient than public schools, accom-—
plishing their task at a lower cost.

The report contains no evidence on this premise.

Premises underlying policies that would decrease the role of

private schools:

1. Privat schools are socially divisive along income lines, creaming
the stu ats from higher income backgrounds, and segregating
them into elite schools (chapter 3).

The evidence on this premise works in two directions. First,
among the three major sectors, the other private schools contain students

from somewhat higher income backgrounds and the Catholic schools contain

Q ...
" ‘ sexxiii g
<l




students from slightly higher income backgrounds than the public schools.
The diffefences are primarily at the highest and lowest income levels,
with all three sectors having a majority of students in a broad piddle
lncome category rangipg from $12,000 to $38,000 a year, and similar
proportions at different levels within this range. Second, the internal
segregation by income within each sector goes in the opposite direction,
with the public sector showing slightly higher income segregation than
either the Catholic or other private sectors. However, income segrega-
tion is not high within any sector. The end result of these two forces
acting in opposite directions is that U.S. schools as a whole show
slightly greater segregation by income than would be the case if private
school students of differing income levels were absorbed into the public
schools in the same way that public school students of differing income
levels are currently distributed among schools.

2. Private schools are divisive along religious lines, segregating
different religious groups into different schools (chapter 3).

The evidence is strong that this is true. Besides the 30 pereent
of private schools that are Catholic, enrolling 66 percent of all private
school students, 25 percent of private schools, enrolling 12 percent
of private school students, are affiliated with otber religious denominations.
Examining religious segregation solely in the Catholic/mon-Catholic
dimension, the report shows that .the great majority of Catholics are
in public schools, but that over 90 percent of the students in Catholic
schools are Catholic. Within each sector, the Catholic/mon~Catholic
segregation is least in the Catholic¢ schools themselves, greatest in
the other private schools. The overall impact of the between-sector

Ssegregation and the differing segregation within sectors is, as might

i
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be expected, thar schools in the United States are more segregated along
Catholic/non-Catholic lines than they would be if private school students
were absorbed into the public schools.

3. Private schools are divisive along racial lines, in two ways:
they contain few blacks or other minorities, and thus segregate
whites in private schools from blacks in public schools; and the
private sector itself is more racially segregated than the public
sector (chapter 3).

The evidence shows that the first of these premises is true
with respect to blacks but not with respect toc Hispanics and that the
second is not true with respect to blacks or Hispanics. The end result
with respect to Hispanics is that the segregation of U.S. schools is
little different from what it would be if there were no private schools.
Catholic schools enroll about half as high a proportion of blacks
as the public schools, and other private school: only about a quarter
as high a proportion. Internally, however, the other private sector
i1s least racially segregated and th2 public sector by far the most
segregated. The end result of these two opposing forces, between-sector
and within-sector, is that the segregation of black and white students
in U.S. schools is no greater and no less than it would be if there
were no private schools, and their students were absorbed into the publi:
sector, distributed among schools as public sector black and white students
are now distributed.

4. Private.schools do not provide the educational range that public
schools do, particularly in vocational and other nontraditional
courses or programs (chbapter 4).

The evidence on this premise is that it is correct. S8chools
in both the Catholic and other private sectors provide primarily academic
programs and have few vocational or technical courses. Even in academic

areas, however, some of the smaller schools in the other private sector

have a limited range of subjects, as evidenced by the fact that 44 percent
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of students in the other private sector are in schools with no third-
year foreign language‘courses. The lesser educational range of the
private sector is also shown by the more comprehensive character of
the high-performance public schools compared to the high-performance
private schools.
5. Private schools have a narrower range of extracurricular

activites, and thus deprive their students of participation

in school activities outside the classroom (chapter 5).

This premise is almost the direct opposite of premise 7 on the
other side, so the answer is the same as was given there. Students
in Catholic aﬁd public schools show gbout the same amount of participation
in extracurricular activities, while students in other private schools
show more, and participation is higher for seniors than for sophomores

Thus this premise is not correct.

6. Private schools are unhealthily competitive, and thus public
schools provide a healthier affective development (chapter 5).

The report provides no cdirect evidence on this premise, but
the indirect evidence suggests that somethinz like *he reverse is true
for the comparison between the other private and public schools. Self-
esteem and fate control are both higher in other private schools than
in public schools, and the sophumore-senior gain is greater.

7. Facilitating the use of private schools aids whitcs more than
blacks and those better off financially at the expense of those
worse off; as a result, it increases racial and economic segrega-
tion (chapter 3).

An examination of the predicted effect of a $1,000 increase
in income for all income groups shows that this would increase the
proportion of blacks and Hispanics in the private sector, as well as

the proportion of students from lower income families. Because a tuition

tax credit or a school voucher would even more greatly facilitate private
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school enrollment for students from lower income families relative to
students from higher income families, we can expect that either of those

|
policies would even more greatly increase *the proportica of blacks or
students from low~income backgrounds in the private sector (primarily
in the Catholic sector). If either of these policies failed to increase
the proportion of blacks or students from low-incom: families in private
schools relative to that in the public schools, thewn. overall, either
of these policies would provide greater financial benefit to whites
than to blacks, or to higher income than to lower income families, because
of the tuition reductions for parents of those students curreitly enrolled
in the private sector. If one considers only new entran&s intc the
private sector, the evidence from the hypothetical experiment, together
witb the fact that a tuition tax credit or voucher plan would likely
be more'progressive in its effect than a $1,000 increase in income,
indicates that blacks, Hispanics, and low-income families would differen-
tially benefit. To consider the educational rather than the financial
benefits means to consider only the new entrants into the private sector,
for it is only their education that would be changed; thus blacks and
Hispanics would differentially benefit educationally.

The evidence indicates that facilitatinyg use of private schools
through policies of the sort described above would not increase segregation
along racial or economic lines but would decrease it (though the evidence
indicates that religious segregation would increase). Such policies
would bring more blacks, Hispanics, and students from lower income back-
grounds into the private schools, thus reducing the between-sector. scgrega-~
tion, and these ;tudents would be moving from a sector of high racial
segrégation to a sector of low racial segregation, as well as from a

sector slightly higher in economic segregation to ome slightly lower.



Additional results relevant to the policy question of facilitating

or constraining use of public schools:

1. At middle and higher income levels, the increase in probability
of enrollment of blacks with increase in income is higher than that
of whites. At virtually all income levels, both the probability of
enrollment of Hispanic3 and the increase in that probability with income
are higher than for non-Hispanic whites. Comparing Catholics with Catholics
and non~Catholics with non-Catholics shows that blacks have the highest
absolute rate of enrollment in Catholic schools, at low as well as high
income levels and ariong both Catholics and non-Catholics, while Hispanics
have the lowest rate. In other private schools, black énrollment is
low at all income levels except the very highest.

2. Catholic schools more nearly approximate the "common school"
ideal of American education than do public schools, in that the achieve-
ment levels of students from different parental educational backgrounds,
of black and white students, and of Hispanic and non-Hispanic white
students are more nearly alike in Catholic schools than in public schools.
In addition, the educational aspirations of students from different
parental educational backgrounds are more alike in Catholic than in
public schools. Comparing public and other private schools shows that
students in other private schools with parents of differing education
have greater differences in scholastic achievement, while public school
students with differing parental education have greater differences
in educational aspirations.

3. Important factors in bringing about higher scholastic achievement
in private schools than in public schools are the greater academic demands
and more ordered environment in the private schools (section 6.3).
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The evidence shows not only that the sectors differ greatly on these
dimensions, but also that within the public schools students who are
better disciplined and are in schools with more ordered environments

achieve more highly.

It may or may not be useful to attempt to sum up the overall implica-
tions for the premises underlying policy arguments to facilitate or
constrain the use of private schools. Some of the premises on each
side are confirmed, some on each side are disconfirmed. It is hard,
however, to avoid the overall conclusion that the factual premises under-
lying policies that would facilitate use of private schools are much
better supported on the whole than those underlying policies that would
constrain their use. Or, to put it another way, the constraints imposed
on schools in the public sector (and there is Ao evidence that those
constraints are financial, compared with the private sector) seem to
impair their functioning as educational institutions, without providing

-

the more egalitarian outcomes that are one of the goals of public schooling.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

American elementary and secondary education has been overwhelmingly
education in public schools, supported by taxes and governed by local
school boards. There have been changes recently in the structure of
support and control, with state and Federal governments playing increasingly
important roles in both respects. But the overwhelmingly public-schooi
character of elementary and secondary education has remained largely
unchanged. For many years, the percentage of American children in private
schools has been in the neighborhood of 10 percent, as it is currently.

However, the role of private schools in American education has
eme€rged as an important policy question in recent years. Although any
answer to this question depends in part on values, it also depends on
facts--facts that address such questions as: How well do public and
private schools work for children? Do they work differentially well
for different types of children? Are private schools divisive, and,
if so, along what lines? Are private schools more efficiently managed
than public schools, and, if so, why?

Recent policy discussions concerning private schools in the
United States have included both proposals that would increase their
role in American education and proposals that would decrease their role.
On the increase side, there have been proposals for tuition tax credits
for private schools, and a bill to provide such credits was narrowly
defeated in Congress. At the state level, 'proposals for ecducational

vouchers have been discussed, and in California an attempt to get such
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a proposal on the ballot for referendum was made recently. On the de-
crease side, the Internal Revenue Service recently proposed that a
racial composition requirement, more restrictive than that imposed on
moét public schools, be a criterion for maintaining tax-exempt status.
This is one of a series of attempted policy interventions to constrain
the uge of private schools by wiites escaping a mandatory integration
program in the public schools.

Thése conflicting policy efforts are all based on certain as—
sumptions about the role of private and public schools in the United
States. Examining the assumptions, and showing the falsity of those
that are not correct, will not in itself resolve the policy questions
concerning the roles of public and private education in Americ#. Those
policy questions include cgrtain value premises as well, such as the
relative roles of the state and the family in controlling a child's
@ducation. This examination will, however, strengthen the factual base
on which the policy conflicts are fought. To aid in doing this is the
aim of this report.

It is useful to begin the process by examining some of the most
widely held premises underlying policy proposals th;t would affect the
role of private education in the United States. It i; these premises,
not the policy proposals, for which research like this can provide
information.

Premises underlying policies that would increase the role of

private schools:

I. Private schools produce better cognitive outcomes than do public
schools with comparable students.

2. Private schools provide better character and personality de-
velopment than do public schools. o ry
' e
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3. Private schools provide a safer, more disciglined, and more
ordered environment than do public schools.

4. Private schools are more successful in Creating an interest
in learning than are public schools.

5. Private schools encourage interest in higher education and lead
more of their students to attend college than do public schools
with comparable students. ‘

. 6. Private schools are smaller, and thus bring about greater de-
grees of participation in sports and other activities than
do publie schools.

7. Private schools have smaller class sizes, and thus alley teachers
and students to have greater contact.

8. Private schools are more efficient than public schools, ae-
complishing their educational task at lower cost.

Premises underlying policies that would decrease the role of

private schools:

1. Private schools are socially divisive along income lines, cream-
ing the students from higher income backgrounds and segregating
them in elite schools.

2. Private schools are divisive along religious lines, segregating
religious groups in separate schools.

3. Private schools are divisive along racial lines, in two ways:
they contain few blacks or other minorities, and thus segre-
gate whites in private schools from blacks in public schools;
and the private sector itself is more racially segre-.
gated than the public sector.

4. Privite schools do not provide the educational range that pub-
lic schools do, especially in vocational and other nontradi-
tional courses or programs. ’

5. Private schools have a narrower range of extracurricular
activities, and thus deprive their students of participation
in school activities outside the classroom.

. 6. Private schools are unhealthily competitive, and thus
public schools provide a healthier affective development.

7. Facilitating the use of private schools aids whites more than
blacks and those better off financially at the expense of those
worse off; as a result, it increases racial and economic segregation.

Some authors go so far as to argue that private schools reduce
crime, through reducing either in-school crime (a significant portion
of teen-age crime) or out-of-school crime (see West 1980 and Lott

o and Fremling 1980).
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Some of these premises underlying school policies are held by
policy-makers whose decisions affect the relative roles of private and
public schools in America, and some are held by parents who choose
between private and public schools for their children. Thus information
on the correctness of these premises is useful not only for educational
policy-making in a nation, state, or city, but also for parental choice. .
Parents have a good deal of’direct information on some of the questiors
implicit in these premises (such as the level of discipline imposed in
the public and private schools in their locale), but almost no information
on others.

The current study, at its present stage, can provide better
information on some of these questions than on others, because different
questions require information about different aspects of schools. Some

of the questions cnncern the effects of schools on students within them.

Premises 1, 2, 4, and 5 from the first list and number 6 from the second
list raise questions of this sort. These questions are the most difficult
to answer, because the experimental design implicit in most of these
questions (the same child in a public school or a private school would
develop differently) is not possible in practice. Consequently, statistical
analyses must be substituted for an experimental design, and such analyses
are always subject to problems of inference. If data from more than

one point in a child's school career are available, the statistical

analysis is more powerful, and some of the problems of inference are

eliminated. $uch data do not now exist in this study, although they

O

R\l/(:echnin:lues will be discussed at appropriate points.

will be available for the sophomores in two years. For the present,
substitute statistical techniques are used, some of which make use of

the fact that information is availsble on two cohorts These statistic.:
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A second set of the questions requires information on the dis-

tribution of students among schools. Premises 1, 2, and 3 from the

second list are of this sort. Obtaining such information is much less
problematic than obtaining information on effects of schools. It is
directly available for the sample of schools and sample of students

in the study. The only inferential problem is estimation of the character-
istics of all U.S. schools from those of the sample. Because these

samples were drawn with known probabilities from the universe of U.S.
schools of different types, this estimation can be carried out without
difficulty.

There is, however, sometimes a question of another type lurking
behind those of simple student distribution: What effect would & policy
that increased or decreased the number of students in priyate schools
have on the distribution of students? For example, the question might
be raised: What would be the effect of tuition tax éredits on racial
segregation in the schools? Premise number 7 in the second list raises
a question of this sort.

The' answers to this kind of underlying question are not so
directly accessible as the answer to the simple question of the current
distribution of students. There are additional problems of inference
involved, which means that these questions caﬁ be answered with less
certéinty than the questions about current distribution.1

A third type of question involves comparing characteristics

of the public and private schools themselves. These characteristics

1An illustration of the difficulty of answering such questions
conclusively is provided by recent and continuing conflicts over the
anticipated effect of particular types of court desegregation decisions
on white flight, and thus on the resulting degree of racial segregation

o in the schools.
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include both the resources of public and private schools and what goes
on in the schools. Premises 3, 6, 7, and 8 from the first list and
4 and 5 from the second are related to such questions. Information
about school resources . .i . out what goes on in the schools was reported
at various points in the school and student questionnaires, and, like
the information on distribution of students among the schools, is inferred
for U.S. schools as a whole simply by the inference from sample to universe.
These distinct sets of questions lend themselves nicely to
structuring a report designed to provide a broad overview of public
and private schools. Answers to these questions can bé grouped into
four major divisions: the student composition of public and private
schools, the resources that go into public and private schools, the
functioning of public and private schools, and the outcomes of public
and private schooling. Or, put more simply, Who is in the schools?
what resources go into them? What goes on? and What comes out? These
four divisions, prefaced by a section on the geographic and size distribution
of public and private schools, constitute the four analytic chapters
of this report. A concluding chapter examines the premises outlined
here in light of the findings of the analyses.
A word is necessary on the classification of schools used in
the report. For much of the analysis, schools are classified nct into
two sectors, but into three-—public, Catholic, and other private schools.
This is done because Catholic schools constitute by far the largest
single group of private schools, and constitute a less diverse array
of s;hools than all pribate schools taken together. It would be useful
to make various subdivisions among the other private schools, separating.

out the different religious subgroups and distinguishing the nonreligious
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schools according to some criterion, but that is outside the scope of
this report. In further work with these data, carried out either by
us or by other analysts, some such distinctions will be possible, in
part because two special samples of schools were drawn: Cai%olic schools
that had high proportions (30 percent or more) of black students in
them, selected in addition to the representative sample of Catholic
schools; and a special sample of '"high-performance' private schools--
the 11 private schools with the highest proportions of their graduating
student bodies listed as semi-finalists in the 1978 National Merit
Scholarship competition.1

In chapter 3 and parts of chapter 6.on1y the three sectors,
public, Catholic, and other private, are compared. However, in chapters
4, 5, and 6 (section 6.1), two additional sets of schools are included
in the comparison. These are the eleven high-performance private schools
mentioned above, and a set of twelve high-per formance public schools?
These schools are included to provide extremes that can better illuminate
some of the research questions posed in the report. Because of the
way they were drawn, these schools do not represent any other than them-

selves; thus they are not "sectors' like the public, Catholic, and other

lA second criterion in selecting these schools was that no two
schools would be drawn from the same state. Only one school was eliminated
by this criterion. There is a submerged stratification in this mode
of selection, since different norms for the National Merit Scholarship
tests are used in different states. The eleven schools selected by
this procedure do show broad geographic distribution. One of the eleven
schools is Catholic, the other ten are non-Catholic.

2The twelve high-performance public schools were selected in
exactly the same way as the eleven high~performance private schools,
except that they were chosen from the sample of 894 public schools after
the sample was drawn and data collected. Because they were not drawn
from the total population of U.S. public schools, whereas the high-
performance private schools were drawn from the more than 6,000 private
schools in the country, the high-performance public schools are a some-

what less select set.
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private sectors.1 Further, the results reported for these high-performance
private and public schools cannot be generalized to a larger population
of schools or students, but they do suggest something about the character
of schools that produces high-achieving students.2

Note on statistical inference: Standard errors or other measures

that show sampling variation are not presented in the text of this report.
Information necessary for calculating approximate standard errors is given

in the appendix 4, p. A-1. .

When the high-performance private schools are separated out
from the two major private sectors, the results for those sectors, which
are always reported in weighted form, are hardly affected by the loss,
since the weights of the high-performance private schools, when part of
‘the private school sample, are very small. Throughout this report, the
tabulations and analyses for the Catholic and other private sectors do
not include the specially sampled high-performance private schools,
which, as explained above, affects the results for those sectors very
little. The high-performance public schools are, however, included as
part of the public sector in all tabulations and analyses, since they
were drawn in the sample to represent particular strata including other
high schools. To be perfectly consistent the private school sectors
should have included the high-performance private schools; and the separate
tabulations for the high-performance public schools should not include
in their weights any weight for schools other than themselves. As pointed
out above, however, that would hardly affect results obtained in this
report.

;2This probably constitutes a deficiency in the sample design in
selection of the high-performance private schools. If the gsample were
being drawn again, we would prefer to see two subgroups like these,
but representative of some identifiable segments of American private
and public schools.




CHAFTER 2

THE SIZE AND GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTIONS OF PUBLIC AND

PRIVATE SECONDARY SCHOOLS

‘
This chapter provides an overview,of the distribution of public
and private education in the United States, emphasizing how private
education is distributed geographically and a few general characteristics
of interest. These tabulations, unlike those in the remaining chapters

of the report, are based on data for all schools in the United States.

The data are from the IJRC 1978 school universe tape, which was develop:d
and compiled from several different sources.
As observers have often noted, the diversity within the domain of

private education is in many respects greater than the differences between

1

sources:
a) A school universe file for fall 1978, prepared by the Curriculum

Information Center, Denver, Colorado, a private organization

b) A public school universe file for Fall 1978 constructed by the
National Center for Education Statistics from the Fall 1978
Survey of Public Schools

c) A private school universe file for fall 1978 prepared under
conrtract to the National Center for Education Statistics

d) A supplementary U.S. Civil Rights Commission file of a large

sample of public schools in the United States, fall 1976
Because file (a) was the most complete file, grade spans and enrollments
were used from that file if the school was on that file. Files b, c,
and d were used to augment this file. .

Because of the different source material, total numbers of schools
and total enrollment differ slightly from those published in the 1978
Fall Enrollment Survey for public schools, and from the NCES Bulletin
80-BO1 for private schools. No correction has been made for the change
in cohort size between 1978 and 1979.

The Curriculum Information Center file contained no information
on type of private school beyond the Catholic vs. non-Catholic classifi-
cation. Consequently, in some tables of this chapter, a "private, non-
Catholic unclassified category will be shown, consisting of the non-
Catholic schools that did not appear in tre NCES private school universe
file.

The NORC school universe file was created from the following

- 30
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public and private education in general. This diversity should of course
not be lost sight of, but neitker should it obscure the fact that for
some purposes it is necessary to consider the private sector of American
secondary education as a whole. This is particularly the case as private
schools become increasingly implicated in government policies im education.
Policies at ‘the Federal and state levels that explicitly relate to private
education are a relatively recent phenomenon, and information that can
- aid these policies is only'slowly coming into exist:ence.

To provide a general understanding of private schools while
retaining a part of the diversity that is present among-them, most of
the analyses in this report treat private education in two broad sectors—-
Catholic and non-Catholic (or "other private," as the latter are termed).
(These two are augmented by a third set, a group of specially selected
high-performance schools referred to in chapter 1.) In this chapter,
however, there is an effort to present some of the diversity that is
lost with this dichotomization of private schools. In the next section,
the classification of school types is expanded to include a breakdown
of the "other private" category into "religious-affiliated" and "non-
religious-affiliated" for comparision of public and private schools
along geographic and enrollment lines. Then, in the second part of
this chapter, where the focus shifts to selected characteristics of
private secondary schools, additional distitctions within the religious-
affiliated category are introduced to indicate some of the variapility

to be found there.



-11-

2.1 Enrollment and Geographic Comparisions of
Public and Private Secondary Education

Table 2.1.1 shows the number of schools and estimated1 student
enrollments at the secondary level for public schools and various kinds
of private schools. Of most interest in this table are the numerical
division of American high school studenfs between public and private
schools (about 90/10 public/private, with two-thirds of the students
in private schools found in Catholic schools) and the sizes of schools
in each sector. As is shown in the sixth row of table 2.1.1, which
contains the average high school enrollments in the different sectors,
private secondary schooling tends on the average to be carried out in
much smaller schools than does public schooling. It should be noted
-that the estimates of the number of high school students (grades 9 through
12) in each sector are not directly comparable to the enrollment figures
that most commonly appear in this sort of tabulation. Those tabulations
usually give the number of students enrolled in schools that offer secondary-
level programs. As the number of grades in the average school of each
sector (row 3 of table 2.1.1) shows, these two enrollment estimates
are likely to differ considerably: the average number of grades in
private schools with secondary-level programs is appreciably higher

than that in public schools. This, of course, points to yet another

Isince enrcllment figures for the schools are only awasilzble
for all grades in the school, the figures given here (and in the rest
of this section) fer grades 9 through 12 are estimates that may be subject
to some error. The enrollment figures are computed by, first, obtaining
the average number of students per grade (each school's total enrollment
divided by the total number of grades in the school) and, second, by
multiplying this average by the number of high-school-level grades that
the particular school has. For schools that have only high-school grades,
this of course equals the total enrollment:.



NATIONAL FIGURES FOR NUMBER oF SCHOOLS AND EST
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE EDUCATION, 1

TABLE 2,1.1

IMATED ENROLUMENTSaIN GRADES 9-12
978-79 SCHOOL YEAR

] o Private
U.S. Public Other Private Private
Total Total |Catholic | Religious | with no Non-~
Affiliation| Affiliation Catholic
Secondary-level schools:
Total number with secondary-
level grades (9-12)C ...... | 24,132 17,822 | 6,310 | 1,861 1,552. 2,296 601
Percent of total .......... 100,0 13.91  26.1 1.7 6.4 9.5 2,5
Mean number of grades ..... 6.0 4,9 9.2 5.1 10.9 11,2 10,1
Student enrollment:
Estimated total number en-
rorled dn grades 9-12 (000s)|14,866,4 13,508.4 | 1,359.0 |  900.8 168.6 223.8 64,8
Percent of total enrollment |
1]] grades 9-12 LR B A ) 10011 90.9 9!1 6!1 l.l 105 0.4 .:
Mean enrollment per school ' '
in grades 9-12 ,,,....... 616 758 215, 484 109 97. 108

SOURCE:  NORC School Universe Tape.

NOTE: Details ma} not add to totals because of rounding,

| uSchools with total enrollments of less tha

“hese and all subsequent tabulations in this sectio

quently,

CThe number of schools listed has not b

the High School and Beyond sample, In the original
properly high schools having their own enrollment.

students enrolled for graduation within them,
the vocational part of their program.)

the schools represented by these schools
24,132,

een corrected on the basis of information obtained
sample of 1,122 schools,

n 25 students for all grade levels are excluded from
0,

bThese non-Catholic private schools were on the CIC universe file but not the NCES file, (Conge-
no information about affiliation exists beyond the fact that they are not Catholic schools,

through

103 were found that were not

(Por example, many area vocational schools do not have

but instead serve students from other schools, providing
A new estimate was made of the size of the school uni

verse when
vere eliminatad,

This estinate gives 21,700 schoolg rather than
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sort of diversity, not discussed here, that research might examine--
the differences 1n the age ranges of the average public and private
school student's schoolmates.

Turning to geographic distributions, table 2.1.2 indicates that
there is wide variability uocross regions in the percentage of high school
students in private schools, ranging from 4.4 percent in the Mountain
states and 5.4 percent in tﬂé West South Central region to 13 percent
or more in New England and the Middle Atlantic states. The relative
shares of the different types of private schools also show some striking
differences over this level of aggregation. The Catholic share of American
secondary education ranges from a high of 10 percent in the Middle Atlantic
region to a low of 2 percent in the Mountain region.

The variability among states is of course more pronounced,
as shown in table 2.1.3. Private education is strongest in Connecticug,
where it enrolls nearly 17 percent of all high school students; Wyoming,
at the other extreme, has only slightly over 1.3 percent of its students
in private schools.

Within the private sector, the Catholic schools are with few
exceptions strongest in the New England and Middle Atlantic states.

Their share falls off dramatically, to under 1 percent, in the Carolinas
and in a few of the Western states. Other religious affiliations are
generally strongest through the southern Atlantic seaboard, in Tennessee,
and in the Midwestern states of Michigan, Wisconsin, and Iowa.

Another distributional breakdown of interest concerns the locations
of schools and students in urban, suburban, and rural localiies. Table
2.1.4 gives the percentages of the constituent schools of each of the
five school types and the estimated high school enrollments in each

of these settings. 4 §
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TABLE 2.1.2

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN GRADES 9-12
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS FOR EACH OF THE NINE CENSUS
REGIONS: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR

Total _—r ) Private
enrollment Other Private | Private
Reglon Nunber o 0 Public Total® | Catholic | Religious | with no Non-
(000g) |'STEEP Affiliation | Affilistion| Catholic
United States total ... 14,866 100,0 | 90.9 9.1 6.1 L1 15 0.4
New England +..ve.ro. 86 100.0 | 86.2 | 138 | 8.1 0.7 01 0.4
Middle Atlantic ..... 2,650 100.0 | 87.0 13.0 | 10.3 1.2 1.2 0.3
South Atlantic ...... 2,201 1000 | 9.9 8.1 3.3 1.6 2.6 0.6
East South Central .. | 959 100.0 | 91.9 8.1 2.8 1,7 2.9 0.8 L
]
West South Central .. | 1,427 1000 | 94.6 5.4 3.5 0.7 0.9 0.3 '
East North Central .. | 3,004 100.0 | 90.7 9.3 1.4 Il 0.6 0.3
West North Central .. | 1,180 100,0 | 9Ll 8.9 6.6 1.1 0.5 0.4
Hotntain vuvvevvrins 682 100.0 | 95.6 4,4 2.3 0.6 0.9 0.6
Pacific vovivninninn, 1,888 100.0 | 92.4 1.6 b1 11 1.2 0.5
SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape.
"Details tn private sector may not add to totals because of rounding.
n
3 4

"
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TABLE 2.1.3

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN GRADES 9-12 IN PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS BY STATE: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR?

_ ,EC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Total - Private
enrollment : Other Private | Private
Region and State Number Public | o potic | Religious | with no Non-
(000s) Percent Affiliation | Affiliation | Catholic
New England
Connectictt wevavrvovearnns 230,3  100.0 | 83.1 9.0 0.9 6.2 0.8
Massachusetts vvvevvvrnnees 409,5 100.0 | 86.9 9.3 0.3 3.4 0.2
HAINE weevevsrnnorsrnnnoes 81.8 100,0 | 90.2 1.7 0.7 6.9 0.5
New llampshire .uvvvvvavvnss 60.2  100.0 | 88.0 b1 2.3 33 0.1
Rhode I81and veevvevevnneos 59,2 100.0 | 85.5 12,0 1.3 1.2 0.0
Vermont suvrsevivinnnecons 353 1000 8.0 4,1 0.2 8.8 0.0
Middle Atlantic ‘
New Jersey vvevvsvvuivionis 550.9  100.0 | 88.6 9.6 : L1 0.1
New YOrk vevvvrvevvnenrenns | 1,212,8  100,0 | 86,5 10.1 . 1.2 0.4
Pennsylvania vuvvernivnan .| 886,3 100.0 | 86.6 11,0 0.8 1.2 0.4
South Atlantic
Washington, D.C. wevrvvenss | 371 1000 799 14,1 2.2 3.2 0.5
Delaware eveveerevienennns | 46,7 1000 1 85,6 10.6 1.3 2.3 0.2
FIorida vvvvvvvennnennnnens | 489,01 100,0 | 89.4 4,2 2.4 3.3 0.8
GeOTRla veevsevavuvoneranes | J43.4 1000 | 93,7 1.0 1.4 3.5 0.5
Maryland vveevvsvverenionee | 268,9 1000 | 86.5 9,2 1.6 1.7 0.9
North Caroling veveecvvssns 328,64 100,0 | 95.3 0.5 1.9 2.4 0.7
South Carolind sevesesnsens | 2230 1000 | 94.0 0.8 1.5 3.2 0.5
Virginda veeoveroronennnnnn | 3650 1000 | 93,5 2.0 1.5 2.3 0.8
West Virginia +ivvuevon v | 1189 1000 97.0 2.1 0.5 0.4 0.1
East South Central
Alabama vevvrrieiienias v | 26851000 | 93.7 1l 1.5 3.1 0.5
Kentucky ..... PTTPTI o 25,0 100,01 9L.6 6.4 0.6 1.1 0.3
Mississippi wveeversvnniens | 1667 1000 | 90.6 1.3 0.8 5.0 2.1
TENNESSEE seveervrrres ceeen | 270061000 | 91.0 2.0 3.3 3.0 0.7
4o
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Total Private
enrol lment . Other Private | Private
Reglon and State Number Piblic Catholic | Religlous | with no Non-
(oo0s) | Pereent Affiliation | Affiliation | Catholic
West South Central
Arkansas seevvriiiniinnnee | 1332 1000 | 96,3 1.6 0.6 1.1 0.5
Louisiana seveveeneveeenens | 270,8  100.0 | 85.4 10.3 0.8 2.5 0.9
Oklahoma +vvvvvvennonivenes | 190.2 1000 { 97.8 1.1 0.6 0.3 0.2
TeXas svieernnscemneenieend | 8332 100,0 | 96,6 2.1 0.6 0.5 0.1
Fast North Central
I11in018 sevsvvensvonnnsens | 809,9  100,0 | 68.2 10.1 0.8 0.7 0.2
Indiana vuvvvuvennsvnnnenn | 370,70 100,01 93,7 4,2 0.9 0.7 0.6
Michigan «vievevuionsivnnns | 666.8 1000 | 91,5 5.9 2.0 0.5 0.2
0hi6 wivvresesnnivannneeenn | B815,7  100,0 { 91,3 1.1 0.5 0.5 0.]
Wisconsin vevvvuvvnnvennnes | 333,60 100.0 | 90,4 6.8 1.8 0.5 0.5
West North Central
IOWE vevverarennnnnnennnens | 1942 100,0 | 89.0 8.2 2.6 0.0 0.3
Kansas svveverneerennnnann | 1435 100,0 | 93,3 4,9 0.3 0.6 0.9
Minnesota vvvvierreerennnns | 306,2  100.0 | 934 4.8 1.1 0.5 0.2
MisSOUrl wvveeersvenevinnne | 3301 100.0 [ 89,5 8.5 0.7 0.9 0.4
North Dakota weeveeveeevens | 49,2 100,01 94,3 5.3 0.3 0.1 0.0
Nebraska +vvvrevvensrnennns 98.2 1000 | 88.2 10,5 0.5 0.3 0.5
South Dakotd vvevervesreses 51,2 1000 { 91.9 4,7 1.0 0.9 1.6
Mountain
Arizona vovvivviiiiiiennnne | 168,20 1000 | 95,2 2.6 0.4 1.2 0.6
Colorado wveversevensessene | 1746 100,0 [ 95.0 2.5 1.0 1.1 0.4
Idaho vvvvsnnivinneninainies Sl 1000 | 97,7 0.9 0.4 0.% 0.6
Montana suvsseiriiiiieenies 56,9 1000 | 93.9 4.3 0.5 0.9 0.5
New MeXiC0 wuvvevevvrsenees | 852 1000 | 9.3 1.9 0.9 1.5 1.4
Nevada wuvvevvnnnrennnneeer | 40,6 100,0 | 96,5 3.1 0.2 0.1 0.0
Uah  svvereervrersnnssinnns 82,4 100.0 | 97.5 1.1 0,3 0.2 1.0
WYOmIng evevsvernvsnnnrions 2.8 100.0 | 98,5 0.6 0.0 0.9 0.0

Q "
ERICE C

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



TABLE 2 ’ 1 [ 3"Contim.IEd

Total Private
enrollment . Other Private | Private
Region and State Tober —_ Public Catholic | Religious | with no Non-
(000s) | CFCe Affiliation | Affiliation | Catholic

Pacific
Alaska vivviiiiinninnnnnn | 209 10001 97,2 0.9 0.0 0.0
California ...ovvevuvunnnn, [1,425.3 100.0 | 92,0 5.2 1.3 0.5
Hawa'l oivviviiinniinn | 59,0 100,01 85,0 6,7 4.0 3.4 0.9

3.0 0.5
3.1 0.6

Ocegon LU B B I U I I O N ] 14502 10000 9503 006
Washington vevviveverenenn | 230.6 100,01 94,5 0.6

SOURCE:  NORC School Universe Tape.

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

aApproximations derived from information on the schools' enrollments, the number of secondary=
level grades, and the total number of grades in each school,




TABLE 2.1.4

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION FOR SCHOOLS AND ESTIMATED ENROLLMENTS
(GRADES 9-17) IN URBAN, SUBURBAN, AND RURAL COMMUNITIES
BY SCHOOL SECTOR: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR

e — p—
—

|

Private
;2;21 Public Other Private | Private
Total |Catholic [ Religlous | with no Non=-
Affiliation | Affiliation | Catholic
Total number:
Schools vvvvienin ceeees |26,131001 17,822,011 6,309.0 | 1,860.0 | 1,552.0 2,296.0 601.0
Students (0008) .vveviven, 14,863.0  13,505,1(1,357.9 | 900.7 168.6 223.8 64.8
Schools:
Total percent vuvvevvsvees 10,0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Utban ©ovevviviviiininnns 5.9 1LS| 82| 2.0] 267 1.6 | 205 -
Suburban ... e %10 99 41| 60.6] S W | 3l |
1171 ¢:Y AN v 48.1 5.6 297 17.4 38.8 3.0 | 3L
Students:
Total percent ..vvvviernes 100,0{ 100.0{ 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Utban vveverns Ve . 22,4 225 222 20,2 30,8 24,5 19.9
Suburban ..v.vu., Cerevees 4.9 46.7(  60.0 68.6 45,7 42,3 38.6
017 ¢) R 29.7 091 1.8 113 23.5 33.2 41,5

SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape, ‘979,
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It is apparent that the public and private sectors are distributed
quite differently across these categories, in both s;hools and enrollments.
Comparing public and private schools overall (columns 2 and 3), private
schools tend to be substantially more concentrated in urban and ‘surburban
areas than do public schools, the majority of whch are rural-based.

(Of course, as the list from the table shows, a far smaller percentage

of students are in rural schools.) Within the private sector, the schools
with no religious affiliation are more likely to be urban than the other
types. Catholicvschools are heavily concentrated in suburban communities
and relati;elf ;are in rural areas.

For overall public anu private sector enrollments (columns 1
and 22, the differences are found in the suburban and rural areas.

Owing largely to the high Catholic enrollments in the suburbs (68.6
percent of the Catholic high school students), the private sector is
well above the national suburban average (column 1). When this finding
is coupled with tle fact that private education enrolls slightly below
the national average in urban communities, a pattern somewhat contrary
to expectation emerges. Research on Catholic education frequently
assumes that Catiolic enrollments are concentrated in urban areas (see
Erickson 1978, p. 90). Furthermore, the suburban public schools are
commonly believed to be of such quality that private schools are com-
paratively less distinctive and thus less attractive there. Over against
these notions, table 2.1.4 shows that the private sector enrolls no
greater a proportion of its students in the cities than the public
sec;or does of its students, and that Private education appears to bhe

at its competitive strongest in the suburbs.

-
't
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2.2 Selected Attributes of Private Secondary Schools

While the analyses presented in this report are carried out
on private secondary education as a relatively undifferentiated whole
vis-3-vis public secondary education, further research is clearly needed
on the numerous lines of diversity within the private sector. The mosﬁ
important distinctions that can be drawn here appear to be between the
religious- and not-~religious-affiliated categories and, within the
religious-affiliated category, among the schools of the various faiths.
This section briefly examines a few of the more striking differences
found in the structural arrangements of some of these principal divisions
within private education.

Table 2.2.1 gives the numbers of schools and secondary enrollments
for the not-religious-affiliated and.the five largest religious~affiliated
categories. Although the numbers of schools in the two categories are
not greatly different, over 80 gsercent of the students are in religiously
affiliated schools. (For discussiéns of the historical and doctrinal
backgrounds of the various types of schools given in table 2.2.1, as
well as others not included here, see Kraushaar 1972 and Erickson 1978).

Table 2.2.2 shows the distribution of various types of schools,
classified by grade levels covered and curriculum. In general, the
table shows, for t}pes of curriculum, that there are few vocational-
technical schools outside the public school system, but there are com-
paraBle percentages of special education schools and alternative schools,
with some of each to be found in all types ;f schools.

Finally, table 2.2.3 shows the percentage of male, fcmale, and

coeducatisnal schools among private schools of all affiliations, and

83



TABLE 2.2,1

SELECTED PRIVATE SCHOOL STATISTICS BY AFFILIATION
OF SCROOL: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR

ettt —— et
- =

Number of = | Percent Estinated Dercent | Estimated

AFf{11ation Sigiia;:?th 0; §Otii Bacollneat 1 og Total | Mean Student

Grade Leve{s Sghzgls Grades 9-11 En§§i¥;§ﬁt E?;ﬁiﬁﬂ??f-ﬁ?
Total private vvvvivrvvvenss, 6,310 100.0 1,357,725 100.0 215.0
Non-AEfiliated +vivvivonn, 2,206 3.4 23,112 16,5 97.5
Catholie vuvvvviriivininnn, 1,861 29.5 900,776 69.3 484,0
Baptist viriviviiiiininines 510 8.1 42,340 3.1 83.0
Jewlsh vovvivinnn, T 157 2.5 22,458 L7 143.0

LULREEan +vovovveverennen, 124 2.0 2,173 1.6 179.6 {::’

~ Episcopal ..., e y 14 1§ 18,794 L4 164.9
Other reldgious affiliation. 643 10.2 62,537 4.9 97.3
Non-Catholie unclassified” , | 610 9,6 65,033 4.8 106.6

SOURCE:  NORC School Universe Tape,

*These schools, except four, are schools from the CIC file not feund in the NCES file.

\l




TABLE 2.2.2

NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTTONS OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS BY TYPE OF SCHOOL: 197879 SCHOOL YBAR

— — vmra

Total Schools Combined S
Type of School Segzqdary Elementary- Ezpectil Vg:z;izzzi Alternative
Number {Percent / Secondary ucation
ALL 5chools vvvvies 18,951 100.0 75.0 18.0 4.0 L5 L4
|
Public vvvvvers Ceven 13,429 100.0 90,1 1.0 0.1 2,2 0,5
Private: |
No affiliation .... 2,293 100.0 16,7 50.6 25.2 0.2 1.1
Catholic vevrvronn, 1,68 1000 | 8.l 1.6 .3 0.6 1)
Baptist .viveus. o 3100 100.0 3.9 95.1 0,2 0,0 0.2
Jewlsh vvovvnnnn wo| 197 100,0 45,7 48,4 3.8 0.6 0.6
Lutheran veeveeenss | 124 100,0 52,4 39.5 1.3 0.0 0.8
Episcopal vivuuiinn 114 100.0 45,6 49,1 1.8 0.0 3.3
Other affiliation . 643 100,0 16,0 18.9 2,3 0,2 2,3

NOTE; Details may not add to totals because of rounding,

SOURCE: This table is based only on schools that appeared on the NCES school universe file;
excludes schools in the Curriculum Information Center file for which the NCES file had no data,

ey

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



=23-
table 2.2.4 the percentage of boarding schools among them. As indicated
earlier, the affiliation breakdowns used here are not used in later
chapters, which are based on the High School and Beyond sample of schools
and students. These tables thus serve to give some sense of the kind
of schools contained within the private sector, especially the non-Catholic

P . . 1
private sector (or, as it is called later, the "other private" sector).

lbata from NCES on private school enrollments for the 1978-79
school year show that about 80 percent of all students who attend private
"secondary only" schools are in Catholic schools. The figure of 66
percent given in table 2.2.1 reflects the fact that a great number of
private, non-Catholic high school students attend schools that are
c¢lassified as "combined elementary and secondary."

We are indebted to Roy Nehrts from NCES for the tabulations
on private schools, and to the technical report of the Sage group
(McLaughlin and Wise 1980).
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TABLE 2.2.3

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH DIFFERENT
' AFFILTATIONS, BY SEX OF STUDENTS SERVED; 1978+«79 SCHOOL YEAR®

Affiliation Ni:::i Sc;::z:nt W _gfl_lf-s Females Bomangales

y Only Females

fotal private ...... 5,529 100.0 9.2 9.7 8l.1
No affiliation .... 2,292 100.0 5.9 2.§ 91.5
Catholic ....;.... 1,691 100.0 | 16.6 25.6 57.9
BaptisSt eeeeeesees 508  100.0 0.8 0.0 99,2
Jewlsh .cocceconscs 157 100.0 40.1 14.7 43.2
Lutheran «.ceesees 124 100.0 1.6 0.0 98.4
Episcopal ....c...e 114 100.0 14.0 11.4 74.6
Other .ececccosecs 643 100.0 1.2 1.1 97.7

SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape.
NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

2mis table is based only on schnols that appeared on the NCES

school universe file; it escludes schools in the Curriculum Information Center
file for which the NCES file had no data. '




TABLE 2.2.4

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF SCHOOLS WITH_DIFFERENT
AFFILIATIONS BY DAY-BOARDING MIX: 1978-79 SCHOOL YEAR

Affiliation Nt::i SC:Z:M Day Only B°3§‘i§“g szeai'd i

oarding
Total private ......| 5,528 100.0 82.9 3.9 13.2
No affiliation ....| 2,293  100.0 77.5 6.0 16.6
Catholic ..... eee. | 1,691 100.0 89.8 2.7 7.6
Baptist .......... 507 100.0 97.6 6.6 1.8
Jewish .......... . 157 100.0 65.0 3.2 31.9
Lutheran ......... 124 100.0 84.7 1.6 13.7
Episcopal ........ 114 100.0 50.0 7.0 43.0
Other affiliation . 642 100.0 82.1 2.7 15.3

SOURCE: NORC School Universe Tape.

4This table is based only on schools that appeared on the NCES
school universe file; it excludes schools in the Curriculum Information
Center file for which the NCES file had no data.
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CHAPTER 3
THE STUDENT COMPOSITION OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

This chapter addresses a series of questions about the student
composition of public and private schools. A majer criticism of poli-
cies designed to aid priv;te education has been that private schools
- tend to be divisive along'economic, religious, and racial lines. This
has been perhaps the principal argument against such aid.

There are two wholly different issues of economi;, religious,
and racial segregation raised by the existence of private schools.

The first, and the one to which most attention has been given, is the
segregation between the public sector and the private sector. The
second is the segregation that exists among schools within each sector.

Although these issues are different, they are related, for the
criticism that private schools are divisive along economic, religious,
or racial lines is a criticism that points to both forms of segregatiom.
First, the existence of a private school alternative allows those with
financial resources to segregate themselves from the remainder in public
school; second, the existence of choice among private schools facili-
tates segregation along these lines within the private sector itself.
If, for example, minorities who do attend private schools are concen-
trated in schcols enrolling a small proportion of whites, then even
a large proportion of minority students in the private schools is hardly
a rebuttal to the charge that privaté education functions to increase

social divisiveness along racial lines.
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Yet matters are not so clear as the criticism would suggest,
because choice exists within the public sector as well. Residential
mobility, the principal way in which such choice is exercised, has
increased over the years, and along with it the potential for families
with sufficient resources to segregate their children from others,
wholly within the public sector. Thus an examination of these issues
is not merely to document the obvious. It is rather to examine segre-
gating tendencies as they are manifested both within and between the
sectors of education. For each issue area, then, the analysis begins
with a compar:son of segregation between sectors and mo;es on to a
comparison of within-sector segregation. The basic method used for
assessing the extent of within-sector segregation is described in
appendix A.

In addition to the issues related to the racial and ethnic,
economic, and religious compositions of private and public schools,

a fourth substantive area, one that has been growing in importance in
recent years, is addressed in this chapter: the education of handi-
capped children. Following the presentation on the other three issue
areas are summary tables and a brief discussion of thé role of the
private sector in the education of the handicapped.

Finally, it is possible to make some predictions about the
impact on segregation of potential policy changes that would draw stu-
dents from the public sector into the private sector, or, conversely,
changes that would draw more students into the public sector. Such
predictions are made for racial and ethnic segregation and for economic

segregation.

oy
&
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3.1 The Racial and Ethnic Backgrounds of
Public and Private School Students

Issues related to the racial and ethnic compositions of the
private schools constitute a major component of the controversy surrounding
private education. Opposition to policies designed to facilitate private
education is frequeatly based on the assumption that the private schools
function as a means for whites to escape the racial integration that
has been imposed in the public sector. As evidence of the segregating
role that private education plays, critics assert that private schools
on the whole enroll proportionately smaller numbers of ainority students,
particularly blacks and Hispanics.

Past research supports this claim. Kraushaar's (1972) survey
of 251 private secondary schools found that, overall, less than 5 percent
of the total enrollment was of racial or ethnic minority status. None-
theiess, supporters of private education assert that serious efforts
have ﬁeen made in recent years throughout a large segment of the private
sector to reduce the underenrollment of minorities.

The High School and Beyond survey was designed to provide accu-
rate representation of the black and Hispanic student population in
American secondary education. The two-stage probability sample that
was employed drew schools as the first-stage unit and a random sample
of students withih the selected schools as the second stage. Oversam-
pling was carried out on seven types of schools, four of which were
included to facilitate analyses concerned with black or Hispanic stu-
dents. The normally sampled public échools included school racial

composition as one of the stratification criteria.

6
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Table 3.1.1 shows the distribution of white, hHlack, and Hispanic
students among the three school types, as well as the distributions
for the sophomore and senior classes.1 As prior research and public
opinion lead us to expect, blacks are proportionately overrepresented
in the public sector and underrepresented in the private sector. Avér-
aging over grades 10 and 12 shows that the percentage of blacks in Catholic
schools 1is a little}under half that ir the public schools, while the
percentage of blacks in the other private schools is only about a fourth
that in the public schools. The percentage of Hispanics in the private
schools 1is much closer to that in the public schools than is the case
for blacks. The percentage in the Catholic schools is as great as that
in the public schools, and the percentage in the other private.schools
is about two-thirds that in the public schools,?

The presentation of these distributions does not, of course,
address the question of why they take the form they do. Three factors

in particular are worth noting as hypotheses amenable to empirical test.

First, the geographic location of private schools may account for some

1The race/ethnicity variable is constructed from items BBO089
and BB090 in the codebook. Students are classified here as Hispanic
if they gave as their origin or descent any one of the four classes
under the heading of "Hispanic or Spanish" on BB090, regardless of how
they responded to BB089. Students are classified as white if they
listed themselves as "white'" on BB089 and did not describe themselves
as of Hispanic or Spanish origin on BB090. Similarly, students are
identified as black if they listed themselves as "black' on BB08Y and
did not mark Hispanic or Spanish origin on BB090. Thus constructed,
this variable includes over 95 percent of the students surveyed. (Nearly
all the remainder consists of persons who classified themselves in
a racial category other than black or white.)

2 . . . . .

The sampling error on the proportion of Hispanics in other
private schools is especially high because ove: half of the Hispanic
students in this sector were in a single school.

o (;1



TABLE 3.1.1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WHITES, BLACKS, AND HISPANICS IN PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS BY GRADE: SPRING 1980

Private
U.S. Total Public - _
Race-Ethnicity® ' Total Catholic | Other Private
Grade Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12

Total enrollment:

Number (000s) ... | 3,720.2  3,000.7 | 3,318,5  2,717.0 |348.7 303.7|227.2 20011205 103.6
Percent vovivies ' 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0 [100,0 100,01 100,0 100.0{100.0 100.0

WRite wvevevirinene 74.9 18.8 13,1 78,0 | 86.2 86,2} 83,9 854 90.4 87.9

Black .vuvvvivis oo 13.9 11,3 14.8 122 | &5 5.0] 58 55| 2.2 4.l

fispanic .iievvviis 1.6 6.2 1.1 63 | 65 5.8 1.5 67| 46 4.2

Other Icoluuoootltoo 3.6 3'5 3.7 3.6 2!9 2.9 209 2.5 2.9 309

NOTE: Details may not add to totals due to rounding,

e race/ethnicity variable is constructed from items BBOSY and BBO90 in the codehook, Students
are classified here as Hispanic {f they gave as their origin or descent any one of the four classes under
the heading of "llispanic or Spanish" on BB09O, regardless of hov they responded to B3089. Students are
classifled as white it they listed themselves as "white" on 3B0BY and did not describe themselves as of

Mispanic or Spanish origin on BBO9O, Sinilarly, blacks are identified as students listing themselves as
"black" on BBOBY and not marking Hispanic or Spanish origins on BB090. Thus constructed, this variable

Includes over 95 percent of the students surveyed, (Nearly all the remainder consists of persons who
classified themselves in a racial category other than black r white.)
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part cf tge difference between public and private schools in their
proportion of black students. Private schools may tend to be located

in areas that have lower proportions of blacks tham the areas in which
public sehools are located. Second, incume differences between black

and white families are likely to account for another part of the dif-
ference. Third, religious differences among racial or ethnic groups

hay play a part. The fact that blacks are less likely to be Catholic
than are Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites may account for some part

of the underrepresentation of blacks in the Catholic schools compared

to the public schools—-though not, of courée, for the underrepresentation
of blacks in the other private schools. Part of this difference between
Catholic and other private achools in the proportion of blacks enrolled
may be due to the first two of these three factors, rather than religion—--that
is, a greatér proportion of Catholic schools may be located in or near
concentrations of black students in large cities, and tuition may be
lower in Catholic schools.

The first of these hypotheses can be tested by data on the racial
and ethnic composition of the local areas in which the sampled schools
are found. The data that come closest to fitting this description are
the 1970 U.S. Census counts aggregated according to U.S. Postal Service

zipcodes.1 Because the available information on the schools includes

1'I'he data employed are from the U.S. Bureau of the Census Popu-
lation and Housing Fifth Count Summary Tapes, 15 and 20 percent samples.
Files A and B. File A consists of summaries for 3-digit zipcode areas,
and represeats the entire United States population. File B consists
of summaries for the 5-digit zipcode areas within Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (SMSAs) only. Of the 1,016 schools in the High School
and Beyond sample, 548 have 5-digit zipcode information, 456 have
3-digit, and 11 could not be matched with either of the Census files
because of missing information on the latter.

- 87



-32-

their zipcodes, it is possible to compare the racial and ethnic compo-
sition of a school to the racial and ethnic composition of the same
age group in the area covered by that zipcode. The Census classifica-
tion closest to the ages of high school sophomores aﬁd seniors is the
16~ to 2l-year age category.

To make such a comparison, the numbers of blacks, Hispanics,1
and all 16- to 2l-year-olds in zjipcode areas containing sampled schools
of a given sector are aggregated, weighted by the numbers of sophomores
and seniors in schools of that sector in the zipcode. (Methods of
carrying out these calculations are described in appendix A, section
A.3.).

Table 3...2 presents the results of these comparisons.2 The

first and fourth rows show the proportion of blacks and Hispanics aged

Lhere is no Hispanic category in the Census race question,

. and Hispanics do not enter into the "other" category of that question.
For present purposes, we have equated "Hispanic" with the Census category
"Spanish American." The latter refers to people of "Spanish language,"
of Spanish surname, or of Puerto Rican birth or parentage, depending
on the area of the country. In order to obtain mutually exclusive white,
black, and Hispanic categories, we acsume that most of those that the
Census Bureau classified as "Spanish American" classified themselves
as "white" on the race question. Thus, for each zipcode area, the number
of non-Hispanic whites is obtained by simply subtracting the number
of Spanish Americans from the number of whites. Proportions are calculated
by dividing the numbers of noan—~Hispanic whites, Spanish Americans, and
blacks by the count of all 16- to 2l-year-olds in the area.

2The U.S. total 1970 areal proportions of 16~ to 2l-year-old

blacks and Hispanics differ somewhat from the totals for the 1980 High
School and Beyond survey. The 1970 zipcode data show 10.2 percent black
and 5.0 percent Hispanic. Table 3.1.2 shows that the 1980 sample is

12.8 percent black and 7.0 percent Hispanic. Assuming no measurement
error, the differences between these figures point to demographic changes
over the last decade. In the absence of detailed information about
where the local changes have occurred which, when aggregated, account

for these overall shifts, we assume as a first approximation that the
changes are distributed uniformly. The figures given in table 3.1.5

ERIC 63
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16 to 21 that live in the local areas of the school of the average student
in each of the difterent school typeé; the second and fifth rows show

the proportions of blacks and Hispanics respectively in the schools

of each sector. Conpaying the public and private sectors as wholes,

we see that private schools are located in areas where the black popula-
tion is very slightly lower than the average for the public schools

(12.4 percent vs. 12.8 percent) and where the Hispanic population is

" very slightly higher (7.5 percent vs. 6.9 percent). The differences

in both cases are sufficiently small that they can be regarded as approxi-
mately the same.

From these data, then, we cannot conclude that private schools
underenroll blacks because the schools are not locatqéx;lose to where
blacks live. If the geographic distribution of schogls were the only
constraint on black enrollment we would expect to find a black enrollmenL
in the private sector about the same as that in the public sector.

As the third row of table 3.1.2 shows, the average private school student
attends a school that has about 7.7 percent fewer blacks enrolled in

it than there are blacks in the area in which the school is located,

are derived on this assumption. They are computed by rimply adding

the differences between the overall proportions of blacks and Hispanics
in 1980 and their respective 1970 overall proportions to the propor-
tional local compositions for the average students in each school type.
The Census data show that the average public school student attends

a school located in an area that is .102 black and .049 Hispanic and
that the average private school student attends a school located in

an area that is .098 black and .055 Hispanic. Thus, since the diffarance
between the 1980 and 1970 overall proportions of blacks is .128 - .102
= ,026, the corrected proportion of blacks in the community for the
average public school student is .102 + .026 = .128, while for the
average privata school student it is .098 + .026 = .124. For Hispaaics
the overall differznce is .070 - .050 = .020, and the corrected propor-
tions are .049 + ,020 = ,069 for the average public schcol student and
.055 + ,020 = ,075 for the average private school student.

R 3¢
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TABLE 3.1.2

PROPORTIONAL RACIAL AND ETENIC COMPOS1TION OF THE SURVEYED
HIGH SCHOOLS' LOCAL GEOGRAPHIC AREAS, WEIGHTED BY SCHOOL
ENROLIMENTS, AND DIFFERENCES BETWEEN LOCAL AREAS AND
SCHOOLS, BY EDUCATIONAL SECTOR: SPRING 1980

Private
Measure U.S. Total Public

3 Other

Total Catholic Private

1. Proportion of
local populat%on
that is black .. . .128 .128 124 .132 .110

2. Proportion of
sector enrollment
that is black .. .128 .137 .047 .056 .030

3. Over- or under-
repregentation in
proportion black. .009 -.077 -.076 -.080

4. Proportion of
local population .
that is Hispanic .070 .069 075 .080 .067

5. Proportion of
sector enrollment

. . . .070 .071 . 062 .071 . 044
that 1s Hispanic
6. Over- or under-
representation in
proportion
Hispanic ...... .002 -.013 ~.009 -.023

7. Sum total of
school enrollments
used for weighting
local popuéation
proportion .... 6,852,696 6,195,338 658,158 429,224 227,934

SCURCE: (1) High School and Bevond, 1980; {(2) U.S. Bureau of the Census
1970 Census of Population and Housing Fifth Count Summary Tapes (15 and 20 per-
cent samples). Files A and B: Population and Housing Summaries for, 3- and 5=
digit Zipcode Areas.

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

%Local proportions are corrected for overall changes in proportion black,

white, and Hispanic from 1970 to 1980. (See footnote 2, p. 32 for further
discussion.

“Sector proportions are obtained by'combining the figures for sophcmores
and seniors given in table 3.1.1.

c - . .

o These figures represent the sum of student weights without reference
IERJ(jO anvy other variable; because of missing values the sums are higher than any
s f the total numbers given in other tables. o

) '
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while the average public school student attends a school with 0.9 percent
more blacks in it than in the surrounding area.
For Hispanics, we would again expect to find about the same
 proportioné in the public and private sectors. Line 6 shows that there
is only a small underrepresentation of Hispanic students, 1.3 percent,
in the.private sector.
Looking at Catholic and other private schools separately, there
.are more blacks in the areas surrounding Catholic school; (13.2 percent
on average) than in the areas surrounding other private schools (11.0 per-
cent). This partially accounts for the greater numbers of blacks in
Catholic schools (5.6 percent compared to 3.0 percent). Similarly,
Catholic schools are located in areas with greater concentrations of
Hispanics; but line 6 shows that the Catholic schools contain approximately
thz same proportion of Hispanics as reside in those areas (7.1 percent
to 8.0 percent), while the other private schools have 2.3 percent fewer
Hispanics than are found in the local areas.
Altogether, although other private schools are located in areas
with somewhat fewer black residents, which partly accounts for their
lower black enrollments, the low enrollment of blacks in private schools
as a whole cannot be accounted for by the geographic distribution of
black residence. For Hispanics, the enrollment in Catholic schools
is slightly above the national average; the lower enrollment in other
private schools again cannot be accounted for by gecgraphic distribu-
tion, though, as Eefore, these schools are located 1n areas with some-
what féwer Hispanic residents.
The second hypothesis, that income differences are responsiblea

O for the lower enrollments of blacks and Hispanics in Catholic and other

ERIC - oo
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private schools, can be examined by looking at the proportion of Hispanics,
blacks, and non-Hispanic whites in each of these sectors at each income

level.l Figures 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 show this for Catholic and other private

achools respectively.

Figure 3.1.1 shows that income differences do account for a

large part of the lower enrollments of blacks in Catholic schools. -

At the lower— and middle-income levels, the differencé—i

n enrollments

of blacks and whites in Catholic schools is 2 to 3 percent; it is 1

percent at the highest level. This compares with a difference of 4.2
percent when income is not taken into account. (Percentaging table
3.1.1 across the rows instead of down the columns, we find that 7.0
percent of all non~Hispanic whites are in Catholic schools, while 2.8
pércent of blacks are in Catholic schools.) These data indicate ﬁhat
the public-Catholic difference in proportions of blacks would be reduced
to less than half its size if blacks had the same income distribution
as whites.

There is a higher percentage of Hispanics than of non~Hispanic
whites in Catholic schools at nearly every income level, increasingly
80 at higher income levels. Thus, if the incomes of Hispanics and noun-
Hispanic whites were the same, Hispanics would be somewhat overrepresented
in Catholic schools. )
Figure 3.1.2 shows that the increase in percent enrolled with

increase in income is much less for all three groups in other private

'lInformation on the family income level of students was obtained
from variable BB101l, which asked which one of seven different annual
income ranges the respondent's family income was in: (1) less than
$7,000, (2) $7,000 to $11,999, (3) $12,000 to $15,999, (4) $16,000 to
$19,999, (5) $20,000 to $24,999, (6) $25,000 to $37,999, and (7) $38,000
or more. The seven levels on figures 3.1.1., 3.1.2, 3.1.3, and 3.1.4
correspond to these ranges. The numbers and percentages on which figures

- 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 are based are given in table 3.5.1.

“— . [ of 4 Y
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Fig. 3.1.1. Percent of students from
differing income levels in Catholic

schools, by race and ethnicity: Spring
1980.

schools than in Catholiec schools. The gradient is small and about the

same for Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites, except for those at the
- highest income level, and it is nearly zer. for blacks, again exceptiag
the highest income level. Over most of the income range, the diffurence
between the percentage of all non—-Hispanic whites enrolled in these
schools and the percentage of all Hispanics enrolled is about 1 percent.
The difference between whites and blacks is about 2 percent at lower
income lavels, 2 percent or more at hizher levels.

These differences can be compared to the overall differences

@ When income is not controlled. Percentaging across the rows of-table3.l.1,

o~ e ';'3
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Fig. 3.1.2. Percent of students from differing
income levels in other private schools, by race
and ethnicity: Spring 1980.

we find that non-Hispanic whites, Hispanics, and non-Hispanic blacks
constitute 3.9 percent, 2.1 éercent, and 0.8 percent, respectively,

of the enrollment in other private schools. The differences with income
uncontrolled are 1.8 perceat for Hispanics and 3.1 percent for blacks;

controlling for income reduces the difference between non-Hispanic whites

‘and Hispanics from 1.8 percent to about 1 percent, but reduces the white-

black difference by a lesser amount. Thus income accounts for some
part of the differential enrollment of non-Hispanic whites and Hispanics
in other private schools, for a smaller part of the differential enrollment

of whites and blacks. .~ 7&4
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These comparisons, of course, do not take religion into account.
The fact that about 9 percent of blacks, about 35 percent of whites,
and over 65 percent of Hispanics are Catholic1 means that the enrollment
rates of Catholics in each of these three groups in Catholic schools
must be quite different from that shown in the graphs. In fact, as
- table 3.1.3 shows, there is a reversal among the groups in the enrollment
rates of Catholics and non-Catholics in Catholic schools. Among Catholics,
" Hispanics are least likely to be enrolled in Catholic’ schools, and blacks

and whites are equally likely to be enrolled. Among non-Catholics,

the rates are of course low for all groups, but here blacks are most

TABLE 3.1.3

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CATHOLIC AND NON-CATHOLIC WHITES, BLACKS,
AND HISPANICS THAT ARE IN CATHOLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Religiéus Whites Blacks Hispanics
Background Number Number , Number
(000s) Percent (000s) Percent (000s) Percent
Catholic 326.0 18.8 12.0 18.7 28.1 10.3
Non-Catholic 35.4 1.0 12.1 1.5 2.2 l.1

likely to be enrolled in Catholic schools, and Hispanics and whites

are about equally likely to be enrolled.

1These figures are obtained from the crosstabulation of the
coustructed race-ethnicity variable with B3B091, which asked students
to identify their '"religious background.” The numbers and percentages
of students with different religious backgrounds within each type of
scnool are presented in table 3.3.1.
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Ahgain, because there are differences in income distribution
among blacks, whites, and Hispanics, Catholics from these three groups
who have the same income levels should be enrolled at rates somewhat
different from those shown in either figure 3.1.1 or table 3.1.3.
Figures 3.1.3 and 3.1.4 show; for Slacks, whites, and Hispanics at each’

incqme level, the enrollment rates for Catholics and non-Catholics

separately.
Percent
401
e Black .
=~—= Hispanic
+ == White

104" m———

1 2

Be L L
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Fig. 3.1.3. Percent of Catholic sctudents from
differing income levels in Catholic schools, by
race and ethnicity: Spring 1980.
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" Fig. 3.1.4. Percent of non-Catholic students
from differing income levels in Catholic schools,
by race and ethnicity: Spring 1980.

The results are striking, although the small numbers of cases

among black Catholics at each income level make the location of particular
points erratic. Generallf, black Catholics at both low and high income
levels (and probably at middle income levels as well, if sampling error
were removed) have. higher enrollment rates in Catholic schools *han

white Catholics, and both groups have higher rates than Hispanics.
Similarly,'among non-Catholics, the black enrollment rate in Catholic
~schools is higher.than the white rate, and again toth are higher than

the Hispanic rate.

. 777
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Among both Catholics and non-Catholics the Catholic school enroll-
ment rate rises considerably more sharply at high income rates for
blacks than for whites, a result that is strengthened by consistency
across the two religious groups. Although the 38 bercent rate among
black Catholics at the highest income level is subject to sampling
error, the evidence is strong that high—-income blacks have considerably
higher enrollment rates in Catholic schools than do whites of the same
religious group.

Thus, controlling for the effects of both income and religious
background, it is clear that blacks are enrolled in Catholic schools
in higher proportions than are whites and Hispanics. The significance
of this fact is heightened when one considers the relative absence of
tradition for this pattern, except in the South. The data presented
here strougly suggest that such a tradition is developing rapidly;
blacks withlthe mears to do so enroll in Catholic schools at rates that
are generally higher than rates for other groups, and this is true
regardless of religious background.

These comparisons in the Catholic and other private schools
indicate not oaly the degree to which income and religious differences
can account for enrollment differences, but also what might be the
consequences of decreasing the economic barriers to private schools
for lower income families, or of increasing those barriers. A more
explicit examination of this policy question is carried out later in
this chapter.

The examination to this point has been confined to the question
of just how the proportions of minority students in the private sector

compare to those in the public sector. An equally important question

0
O



~43-
however, is, just how the sectors compare in the segregation among
different schools within each sector. On the one hand, even if there
were a high proportion of minorities in private schools, a high degree
of internal segregation among these schools would have the same segre—
gating consequences as if the proportion of minorities were low. On
the other hand, even if the public schools contain a high proportion
of minorities, a high degree of internal Segregation within the public
schools would have the same segregating consequences as if the whites
were segregated in private schools.

Measures of intergroup contact and of intergroup segregation
have been constructed “o examine internal segregation. (See the
Appendix for methods of calculation.) The measure of contact is a
measure of the average proportion of a student's schoolmates who are
from another group. It is affected both by the proportion of students
of the other group in that sector and by their distribution among the
schools of that sectar. The measure of segregation was constructed
by standardizing the measure of contact by the proportion of students
of the other group in the sector. Thus it reflects only the distribu-
tion of students among the schaols in the sector, given the’r overall
numbers.1

Tabic 3.1.4 presents the indices of intergroup contact and segre-

gation as applied to racial and ethnic groups. The measure of interracial

lThese measures are taken from Co_eman, Kelly, and Moore (19753,
p. 22), where they were developed and usec to measure interracial -on=ac-
and interracial segregation. Since their development they have been
used by a number of .investigators, and they now constitute one of the
standard ways of measuring segrcgation in schools. See Zoloth 1973,
Cortese et al. 1976, Becker et al. 1978, Thomas et al. 1978.
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TABLE 3.1.4

INDICES OF INTERRACIAL AND INTERETHNIC CONTACT AND SEGREGATION IN

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980

Measure

U.s.
Total

Public

Private

Total

Catholic

Other
Private

Overall proportions

Non-Hispanic whites...
Non-Hispanic blacks...

HispanicS...eeeeeeeess

Index of Contact, 8ij

For Whites and Blacks

Proportion of the
average black's
schoolmates who

who are white, s, .,
bw

Proportion of the
agerage white's
schoolmates who
are black, s

PRI )

wb
For Whites and Hispanics

Proportion of the
average Hispanic's
schoolmates who
are white, s

hw

Proportion of the
average white's
schoolmates who

are Hispanic, s cee
p ? wh

Index of segregation, r..
Tranges from 0 = no *
segregation to 1 =
complete segregation)a

Segregation of blacks
and whites ..ceeeeeeee.
Segregation of

Hispanics and whites..,

.767
.128
L) 070

.39

.07

.53

.05

-49

.30

.756
.137
071

.862
047
.062

.38 .61

.07 .03

.53 «57

.04

.49 .29

.30 .34

.846

.056

.071

«38

.04

<
wn

.31

.25

.893
.030
044

.71

.02

«40

.21

.55

#For the method of calculating the values of sij

~opendix A.

IToxt Provided by ERI

Although the wvalue of ri.
l(}lue of rji’ slight discrepar.zies wxil occur because of

is theorectically

and r.., see

1]

identical to the
rounding.
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contact of blacks with whites is a measure of the proportion of the
average black students' schoolmates who are white; the measure works
in reverse for the contact of whites with blacks. The values of .38
and .07 in column 1 of table 3.1.4, for example, mean that about 38
percent of the average black child's classmates in public schools are
white, and that about 7 percent of the average white student's class—
mates are black.

The results tell something about the racial distribution within
the school sectors. Looking first at the measures of contact, we see
that the proportions are generally consistent with what we would expect, !
given the overall proportions at the top of the table. That is, since
the public sector has about 11 percent fewer whitee than the private
sector, we would expect that the proportion of the average black's and
the average Hispanic's schoolmates who are white would be lower in the
public thaa in che private sector. Comparison of the second and third
columns of table 3.1.2 makes it clear that this is in fact the case;
but, for the average black student, the difference is much greater than
11 percent. About 60 percent of the classmates of the average black
student in the private sector-are white, as compared with about 38 percent
for the average black student in the public schools, a difference of

1
22 percent. For Hispanics, the figures are much closer: the average
Hispanic student has 53 percent white classmates in the public sector
and 57 percent in the private sector. The pattern generally holds when
the Catholic and other private schools are considered separately, the
only exception.being the low proporiton of white schoolmates for the
avefage Hispanic in the other rivate schools (.40). This exception,

however, is more likely the result of sampling error than of a general

- g
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pattern: the Hispanic enrollment in just one of the 27 other private
schools in the sample accounts for 64 percent of the total Hispanic
enrollment in the other private sector.

Following the same logic, we would expect that the proportions
of the average white student's classmates who are black and K:ispanic
would be higher in the public schools (except in the public~Cathol§c
comparison for Hispanics, where the proportions shouid be about equal).
The measures of contact are consistent with expectation on this point
as well.

The wmeasures of intergroup segregation within each sector are
given in the bottom two rows of table 3.l1.4. Comparing columns 1 and
2, we see that blacks and whites are substantixally less segregated in
the private sector than in the public sector: the black-white segre-
gation index gakes on a value of .49 in the public sector versus only
.29 in the private. For Hispanics, the sectors are much closer, with
the private sector index (.34) indicating slightly greater segregation
than is found in the public sector (.30).

Examining black-white segregation within the two private sectors
separately reveals that segregation within each is much lower than that
in the public sector and that segregation in the other private schools
is lower than that in the Catholic scheools. Measures of segregation
between non-Hispanic whites and Hispanics shows that segregation in
the Catholic schools (.25) is lower than that inm the public schools,

while that in the other private schools (.55) is substantially higher.1

1This high measure of segregation is the result of the sampling

problem mentioned above, that is, the effect of a single school. The
exceptionally high Hispanic enrollment in this school also accounts
for why the private sector as a whole has a degree of Hispanic-nonkispanic
segregat1on (.34) slightly higher than that in the publlc sector (.30),
as noted in the preceding paragraph. 8
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The information given by the measures of within-sector inter-—

group contact and segregation is displayed in another form in tables

3.1.5 and 3.1.6, which show, respectively, the percentages of blacks®

and Hispanics attending schools of four different racial compositions.

rfhe first table indicates that oﬁer half of the black students in the

|
private sector attend schools that are less than 20 percent black, but

|

only about a fifth of the public school blacks attend such schools.

" About 45 percent of the black students in the public sector attend

predominantly black schools, compared to 17 percent in the private

sector.

Table 3.1.6 shows that, although over half of all Hispanics

in both sectors are in schools that are less than 20 percent Hispanic,

a somewhat higher percentage of Hispanics in the private sector are

in predominantly Hispanic schools.

However, this pattern is probably

due to the sampling problem for Hispanics in the other private schools

referred to earlier.

TABLE 3.1.5

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION FOR BLACK STUDENTS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

SCHOOLS BY LEVEL OF BLACK ENROLLMENT:

SPRING 1980

Percen:lBlack U.s. Public Private
Enrolled Total Total |Catholic szzzge

Totals:

Number 863,629 832,767 30,862 | 24,045 | 6,817

Percent 100.0 100.90 100.0 100.0 100.0
N to 19 percent 20.6 19.4 53.3 54.6 48.8
20 to .49 percent 35.2 35.4 0.0 24.0 51.2
50 to ¥9 percent 21.3 21.8 6.6 8.5 0
80 t~ 100 percent 22.9 23.4 10.0 12 9 0

——

NOTE:

cel

83

Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
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TABLE 3.1.6

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION FOR HISPANIC STUDENTS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS BY LEVEL 7F HISPANIC ENROLLMENT: SPRING 1980

Percent Hispanic U.S. Public Private
Enrolled Total Total |Catholic Other
. Private
Totals: ,
Number 470,856 430,660 40,196 | 30,344 § 9,852
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
0 to 19 percent 59.1 59.7 52.7 '58.8 34.1
20 to 49 percent 18.2 18.4 16.2 21.0 - 1.6
50 to 79 percent 17.5 16.7 26.6 14.4 64.3
80 to 100 percent 5.2 5.3 4.4 5.8 0

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

Summarizing our examination of private schools and racial and
ethnic segregation, we can say th: following. For Hispanics, there
is very little difference between the public and private sectors, either
with respect to the proportions of Hispanics im each sector, or with
respect to the intermal distribution of Hispanics within the schools
of eacn sector. The distribution of ﬁlayaaiht vetwee~ rablic and private
schools 1is about the same as that of non-Hispanic whites. Within each
sector the degree of segregation between the two groups is not especially
high, and it is about the same in the public and private sectors. If
the income distribution among Hispﬁnics were the same as that among non-
Hispanic whites, there would be somewhct higher proportions of Hispanics
in the Catholic schools, énd thus in the private sector as a whole,

]ERJK? than in the public sector.
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The results for black-white segregation are considerably more
complex. There is a substantially smaller proportion of blacks in the
private sector than in the public sector--less than half as high a propor-
tion in the Catholic schools, and less than a quarter as high in the
other private schools. The geographic location of private schools
accounts for only a small part of this difference between the public
and private sectors, though it accounts for a somewhat larger part of
the difference between Catholic and other private schools, whizh are
less often found in areas with high numbe~rs of blacks. The income
difference between blacks and whites does account for a-substantial
part of the public-Catholic difference in proportion of blacks enrolled,
though liétle of the public-other private difference.

The effect of religious background on school selection was also
examined for the Catholic sector. The percentage cf blacks who are
Catholic is much smaller than the percentage of whites and Hispanics
who are Catholic, and, when this factor is taken into account, the
differences between blacks and whites in chances of attending Catholic
high schools disappear. Finally, when the effects of income and reli-
gious background are considered simultaneously, blacks are generally
found to be enrolled at higher rates than whites (and Hispanics) who
are similar in income and religious background.

Despite the fact that controlling for the effeccs of income
- : and religion introduces important qualifications to any discussion about

the causes of racial segregation in public and private education, it
renains the case.that the proportion of black students in private schools
is substantially lower than that in public schools. But information

on the internal segregation between blacks and whites tells a different
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story: the public sector has a substantially higher degree of segre-
gation than the private sector (or either of its two compoments separately).
Thus, the integrating impact of the lesser degree of segr:gation within

the private sector counteracts the segregating impact of the lower
proportion of blacks in that sector.

What is the end result of these conflicting teandencies, the
overall impact of private schooling on black-white segregation? An
answer can be obtained by comparing the overall black-white segregation
among all high schools, public and private considered together, as it
currently stands, to the segregation we wouldlexpect if the students
currently in private schools were absorbed into the public system.

We assume that they would be distributed among schools within the public

sector in exactly the way whites and blacks are currently distributed

in the public sector.1 Any differences found in such a comparison would

of course be quite small, since only 1" percent of the student population

would change schools; but the direction is important.

o

This assumption may be questioned on two grounds: these students may
live in areas that are closer to or further from blacks than is true
for whites currently in public schools; and their family incomes may
allow them more resources to move to higher i:ncome areas with smaller
proportions of blacks. Table 3.1.2 shows that private schools are located
in areas with slightly smaller proportions of blacks than is true fcr
the average public school. And, in the next section, table 3.2.1 shows
{hat the incomes of parents of private school students are somewhat
higher than those of parents of public school students. Thus, on both
these grounds, both black and white students currently in private schools
would tend to enter public schools that were more white than the public
schools attended by black and white students in the public sector.
Since the propcrtion of white students in private schools is higher
than in the public sector, we would expect that absorption of private
school students into public schools would result in a slightlv more
segregated public sector than found at present. Thus the comparison
in the text may slightly understate the degree of segregation to be
expected if private schools were absent.

-
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1f we assumed that no private schools existed, and that blacks
and whites currently in private schools were absorbed into the public
schools with exactly the same distribution among schools as is currently
found in the public schcols, the degree of segregation for the total
U.S. student population would be that given by the segregation index
. : for the public sector, .49. Comparing this :o the current segregation
index for all U.S. students, also .49, suggests that the two tendencies
exactly cancel each other out. But, carried to three decimals, these
indices are .493 and .489, which means that the private schools have

a small effect in the directiom of less segregation.

3.2 The Economic Backerounds «f Public and Private School Students

Although much attention has been directed to the possible divisive-
ness of private schools aloﬂg racial lines in recent years, the first
such coﬁcerh was with economic divisiveness. This is the most natural
form that public-érivate stratification would take, since private schools
are costly to the user, and public schools are free to the user. And
it is the stratification that naturally comes to mind when the elite
private schools are discussed.

We know, however, that a large number of private schools do
not fit this image. The Catholic schools were not designed for an upper
‘class elite, and many of the other private schools are also based on
religious rather than social class homogeneity. Consequently, despite
the fact that sending a child to a private school costs parents monery
while sending a child to a public school does not, the diverse origins

and affiliations of private schools suggest that private schools as
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a whole may serve students with economic backgrounds not greatly dif-
ferent from those of students served by public schools.

But even if this is true, it addresses only the questiom of
economic segregation between the public and private sectors, not eco-
nomic segregation within the private sector. And, if there are elite
schools and nonelite schools in the private sector, there must be a
considerable degree of economic segregation among schools within that
' secéor. |

Yet the questions of economic segregation between the private
and public school sectors and within the private sector do not exist
in a vacuum. They exist, rather, within the framework of some degree
of economic stratification among schools in the public sector itself.
The geographic mobility by residence that facilitates a degree of racial
homogeneity in public schools, as shown in the preceding section, also
facilitates a degree of economic homogeneity. Thus the tendencies of
private schools to lead to economic stratification between the private
and public sectors or within the private sector must he seen in a con-
text of economic stratification within the public school sector.

The task, then, is first to examine the degree of economic

stratification between the -

¢

ivate and public sectors of educution,
then to examine the degree of stratification within the private sector
as compared to that within the public sec¢tor, and, finally, as ia the
case of race and ethmicity, to ask what the overall contribution of
the private sector is to economic segregation.

Looking first at the distributions of students be;ween sectors,
table 3.2.1 and figure 3.2.1 show that the dir:ctions ¢f the economic

differences among students in the public and private sectors are consistent

£
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TABLE 3.2.1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS FROM VARIOUS ECONOMIC BACKGROUNDS AND
MEDIAN FAMILY INCOMES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPKING 1980

Amount of Money Private
Family Makes in U.S. Total Public Other
a Year? - Total Catholic Private
Totals:
Number 5,798,420 5,246,991 | 551,429 361,250 190,179
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
$6,999 or less 7.2 7.7 2.6 2.4 2.9
$7,000 to $11,999 11.9 12.5 6.3 6.3 6.3
$12,000 to $15,999 16.7 17.2 12.4 12.8 11.5
$16,000 to $19,999 18.7 19.0 |’ 16.56 17.3 15.2
$20,000 to $24,999 18.1 18.0 19.2 20.7 18,1
$25,000 to $37,999 15.0 . 14.6 18.5 20.4 15.0
$38,000 or more 12.4 11.1 24.5 2¢.1 32.8
‘Median Income® $19,000 $18,700 $23,200 | $22,700 $24,300

NOTE: Details may not add to totzls because of rounding.

4Taken from responses to BBlOl, "Which (of ceven groups) comes
closest to the amount of money your family makes in a year?".

bMedian income is obtained by linear interpolation within the income
category in which the 50th percentile falls.

with what past research and popular conception lead us to expect. The
private sector as a whole has an income distribution somewhat higher

. than that of the public sector, with a median income of $23,200, compared
to $18,700 for the public sector. Within the private sector, the differences

are also in the expected direction: $22,700 for the students in Catholic
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Fig. 3.2.1. Percent of students in public,
Catholic, and other private schools, by family
income level: Spring 1980.

schools, compared to $24,300 for the students in other private schoois.

At the same time, the income distributiom in each sector is quite broad.

Of particular interest is the fact that the private sector does not

contain students from homogeneous economic backgrounds; nor does either
éf its two major subsectors. The greatest differences between the

public and private sectors occur, as one might expect, at the extremes:

at the lower extreme, both of the private subsecfurs have prdportions

of students from families with incomes of less than $!2,000 that are

less than half as high as those in the public secgor; at the upper extreme,

the Catholic schools have almost twice as high a pcoportion and the
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other private schools have almost three times as high a proportion of
students from families with incomes of $38,000 or more.

These differences suggest that there are a number of possiblé
factors at work functioning to reduce the accessibility of lower income
students to private education. Foremost among these, of éourse, is
simply the cost of private education. But it may also be that private
scliools tend to be located at some distance from residential concentrations
of lower income families, thus further reducing their accessibility.

While an analysis comparable to that carried out on the local distribu-
tions of racial and ethnic groups cannot be included in this report,
further research in this direction would be useful.

The second quastion relevant to an examination of the contribu~
tion of privaie schools to economic stratification concerns the distribu-
tions of students from different income levels within the sectors and
school types. While we have seen that poorer students are underrepresented
and wealthier students overrepresented in the private sector taken as
a whole, it is quite another question to ask whether students from
different economic backgrounds who are enrolled in each sector attend
the same schools or different ones. To address this question, we can
use the measures of contact and segregation that were used for race
and ethnicity. The variable identifying student economic backgrounds
is BB100, which asked the respondent's family income in three categories:
below $12,000, between $12,000 and $20,006, and atove $20,000. The
segregation examined is that between those below $12,000, about 18 percent
of the total, and those above $20,000, about 43 percent of the total.

Table 3.2.2 gives the results of the computations. As the overall

proportions (given at the top of the table) would lead us to expect,

- 91



TABLE 3.2.2

INDICES OF CONTACT AND SEGREGATION OF PUPILS FROM HIGHER AND
LOWER INCOME FAMILIES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:
SPRING 1380

o . P.lvate
~

Measure ot Public

Total Other

Total Catholic .
Praivate

Overall Proportions:

High Income ("over
520,000" on BB100)2 429 411 «395 .577 .629

Low Income ("under
$12,000" on BB100)? .178 .188 .084 - .082 .086

Index of Contact, sijb

Proportion of the
average low income
student's schoolmates
who are from high
income families .331 323 - 499 476 .9542

Proportion of the
average high income
student's schoolmates

who are from low .
incom> families L1357 . 143 .070 .068 .075

b

Index of segregation, rij

Segregation of high
income students from
low income students .23 .21 .16 .18 .14

aTaken from responses to BB100, "Which (of three groups) comes closest
to the amount of morey your family makes in a year?".

v

f7ar the method calculating the value- of Sij and ri:, see the Appendix.
Although the value of r.., is theorstically identical to the Vvalue of T34
slight discrepancies wii occur due to rcunding.

the measures of contact, sij’ show that the average low—income student
in the pubklic sector has a lower proportion c¢f schoolmates from high-
income families than such a student in the private sector (.323 versus

.499, columns 2 and 3). The disparity between the proportio.s of low-

()
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income schoolmates for the average high~income student in the two sectors
is even more pronounced--the high-income student in the private sector
has less than half as high a proportion of lower income schoolmates

as the high-income student in the public sector (.070 versus .148).

These values of the measure of contact reflect both the propor-
tions of high- and low-income students in the sector as a whole and
the distribution of these students within each sector. The values on
the irdex of segregation given at the bottom of the tavle, which standardize
on the proportion of each group in the sector, show the economic segrega-
tion within each sector of students from the two different income back-
grounds. As in the case of race and ethnicity, the degree of economic
segregation is lower in the private sector as a whole, and in the Catholic
and other private sectors separately, than in the public sector. But
the differences between the public and private sectors in internal segre-
gation are much less here than in the case of black-white segregation.

With economic segregation, then, there is the same counterbalancing
tendency as found in the case of racial segregation: higher economic
backzrounds are overrepresented in the private sector, but the private
Sector is lecs internally segregated than is the public. The overall
levels of economic segregation are considerabl: lower than those of
black-white segregation (e.g., ir e public sector, .21 versus .49),
but a similar counterbalancing pa .rn holds.

We can ask, then. as in the case of black-white segregation,
what the overall 'impact is of those twa counterbalancing tendencies.
Again, this is done by comparing the econumic segregarion among schools
for all sectors togcther (the U.S. tzval in the table) tc thar for the

public sectar. This comparison shows the economic segregation among
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U.S. schools as a whole that would result from private school students
being absorbed into the public schools and distributed among public

schools as current public school students are. Here the comparison

0f .23 to .21 shows that the overall impact of the private sector is

to increase slightly the degree of economic segregation, not, as in
the.case of black-white segregation, to effect an exact counterbalancing.

The similarity of pattern in the cases sf racial and economic
segregation raises a question about whether there might be a common
cause. That is, in both areas, the segregation within the private sector
is less than that within the public sector, while in both areas the
Private sector has higher proportions of the population group with greater
resources (in the black-white comparison, whites; in the economi¢ com-
parison, higher-income groups).

Two related explanations seem plausible, both based on the assump-
tion that parents will attempt to have their children in schools with
others who are likely to do well in school, and that those parents with
greater resources (higher incomes, or whites) will be betZer able to
do thi.. The explanations are:

1. The proportion of lowest income students and the proportion
or olack students in the private sector are lower in the private
schocls than in the publi: schools. Thus the parent who has
chosen the private secter will be lesc concerned that the norms
of the school and the standards of ins.ruction will be brought
down by students that the parent a priori assumes are more likely
to have such an iwmpict, that is, students from low-income families
and black students {who of courss are often from low-income
backgrounds). Public school parents will have the same general
concerns, buf, with a higher proportion of low~income or black
(or doth) tuderts in the sector ay a whole, will ma.aifest those
concerns “y r.oving their children to schools where the proportions
are lower, if tuey hrve the resources to do so. It us white,
higher income iami.ies who more often have such resources, and
the end result is a higher degree of internal segregation.

2. Private schools, as will be evident in the subsequent chapters,
have greater control of their students and exercise stronger
discipline than do public schools. This is, of course, based

- . 951
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to a considerable degree on the fact that private schools can
expel students or use other disciplinary measures with much
less legal constraint, and much more parental acquiescence,
than the public schools. This stronger discipline means that
a parent concerned about the norms and standards in the school
will be more assured in the private sector that those norms
and standards are maintained by the staff, rather than being
shaped by the type of student body. Consequently, the private
school paredt will be less concerned about the student body
cowmposition, since that student body is "kept in hand" by the
staff. Public school parents with the same general concerns,
but seeing the norms and standards more shaped by the composition
of the student body, will exert greater effort to have their
children in schools where they see that composition favorable
to school achievement. Parents with greater resources will

be more successful in this, thus leading to greater racial and
economic segregation in the public than in the private sgector.

3.3 The Religious Backgrounds of Public and Private School Students

Historically, issues of religious divisiven2ss have been central
to debates concerning private education. Although ~conomic differences
are an important factor in privaée school enrollment, religious concerns
have been, and continue to be, probably the strongest motivat{hg force
in parents' decis’ons to send their children to private schools. This
motivation can be seen better, perhaps, in other countries. For a
number cf countries have state-supported schools operated by religious
groups, along with secular schools; and, in some covntries, the major
sectors of publicly supported education are those operated by different
religious denominations.

As pointed out earlier {chapter 1), about 80 percent of private
sector students are enrolled in schools affiliated with some speciric
religicus denomination, and it is probably safe to assume tnat an inter~
est in affirming basic religious values within the contenc of formal
education is a major determinan: of private schiool enrollment. This

choice usually presents no probiem. But vhen the question of public
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aid to private education is raised many see a conflict with the commitment
of the United States to the geparation of church and state. In addition
to tae constitutional question, there is a social issue in the potential
divisiveness of the orientations cf religiously affilicted schools.
Specifically, it is sometimes argued that the existence of religiously
affiliated schools isolates youth of different faiths and generates
intolerance of other religious perspectives., Traditionally, this argument
has been applied primarily to Catholic schools, and, because only the
numbers of Catholic schools in the sample are sufficient to allow analysis
in this area, the analyses conducted here will focus on Catholic schools.
In particular, we will examine the extent to which Catholic and non-
Catholic students are segregated from each other as a result of private
education.

Table 3.3.1 gives a picture of the proportions of students from
each of the major religious groups in each school sector. With the
exception of Episcopalians, Catholics, and Jews, the public and the
non-Catholic private sectors tend to be quite similar. While Catholics
make up the overwhelming majority of the student enrollment in the Catholic
school sector, the Catholic contingent in the public schools (30.7 percent)
ﬁeans that, given the numerical bases, most Catholics are in the public
schools. Also, perhaps contrary to general assumptions, the relative
percentages of Baptists and Lutherans are smaller in the non-Catholic
private sector than they are in the public Bector, degpite the traditionally
strong Lutheran Qchools and the increasing numbers of Baptist schools.

Table 3.3.1 shows that there are sharply different proporticns
of Catholic students in the public, Catholic, and other private sectors.

, The next question coucerns the distribution of Catholic students within

v
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TABLE 3.3.1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS FR™™ VARIOUS RELIGIOUS
BACKGROUNDS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Religious U.s. p . Private
Background Total ublic - . Other
Total Catholic Frivate
Totals:
Number?....... . 6,280,304 | 5,652,648 | 627,656 | 413,264 | 214,392
Percent ....... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Baptist ....... .o 2i.9 22.5 7.4 1.9 18.0
Methodist ....... 8.6 9.3 3.0 1.0 6.8
Lutheran ........ 6.2 6.7 2.0 1.0 4.0
Presbyterian .... 4.5 4.7 2.8 1.1 6.1
Episcopalian .... 2.1 2.0 3.1 0.7 7.8
Other Protestant. 4.1 4.2 3.1 0.7 7.7
Catholic c..evun. 34.2 30.7 65.8 90.9 17.4
Other Christans . 6.5 6.8 3.6 0.9 8.9
Jewish ce.eveeans 2.1 1.9 4.2 0.3 11.9
Other religion .. 4.3 4.5 1.8 0.4 L.5
None ............ 6.4 6.8 3.1 1.2 6.9

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

_ ®The total number reflects the usable responses to BBO91 ('what
1s your religious background?") and therefore differs slightly from other
totals given in this section.
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each of the sectors (ard, if the sample of other private schools were
much larger, would also include the distribution of students of other
religious backgrounds among the schools in that sector). Information
on this distribution is given in table 3.3.2. 1his table shows that
the average Catholic student in the Catholic school sector indeed has
8 very low proportion of schooimates who are non-Catholic (.081), and
that the average non-Catholic student in the public and other private
sectors has a much smaller proportion of Catholic schoolmates /.240
and .125 compared to .805). Turning to the index of segregation, which
standardizes on the differing proportions in each sectof, the results
are given in the last row of the table. It is nog the case that non-
Catholics and Catholics are more segregated within the Catholic sector
than are non-Catholics and Catholics in public and other private schools.
The opposite is true: non-Catholic and Catholic students are the least
segregated from one another in the Caéholic schools (.115). Somewhat
surprisingly, Catholic students are the most segregated in the non-
Catholic private schools, though in no case is the extent of segregation
very high.

The overall religious segregation in U.S. schools as a whole
is higher than that in any single sector, because of the concentration
of Catholics in Catholic schools. However, it is lower than black-white
segregation and about the same as Hispanic-Ang'o segregation (.30 éompgred
to .49 or .30). |

We would expect the Catholic/non-Catholic segregation within
the p;ivate sector as a whole to e higher than that in the public sector
or either of the private sectors separately, and it is (63). This means

that, in contrast to the case of black-white segregation, policies that

. {):;
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TABLE 3.3.2

INDICES OF CATHOLIC/OTHER RELIGIOUS BACKGROUND
CONTACT AND SEGREGATION IN PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Private
Measure ».S. Total Public

g Total Catholic OFher
Private

Overall Proportions:

- Catholics .342 .307 .658 .909 174
Other religious
background .658 .693 .342 .091 .826

Index of contact,
s.., for Catholics

and "Others':

Proportion of the
average Catholic's
schoolmates who

are "Other" WAV .541 127 .081 .590

Proportion of the
average ''Other's"
schoolmates who
are Catholic .241 .240 244 .805 .125
Index of segregation,
£
pogp (ranges from
0 no segregation to

1 complete .20
segregation)?

Wt

I~
3

.63 .11 .28

%For the method of calculating the values of S: s and rij’ see

appendix A. Although the value of r , is theoretically identical to the
. y e . i3 , .
value of rji’ slight discrepancies wiil occur because of rounding.

would draw children from the public sector to the private sector would
zove them from a sector of lower religious segregation to a sector of

hizher relizious segragation.
o . o (=)
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We cén also ask, as we did for racial, ethnic, and economic
segregation, just what the overall contribution of the private schools
is to religious s2gregation amoﬁg schools in the United States. The
current degree of segregation is, as shown in the table, .30. 1If students
from the private sector were absorbed into the public sector and distributed
themselves exactly as those currently in the public secter are distributed,
the degree of segregation would be .22. Thus the private schools do
contribute to the segregation of Catholic auad non-Catholic students,
raising the segregation index from .22 to .30. At the same time, this

degree of segregation is, as noted earlier, not high.

3.4 Handicapped Students in Public and Private Schcols

The final category of students that this chapter examines is
the handicapped. Information about handicapped students in the schools
is obtained from students' self-reports and from the school questionnaire.
Neither of these is a wholly satisfactory information source, but use
of both will give some information about handicapped students. Table 3.4.1,
based on student reports, indicates that the public schools enroll a
somewhat higher proportion of handicapped students than the private
schocls. However, the differences are rather small for those reporting
"some" kind (i.e., including less severe kinds) of handicap. The third
row in the table, which reflects mors serious handicaps, shows a somewhat
greater difference; with about three~fifths as high a proportion of
the Catholic andlother private school students as of the public school
students reporting a limiting handicap.

If principals' responses are used to estimaie the percentages

of handicapped children jin these schonls the differences are more

o
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TABLE 3.4.1

PERCENT OF STUDENTS REPORTING HANDICAPS IN PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Private
. U.S. Total Public oeal ool Sther
ota ataolrc Private
Percent with some
handicap other than
visual (BB0874, 87C,
D, E, F or G) 12.0 12.2 9.4 R.5 11.2
Percent with visual
handicap (BBO87B) 13.0 12.7 16.1 17.2 13.8
Percent with a
physical condition,
limiting work or
education (BB0N8E) 7.1 7.4 4.7 4.7 4.6

pronounced (table 3;4.2). These reports indicate that the average per-

centage of the student body that is handicapped in the pugf;c sector

is more than double that in the non-Catholic private scheols, and over

four times that in the éatholic schools. The reasoa for this discrepancy

between school reports and student reports is not clear. The cowﬁarison

with table 3.4.1, which shows much less difference between sectors,

suggests the possibility that students are classified as handicapped

in public schools who would not be classified as handicapped in private

schools. Three reasons for such a difference in classification szem

- possible: (1) in the larger schools found in the public sector, children
who would be able to function normally in a smaller school must be classi-
fied as special and treated in a different fashion; (2) there 1is in

the public sector an administrative incentive, in the form of government

10;
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TABLE 3.4.2
MEAN PERCENT OF SCHOOL'S STUDENT BODY THAT IS HANDICAPPED,

AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS, AND CRITERIA USED TO
CLASSIFY FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980
Private
0.S. Total Public
, . . Other
Total Catholic Private
Mean percentage of
students classified
as handicapped
(SB034 + SB002A) .. 4.2 4.9 1.5 1.1 2.3
Percent of schools
using various
criteria to
classify students
standard test ... 74.9 90.1 28.1 33.0 18.2
Federal
guidelines .... 74.6 91.7 18.0 23.4 7.1
State
guidelines .... 79.6 96.6 23.0 28.0 12.9
Counselor's
judgment ...... 90.8 94.5 85.4 94.2 85.4

aid, for classifying child: en as handicapped, an incentive that does
not exist or less often exists in the private sector; and (3) the more
severely handicapped students, who would not respond to the survey,
may be more numerous in the public sector. In any case, the data are
clearly not sufficient for making inferences about the relative propor-
tions of handicapped child-en in public and private schools.
Altogether, the information from the survey about handicapped
children in public and private schools is not highly conclusive. it

does show in broad outlines that publiic schools do serve proportionately
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more handicapped students, but that there are nonnegligible proportions

of handicapped childzen in private schools—-both Catholic and non-Catholic--—

as well.

-

3.5 The Predicted Impact of a Policy Change

Facilitating Enrcllment in Private Schools

It is possible to go a step further than we have gone thus far.
There has been much discussion recently about the effects in various
quarters of reducing the financial burden of private education. One
proposal, which came near passage in Congress, was to provide tax credits
for a portion of school tuition. Another widely discussed proposal
urged the use of educational vouchers to allow all children to choose:
freely among private and public schools.

It has been have argued that such changes as this would differen-
tially benefit the white upper-middle class, who use private schools
more. Such changes would, in this view, extend still further the creaming
process which leaves the poor and minorities in the pubiic schools.
Others argue that such measures would place private schooling in the
reach of those who cannot now afford it, and thus differentially benefit
minorities and those less well off financially.

It is possible with these data to predict what students would
be recruited into private schools by a reduction in the financial burden,
although a less direct reduction than that in either of these policy
proposals. In particular, we know for each income level the proportions
of students from' a given group (say, Catholics, or blacks) in private
schools (figures 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.1.3, and 3.1.4). This teils us the
income elasticity of private schooling for each of these groups. Thus

w2 can predict the recruitment iiato private schools from each group
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that would take place if there were a change that increased income by

a fixed amount for all, as well as the defection from private schools
that would take place if income were reduced by a fixed ~wount fc¢r all.
We ask the former question, first with respect to whites, blacks, and
Hispanics and second with respect to students from families with differ-—
ent income levels. Suppose income were increased by $1,000 for all,

for example by a tax rebate or by a general increase in the standard

of living. Would this mean that racial and ecouncmic segregation between
public and private schools would be increased, by increasing the flow

of white and middle- and upper—-middle-class children inéo the private
schools? Or would it mean that racial and economic sa2gregation between
these sectors would be decreased, as more blacks and Hispanics and lower
income children in general came into the private schools?

Thkis question can be answered by use of two items of information:
the number of Hispanics, blacks, aud nron-Hispanic whites and the number
of all children in the public school sector at each income level; and
the incremént in the proportion of students in private schools per $1,000
income increase at each income level for each group. Following the
order of presentation of the earlier parts of this section, we will
first examine the effects of this hypothetical policy change on the
distribution of blacks, Hispanics, and whites among the school sectors.

Figure 3.1.1 (presented earlier) shows that the increase in
the proportion of students attending Catholic schools with increase
in income (the slope of the curve) is greatest for Hispanics. It is

. li
greater for whites than for blacks at low i1nzome levels, but, somewhat

surprisingly, greater for blacks than for whites at high income levels.

Figure 3.1.2 shows that for all three racial and ethnic groups the increase

10
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ir the proportion attending other private schools is iower than that
for Catholic schools, except at the highest income levels for non-
Hispanic whites. The curve is especially flat for blacks, except at
the upper extreme of income.

Table 5.5.1 giveg the numbers on which figures 3%.1.1 and 3.1.2
are based. For example, the figure of 3.0 pzrcent in the upper left
coraer means that 3.0 percent of 111 the non-Hispanic whites from families
earning below $7,000 in the United States are enrolled in Catholic schools.
These numbers make it possible to calculate the frequencies at which
whites, blacks, and Hispanics currently within the public sector could
be expected to shift into the private sector, given an increase in
income of $1,000. The upward clopes in figure 3.5.1 for each of .the
three racial or ethnic groups are reflected in the steady increments
in the percentages of each of these three groups enrolled in the Catholic
schools at increasing levels of income. Similarly, the relative flatness
of the curves for blacks and Hispanics in other pPrivate schools are
reflected in the small changes in percentagés in rows 5 and 6 of table
3.5.1

To estimate the numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics currently
in the public schools who would shift to the private schools if their
families had incomes greater by $1,000, we calcuiate the enro! .ments
of each group in each sector from figures 3.1.1 and 3.1.2. and table
3.5.1 with income shifted upward by $1,000. ‘his assumes that the families
at the new income levels would have the same rates of private school
encollment as families currently at “hat level.

To illustrate how such a calculation is made, let us suppose

that 3 percent of the students ijF.families earning between $7,000
. V)



TABLE 3.5.1

PERCENT OF WNITE, BLACK, HISPANIC, AND TOTAL STUDENTS FROW EACH FAMILY INCOME LEVEL IN CATHOLIC AND
OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS, AND NUMBER IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

e T e e e

Income Groups
sehaol Celov  9,000- §12,000 $16,000-  $20,000- $23,000-  Above
$§7,000 12,000 16,000 20,000 25,000 38,000  $38,000
Catholic Schools:
Total percent? 2,0 3.3 48 5,7 7.1 8.5 10.1
Non-flispanic white 3.0 3.7 5.2 6.0 1.3 8.7 10,2
Non=liispaiic black 0.8 1.9 2.1 2,8 4.3 6.0 9.0
Hispanic 2.0 4,2 5.6 7.1 9.0 6.0 139
Qther Private Schools:
Total percent’ L3 L7 23 L 30 33 B.7
Non=Hispanic white 2.3 .0 2.1 2.9 3.3 3.5 9.2 !
Non-Hispanic black 0.4 L0 0.5 0.9 0.6 0.7 1.9 9
Hispanic 03 LS 22 .0 N I(Sgome
Numbers in Public Schools: _Data)
Total® G03,57h 65,356 900,611 995,126 945,696 766,748 580,886
son-Hispenic white 185,773 402,767 675,377 798,825 777,586 663,200 501,700 | 608,639
Non-Hispanic black 141,383 153,302 120,723 98,830 84,661 49,449 32,730 | 151,752
Hispanic 56,426 70,943 67,939 63,600 54,341 31,823 22,564 | 63,078
Other 18,575 26,46 35,206 3,419 26,635 20,37 22,23 | 40,482

*Total nunbers and percents are for students who gave a usable response to the question about family
income (BBL0L), As thesa totals include students who did not give g usable response to the race-ethnicity varia-
ble, the sum of the numbers of whites, blacks, Hispanics, and Others in the public schools at each income level
is slightly smaller than the totals listed.

{U;
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and $8,000 and 5 percent cf the students from families earning between
$8,000 and $9,000 are enrolled in private schools. Then, if income
is increased by $1,000, the rates of private school enrollment for
students from the families who had had income levels of $7,000 to $8,000
would increase from 3 percent to 5 percent. If there are 100,000 students
from families at that income level, the increase in the number of students
in private schools would be 100,000 x .02, or 2,000. As the seven income
categories that our data previde have intervals larger than $1,000 adjus .
ments must be wmade to carry out the calculations. This procedure is
described in the note to table 3.5.2.

Table 3.5.2 gives the results éf the calculations: the expected
numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics who would shift from the public
schools to private schools with an increase of $1,000 in family income,
and the racial and ethnic compositions of the group shifting. The
results of this hypothetical experiment are interesting. First, only
a very small proportion of public school students would shir:, less
than half of 1 percent of any of the three groups. Second, and somewhat
surprising, the greatest shift would come among the Hispanics. Third,
in both of the private sectors, the racial and ethnic composition of
the group shifting (column 3) includes more minorities than does the
current composition of these schools. Fourth, among those shifting
into the Catholic sector, there is a higher proportion of minorities
(column 3, .12 + .11 = .23) than in U.S. schools as a whole (column
5, .13 + .07 = .20); but this is not true in the other priva.s sector
(.03 + .06 = .09).

Altogether, what can be said in response to the questions posed

is that the racial segregation between the public and the private schools
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TABLE 3.5.2

PREDICTED NUMRERS OF HISPANICS, NON~HISPANIC RLACKS, AND NON-HISPANIC

WHITES SHIFTING TO CATHOLIC AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH $1,000
INCREASE IN FAMILY INCOME:2 SPRING 1980

S e e ———

Predicted Proportion Proportion Present

Group ;e ber of those in of those Composition®

umbe Public School Shifting® [Sector] U.S.

To Catholic Schools
Total 10,440 1.00 1.00 1.00
Non-Hispanic whites 8,041 .0020 _ .77 .85 .77
Non-Hispanic blacks 1,213 .0018 .12 .06 .12
Hispanics 1,186 .0032 .11 .07 .07
To Other Private Schools
Total 6,025 1.00 1.00 1.00
Non-Hispanic whites 5,484 .0014 .91 .90 .77
Non-Hispanic blacks 172 .0003 .03 .03 .12
Hispanics 369 - .0010 .06 .04 .07
Total

Total 16,465 1.00 1.00 1.00
Non-Hispanic whites 13,525 .0033 .82 .86 .77
Non-Hispanic blacks 1,385 .0020 .09 .05 .12
Hispanics 1,555 .0042 .10 .06 .07

*1n the culculations, each of the seven income rnages is identified with its midpaint. For the "healow
$7,000" category, the midpoint is set at $3.500; for the "above $38,000" category, the midpoint is assigned
at $45,000. In order to approximate the percentages of whites, blacks, and Hispanics at each $1,000 increment,
the differences betwcen the percentages at the seven income levels are divided by the number of $1,000 increments
that are between the midpoints of adjacent levels. The calculation is carried out as follows: Nijp X Sij, where
Nij i3 the number frcm racial or sthnlc group i in income level j in public schools {sophomores and ssniors
comgintd) and S;5 is, for racial or ethnic group i at income level j, the estimated change in proportion in
Catholic or othet private schools with increment of $1,%U0 in income. Si‘ is calculated for each income level
as described below. For each of the seven levels, this is: 4

level 1 (below §$7,C00) (Pz- Pl)/6

level 2 (57 - 12,020) H(P, = 2))/6 + (By - 7,)/4.5]
level 3 (S12 - 16,000) 51\93 - Py)/6.s + (P, - ?,)/6.0]
level & ($16 - 20,000) 5[(P4 - 93)/4 + (Ps - p“)/a.sl
level 5 ($20 - 25,000) 5[(?5 - P)/65 + (g - ?5)/91
level 6 ($25 - 38,000) é((?a - B)/9 + (P, - P)/13.5]
level 7 (abuve $38,000) (P7 - P6)/13.5

The second column, oroporcion of those {n public school, is obtained by taking the total number of sophomores
and seniors in public school, subtraczing sut the number who did not report family i{ncome (and thus were noc
used in the above calculations), and dividing this into the predicted number shifting.

bll —_ 2 "
Proportion of those shifting” may not add to .00 because of rounding.

c
The proportions in these two columns are based on numbers of whites, blacks and YUispanics who zave
a usable response to the question about family income (B3LlOLl), and will thus differ somewhat from eother
in this sectfon.
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as a whole would be reduced by such a change, because the proportion
of minorities among those coming into the private schools would be some-
what greater than the proportion already in these schools-—and that
this would come about primarily through the shifts of minorities (especially
Hispanics and higher income blacks) into the Catholic schools. Thus
the ~ommon belief that policies encouraging attendance at private schools
would increase racial and ethnic segregation is not at all supporied
by these data, since the data indicate that for Catholic schools, which
constitute two—thirds of the private sector, both blacks and Hispanics
would respond to financial incentives to as grea® an extent as, or to
a greater extent. than, whites, and that both parts of the private sector
would come to have higher proportions of minorities than they now do.
Using the same hypothetical policy change, we can calculate
the number of students from each income level that could be expected
to shift from the public to the private schools as a result of such
a change. The figures needed for this calculation are given in table
3.5.1 in the rows labeled "Total," and the method is the same as that
described in the note to table 3.5.2.
Table 3.5.3 gives the results of this exercise. 1In order to
siﬁplify the presentation, the seven—category income variable (BB101)
is collapsed into three categories. The figures under the "Total" heading
show the combined shifts into both private sectors. GColumn 2 shows
that this policy change would lead about equal proportions of students
from the three ipcome levels to shift. This would mean, as shown in
column 3, that the income composition of those shifting would be .19]
in the lowest income category, .370 in the middle category, and .440

in the highest category. This distribution is much less skewed than
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TABLE 3.5.3

PREDICTED NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AT DIFFERENT INCOME LEVELS SHIFTING
TO CATHOLIC AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH $1,000
INCREASE IN FAMILY INCOME: SPRING 1980

Predicted Proportion Proportion Present
Income Level? NumberD of those in of thosec Composition
Public School Shifting | Sector| U.S.
To Catholic Schools

Total 11,874 .0023 1.000 1.000 1.000

1. Below $12,000 2,720 .0026 .229 -.087 .191
2. $12,000 - 19,000 5,209 .0027 438 .301 .354
3. $20,000 or more 3,945 .0017 .332 .612 455

To Other Private Schools

Total 7,298 .0014 1.000  1.000 1.000

1. Below $12,000 937 . 0009 .129 .091 .191
2. $12,000 - 19,000 1,877 .0010 .257 .267  .354
3. $20,000 or more 4,484 .0020 .614 641 .455

Total

Total 19,172 .0037 1.000 1.000 1.000

1. Below $12,000 3,657 .0035 .191 .089 .191
2. $12,000 - 19,000 7,086 .0037 .370 .290 .354
3. $20,000 or more 8,429 .0037 440 .622 .458

“The seven-income categories of variable BB10l are collapsed into these
three levels in order to simplify presentationm.

. method of calculation used to obtain the predicted numbers at

each inc level shifting is the same as that described in footnote a to
table 3. !, except that the Nijp and Sij terms reduce here to Nyp and Sj—-the
number students in income level j in the public schools, and the estimated

change in proportion in Catholic or other private schools for the group of
students at income level j, respectively.

C"PrOportion of those snifting’ may not add to 1.000 because of rounding.
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that currently in the private schools, and is approximately the same

as the overall U.S. distribution. The conclusion, then, is that a

policy change of this sort would function tc decrease the between-sector
* ecenomic segregation.

The patterns for Catholic schools and the other private schools
reveal some interesting differences. Studeats from lower- and middle-
income families would constitute a far larger proportion of the incoming
students in the Catholic schools thau in the other private schools (.229 )
+ .438 = .667 versus .129 ; «227 = .386). Nonetheless, when the propor-
tions shifting are compared to the proportions currently enrolled, it
1s clear that in both private school sectors the income distribution
would move in the direction of the overall U.S. distributiocn.

Though this hypothetical experiment is suggestive, it would
be better if we were able to predict the results of a different policy,
such as a tuition tax credit, say of $500. Such a credit would have
the effect of reducing the tuition for private schools by $§500 divided
by the number of children a family has in school. To make such a predic-
tion, however, we would need information on the price elasticity of |
private schooling for each of these groups, rather than on income elasticity.
By making some heroic assumptions, one might be able to use these data
to estimate something about the effect of such a policy; but we will

not do so here because we are unwilling to make such assumptions.
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CHAPTER 4
SCHOOL RESOURCES

The physical and human resources available in a school constitute
the boundaries of opportunity for students within that school. Only,
for instance, 1f calculus is taught at a school should one anticipate
that students at that school may master certain mathematical principles.
By school resources, then, we refer to course offerings prcrsided to
s:udents, physical facilities available to students, special and federally
funded programs, and tt: quantity, quality, and breadth of teaching
and professional support personnel. |

The debate concerning the relative merits of private and public
sazi.tdary schools incorporates some presumed resource differences between
these two sectors. For example, some argue that public schools, because
of their size and school district linkages; can provide a wider range
of course offerings to studénts. And, insofar as size continues to
distinguish public schools from other types, they will provide a broader
range more eificiently. Others have argued that the limitations of
private schoole in this area are more than compensated for by the greater
attention that students receive in the private sector. This chapter
provides information relevant to this aspect of the public-versus-private
debate.

In comparing school resources, we include the two special subgroups
of schools referred to in chapter 1, high-performance public schools
and high-per formance private schools. Although the selection of these
schools was based not on representativeness but on the proportion of

high-performing seniors, the resources available tc students in them
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shcw something about what exists in public and private schools where

academic performence 1is especially high. For simplicity of exposition,

we sometimes refer to these subgroups of schcols as "sectors," but when

we speak of the "three school sectors," the reference is always to the
- public, Catholic, and other private sectors.

The school questionnaire provides informatica on a number of
resources provided by the school, but:our analysis will be limited in
certain areas. The most important omission is the general level of
expenditure at schools. Principals were informed that they need not
respond to an item about per-pupil expenditure if they had racently
provided this information in an NCES survey. Since this information
had been provided by many schools in the preceding year, the item remained
unanswered for a large number of schools. Until the data from these
earlier surveys are added, per-pupil expenditure is unavailable for
analysis.

For certain resources (those that varied accordingbto school
enrollment), two tables will be presented: one that reports the percentage
of schools within each sector having a particular resource and one that
reports the percentage of sophomore students'within each sector attending
a school where a particular resource exists (referred to as student

. [ . 1 14 [ - [
accessibility). This manner of presentation allows examination of

1To determine the percentage of sopnomores ia each sector having
access to the course the response on each item was weighted by the sum
of sophomore weights attached to that school. These weighted responses
were then summed for each sector to determine the percentage of sophomores
having access to each resource. The proportion of sophomores ia the
total student population represented by a given school is slightly different
from the proportion of seniors, primarily because of differantial dropout
between the sophomore and senior vears. However, in the analvsis we
assume that this weightad sophomors astimate is sufficiently close to
that for the high school student body as a whole that we can sianly
make refarance to "students" within various sectors.

Obviously, our term "access' cannot bSe strictly correct for

O those courses with prereguisites. A student must 1ave Hhad second-vear
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both the resource variability among sectors and, through a comparison

of the two tables, the extent to which certain resources are disproportionately
found at larger schools. Most of the analysis, however, focuses on

the accessibility of various resources within each sector.

4.1 Course Offerings

Table 4.1.1 shows the percentage of schools within each sector
offering a selected sample of academic, technical, and vocational courses,
The items were taken from a larger list in the school questionnaire
(see appendix B). The percentage of students within each type of school
having access to these courses 1is réported in table 4.1.i. Our analysis
will begin with mathematics and science, those courses presumed to be
the most demanding, as well as especially important to the successful
pursuit of many branches of postsecondary education.

4.1.1 Mathematics and science courses

Nationally, nearly all schools offer algebra 2 and geometry
(95 to 100 percenti. A smaller percentage of schools offer trigonometry
(76 percent) and calculus (47 percent), but table 4.1.2 shows that
student access to these subjects is better than these percentages suggest:
84 percent of students have access to trigonometry and 62 percen® to
calculus. However, variations do exist among sectors for some mathematics
and science course offerings. Fonr example, nearly all students in high-
performance public and private schools have access to a calculus course,
as compared with 63 percent in public schools, 71 percent in Catholic
schools, and 61 percent in other private schools. For the country as

a whole, nearly all students have access to physics and chezistry (96

French to be eligible for (and therefore have access to) third-year
French. The use of the term "access" has been chosen, then, to reduce
the degree of convolution necessary to communicate the variation among
sectors from the student's perspective.
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TABLE 4.1.1

PERCENT OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS OFFERING SPECIFIC COURSES: SPRING 1980

. High-Per formance
t
- LS, Major Sectors 77 Schools
Total Public Catholic OFher Public| Private
Private
Total number of gchools vvvvvvvvuns 20,316 15,766 1,511 2,960 12 11
s oL s w | s | |
Trignnometrya ............... ' s 3; g? 2; lgg 100
Caleulis wvvvvinnnnnn, froveene ’ ' 47 ] 60 18 04 18?)
Sciences
EESEEY s el % % 100 ol ow | g
Physics vevvvnnnnn, rrirerrees 8y 90 05 79 100 100
Languags:
Jrd Year Spanish ......... Ve 45
Jrd Year French +vviiivivnnns “ 39 | l;g % 19 100 60
3rd Year German ..vivivs Y 2 2 ;3 %é 3: 120
: . 0
Auto Mechanics vovvurvvineinnan 41 50 8 | 12 68 10
Driver Training vuvevvvrnvis " 82 89 63 52 81 20
ECOnOmECs  vuvvvuavuavanninns o 63 63 71 58 80 %0
Fthnic or Black Studies +vvvuu, 16 16 16 12 41 20
Family Life or Sex Education ., 65 | . 69 63 45 66 30
llome EConomics vuvvvvvvrvvvnnes 84 97 50 1 100 10
Psychology vvvvviviiiiininiii, 59 58 56 66 89 80
Wood or Machine Shop vuvevos veo 74 89 4 Y 100 50

Q. . . _— . , .
Possible error: may underestimate coverage of topic. Trigonometry may be incorporated into
another subject, such as analytical geometry, and not reported here,

g‘ 1 N | | 117




TABLE 4.1.2

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORE STUDENTS IN PUBLIC /D PRIVATE SCHOOLS ATTENDING
SCHOOLS WHERE SPECIFIC COURSES ARE OFFERED: SPRING 1980

I . High-Performance
Coutse 0.S, Major Sectors Schools -~
Total Public Catholic OFher Public | Private
Private
Mathematics:
CEOMELLY vevvivrrrrvennninraees 99 99 100 98 100 100
Algebrazll.l!lll.l......'..... 98 98 97 98 lgg 100
Trigonometry? ....., e 84 84 ol 9? ;q
Caleulus vuvverirnnrnnerenrnen,s 63 62 1 b 9 109
Science:
Chemistry A N N NN NN 98 98 100 92 100 100
Physics L N N N NN NN 96 96 ! 96 91 100 100
Language:
3rd Year Spanish ....vviivssss. 1 1 9 b4 100 68
Jrd Year French vvvvvuvrnereses 65 64 82 48 91 100
Jrd Year Cerman vvvvvevivnenses 39 40 40 31 82 44
Other:
Auto Mechanics vvevevveecrvnnes 61 66 11 18 65 14
Driver Traififg vevuvvivrassess 86 87 68 14 18 25
EConomics vvvvvvrvnrnrnernnenns 72 71 19 13 19 86
Ethnic or Black Studies ....... 28 19 17 9 495 25
Family Life or Sex Education .. 76 16 67 67 19 32
Home ECONOMLES suvvvvvsuvrnrnss 93 96 61 45 100 11
Psychology vvvveviiiiniiiininin, 1 1 12 69 88 82
Wood or Machine Shop «vvvvessss 87 94 9 50 100 47

*possible error: may underestinate coverage of subject. Trigonometry may be incorporated into
another subject, such,as analytical geometry, and not reported here.
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But the different sectors vary considerably in their offerings.
Among the three sectors, Catholic schools show the most extensive language
offerings: more than three quarters offer third-year French and even
more offer third-year Spanish; less than half of the public schools
and less than a quarter of the other priva: s schocls offer these courses.
In all three sectors, only about a quarter or less of schools offer
third-year German. Both public and private high-performance schools
have more extensive language offerings than the schools in any of the
“hree major sectors, but German is available less often than the other
two languages even in these schools.

Student access to these rourses provides a different view omn
the question, revealing more clearly the differences in opportunities
among the sectors. The other private and public sectors sho. the largest
shift, indicating the great variation in language course offerings between
large and small schools in these two sectors. In general, it 1s in
the smaller schools ihat these courses are not offered, so that the
wercentage of students Laving access to the courses is greater than
the percentage of schools offering ther.

In addition to the variatiom in language course offerings with
schvol size in the public and other private sectors, patterns not shown
in the tables appear noteworthy. Third-year courses in one language
appear to be offered at the expense of similarly advanced courses in
other languages in both the public and other private sectors. Moreover,
73 percent of the other private schcyls offer no third-year language
courses, leaving 44 percent of the students without access to any third-
year language. In contrast, the majority of Catholic schools offer

third-year courses for at least two languages.
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percent and 98 percent, respectively) and there are only slight differences
among sectors. In every sector, over 90 percent of the students have
access to these basic science courses.

Thus, there is only one substantial difference in science and
mathematics course accessibility among these sectors—--calculus--and
it arises in the high-performance schools, in both the public and private
sectors. - Among the three sectors, Catholic schools show slightly higher
accessibility rates for science and mathematics ccurses than do public

or other private schools.

4.1.2 Language courses
Language course offerings, in addition to their presumed value
in augmenting one's mastery of English, provide the skills relevant
to several dimensions of adult life. For instance, German has traditionally
been considered the second language of serious academic pursuits, French
the language of culture, and Spanish the practical language of American
citizens. Although one should be quite cautious in making inferences
from such a typology, it may provide some orientation to the differences
in language learning opportunities among public, Catholic, and other
private schoois.
In order to assess the degree to which students have an opportunity
to acquire mastery of these languages, school administrators were asked
to report whether their schools offered third-year Spanish, French,
and German. Nationally, 45 percent of the schools offer third-year
Spanish, 39 percent third-year French, and 20 percent third-year German.
Overall, this shows very little attention to foreign languages in an
era in which there is more international mobility and ccmmunication
EPan ever before. . .1"
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4.1.4 Technical, vocational, and practical courses

The last series of courses we will consider are those that are
technical, vocational, or practical in nature: auto mechanics, wood
or machiné shop, driver training, and home economics. “lere there are
extensive differences between the public and private sectors. In the
public sector, well over half (66 percent) of the students have access
to an auto mechanics course, 94 percent to a wood or machine shop course,
87 percent to a driver's training course, and 96 percent to a home economics
course. Only in the case of driver's training are any of the private
sectors close to comparability, although home economics is available
to about half the students in private schools. The lowest accessibility
to technical or vocational courses is to be found in the Catholic sector,
wheére wood or machine shop courses and courses in auto mechanics are
each available to only about 10 percent of the students.

It is in this area of technical and vocational courses that
high-per formance private and public schools differ the most in course
offerings. Well over half of the students in the high-performance
public schools have access to these courses, whereas less than half
of those in high-performance private schools have such access. This
suggests the difference in‘character of these two sets of high-performance
schools: the public schools are large and comprehensive; the smaller
private schools, specializing as college preparatory schools, seldom
offer the more practical courses.

More ge;erally, students in public schools havé much greater
access to technical and vocational courses than those in private schools.
(The degree to which access translates into utilization will be examined

in chapter 5.) Although we cannot investigate the sources of these

J
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Returning to the initial typology, it can be said that both
Catholic and public schools emphasize Spanish, '"the practical language;"
that Catholic schools, as well as the high-performance schools, tend
to emphasize French, "the language of culture;" and that high-performance
public schoocls provide German, "the language of scholarship," more often
than any other type of school. 1In summary, there are two major generalizations:
German is least often available in all sectors; and students in the other
private sector are least likely to have access to a third year of study

in each of the languages.

4.1.3 Social studies courses

In the area 6f social studies, four courses are available for
analysis: economics, ethnic or black studies, family life or sex education,
and psychology. We will simply attempt to h_ghlight some of the initial
findings here. Extra caution shculd be taken in the interpretation
of accessibility to these courses, since the subject-matter boundaries
are more fluid than any of those we have yet considered.

Economics and psychoiogy are available to comparable proportions
of students: between 69 percent and 86 percent of the students in each
of the sectors have access to these courses. Ethnic or black studies
are available to substantially fewer students in any sector. The greatest
accessibility is found in the public sector, where 29 percent of the
students in public schools as a whole and 45 percent in the high-performance
schools attend a school where such a course is offered. Lowest accessibility
to such courses is found in the other private schools. Family life
or sex education courses are available to the majority of students 1°
all sectors (except the high-per formance private). Again, the grea'’est

accessibility to these courses is found in the public sector.

1:3
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differences in course offerings, one possible source can be suggested.
Technical and vocational courses are more costly than others. The low
availability of these courses in Catholic and other private schools
may be due in part to their cost relative to their perceived value by

parents.

4.2 Staffing Patterns

Staffing patterns represent the varying capacities of schools
to foster intellectual and emotional growth for students and to provide
an environment in which these can take place. To assess, the degree
to which private and public schools differ in their staffing patterns,
and thereby in their capacities to provide resources for intellectual
and emotional growth, we report simple student-to-stzff ratios within
each sector.1

As the first line of table 4.2.1 shows, Catholic and public
schools have much larger ratios of students to staff members than do
other private schools. Catholic and public schools have a student-
professional staff ratio of 1€ and 15 respectively; the other private
schools have, on average, 6 students for each full-time professional
staff person.

Nearly all of this difference is attributable, of course, to
the student-teacher ratio, shown in line 2 of the table. Among the
three sectors, Catholic schools have the highest student-teacher ratio
(18), followed closely by public schools, while the other private schools

have less than half as many students per teacher. Comparison of the

lT‘ne formula used in calculating these ratios is shown at the
bottom of table 4.2.1.

o




TABLE 4.2,

STAFRING RATIOS FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:aSPRIHG 1980
(X number of students per staff type®)

ajor Sectors High-Performance
. Schools
Staff Other
Public Catholic . Public | Private
Private
Total mlmher Of BCh001s NN NS NN NN E R N 16,051 1,572 3,123 12 11
Mean enro]ll"ent ......Dl.t.;l.ll........‘l... 757 546 153 ) 1’386 310
Geueral professional staff:
Overall TtE0 4 uuyuurarvrverenenenrerenenss 15 16 8 15 ]
A Teachers uyuuviiiinininenenerenininss 16 - 18 1 18 8
B, Assistant Principals, Deans .,,\vvvess, 503 410 120 433 163
€. Counselors U Y RN TR R 323 235 55 2084 182
D. Librarians and Media Specialists ...... 397 340 212 696 163
B Remedi.ﬂl SPeCi.ali.ﬂtS PO LNN It I e 504 891 382 563 0
Fo Daychologists vuvvvvuvinvivenirvaninnis 2,025 4,519 L1 2,064 | 1,033
Other staff:
A, Teacher aides NN R RN AR AT 349 2,549 . 124 380 1,033
B. VOll]llteerB L NN R RN XN 839 385 101 312 344
C, Security Guards N R RN RN RN RN RN 1,824 17,055 780 1,868 1,395

weighted enrollment .

a-'=
Ratio weighted number of full-time equilivant staff
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high~-performance schools ;hows the same public-private difference, with
the private schools having less than half as many students per teacher.

Other staffing ratios associated with intellectual stimulation
and growth include those for librarians and media specialists, remedial
specialists, and teacher aides. Among the three sectors, the greatest
difference in these staffing patterns is ‘the smaller number of students
per remedial specialist and teacher aide in other private schools.

It is possible that the low ratio of students to remedial specialists
reflects the higher incidence of special education schools in the other
private sector (as shown in table 2.2.2). High-performance private
' schools provide the greatest number of librarians and media specialists.
Of course, some of this variation is attributable to school size (to
be discussed later).

In.the areas of emotional growth and control of the school
environment, we look at three student-to-staff rations: assistant principals
and deans, counselors, and security guards. Again, among the three
major sectors the octher private private schools have the lowest student-
to-staff ratios. Of particular note is the low student-to~counselor
ratio in the other-private schools (55, as compared with 324 in the
public schools and 235 in Catholic schools). Catholic schools show
the highest student-to-security-guard ratic, indicating that there are
very few Catholic schools with security guards. The ratio of full-time

- security guards to schools is approximately 1 for every 2.4 public schools,
1 for évery 31 Catholic schools, and 1 for every 5 other private schools.
Finally, it is interesting to note the incidence of volunteers with=~
in each schcol type. Volunteers, relative to student enrollment, provide

the least service to public schools, where there is on the average 1

ERIC e 13y

Tox Provided by
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full-time volunteer for every 841 students. By contrast, other private
schools have the greatest intensity of volunteer service-—approximately
1 full-time volunteer for every 100 students.

These comparisions on staffing patterns can be misleading, given
the different sizes of the schools in each sector. That the public
schools tend to be large and the other private schools very small means
that if there were 1 staff member per 757 students in both of these
sectors there would be 1 per school in the public sector and omly 1
for every S‘schools in the other private sector. Thus, the ratios of
students to remedial specialists of 382 to 1 in the other private sector
and 504 to 1 in the public sector work out to be 1.5 per school in the
public sector, but only 0.4 per school in the other private sector.

And although the number of students per assistant principal and dean

is only 120 in other private schools compared to 503 in public schools,
this means 1.3 per school in the other private sector and 1.5 per school
in the public sector.

In addition fo the quantity of personnel available to students,
the quality or training of personnel is also relevant to a student's
intellectual growth. The proportion of teachers holding master's or
doctor's degrees is one indicator of staff quality. The three sectors
do not differ markedly in the proportion of teachers holding advanced
degrees (not shown in the table): the average public school has 39
percent of its teachers holding master's or.doctor's degrees, the
average Catholic‘school 42 percent, and the average other private school
34 pe?cent. THe high~performance schools, liowever, do differ from the
others in this respect. In the public high-performance schools, 67
percent of the teachers hold advanced degrees, and in the private high-

per formance schcols 54 percent hold advanced degrees.

Leg
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Regarding staff resources, then, one can draw several conclusions.
There is a striking contrast between the student-teacher ratios in the
public and Catholic schools and that in the other private schools.
For specialized staff, the comparison is more difficult: the student-
staff ratios are in many cases lower in the other private schools, but
the fact that the -other private schools tend to be small means that
there are fewer of them with at least one such specialist than there
are public or Catholic schools. The three sectors are similar in the
proportions of their teaching staff with advanced degrees; but high-
performance public and private schools have higher per:entages of
teachers with advanced degrees.

4.3 Spec.al Programs

Financial resources translate not only into staff and curriculum,
but also into programs serving the special needs and interests of students.
Table 4.3.1 shows for each sector the percentages of students having
access to selected special programs. We examine three classes of special
programs: alternative credit programs, programs for the talented, and
programs for students with special interesis or needs.

Alternative means of earning high school credits provide students
with a broader set of learning-experience nptions. This survey inquired
about three alternative means: work experience Or occupatiomal training
credit, travel for credit, and credit by contract. Public and private
schools differ most in the proportion of students having access to work
expérignce or occupational training credit: 88 percent of the students
in public schools have access to this alternative means of earning
credit, compared with 42 percent in Catholic schools and 30 percent

in other private schools. Substantially fewer students in all types

of schools have access to travel for credit or credit by contract.

123



TABLE 4.3.1

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS HAVING ACCESS
T0 SELECTED SPECIAL PROGRAMS: SPRING 19807

: High-Performance
gt s, Major Secters Sehools
| Total Public Catholic OFher Public | Private
Private
Work experience or occupational
training credit oiviviviriivins] 83 88 42 30 89 25
Credit by contract ........ v | 300 3l 24 18 50 1
Travel for credit vvvvvivivrernner| 13 13 L4 8 56 24
College board advanced
placement courses .ii.uvveiiveais| 47 47 49 42 85 | 100
Program for gifted or talented ....| 56 58 37 36 26 13
Bilingual program vv.eevererrrrrrss| 28 31 5 b 50 0
Alternative school program ..,.....| 47 51 8 1 50 0
Program for pregnant girls
OF MOLNEIS vuvvuvivvvnvnrvirvenss| 41 43 21 C5 24 0
+ Student exchange program .,........| 55 57 3 by 67 78

aSophomore access was calculated by weighting the school response by the sum of sophomore weights
in that school. These weighted responses were then sumned for each sector to determire the proportions

of sophonores in a given sector having access to a program. (See footnote on p. 4-2 for further
discussion.)
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Nationally, 13 percent of all schools have travel for credit, and 30 per-
cent have credit-by-contract programs. Travel for credit is more often
found in high-performance schools! both public and private. Credit by
contract, while in evidence within all school types, 1s more often avail-
able to public school students.
Programs oriented toward high-achieving students are available
in all types of schools with a few substantial, but not surprising,
differences. Programs for the gifted or talented appear in relatively
low proportions in all but the high-performance schools. The similarity
among the public, Catholic, and other private sectors is greatest in
the area of college board advanced placement courges (bgtween 42 and
49 percent of the students in each of’these sectors have access to such
courses) and this similarity is in sharp contrast to the ﬁigh-performance
public and private schools, where nearly all students have access.
Programs for students with special needs or interests include
bilingual programs, alternative-school programs, programs for pregnant
girls, and student-exchange programs. Generally, more public schools
than private schools have these programs. In particular, bilingual programs
are offered with substantially greater frequency in public schools. Ap-
proximately a third of the students in zll public schools have access to
such a program, as do half the students in high-performance public.schools.
Alternative-school programs and those‘for pregnant girls appear
most frequently in public schools. Aléernative schools began in the 1960s
outside the public school system, and table 2.2.2 showed that in the total
universe of schools there is s« nigher percentage of altermative schools in
some types of private schools than in the public sector. However, this

question asked about alternative programs in the school. Although very few

)
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public schools are alternative schools (1.4 percent; table 2.2.2), many
have altermative-school program for a subset of students within the school.
It is this which accounts for the relatively high percentages for public
schools in ;able 4.3.1.

The major differences among the three sectors in the a#ailability
of special programs appear to be two: first, public schools have more
programs emphasizing concrete career prep;ratory experience; second, -
public schools have on the whole more of the special programs discussed

than does either of the private sectors.

4.4 Physical Facilities

The physical facilities of a school do more than provide séace'
for tréditional classroom activity. For instance, subject-afea resource
centers may provide a way for students to pursue the activity of learning“
more informally, student lounges and cafeterias provide arenas for student
culture to emerge, and areas allocated for remedial assistance provide
space for specialized equipment aﬁd resources.

Table 4.4.1 shows the'frequency with which various facilities
are available to students in each sector. The accessibility of career-
related facilities in the public sector points again to its stronger
orientation toward career preparation: 85 percent of the public school
students attend a school where there is a career information center, -
and 30 percent attend a school where there is am occupatiomal training
center. Ounly Catholic schools exceed public schools in the availability
of career information centers.

'The provision of special laboratories for remeqial reading and
mathematics work are most in evidence in public schoo.s: about two-

thirds of the students in this sector are in schools with at least one

of these .facilities. In the Catholic sector, about half of the students




TABLE 4.4.1

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS H%YING
ACCESS TO CERTAIN PRYSICAL FACILITIES: SPRING 1980

Najor Sectors ngh:Pgrformance
Racility U.§. schools
Total. . Public Catholic OFher Public | Private
. ‘Private
Subject area resource center o '
~ (not library) voviivineniiinnnn | 26 25 4 21 56 10
Career information center ...vvevvi| 85 85 92 51 89 49
!
Occupational training center .voou | 27 30 L 0 18 0 ;
Remedial reading or
mathematics laboretory +iuvvsruss| 67 69 50 21 69 11
Medin production facilities .....uv| 56 56 51 63 51 b4
Indoor 10UNEE vevvrversevirnnnnnnns | 22 21 26 63 45 93
Cafeteria vuiiviinivaiinininnn | 96 y1 92 . 82 100 §2

aSophomore access was calculated by velghting the school response by the sum of the welghts in
that school, These weighted responses were then summed for each sector to determine the proportions of

sophomores 1n a given sector having access to each factlity, (See footnote on p. 4-2 for further
discussion.) :
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are in schools with such a laboratory, while only 11 percent of the
students in the other private sector are in schools with suci a laboratory.

Over half of the students in every school type attend schoals
with media production facilities. Without greater detail on their
utilization and capacities, few inferences can be made. One can assume
at minimum, however, that these facilities make a wider variety of
instructional ma;erials available, including both educational video
programs and educational programs originally prepared for commercial
or public television.

Among the three major sectors, student lounges appear most
frequently in other private schools, and almost all high-perZformance-
private schools have student lounges. It is possible that the small
enrollments of other private schools makes it more feasible to provide
this facility. Nearly all schools of all types have student cafeterias.

This comparison of facilities points again to the generai
similarities between Catholic and public schools as compared to the
other private schools. These measures of physical facilities are of
course superficial; a comprehensive comparison of physical facilities

in different sectors would require a different sort of survey.

4.5 Federal Programs

One set of resources for which we expect to find differences
bet;een public and private schools is federally financed programs.
For instance, given that many of_the federal funds under the Elementary
and Secondary Ed;cation Act (ESEA) are targeted to groups with special
needs, we might expect private schools to participate less frequently.

Yet private schools are eligible for Federal funds, and some participate

ERIC
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in Tederal programs. It is instructive, in this context, to review
the current participation in Federal programs of public and private
schools., ‘
Federal programs for education maintain certain eligibility
criteria fof schools, usually compensatory or vocational in mnature,
which may limit the number of schools eligible for funding.1 Also,
in some areas funding is not automatic, but depends on proposals from
the school or school district, and schools differ in their initiative
in obtaining Federal funds. The differences in federally funded programs
at different schools are a result of both of these factors.2

ESEA provides a broad range of resources and program opportunities

to school districts and schools. While eligibility varies among programs,

private schools participate in most of the ESEA programs that the survey

lzligibility for funding under these Federal programs differs
somewhat for public and private schools. ESEA Title I 'funds are allocated
through state education agencies to local educational agencies (LEAs).
Although private schools that meet the Title I criteria are eligible,
participation depends upon arrangements with the LEA. Probably in part
as a result of the method of allocation, private secondary institutions
seldom participate in Title I programs. For this and some of the other
Federal programs, some of the positive responses by school administrators
may be in error. Funds authorized by Titles IVB, IVC, IVD, VII, and
IX in ESEA explicitly permit funding to private secondary schools, provided,
of course, that other eligibility and use criteria «ie: met. Federal
legislation also permits Vocational Education Act (VEA) funds to be
given to private secondary schools, but it appears that most state plans
for VEA funds do not include private secondaryv schnols. (See The Condition
of Vocational Education 1980 or Galladay and Wulfsberg 1980.)

Guidelines for Talent Search and Upward Bound programs indicate
that this money goes aimost exclusively to hizher education institutions,
with high school students participating individually in the programs.
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) programs are administered
by the Department of Labor, and the prime sponsor is ordinarily not
an educational institution. Thus, high school students participate
in these three programs, while high schools themselves do not.

2For discussion of the status of Federal programs in private
schools, see Summarv and Evaluation Report and How to Service Students
with Federal Education Program Benefits, both published in 1980 urder
the auspices of the Technical Assistance Institutes at the National
Catholic Educational Association.
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covers. (In not all cases does a positive response by a school administrator
mean that a school participates as a schocl. The question was worded

80 that a positive response could mean participation in the program

by some students in the school.) The participation rate of private

schools is highest in the library program (Title 1IVB), in which nearly

all of the Catholic schools, 43 percent of the other private schools,

and 50 percent of the high-performance private schools participate (see
table 4.5.1). Catholic schools participate in this program at a higher
rate than public schools. 1In other ESEA.programs, consi@ered all together,
. Catholic schools generally participate less than public schools, but

their participation is not neglible; other private schools participate
hardly at all.

Among vocationally oriented p.ograms, the differential participation
of public schools is even more evidant. P-rticipation in the programs
associated with CETA and VEA is almost exclusively in public schools.
Catholic schools show low participation rates, and other private schools
participate almost not at all. At the other extreme, high-performance
public schools show almost universal participation in Federal work
programs (Cooperative Education and Work Study).

In general, federally funded vocationally oriente:" programs
are largely the domain of public schools. 1In ESEA programs, Catholic
schools participate at levels comparable to schools in the public sector
for some titles, while other private schools seldom participate, except

in the library program.

4.6 Conclusion
A number of patterns distinguishing the school resources of

the different sectors can be seen in the variations shown in this chapter.

Vo



TABLE 4.5.1

PERCENT OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS REPORTING THAT THE SCHOOL OR ITS
CTUDENTS PARTICIPATED IN SELECTED FEDERAL PROGRAMS: SPRING 1980

- High-Per formance
gt .S, Major Sectors Schools
Total Public Catholic ther Public | Private
Private
Elementary & Secondary
Bducation Act (ESEA):
fitle It Economic disadvantaged ..| 56 69 2% 1 21 | 20
IVB: Libtal‘y N NN NN Y N NN 81 86 99 43 76 50
IVC: Educational innovation .. 3l 38 22 0 42 20
[VD: Supplementary centers ... 22 2] 3l 12 17 0
VII: Bilingual education ..... 10 12 0 4 33 0
IX: Ethnic heritage series .. 1 8 13 0 4 0
Vocational Education Act 63 (VEA):
Consumer and homemaking ..ovvvs 60 17 8 1 69 0
Bagic progran «ivvsviriviiinins 53 61 5 1 20 0
Persons with special needs ... 38 48 5 1 80 0
Cooperative education ..vvvv4u. 45 55 . L4 6 91 0
High school work study ........ b4 55 b 6 94 0
Comprehensive Euployment and .
Training Act (CETA) . ..vvvvrrnns 65 81 17 5 84 0
UpWill‘d Bound  iviiiiiiiiniiiiiiienes 17 21 8 2 23 10
’l‘alent Seal.Ch [ NN NN NN NN ] 13 16 4 1 ' l 20

a!’arriciputiou Ls usually by school for ESEA and VEA programs; the remaining programs generally
favolve student-level participation at the secondary level.
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First, there is the effect of size differences, which lead the
other private schools, smallest in size on the average, and, to a lesser
extent, the Catholic schools to have a narrower range of courses than
do the public schools, to have special programs less often, and to have
fewer physical facilities (such as remedial reading laboratories).

Second, there is a difference in orientation, which means that
the courses and programs less frequently found in private schools are
of certain types: wvocational and technical courses, work-related programs,
and, in general, nonacademic courses and programs. The one traditional
academic area in which courses are least often found in other private
schools is foreign languages. Other differences in orientation are
found in the high-performance schools. These schools, public and private,
differ fromm other schools in more uniformly providing advanced academic
resources. The high-per formance private schools differ from one amother,
however, in the context in which these resources are offered: the high-
performance private schools are more narrcwly Specialized-in'academic
directions, while their public-sector counterparts superimpose more
advanced academic courses and programs on an even more comprehensive
range of courses and programs.than is found in the public sector as
a whole.

Third, the other private schools have a much lower student-teacher
ratio than thz: public and Catholic schools. The other private schools
operate with many fewer students per teacher than do the public or
Catholic schools--a difference so strong that the low student-teacher
ratio.might be considered a hallmark characteristic of non-Catholic
private schools. The low ratio probably arisés in part from the small

size of the other private schools and in part from conscious policy.
-4
14:
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Fourth, private schools overall show lower participation in
federally funded programs, but this is selective, with Catholic schools

participating as frequently as public schools in a few of the programs.
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CHAPTER 5
THE FUNCTIONING OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOCLS

Thelfunctioning of a school depends both on its student resources
and on its own regources (of the sort examined in the precedirg chapter).
In ways that neither educators nor sociologists understand perfectly,
and in which the accident of specific personalities plays some role,
the various components result in a school that functions in a particular
way. In this chapter we examine that functioning, in sufficient depth
to see some of the similarities and differences between the way schools
in the different sectors function.

The functioning of these types of schools will be examiued in
éive areas: '

1. Student coursework
2. Levels of participation in extracurricular activities

3. The standards of discipliue set by the school

4. Student behavior, including involvement in schoolwork and
discipline-related behavior

5. Student attitudes
The last two aspects of the functioning of these schools, behavior

and attitudes om the part of students, could be treated equally well

as outcomes of schooling in the next chapter. Student responses about
their interest and involvement in school, the behavior that causes dig—
¢iplinary problems in the school, and the attitudes they hold all play

a part in the functioning of the school, but they are in part shaped by
the school as well. Thus their inclusion in this chapter rather than

the next is somewhat arbitrary. Because we examine these behaviors

A D
29



-101-
and attitudes solely descriptively, as aspects of the functioning of
cach type of school, the question of just how much the type of school
is fesponsible for these differences in behavior ané attitudes remains
unanswered. In section 6.3 of the next chapter, we return to differences

in behavior and discipline and provide some answers to this question.

5.1 Student Coursework

Chapter 4 teporfed the courses and programs offered in each
achoolisector, but it showed only student access, not exposure to course-—
work of different kinda. This section examines what courses students
sayrthey will take or ha;e taken. Several items in the student question-
naire provide information about this.

One question asked sophomores the number of semesters in major
subject-métter areas they had taken in the 10th grade (YB006); another -
item asked them to report the number of semesters in these same areas
they planned to take in grades 11 and 12 (YB009). A similar question
asked seniors about the semesters of coursework they had taken in grades
10, 11, and 12 in the same subjects. By combining sophomores' responses
to the two questions, the plans of sophomores can be cOmpa?ed to the
actions of seniors. This is done in table 5.1.1, which shows the average
number of semesters planned by sophomofes and taken by seniors in grades
10, 11, and 12. These three years translate into six semesters of course-
work, and the table shows two semesters for each year of coursework,
four semesters for two years, and six semesters for three years. The
total number of semesters taken in a subject can exceed six, however,
because students can enroll in more than one course in a subject per

semester.



TABLE 5,11

AVERAGE NUMBER OF SEMESTERS IN VARIOUS SUBJECTS, PLANNED BY SOPHOMORES
AND TAKEN BY SENIORS, IN PUTLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

- —

Major Sectors

—
—

HighPerformance Schools

— e —————— ]

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Subject Public Catholic Uther Private Public Private
Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade

_ _ 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12
Average total ........ 230 4.6 25,6 265 | 2.1 259 | 20,2 2.0{1258 2.1
Mathematics v.vvuuus., 4,0 4.0 4,9 4.9 4.5 4,1 51 4.9 5.6 6.0
Science iviiiiiiinne, 3.3 3.4 4,1 4,0 4,0 4,0 b 461 46 4.9
English ..., e 5.3 5.8 5.7 6.2 5.4 6.1 57 6.0 5.8 6.2
Hstory: ovvivviinnnns, 4.0 4.6 4.3 4.9 4.2 4,1 5 4.8 3.9 4.6
Spanish vvvvvvviinnns . 1.0 0.9 1.9 1.8 1.3 1.4 LT 16| LI 1.8
French .vvvvvvus T 0.6 0.5 1.1 1.0 L4 L4 LY L2} 27 12
GRIMaR tevvvvvivnrnnses 0.2 0.2 0,2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0,41 0.5 0.4
Business ....vvevvevees 1,7 2.1 1,5 .1 1.2 1,5 L3 L6 03 0
Trade, Technical ....., 1.7 1.8 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.8 L 1.2 0.6 0.4
Other vocational ...... 1.4 1.3 1.2 0.9 1.1 0.9 .2 0.8 0.6 0.3

Q
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The table shows interesting comparisons among types of schools,
among subjects, and between sophomores' plans and seniors' actions.

What is perhaps most striking is the similarity of the sophomores' plans
to what the seniors have actually taken. Overall, there are small differ-
ences between the two in both directions, but the only uniform increases
among all“ggctdrs are in English, history, and business courses, and

the only uniform decrease is in "other vocational" courses. Thus sopho-
mores seem to know with reasonable accuracy what they will take in the
next two years——-assuming, of course, that the sophomores will in two

years show a profile similar to that of 1980 seniors.-

Not shnwn in the table are the variabilities in sophomore expecta-
tions ana senior realizations. For the academic subjects, the variation
among seniors in what they have actually taken is less than the variatior
among sophcmores in what they think they will take. That is, while
sophomores, on the average, have accurate expectations about the number
of semesters of each of these academic subjects they will take, there
are more extrémes in the expectations of sophomores tham in the actions
of seniors. The reverse is true for the nonacademic subjects (business
courses, trade, technical, and other vccational courses). For these
courses, in the public schools (and to a lesser extent in the private
schools) the seniors are more extreme in the amount of coursework they
have completed than are the sophomores in their expectatioms. This,
of course, has to do with the way high schools are structured, with
academic subjects more or less standard fare for all students (though
at differing levels of difficulty), and vocational courses taken primarily
by those students who go into (or are directei toward) a vccational

program. Some students who will never take a technical or vocational

R &
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course expect to take a few such courses, while others who will end
up taking many of these courses underestimate that number as sophomores.

Table 5.1.1 also aliows comparison of sectors according to the
average amount of coursework completed in academic and nonacademic courses.
The average amount of academic coursework completed by public school
seniors provides a basis for comparing students in other sectors. On
the average, these students complete two years of mathematics, one and
a half years of science, two and a half years of history, three years
of English, and one and a half years in all foreign languages taken
together. Of course, this list does not include all academic coursework,
but it does sketch out the exposure of U.S. public high school students
to basic academic courses.

Students in the private sector vary somewhat from this modal
picture. On the average, students in Catholic schools and other private
schools take three more semesters of academic coursework (the first
three groups of courses in table 5.1.1) than do students in public schools.
A similar difference 1is found between high-performance private and public
schools (although students in the latter schools take slightly more
academic coursework than do students in the Catholic or other private
sectors). Considering each academic subject separately, the differences
among the public, Catholic, and other private sectors are rather small.
The students in high-performance private schools stand out sharply in
mathematics and French: the average senior completes more than a semester
.of mathematics and of French beyond that completed by students in other
sectors.

The differences between the public and private sectsrs are re-

versed for business, trade, technical, and other vocational courses.
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These courses are less frequently taken by private school students,
with the differences especially great for the high-performance private
schools.

Among the foreign languages, German has nearly vanished as a
subject studied by students in all types of schools. French is also
infrequently taken in the public schools, but it remaina the dominant
language in the hLigh-performance private schools, and occupies an equal
position Qith Spanish in the non-Catholic private schools.

Altogether, the comparison of specific subjects taken in publie
and private schools indicates no sharp divergence between the two.
Perhaps the greatest areas of divergence are foreign languages, of which
the private school students take more, and nonacademic occupational ,
courses, of which the public scﬁool students take more. Other than
this, one can say only that the private school students take, on the
average, slightly more courses, and that these are generally in academic
subjects.

Looking at s%ecific academic courses, such as calculus or physics,
however, there are some great differences between the types of schools.
Seniors were asked about each of nine academic courses: four mathematics
courses, two science courses, and third-year courses in each of three
foreign languages. Table 5.1.2 shows the percentage of seniors in each
school type taking these courses. Within each area, the courses are
ordered by the percentage of students taking each.

In mathematics courses, ranging from geometry to calculus, about
half to two-thirds as many public school students take these courses
as do Catholic or other private school students. Comparing Catholic
schools with other private schools in each cf the mathematics courses,

a slightly higher percentage of Catholic school students than of other

- 149,



TABLE 5,1.2

PERCENT OF SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS REPORTING THEY HAVE
COMPLETED SELECTED ACADEMIC COURSES: SPRING, 1980

Public Catholic Peivate Public | Private
110114 £ e v |96 53 84 17 87 | 100
Algebra 2 . 49 42 10 66 ‘76 99
TELGONOMEELY vuvvvrvvrinrvnenssrens 2% 2'{ b W2 571 10 |
Caleulus vuvvuvivvininins, e . 6 6 11 10 22 | 63
Chemistry 38 3 53 51 68 19 é
N RN B | 1 43 28 46 67 |
Jed Year Spanish ..vvvvuviriivinnn, | 4 3 7 8 11 13
3rd Year Prench .......... 3 2 6 {0 8 2
3td Year Cerman .,..tvvevrirrenn,| | ! ! 2 2
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private school students take these courses. An exceptionally high propor-
tion of students in high-performance private schools take these advanced
mathematics courses, with 63 percent taking calculus, the most advanced.
The percentages for the high-performance public schools lie between

those of the private sector as a whole and those of the high-performance
private schools. Generally, the more advanced the course, the smaller

the ratio of public school enrollment to private school enrollment.

Neither of the two science courses, chemistry and physics, is
taken by a large proportion of students, except in the high-performance
schools. Chemistry is taken less often in all types of schools than
algebra 2, but more often than trigonometry. Physics is taken less,
only about half as oftern as chemistry gexcept in the high-performance
schools). 1t is taken by fewer students than take trigonometry, but by
more than take calculus. In these sciences, the public schools are
somewhat closer to the private schools than is true for mathematics.

The third year of a foreign language is taken by only a small
minority in any type of school. We have no direct ..mparisons with
earlier cohorts or other developed countries, but boih of these compar-
isons would undoubtedly emphasize the relative lack of advanced foreign
language training among contemporary American high school students,
in public and private schools. In the public schools, attended by about
90 percent of the students, the highest enrollment for a third-year
language course is 3 percent, in Spanish. The percentage of students
in public schoo;s enrolled in any third year language course is 6 percent,
comp;red with l4 percent in Catholic schools, and 20 percent in other
private schools. It is not the case that the lower percentage of students

taking each of these courses in the public schools is due to lack of
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opportunity. Table 4.1.2 in the preceding chapter show&d that the per-
centage of private school students in schools where such a course is
available is smaller than, or at most equal to, the percentage of public
school students in such schools. That is, these courses are generally
more available in the public sector, but are raken by fewer sgtudents.

If we look at the percentages of students in those schools where
the course is available who take the course, the differences in table
5.1.2 are slightly magnified. Table 5,1.3 shows these percentages,
and the differences between public and private are slightly greater.
This is of course due, at least in part, to the small sizes of private
schools. 1In such schools, the percentage of students interested in
a given course must be fairly high for fhe absolute number to be great
enough to warrant the teaching of the course. Thus in the smallest
schools, the other private schools, the percentages taking a course
where it is offered tend to be especially high.

The public-private school differences are, however, reduced
if, in the schools where the courses are offered, we look only at those
students who say they expect to get a 4~year college degree (BB065).
Table 5.1.4 shows these comparisons. The course profiles in mathematics
and physics in public schools are much closer to those in Catholic and
other private schools. 1In languages, however, the differences between
the other private schools on the one hand and public and Catholic schools
on the other remain great.

Thus altogether, comparing coursework taken in the public and
private schools, we can say that a superficial look at the number of
semesteré in general subjects shows a great similarity between public
and private; but, when we examine specific advanced courses in these

schools, a far greater percentage of private school students take these
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TABLE 5.1.3

PERCENT OF SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS WHERE SELECTED ACADEMIC
COURSES ARE OFFERED WHO HAVE TAKEN THESE COURSES: SPRING 1980

Course U.S. Hajor Sectors High;iﬁ;j?;mﬂnce
Total Public Catholic PSESEEe Public | Private
GeomeLry \iivvivuvinnnnns,s e | 573 544 84,5 19,0 86.1 | 99.8
Algebra 2 ooiiiiiniiiiiiiinnnn, w50, 47.8 72,3 67.1 5.5 | 98.8
TELEONONCLEY \uvvvyvivsssinss s v | 8.0 | 25,5 48.1 46.8 52,5 | 94,2
Calealus ., O w104 ] s 147 2%, 35 | 62,2
Chemistey ,.,,.., e v 39,2 37.6 " 5.8 54.6 68.5 | 78.9 é
Physics o.iiviiiiniinnnn, TTTTTRS 21,3 20.4 24.4 30.6 45.8 | 66.6 |
3vd Year Spanish ...,........ Viveney 5.0 b4 1.5 16,7 s | 172
3rd Year French ,.,...... v [ 9.8 3.1 6.4 18,9 9,5 19.5
3rd Year German ..,....,..... berere 2.3 2,2 1.2 1.0 5.3 4.5
{54 ‘ 155

ERIC
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TABLE 5.1.4

PERCENT OF SENTORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS EXPECTING TO FINISH
4-YEAR COLLEGE WHO HAVE TAKEN SELECTED ACADEMIC COURSES
WHERE THESE COURSES ARE OFFERED: SPRING 1980

Course Tgt:l . - sec.ms Other ngh;i;zz(;:mance

. Public Catholic Private Public | Private
Ceomelly ouviiiiiiiiiiiinn | 821 80.1 9.3 90.5 9%.2 | 99.8
AlgebTa 2 Luviivviinennis vovvenneen | Thib 13,0 83.6 81.4 6.4 | 98.8
CTELQONNELY vevvvreviiireernnne | G946 | 41 2.9 59,5 6.0 | %5
Calooly ovevvuveane. v | 1071187 20.8 (ORI R B )
ChemiStey v ovvervvivinrearenieanns | 630 | 62,3 67.0 66.7 9.8 | 19.6 :
Physics ovvrvrnnns | BA | B2 | %0 00 | B | 668
Jrd Yeay Spanish ....., v |1 1.1 8.4 199 | 136 | 142
Jrd Year French vvvivviviiniiinnann | 646 5.6 8.7 23.4 1.6 | 2L1
Jrd Yeur Germn .vovevrriivieieraen | 35 | 34 L9 L | w4
—_—
WCg55 0 IR
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courses. If we control for students' higher education plans, these

.differences are reduced, and, presumably, statistical controls on family

background would reduce the differences even more. Thus, while the
student bodies of public and private schools as a whole differ consid-
erably in éheir taking of these advanced courses, studente with similar
college plans (and similar in other respects) have simiiar course p~files.
This leaves open, of course, the queation whether these college plans

are brought to the school wholiy from the or-side or are in part gener-
ated by the different school environments. We examine that question

in section 6.2.

5.2 Extracurricular Activities

‘Along with the courses that studeﬁts take in each of these types
of schools, they participate in extracurricular activities. And, because
the schools are organized quite differently, we might expect the extra-
curricular activity profiles of students to differ according to the
type of school they attend. Table 5.2.1 shows the percentage of students
in each sector participating in each of thirteen types of school activ-
ities listed in the student questionnaire (BB032). The activities are
grouped into four loosely related areas.

First of all, it is useful to note that there are few major dif-
fereuces between the participation profiles of sophomores and seniors.
The only major difference in the ﬁuklic schools is the 10 percent increase

in senior participation in vocational education clubs. Among the smaller

- differences, however, some are consistent across sectors. Band and

orchestra participation appears to decline slightly, as does participa-
tion in subject matter clubs. In contrast, participation in hobdy clubs

appears to increase slightly. In addition, cheerleading seems to increase

- :[ 5o



TABLE 5.2.,1

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING
IN VARIOUS EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES: SPRING 1980

e ——i i

Major Sectors High-Performance Schools
Activi;y Public Catholic Other Private Public Private
Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade

10 12 10 12 10 12 0 12110 1

Varsity athletics .
(Senfors only) .... | NA 35 NA 3 NA 58 MO39 [ MONn

Athletics (soph) or
other athletics

(senfors) ....... . 53 41 62 47 69 55 20 2 | 8 65
Cheerleading & pepclub| 14 15 16 15 13 17 17 07 11 17

—ZTT—

Debate, drama ...... 10 14 14 18 18 13 18 15 | 2% 36
Chorus, dance ..... . 22 1 23 20 28 k) 20 19 | 24 2
Band, orchestra .... 17 15 10 9 15 14 18 15 11 12

Subject matter clubs. | 26 24 28 25 /) 25 21 139

Vocational education
clubs vivvvonnnen, 15 25 4 1 1 9 6 8 3 0

Hobby ciubs vuuus 21 23 21 2 2 2] A 26 | W43

. Honorary Soclety .. NA 17 NA 2 NA 17 LD U A R/ W K
School newspaper ., NA 18 NA 28 NA 45 M 24 N5
Student government , NA 18 NA 20 NA 30 N9 | M2

M = not applicable; sophomores not asked about pafticipation.
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(the athletics questions are not quite comparable at the sophomore and
senior levels, and cannot be directly compared), as does participation
in debate or drama. Participation in chorus or dance appears to decline
slightly in the public and Catholic schools, but to increase in the
other private and high-performance private schools.

Among school sectors, the public schools an? the Catholic schools
seem similar, and somewhat different from the other private schools.
The high-performance private schools differ from public and Catholic
in the same direction as all of the other private schools, but more
emphatically. The principal difference between the public and Catholic
schools on the one hand and the other private and high-performance private
on the other is that in the latter a number of activities appear to
grow over time, with seniors participating considerably more than sopho-
mores. In the public and Catholic schools, where levels of participation
are in general slightly lswer at the sophomore level, this growth does
not occur. The differences between school types at the senior ievel
in the lsst two activities, school newspaper and student government,
suggest that the same generalization would hold for these activities
if they had been included at the sophomore level.

Regardless of the reason, the end result is that participation

in extra.urricular activities in the other private and high-performance

.private schools, which is similar to that in public and Catholic schools

at the soPhoﬁore level, is considerably higher by the senior year. This
can be seen in a slightly different way by looking at two measures of
sophcmore-senior differences for the seven activities that are directly
compérable (3 through.9 in table 5.2.1): the number of activities in
which seniors show a higher participation rate tﬁan sophomores, and

the sum of senior-sophomore difference in percentage participating.

-3 1 f‘ -
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These are shown in table 5.2.2. The table shows that, by >oth measures,
the other private and high-performance private schools are distinguish-
able from the other types of schools. Participation grows over time
in these schools, but declines or grows less in the others.

One might conjecture that extracurricular activities are organ-
ized differently in the Catholic and public schools than in the other
private schools. 1In particular, there are two approaches a school may
take to the organization of extracurricular activities. One is a selec-
tive orientation, which recruits younger students into, say, less selec-
tive choruses, with subsequent narrowing down for the mor2 selective
chorus, or into junior varsity athletics with only the best going on
to the varsity. Another approach, the intramural orientation, holds
to the philosophy that everyone ought to try everything. This latter

g approach may be seen in elite Eaglish schools that aspire to develop
a "well-rounded" individual.

If the public and Catholic schools have the selective orienta-
tion t» extracurricular activities, and the other private schools more
often have the intramural ofientation, this would explain the partici-
pation decline from sopl.omore to senior in public and Catholic schools
and the growth (or at least the absence of decline) in the other private

schools.

5.3 Disciplinary Standards

Discipline in schools is regarded by many as the most important
problem in Ameri;an education. In a yearly Gallup Poll concerning edu-
cation, the genersl puklic has for a number of years ranked discipline
as the most important problem in schools. And superintendents, principals,

and teachers complain bitterly about constraints on them, legal and




TABLE 5.2,2

| DIFFERENCES IN SOPHOMORE AND SENIOR PARTICIPATION IN EXTRACURRICULAR

ACTIVITIES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

$ oh=Parf
Major Sectors High-Performance
. Schools
Differences Tther
Public Catholic . Public | Private
Private
Sum of senior-gophomore differences .,...., 11 -1 24 -24 24
Fraction of activities in which
senior participation is higher svvevernr, 37 31 51 1 6/7 |
7
|
-
163

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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otherwise, which they regard as preventing them from imposing and main-
taining order in their schools.

Discipline is also one of the areas in which public and private
schools sre believed to differ most. Catholic schools in particular
are frequently regarded as highly disciplined in comparison with public
schools. It is of special interest, then, to sée the similarities and
differences in disciplinary standards and in student behavior in public
schools and the private school sectors. In this section we examine
disciplinary standards; in the next (seétion 5.4) we examine student
behavior.

Several questions were asked, in the school questionnaire and
the student questionnaire, about rules and enforcement of rules. Table
5.3.1 shows how the responses to two of those questions compare for the
different sectors, and huw the students' and administrators’ responses
compare.

There 1s not a great difference among the sectors, according
to both administrators and students, i responsibility for property
damage. Virtually all administrators in all sectors indicate that stu—
dents are held responsible. Sophomores' responses are also similar
across types of schools, although the percentage is somewhat lower in
public schools. 1In all sectors, a substantial minority of sophomores
gsay no such rule is enforced. The difference between administrators
and students, of course, might be in interpretation of what "enforced"
means: for some of the students, enforced might include finding the
student who 1s responsible, and their responses may reflect the opinion
that the student is often not found. The difference between adminis-

trators and sophomores is greatest in the public schools and least in
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TABLE 5.3.1

PERCENT OF SOPHCMORES AND ADMINISTRATORS REPORTING THAT

CERTAIN RULES ARE ENFORCED AT THEIR SCHOOL:

SPRING 1980

: High-Per formance
e nd o s, Major Sectors Schools
Total . . Other \ .
- _ Public Catholie Private Public | Private
Students responsible to school
for property damage ,
' [
i
SOPROMOTES viuvvviiniriiiiiinn| 65 64 n 11 b6 | 11 h
Administrators .,...eveevisrs..| 97 96 95 100 100 | 100
Rules about student dress
SOPROMOTES  vvvvsvervnresrennsss | 46 b2 97 69 14 93
58 51 100 10 b4 90

Administrators ....,.....ouus.s
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- -

the Catholic schools, consistent with the gemeral perception that disci-
pline is most fully enforced in Catholic schools and least fully enforced
in public schoois.

‘Rules about student dress distinguish the sectors sharply——and
there is little disagreement between sophomores and administrators.
In virtually all of the Catholic schools, about two-thirds of the other
private schools, and perhaps half of the public 8chools there are en-
forced rules about student dress. Thus the greater strictmeas of the
Catholic schools, as well as the intermediate poSition of the other
private schools, is evident in this area.

Table 5.3.2 shows responses of seniors and gophomores to general

questions about the effectiveness and the fairness of discipline in

the school (BBO53F and G). Among the three sectOrs, students in Catholic
schools are the most likely to rate their school as "excellent" or "good"
in effectiveness of discipline, and public school students are least
likely to do so. On fairness of discipline, again the private schools
are more often rated by their students as good OT excellent than are

the public schools; but this time the Catholic schools and the other
private schools are approximately alike. It is in effectivenegs of
discipline, as perceived by their students, that the private schools

(and especially the Catholic schools) depart most sharply from the public
schools.

The two sets of high-performance schools differ sharply on both
of these dimensions of discipline. The high-performance private schools
are the highest of all sectors in both dimensions, while the-high-performance
public schools are hardly distinguishable from the public schools as

a whole.

[ S
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TABLE 5.3.2

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS RATING
THEIR SCHOOLS' EFFECTIVENESS AND FAIRNESS OF DISCIPLINE AS
"EXCELLENT" OR "GOOD": SPRING 1980

= | High-rert
\ igh=Per formance
Class Tgtzl . = Sec.tors Other g Sf:h0018
o Public Catholic Private Public | Private
gffggfizfness of discipline:
PR ITR Y n [ s [ oo
Sopﬁomores STTTTITTIITTT T Iy V) 41 16 85 40 19 IG
Rairfesy of discipline:
BT N 36 Y 6 | w0 |
5OPhomOres vuveierveiiruvaenses| 40 39 52 50 41 68
g3 1)
o
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The lower rating of public scheols by their students in fairness
of discipline is somewhat ironic. In the past decade and a half, iegal
strictures to insure fairmess of discipline, such as requirements for
due process before suspension, elaborate review processes, and statistical
comparisons of discipiinary actions by race to insure racial fairness,
have been imposed by the courts or the Federal govermment on public
schools. These strictures are much less fully imposed on private schools
(in part, of course, simply because attendﬁnce at these schools is by
choice rather than assignment). Yet it is the private schoola, less
bound by the strictures designed to insure fairness, that are more often
regarded as fair by their students. This suggests that the legalistic

approach to insuring fairmess in discipline may be less effective than

other approaches in bringing about fairness-—and the upper panel of
the table suggests that it may indeed be counterproductive for effective-
negss of discipline. Of course, the effectiveness of discipline is also
dependent on other factors. In particular, private schools have more
control over the entrance and exit of their students than do public
schools.

One other question sumewhat related to the disciplinary climate
of a school asked the students about teachers' interest in students.
The responses to that question are shown in table 5.3.3. The table
shows that among the three sectors it is the teachers in other private
schools who are most often regarded as interested in their students.
Teachers in the public schools are by far the least often seen as inter-
ested in students. Again, the high-performance private schools are
highest in perceived interest of teachers, while the high-performance
public schools are similar to the public schools as a whole. Here,

énd to a lesser degree in other aspects of discipline, the smaller average
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TABLE 5-3.3'

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS RATING
THEIR TEACHERS' INTEREST IN STUDENTS AS "EXCELLENT": SPRING 1980

. High-Per formance
0.s, Major Sectors Schools
Class Total Other
Public . Catholic | Private Public [ Private
seniora IICC.\OlllllllllllilllllCCl la 12 25 41 15 64
sophomores Cl"llllill!lll'lllllllll 11 9 25 34 16 55

—Ici—
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size of the private schools (and especially the other private schools)
may be responsible for some part of the differences.

Another way to examine the difference in disciplinary standards
in each type of school is to aggregate the student response in each
schocl and then compare the school averages and ranges within each sector.
This procedure gives us a way to compare general school climates among
sectors. Such an aggregation of responses was done for the discipline
and climate items discussed previously--teache: interest in students,'
effectiveness of discipline, and fairness of discipline--as well as
for an item on school spirit (BB053H). The responses were aggregated
across both grades, and the school was characterized according to the
average student response. Figure 5.3.1 shows the mean of the school
rating for each sector, and an indication of the iange obtained by adding
and subtracting two standard deviations. (About 5 percent of schools
would fall outside of two standard deviations.) Thus, one can compare
both the average school climate for each sector, and the degree of simi-
liarity for schools within each sector (the range).

Some general differences in range hold across at least three
of the four measures: the very broad distributions among the other
private schools, and the tight distributions of high-performance private
and public schools. The breadth o{ the distributions for the other
private schools implies that these schools differ considerably among
themselves in fairness and effectiveness of discipline. For instance,
although they are higher than the public schools in average perceived
fairness, a few are seen as worse than nearly any public school in fair-
ness of discipline. Teacher interest ir other private schools shows

a similarly broad distribution. Finally, there is high variability

P
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" Average ratingol school by students

Item PO'OR FA'IR GOPD EXCE'LLEN?

Teacher interest in students:

Public b ————

Cathohic eme——————

Other prvate e ——————————————gr—]

High-performance public —r———

High-perfcrmance private el —
Effective discipline:

Public R

Catholic b ————]

Other prvate e a———————————]

High-performance public b ——

High-perlormance priv.te T B
Falr discipline: —

Public S S ——

Catholic L o —"

Other private v — e — v———end

High-performance public L A —

High-perlormance prwvate | | ;
School spirit:

Public L ——————— e — sata——

Catholic ————— e —————r—

Other private e EEEE——

High~performance public e ——— s e ————

High—performance prvate Y

Fig. 5.3.1. School aggregate ratings of discipline, teacher interest, and
school spirit by students in the public and private sectors: average and range
within each school sector: Spring 1980,
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in school discipline climates in other private schools, and high consis-
tency among both public and private high-per£formance schools.1

Looking 4t central tendencies, which tell us about the average
school within each type, the high-performance private schools are highest
in teacher inturest, effectiveness of discipline, and fairness of disci-
pline, and low only in school spirit (though they show a wide rahge).
Conversely, the public schools are lowest in teacher interest and in
effective and fair discipline; in school spirit they are relatively
high, exceeded only by the Catholic schools. High-performance public
schools tend to be rated slightly higher on these dimensions of scheool
enviromment than the public schools, except in school spirit.

Comparing Catholic and other private schools, the Catholic schools
are higher in effectiveness of discipline and in school spirit, the
other private schools are higher in teacher interest, and the two are
about equal in fairness of discipline.

These results at the school level are consigtent with the individusl-
level results, except that the inclusion of the range of schools within
each of the sectors on measures of discipline reveals the great variation
within the other private schools.

iltogether, the indicators of disciplinary standards and disci-
plinary climate indicate that the standard stereotypes are by and large

true. The Catholic schools are strictest in dieciplinej the other private

Some part of the variability in all sectors is due to sampling
variability, since only a sample of students in each grade level was
in:luded in the study. For most sectors, this sampling variability
1s small, since, if all sampled students responded, the school average
is based on seventy-two student responses. But some schools, aspecially
in the other private sector, were so small that the total of the sopho-
mcre and senior cl::j2s was considerably below seventy-two. Thus a
part of the broader variability for other private schools is due to
this sampling variability.

.y
1 i
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schools are somewhat less strict and appear to be more nurturant (as
evidenced by perceived teacher interest). The public schools, taken
as a whole, are neither strict nor nurturant. In addition, they are
least often regarded by cheir students as fair in their exercise of
diacipline. The comparisons are not happy ones for American publiz

schools.

5.4 Student Behavior

In this section we compare the obverse of disciplinary standards,
that is, student behavior in different sectors, including involvement
in school, attendance, tardiness, and cutting classes. Student behavior
is in part the consequence of the way a school is organized and admin-
istered and in part the cause. We know that students attend school
with different degrees of regularity, making teaching more or less diffi-
cult; that students spend varying amounts of time on homework; and that,
when in school, students exhibit differing degrees of behavior problems,
The question of interest here is just how the various sectors of educs -

tion compare in student behavior.

5.4.1 Involvement in school

Involvement in school is one aspect of student behavior. There
are several measures of this in the student questionnaires. One is
the amount of time spent on homework (BBO15); a second : : the true-false
response to a statement that the student is intere=ted in school (BB059C);
a third is another true-false response to a statement that the student
likes to work hard in school (BBO61E),

The average amount of time spent on homework differs considerably
among the sectors. The averages for sophomores ars: le:s than four

hours a week in the public schools; over five and one-half in Catholic

1y g
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schcols, other private schools, and high-performance public schools;
and over nine hours in the high-performance private schools. Again,
the other private schools show a greater diversity than the Catholic
schools, with more students at each extreme. Most homogeneous are high-
perform;nce private schools, where nearly all of the sophomcres spend
over three hours and almost half spend over ten hours (table 5.4.1).
Seniors spend less time on homework than do sophomores, except
in the high-performance private and public schools, where slightly more
time is spent, on the average. From this evidence, seniors appear slightly
less involved in schoolwork than are sophomores. One other point from
the table is noteworthy: 1In both the Catholic schools and the high—~
performance private schools, no sophomore, and almost no senior, reports
not having homework assigned; in the public schools, Z.4 percent of
sophomores and 4 percent of seniors report that none is assigned.
Although watching television is ﬁot p: 7t of schoel functioning,
it stands as a kind of alternative time expenditure for high school
students, and it is useful to see how students from th: different types
of schools balance their time between television and homework. Table
5.4.2 shows the amount of time spent on watching television by all stu-
dents in a week, and these results can be compared to the amount of
time spent on homework. Comparison of tables 5.4.1 and 5.4.2 reveals
that the lesser tiﬁe spent on homework by the average public school
student is matched by a greater amount of time spent in watching tele-
vision. Because of the different time categories used for the two items,
and because of a general normative pressure to overreport time spent
in homework and underreport time spent watching television, the absolute

numbers of hours in the two activities cannot be directly compared.

1 ?e" d



TABLE 5.4.1

AVERAGE TIME SPENT ON HOMEWORK BY SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Major Sectors [ligh=Per formance Schools
: ‘ U.S, Total
Tine on Homework Public Catholic OFher Public Private
Private
Crade Grade Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12110 112010 )12
No homework assigned ......| 2.3 36| 24| 40 0.0 0.6 L7 LO| L3} 0.7] 0.0 r0.0
NOME  rvvenrrerseseroncens 45 40 470 420 23 .30 2.4 3.8 221 .31 0.6 1.9
Less than 1 hour/week ..... 14,1 16,3] 14.9] 17,1 63| 9.9 63| 8.0( 7.5| 8.0 0.9 2.2
One to three hours .vvvevss 28,3 30.3| 25.21 31,2 20,31 24,8 17.6| 17.8(16.3 [19.51 3.5/ 4.5
Three to five houts ...... 26,0 2.3 26.0] 21,0 26,9 25,1 22.5| 22.8(23.2 22,8 [12.0 | 6.8 v
N
R,
Five to ten hours .evvevess | 20,5 18,01 19,41 17,0 32.8| 27,1 29.8 | 27.3 (36.8 {27.2 (35.2 |29.0 !
More than ten ..eevoveeseo| 0.4 64 5.4 5.6 13,3 102 19,8 | 19.3 12,7 {19.6 |47.9|55.6
WELBEE cvveenns v | 39 37 37| 35] 56| w9 60| 58] 56] 57 91195

Y0aleulated by assigning 0.5, 2.0, 4,0, 7.5, and 12,5 to the las. five categories in the table, and

0 to the first two.
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TABLE 5.4.2

AVERAGE TIME SPENT WATCHING TELEVISION BY SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

) Major Sectors High-Perfornance Schools

Number of hours S ot Public Catholic OFher Public Private

Private
Grade Crade Grade

10 V] 10 12 10 12 10 12110 12110 12
Nome vviviiiiiiinii e 2,6 360 2.4 34 2.3 40] 7.6 9.7 40 41 7.6 11.0
Less than one hour ...... 6.5 10.9] 6.9 10.5( 83 15| 17.3 18.8] 11.6 17.3] 24,7 25.2
One to two hours ....u.. 132 18,01 12,9 17.7} 16,4 21.2| 15.6 21,6/ 20,3 23.6]28.2 24.7
Two to three hours ...... | 19.5 22.1] 19.6 22.2| 20.4 23.8] 16.1 18,0f 24.4 23.2]16.8 20.7
Three to four hours ..... | 18,0 17.3f 18.0 17.4| 18,7 17.5| 18.3 13.3| 14.2 15.6] 9.7 ©°°
Four to five hours ...... | 12,8 11.0j 13,0 1L3{ 123 9.1} 83 7.1 87 6.8 &3 3.
Five or wore hours ....... | 27,4 17,1} 28.1 17.6] 21,3 13.0) 18.8 11.4] 18.8 9.5| 8.6 7.0
Mean” +veveneorvnns G133 &2 34 37 30 32 26 32 2.6] 2.2 2.0

dCalculated by assigning 0.5, 1.5, 2.5, 3.5, 4.5, and 8.0 to the last six categories, and 0 to the
first two.
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But the direction of the differences among the sectors is exactly re-
versed for television watching and for homework. The public school
students are lowest in homework, highest in television watching; the
students in high-performance private schools are highest in homewonrk,
lowest in television. These two time expenditure reports suggest the
differing levels of demands imposed on students in the different types
of schools.

In addition to comparisons by school type, comparison of seniors
and sophomores is of interest. Seniors watch less teleyision, than
sophomores and are also less occupied by homework. A greater amount
of their attention than that of sophomores is devoted'to activities
other than either schoolwork or television. Another report from this
study (Lewin-Epstein 1981), shows that a major area of activity for
many youth is employment.

Student reports of interest in school and liking to work hard
in school give another perspective on the capacity of these schools
as constituted to capture the attention of their students {(see table
5.4.3). These items, however, show considerably fewer differences among
students by sector than does the item concerning time spent on homework.
It is true that fewer of the students in public sc:- 1s and more of
the s=udents in high-performance private schools report being interested,
but the differences between the public and private schools as a whole
are very small. The same can be said for responses to the question

Y there are only small differences among the

about liking to work hard
schools, and the public q%hools are not consistently the lowest.
In general, for both of these questions, the seniors show, as

already suggested by their spending less time on homework. slightly

less interest in school than do the sophomores. Thus, again, there

-~ 183



TABLE 5.4.3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS OF STUDENTS INTERESTED
IN SCHOC". AND QF STUDENTS LIKING TO WORK HARD IN SCHOOL: SPRING 1980

Major Sectors ‘High-Performance Schools

U.S. Total Otter
Public Catholic ) Public Private
Private

Grade Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 | 10

Ttem

Grade
12 110 12

Interested in school?
80.9 76.1188.4 88,7

6.4 7370 76,2 732, 18,7 76,3 §2.1
9119.1 23.9112.6 11.3

: 7
23,6 26,31 23.8 268 2.3 23.7] 2.

O

Yes A N NN NN NN NN [N )

No (AN NN NN NN N NN

Like working hard in
school?

54,0 52.3| 5h0 0 52,2| 2.8 52.3] S6.4 5
4.0 4771 6.0 47.8| 47,2 47| 436 45.8| 4.

(=0 N WS ]

Yes oot ottty

NO A N NN NN ]

189

O
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is indication that in all sectors the interest and involvement of seniors

in high schuol is somewhat lower than that of sophomores.

5.4.2 School attendance

Another area of student behavior is attendance. We look at
three potential problems in this area: absence from school for reasons
other than illness, class cutting, and tardiness. Student behavior
along these lines differs according to type of school. Table 5.4.4
shows that the school sectors are ordered alike for all of these types
of behavior and for both seniors and sorhomores: students in Catholic
schools show the highest consistency of aitendance, students in other
private schools are next, and students in public schools are lowest.
Curiously, students in high-performance public schools have the poorest
attendance records.

This table includes, in addition. evidence that seniors are
less well disciplined in attendance than are sophomores. In all types
of schools, and by all three miasures, seniors show less consistency
in their attendance at school than do sophomores. This is especially
noteworthy because the seniors are a more select group, excluding those
students--on the whole, less well disciplined——who have dropped out
between the sophomore and senior years. Thus éhere is further indica-

tinn that seniors are less involved in high school than are sophomores.

5.4.3 Reports rbout discipline from z2dministrators and students

In addition to these reports by students concerning their own
behavior, there iz information about the school's behavioral cligate
from two other sources: the school questionnaire included questions
(SB056), answered by the school's administrative staff, about the seri-

Qo ousness of various types of behavioral problems cmong students; and
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TABLE 5.4.4

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND S:.IIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS
REPORTING GOOD ATTENDANCE PRACTICES: SPRING 1980

Major Sectors HighwPer -ormance Schools
| U.S. Total
Attendance Iten Public Catholic OFher Public Private
Private
Grade Grade | Grade

0 L] 10 il Nl uZlo oTn 12

Never absent except when
L v | 3T 25,60 33,7 26,81 48.8 34.0| 3.0 30.8| 3.2 15.4]50.3 3.5

Never cut classes vvoovvrn | 69,9 55,2 68.6 53.6| 88.7 74.6| 71.0 39,31 56,8 41.6| 81.4 64,4

Never late to school «uvuu | 422 36,0] 42.0 35.9] 47.7 421 35.6  28.21 33.5 32.8| 40,3 28.0
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sophomores were asked (YBO19) about how of:ien certain behavizr problenms,
in some of the same areis as well as some others, azrise in the school.
Responses to these questions offer two additional perspectives on the
school's behavioral climate. In two of the areas, student absenteeism
and class cutting, it is possible to examine the same behavior from
three perspectives: the students’ reports of their own behavior, the
school administrators’ reports about what happens in the school, and
the stndents' reports about what happens in the school. In another
srea, verbal abuse of teachers, it is possible to get two perspectives:
:;eports from the administrative staff and from the students about what
unappens in the school,

Table 5.4.5 presents the administrators' and the sophomores'
responses concerning behavioral problems, some covering the same areas
of behavior, Comparing the two areas in waich there are three perspec-
tives, we find some interesting differences. First, two of the three
perspectives show Catholic schools to have the best atteﬁdance snd public
schools to have the worst. But the perspectives differ: students'
reports of their own behavior show less diffr-ence among school types
than de administrators' and sophomores' reports about the school. There
is a logical basis for the difference between students' reports of their
own behavior and rerorts on a "school problep." If 5 percent cf students
are chronically absent in one school and 15 percent are absent 'in ancther,
it is logicaily consistent for no one in the first school to report
that this "often happens" or is a "serious problem," and for all students
and xdmi-.istrators in the secoud school to report that it often happens
or is a serious problem. Thus such reports or a school can logically

show greater extremes than the actual behavioral avarages.
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ASSESSMENTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROBLEMS BY ADMINISTRATORS AND
STUDENTS I¥ PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

TABLE 5.4.5

SPRING 1980

High-Performance

U.Sl
Total

Item and Group

Majot Sectors

Schools

Public

Catholic

Other
Private

Puhlic

Private

Student absenteeism:
Administrators: percent reporting

it 1s a "serious or moderate

problen” Liiiviviviviniiiinnnn | 47,

Sophomores: percent reporting
"students often don't
attend school" viviviiviiiiinn,

Sophomore and senior behavior:
absent 5 or more days,

not ill

Cutting classes:
Administrators: percent reporting

it 1s a "seriou. or moderate
problem’ siiiiiiiviviniiiiiin
Sophomores: percent reporting
"students often cut classes" ...
Sophomore and senior behavior:
cut classes now and then ....

Verbal abuse of teachers:
Administrators: percent reporting

or 15 a "serious or moderate

Problem" [ E N NN NN NN NN NN NN
Sophomores: percent reporting

"students often talk back
to teachers" [ RN NN NN N NN N]

42,

19.0

29.1

2 5.

9 46,2

20,2

36.8

8.6

39.8

37.0

58.4 62.
39.0

151

8.9

b.b
4 15.9

18.4

9.

41.6

41

2.8

00.0
5.9

3.3

8.1 | 00.0

8.2

14,2

39.2
67.0

50.7

22,6

25.7

7.9

2.8

—e I—

0G.0

6.5

25,7

00.0

9.1

By

13
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TABLE 5.4.5 {Continued)

Item and Group

U.S.
Total

Major Sectors

High-Per formance
Schools

Public

Catholic

Other
Private

Public | Private

Fichting and 'disobedience:
Sophomores: percent reporting
" "students often fight" ........
Sophomores: percent reporting
"students. often don’t obey" ...,

Drug and alcohol use:
Adninlstrators: percent reporting
it is a "serious or moderate
problen” i,

Vandalism of school property:
Administrators: percent reporting
it is a "serious or moderate
problem” iiiviiiiiiiiininnenn

6.1

28.7

42,3

1.8

26.8

30.2

48.5

2.5

9.4

14,8

26.2

13.8

5.8

1300

18.0

11,7

.7 | 0.5

18.8 { 4.6

61.3 | 60.0

—SEI—

7.1 | 20.0
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Table 5.4.5 also includes data on areas of behavior not related
to attendance; these have to do with disorderly and disobedient behavior
while in school, and in some cases directed toward the school., The
difference between public and private schools stands out just as strongly
here as in attendance. The incidence of problems of all sorts is high
in public schools, however reported and by whomever reported. There
is, however, a reversal between the two sectors of private gchools.

In meost of these areas of behavior--spcocifically verbal abuse of teachers,
fighting, drug and alcohol use, and vandalism——Catholic schools show
slightly higher rates of incidence than do other private schools. The
students' reports and the administrators' reports are reasonably consis-
tent in this (excep; that administrators report much lower levels of
verbal abuse of teachérs than do sophomores, suggesting that the respohses
of the two may be referring to somewhat different behavior--"verbal

abuse" vs. "talking back"). In absenteeism and cutting classes, as
indicated earlier, the other private schools are higher than the Catholic
schools. 1t seems likely that the reason for the somewhat poorer atten-
dance in the other private schools is that these schools are somewhat

less strict about enforcement of atterdance or disciplinary action for
nonattendance than are Catholic séhools. This conjecture is reinforced
by the fact that while absenteeism and cutting classes, as reported

by students of themselves and of other students, are more prcvalent

in other private schoo.s than in Catholic schools, the principals less
often define Fhis as a "problem."

As indiéated by éarlier data, the high-performance public sclcols
reseﬁble the public schools as a whole more than they resemble any of
the private sectors, while the high-performance private gchools tend
tobshoﬁ fewer disciplinary problems than either the Catholic or other

private schoois. - G
l'uA}
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In one area of behavior, however, administrators in both sets
of high-performance schools more often report a behavior problem than
do administrators in any other sector: use of alcohol or drugg. Admin-
istratocrs in three-fifths of the high-performance schools report a "serious"
or "moderate" problem. In the absence of further information (students
were not asked about alcohol or drug use), we can merely note this.

It is possible not only to characterize each of the sectors
by the distribution of student behavior, but also to characterize each
school according to the level of discipline problems students see in
the school. 1In addition to the items concerning atten&ance, cutting
classes, and verbal abuse, sophomores were asked sbout three areas of
student behavior problems in their school: not obeying, getting in
fights, and threatening or harming teachers.. For each school, the stu-
dents' responses to these six items were'averaged, 86 that the school
is charactérized by the level of discipline problems as perceived by
all sophomores,

As in the analysis of disciplinary standsards, where a similar
aggregation was done for each sector, the results are tabulated as the
mean and the range. (That is, plus and minus two standard deviations.
In scme cases, this exceeds the upper limits of 3.0 or goes below the
lower limit of 1.0, but this can still serve as a measure of the range
of schools. On the graph, the ranges are truncated at the limits.)
About 5 percent of schools lie outside of a range of two standard devi-
ations.

The results are shown in figure 5.4.1. Several general results
hold over all areas of student behavior. Again, the high-performance

private schools show a tight distribution, just as they did earlier,

in the case of disciplinary standards. And, again, the other private

ERIC - T 19x
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Frequency with whizh it happens

Problem . , :
olten happens sometimes happeas rarely or newer
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Fig. 5.4.1. School aggregate assessment of discipline
problems by sophomore students in public aad private schools:
averane and range within each school sector: Spring 1980
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schocls snow the largest range in most areas, though in the area of
threatening or attacking teachers it is only the public schools that
show a range. |

In all areas of behavior, without exception, the public schools
have greater student behavior problems than schools in any other sector.
In some arezs, such as attendance, cutting classes, fighting, and threat-
ening teachers, the average public school is outside the whole range
of Catholic schools in the direction of more behavior problems (that
1s, at a point beyond which we would find less than 2.5 percent of the
Catholic schools). The difference between the schools in these two
sectors in student behavior problems is clearly very great. The differ-
ence between public schools and other private schools is also great.
In every area except cutting classes and threatening teachers, the
average for other private schools is beyond the range of public schools
in the direction of fewer behavior problems (i.e., at a point beyond
which we would find less than 2.5 percent of the public schools).

These characterizations of behavior problems in the schools
show extremely great differences between the public schools and the
private schools. In sum, although the distributions of schools do over-
lap, in some areas the majority of public schools are beyond the limits

of the distribution of private schools.

5.5 Students' Attitudes

Students' attitudes toward themselves and their environments
were elicited ip the student questionnaire (BBOS58A through L). Several
questions related to what is ordinarily termed "self-concept"--just
how good one feels about oneself--were asked, using a five-point agree/

disagree scale. Another set of questions, using the same scale, tapped

. 'f ) -
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what is ordinarily termed "internal control" or "fate contral," that
is, the degree to which one feels in control of those things one regards
as important.

Through these questions it is possible to see how students in
each type of school feel about themselves. Information about such feelings
or attitudes gives a sense of the psychic statg of a school's sgtudent
body, and thus add to our sense of just how the schools function as
social systems.

The proportion of students within each sector expressing a strong
sense of fate control is shown in table 5.5.1. Six iteﬁs intended to
elicit these feelings are listed there. The differences among sectors
are not large, but they are consistent. For nearly all items, public
school students are lowest; Catholic school students arz next, students
in other private schools and high-performance public schools are only
slightly higher, and stidents in high-performance private schools are
somewhat higher than the rest. Averages are shown at the bottom of
the table, indicating the differences. As these figures show, seniors
in all types of schools have a somewhat higher belief in their control
of their own fates than do sophomores, with the magnitude of the differ-
énces being about equal to that between the public and private gchool
students at the same grade level. However, the seniors in other private
and high-performance private schools exceed the sophomores in their
sense of fate control scmewhat more than is true in the other sectors.

A variety of experiences, both within the school and outside
it, give some péople more self-confidence about themselves than others.

Academic achievement and leadership experience are two of the in-school

o I STIN




TABLE 5.5.1

PERCENT GF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS
EXPRESSING A STRONG SENSE OF FATE CONTROL: SPRING 1980

Major Sectors Righ-Perfornance Schools
‘ U.S. Total
Fate Items Public Catholic O?her Public Private
. . Private
Grade Grade Grade
W L1011 Rl 10 0 n2ln on
Good luck important
(Disagree strongly) ..o | 24,8 R.4[ 2.4 3,00 29,9 3560 2.6 36,81 26.6 8.8 3.2 38.2
Someone stops me
(bisagree strongly) +....| 9.6 13.8 9.3 1341 1.6 15.8| 113 20,11 15,5 22,50 16.4 318 v
o
Plans don't work out - - T
(Disagree strongly) .o | 22,6 2.0] 2.3 215 25,6 29.6| 2.3 34.7[26.2 3.8 3.7 3.2
Should accept conditions
(Disagree stromgly) vovie] 9.9 16.2| 96 15.7| 122 19.8] 128 1| U 21,0[22.6 3.1
¥hat happeas in my doing
(Agree strongly) ooooo | 19,3 22,6 194 20.6] 187 217 .7 %7197 18.6]16.9 1.8
My plans work cut Co |
(Agree strongly) ... 13,6 165 13.7 1650 1.6 1570 1.5 18.8 155 1491144 254
hverage vooinnenn 11606 216] 165 230 186 26 17 26.4] 196 25.40 23,5 13.8
192
vl
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experiences that can foster the growth of self-es;eem. Table 5.5.2
shows the variation in high self-esteeﬁ responses for students in various
types of schools. Again, senior responses indicate higher self-esteem
than do those of sophomores regardless of sector. Generally, the magni-~
tude of the differences is approximately the same for Catholic and both
types of putlic schools. The senior-sophomore difference is greater
in the other private and high-performance private schools, as it is
'for fate control. Although it is beyond the scope of the present study,
future researchers might want to focus attention on those characteristics
in which these two sectors especially exceed the other sectors: teacher
interest (table 5.3.3), involvement in extracurricular activities (table
5.2.2), and number of teachers relative to students (table 4.2.1).
These factors, as well as school size,; may play a role in theigreater
change between the sophomore and senior years in these schools.

Finally, we look at student concern for social and economic
inequalities. Students were asked about the importamce of a variety
of factors in their lives, and "working to correct social and economic
inequalities' was among the items. We report only the responses of
non-Hispanic whites for two reasons. First, because we are interested
in capturing a concern for the social welfare of others, we wished to
look at the responses of those who are less often the victims of inequality.
Second, because minority stqdents are disproportionately represented
in the public sector, their inclusion would have distorted the between-
sector comparison. Table 5.5.3 shows that among the three major sectors
there are only slight differences in the proportion of non-Hispanic

white students who consider it "very important" to work toward correcting

20;



TABLE 3.5.2

PERCENT OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

GIVING HIGH SELF-ESTEEM RESPONSES:

SPRING 1980

Major Sectors High=Per formance Schools
- U.S. Total ‘
Sel{-Esteen Iten Public Catholic OFher Public Private
Private
Grade Grade Grade
0 12710 12p W il 1w uriw n
Take positive attitude
toward myself '
" (Agree strongly) ... {269 370 269 3.7 26.4 30.9| 26,7 33.5 {24.8 35.2) 35.4 46.0
I'ma person of worth . '
(Agree strongly) ....... 269 33.5] 26,6 331 29.5 36.1f 29.7 3B.6 |35.4 36.8 41.1 55.0 -
Able to do things as
well as others
(Agree strongly) ....... |26.7 33,6 26,5 33,50 28.3 33,31 31.2 37.4 |29.0 35.2| 41.0 52.4
On the whole, satisfied
vith myself
(Agree stromgly) ....... [18.9 22,60 18,9 22.4] 19.2 22.8] 20.0 25.8 |21.2 24.7| 25.6 32.7
I'm not good at all
(Disagree strongly) .... {110 1441 11,0 16.3f 10.4 1400 10,0 152 | 7.9 13.1] 13.6 20.7
Not much to be proud of |
(Disagree strongly) .... |32.6 39,9[ 303 39.4] 35.5 439 35.0 43.9 |37.8 43.6|43.9 58.7
Average veviverennes (238 20,51 237 2920 209 30.2| 25.4 32.4 26,0 3141334 443
2U 3
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TABLE 5.5.3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY GRADE AND SCHOOL TYPE OF THE PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE AMONG WHITE
STUDENTS OF WORKING TO CORRECT SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INEQUALITIES: SPRING 1980

s

High-Performance Sector

: U.S. Total Public Catholic .| Other Private
~ Perceived bt ,
Impo rtance ﬁ Public Private
10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 10 12 110 12
Total pefcent 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100,0{100.0 100.0
Very important 12,0 - 11.1 12,1 1LE ] IS 9.8 | 1Ll 13,2 15,0 12.6] 13.6 15.0
Somewhat importnaf 49.6  46.5 49.6 46.8 49.3‘ 46,0 | 52,1 40.5 47.3 44,9) 46,0 38.2
Not important 8.4 424 38.4 42,1 39.2 44,2 | 36.8 46,3 3.7 42.5] 40,4 46,8

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding,

—7Ii—



~145-

social and economic inequalities, and in all cases the proportion is
zelatively small (between 9 and 13 percent). Among sophomores, public
school students are slightly more concerned than students in the private
sector. In both the Catholic and public secters the proportion of
seniors who consider working to correct inequalities "very important"

is slightly lower than that of sophomores, while more other private
seniors than sophomores consider it "very important.”™ All of these
differences, however, are quite small. Perhaps more important is the
fact that for all sectors more seniors than sophomores cousider this
issue '"mot important." However, the increase in the p;ivate sector
appears to be greatest, especially in the other private sector. Overall,
the data suggest that among non-Hispanic white students there may be
less loss of concern for social ard economic inequalities in the public

sector tham in the private sector between the sophomore and senior years.

5.6 Conclusion

It should be said that the majority of hiz' school atudents
appear to enjoy working hard in school and report that they are inter-—
ested in school--regardless of the type of school they attend. Also,
student exposure to coursework does not differ greatly by type of achool.
But schools in the different sectors appear to differ sharply in some
respects: the number of advanced courses students take, the number
of extracurricular activities in which students participate, the disci-
pline standards established for students, and the general behavior
patterns of students.

Catholic schrols are distinguished from otherz in the relatively

tight disciplinary standards established, their reported effectiveness,

2U03
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and the high attendance patterns of their students. Furthermore, the
reports of students in Catholic schools concerning discipline tend to
accord better with principals' reports than do those cof students in
other types of schools. In terms of extracurricular involvement, Catholic
school students appear to have experiences comparable to those of public
school students.

In 511 of the private sectors, students take more academic sub~
jects, and more advanced academic subjects, than students in the public
sector (except for the high-performance public schools). Other private
schools, as well as high-performance private schools, Are distinguished
by the growth in participation in extracurricular activities between
the sophomore and senior years. The standards of discipline in other
private schools are similar to those in the Catholic schools, though
somewhat less strict, and the climate appears to involve closer teacher-
student relations than in either Catholic or public schools.

Public schools, in general, are distinguished by their disci-
plinz problems, the lower average number of academic courses completed
by their students, and the lower number of hours spent on homework.
However, for public school students planning to complete'four years
ot college, exposure to advanced science courses is not much below that
of students in the private schools, though these students take substan-—
tially fewer advanced mathematics courses than do students in private
s._novls.

Students in high-performance public schools are more likely
to complete advanced mathematics courses than students in other private

or Catholic schools, but are less likely to do so than students in high-

performance private schools. 'Students in high-performance public schools

QU
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also spend about the same amount of time on homework as do students
in Catholic and other private schools. But students in high-performance
public schools are distinguished by their consistently higher rate of
absenteeism and class cutting. In other areas of discipline they are
fairly comparable to other private and Catholic schools.

The types and amounts of courses completed, as well as the disci-
plinary climate, appear, then, to be important differences in the function-
ing of these schools. In the next chapter we discuss how these schools

differ in outcomes for their students.
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CHAPTER 6
OUTCOMES OF EDUCATION

A central question in any consideration of policy concerning
public and private schocls is the outcomes of these differing forms
of schooling for the children who pass through them. There is not,
however, a single question: there are two dominant ones, as well as
several subsidiary questions. The two dominant questions are "What
are the outcomes from public and private schools as they currently
function? and “What would be the different outcomes of public and
private schooling for the same boy or girl going through the two differ-
ent kinds of schools?" The first is useful for purely descriptive
purposes, to see just what the products of public and private schools
in the U.S. are like, how they are alike and how they differ. It is
the second, however, that is more central for parents, and central to
policy arguments about the relative merits of public and private schools.

The first of the questions is simple and straightforward, and
can be answered directly, by comparing seniors in pudblic and private
schools on various measures: test scores, post—high-school plans,
interest in school, adherence to discipline, effort expended on school-
work, attitudes toward oneself and others, and so on. Some of these
measures, which show differences in the way the rchools function, were
examined in chapter 5; others, which are purely out:omes of schooling,
are examined here.

The second question is more difficult! it requires an exper-

iment that can never be exactly carried out, but is approximated every

€
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day. What would be the difference in outcome for a given béy or gir:
in the different school settings? It is impossible to have the same
person in two different schools, but in everyday life we observe some-
thing like this--a brother goes to a public school, while his sister
goes to a private school; or two boys who have grown up as neighbors
and friends are sent, one to a private school and the other to a public
school.

In answering the second of these questions with data of the
sort contained in High School and Beyond, statistical controls are used
as substitutes for the ideal but unattainable experiment. The quality
of the answer to the question depends on the statistical controls that
are used. In attempting to answer the question, we will use a kind
of triangulation, obtaining evidence through different types of analyses
in order to get a more secure fix on the results.

Yet whatever the statistical controls, and despite the differing
kinds of analysis, some measure of uncertain¢y must remain. When the
sophomores are retested two years hence, the existence of measures at
two poinﬁs in time will help remove some of the uncertainty; but even
then, uncertainty will remain. This, however, 1s the situation with
all questions of cause and effect; and, as in the use of evidence in
everyday life, our task will be to use the evidence at hand to cast
as much light on the causal questions as possible.

In addition to these two major questions, there are subsidiary
questions as well: What would be the outcome differences between public
and private schools if some input resource other than students were
the same? For example, how would public and private schools differ

in outcomes if they were, on average, the same size, or if the per-pupil
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expenditures in each were the same? Some of these hypothetical questions are
relevant to policy issues, because some policies would equalize these
schools on certain resource inputs. For example, a vouéher plan, such
as that which has been proposed in California, would nearly equalize
per-pupil expenditures among public and private schools in the state.1

Like the questions about outcomes for students who>are alike,
these questions about outcomes when various input resources or charac-
teristics are made alike can be answered only with uncertainty. But the
answers are valuable, not only for policy [urposes, but élso
becaus: they give some insight into the sources of any &ifferent effects
that public and private schools have on the students who attead them.
Thus, they offer ideas about what policies may be valuable, both
in public schools and in private schools, to increase the school's effective-

ness for their students.

6.1 Descriptive Differences in Outcomes
Between Public and Private Schools

From one point of view, the products of a school are its grad-
uates, and we should thus look only at seniors to discover the differences
in these products. From another point of view, however, the school's
products are its students at everv stage of their schooling, so that
it is reasonable to view the performance, beﬁavior, and attitudes of
sophomores as the school's products as well. We take the second view,

looking at these attributes of sophomores as well as seniors.

1This plan has been developed by John Coons, Professor of Law
at the University of California, Berkeley. There was an initial attempt,
later withdrawn, tc put the voucher proposal on the California ballot
for referendum.
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Some of these descriptive differences in outcomes, that is,
certain behavior of studente in schools and certain attitudes about
self and school, have been examined in the preceding chapter, and will
not be reexamined here. In this chapter we focus on two outcomes:

scores on standardized tests and plans beyond high school.

6.1.1 Cognitive achievement in each sector

Tests were given to sophomores and seniors in each of the schools
studied. The tests diffsred somewhat for sophomores and seniors, but
three of the tests had a number of items in common. The vocabulary
tests had eight words in common, the reading tests had eight questions
in common, and the mathematics tests had eighteen items in common.
The results zre given separately for the sophomore tests (in tazble
6.1.1), for the senior tests (in table 6.1.2), and for the common sub-
tests taken by both seniors and sophomores (in table 6.1.3).

The aophomére test scores in table 6.1.1 show that the average
student in public schools scores below the average student in either
the Catholic o other private schools in every area tested. Students
from Catholic schools and from other private schools have similar aver-
ages, and the high-performance schools, both private and public, show
averages above those of students in the other sectors. The high-perfor-
pance private schools, more selective and more homogeneous, shc.s averages
considerably above those for the high-performance public schools. These
differencgs in av2rage test scores and in standard deviations illustrate
again the differences between the two sets of high-performance schools.
The high-performance public schools are generally large upper-middle-

class suburban schools with student bodies that perform well absve those

T 21



TABLE 6.1.1

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SOPHOMORE TEST SCORES
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

| Major Sectors 'High-P?rformance
Test. U.S. Schools
Total Public Catholic Or':her Public | Private
Privete |
Means:
Reading (1) oovvverirriinnnnn, 9.1 8.9 10,5 10.5 L7 | 165
Vocabulary (21) ...vvvvvvinns v | 1049 10.7 12,9 13.1 14,1 | 17.6
Mathematics (38) .....ovvses. voon | 18,6 18.3 21.5 22,3 26,9 | 30,2
Science (20) vivviiiiiiiiiinians, 10.9 10.8 1.9 12.4 13.2 | 15.1
Civies (10) wvvvvviiiiiiiniinnn, 5.8 5.8 6.5 6.4 VR I Y R
Writing (11) vvivvviiiiniinnnne, 1 10,3 10.1 11.9 11.5 12.8 | 14,7 ?
Standard deviations:
Rerding ... Voo Ve 3.9 3.8 3.6 3.9 4. 2.8
Vocabulary ..... it eeee b4 4,3 3.9 4.5 4.2 246
Mathematics ..vuviuuss Cerrrereeas 1.4 1.4 6.6 1.8 1.5 4.8
SCIENCE 4uvvuivrvriininnvnineenss 3.8 3.8 3.3 3.5 3.5 2.4
CLVLES  wirvuvrenirnenninenen v | 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.4
Heiting vevvvsnn, eereeeeniens | 80 4.0 3.5 38| 34| 2.0
Yunbers in parentheses refer to total number of test items.
A




TABL® 5. 1.2

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SENIOR TEST SCORES
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

0.s, | Major Sectors High;i;;j;:mance
fest Total Publi; Catholic PSE:::e Public | Private
Means;
Reading (200" ovivviiiiieniene | 109 10.8 11.9 13,0 | 135 | 160
Yocabulary (27) vvvvevriivnen, v | 1301 129 15.1 15.9 18.0 | 21.6
Mathematics (32) vovviviivvinnnns 19.1 18.9 21,1 22.4 23.9 | 2.1
Picturz number (15) .vvvvivrisas o 113 11.3 12,1 11.9 11,6 13.0
Mosaic (89) ...ivvv... v | 45,3 45,2 41,3 51,0 54,2 | 55.3 e
Visual (16) vivviiiivnvivirinines 1.7 1.1 1.5 8.6 8.8 9.8 “.Lg
Standard deviations:
ReAdIing vovvirvvvnnnnveninininnns | 62 4.2 3.8 4.2 60 | 2.6
Vocabulaty +uvvivevvnenn, vivivenn i 504 5.3 3.1 6.0 5.7 3.7
Mathematics u.vvvevuvvevirsnenne| 643 6.3 5.6 6.1 5.1 L1
Picture number ..... e A7 1.7 13 3.5 3.5 2.8
Mosaic .uvie... SUURRRRRRN B TX 146 12,6 14,7 160 | 145
Vienal voviviniiinee, v | 1 3l 3.0 3.2 312 | 33

a [] .
Nubers in parentheses refer to total number of test items,




TABLE 6. 1.3

MEAN SCORES ON SUBTESTS THAT ARE IDENTICAL FOR SENIORS AND SOPHOMORES
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

'ﬁf_—ﬁ—__;'_'___m_*":-_'—'“-———_—mm::
Major Sectors High Performance Schools
U.S. Total T :
Subtest Public Catholic Private Public Private
" (rade Grade Grade

0 ]l 12f10 1] 10 12110 n1i o

Means:

Reading oooven %, | 37 45 36 45| 43 5.0] 43 53 L9 58] 6.1 6.7
Vocabulary voooue (8) 4o | 3.8 46| 3.7 &S| 46 54| 41 5.6 51 6.2] 6.7 1.2

Mathematics .....(18) .. | 9,6 10.8] 9.4 10.6] 11.0 12.] ILE 1471 1.5 13.8 115,01 16.4

-G 1—

i

"Yumbers in parentheses refer to total number of items on subtests.
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of the average public school, yet they contain much more diversity in
performance than the high-performance private schools, as comparison
of the standard deviations shows.
There are some subject-matter variations beﬁween the sectors.
The Catholic schools are about half a standard deviation above the
public schools in vocabulary (using the U.S. total standard deviation),
a little less than half above in reading, mathematics, and writing
|

(English composition), and about a third above in civics and science.
The other private schools are slightly higher than the Catholic schools
in mathematics and science, slightly lower in civics and.writing.

| It is also useful to look at the standard deviations of the
test scores in each of the school types. The standard deviations can
be thought of as test score variations consisting of two parts: the
variation among students within a school, and the variation among schools
within the same school sector. These standard deviations show that
the most variable performance is not found for all tests, as one might
expect, in the public schools. Rather, for reading, vocabulary, and
mathematics, the central core of basic cognitive skills, the most vari-
able performance is found in the sector labelled "other private'" in
thé table. This high variability expresses the extreme heterogeneity
amc g these other private schools. They include the prestigious schools
that are often thought of as the private schools in America, schools
that roughly coincide with membership in éhe National Association of
Independent Schools. But tﬁey also include a wide range of church-
related schools, as shown in chapter 2, some of which operate on a shoe-

string; and they include as well schools that have sprung up in response

to school desegregation policies and other unpopular policies in the
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public schools. These schools vary, too, in the kinds of sﬁédents served.
Some children are in private schools because their parents feel the

local public school offers too little challenge. ﬁut others are margi-
nal students, in private schools because they have done poorly in public
school. Some private schools cater to low achievers, others to high.
Altogether, the large variations in test scores in the "other private"
category of schools indicates the wide range of levels at vhich these
schools operate and the wide rangelof functions they serve for different
types of students.

Test scores in the Catholic schools show less varfation than
eithev those in the public schools or those in the other private schools,
as'one might expect. Students in these schools come from backgrounds
that are more homogeneous in education and income level than those of
students in either the public schools or the other private schools.1
In addition, the schools themselves are more homogeneonus, all operating
under the same church, and with some coumon practices.

The schools that show the least variation in test scores among
their students are the high-performance private schools. Because they
are within the prestigious segment of the private schools they, too,
draw students from rather homogeneous backgrounds. 1In addition, they
were selected for inclusion in this study on the basis of their simi-
larity in performance on a standardized test, the National Merit Schol-

arship Test. Thus, on both these grounds, they can be expected to show,

1 - . ..
Table 3.3.1 shows the lesser variation in income among parents

of children in Catholic schools than among parents of children in other

schools.
2o
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as they do, considerably lower variation in test score performance by
their students.

In contrast, the high-performance public schools show about
the same diversity of performance as do the public schools as a whole,
though the average level of performance ranges from about two-thirds
a standard deviation to nearly a full standard deviation above that
in the public schools as a whole.

The senior test gcores show a pattern similar to those for the
sophomore tests. Again, the public schools are lower than the Catholic
and other private schools, with only one exception among the twelve
ccmparisons between public schools and the two private school sectors
on the six tests. The other private schools are slightly higher than
the Catholic schools on five of the six tests.' The high-performance
public schools are (except for the picture number test) higher than
the other private schools, and the high-performance private schools
are in turn considerably above the high-performance public schools.

It is tempting to compare the senior and sophomore test scores
for the three tests with comparable content (vccabulary, reading, mathe-
matics), to make some inference from the scores of the two cohorts about
"gains" or "growth" in achievement. However, there are difficulties
ir doing this. One principal difficulty is the fact that the tests
are not the same at the two grade levels. A second difficulty is that
the students in the two grades carnot be considered as representative
samples of the same pcpulation, largely becauste of dropouts betwgen
the sophomore and senior yeurs.

The first of these difficulties can be overcome by examining

subtests consisting of the items that are identical in the two years.

25
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Scores these subtests are presented in table 6.1.3. The table shows

the same differences between school sectors seen in tables 5.1.1 and
5.1.2. The public school students' averages are lowest, Cathol:c school
students are somewhat higher, and the other private schools are highest
among the three major sectors.. Students in the high-performance public
schools are somewhat higher still, and the students in high~performance
private schools are considerably higher than all.

When we look at differences between grades 10 and 12, with the
aim of inferring something about growth in achievement over the two
years, the first striking point is that the growth seems rather small
everywhere. Out of eight questions on reading comprehension, the aver-—
age sophomore answers about four correctly, and the senior answers,
on the average, less than one additionsl question correctly. Similarly,
for the eight vocabulary items, the average sophomore answers about
half correcély, while the average senior has learned less than one more.
In mathematics, of the eighteen problems, the average sophomore answers
only a little more than half, and the average senior only a little over
one additional item.

The differenczs bctween sophomores and seniors, which could,
with some caveats, be regarded as growth, seem very much the same among
the different sectors, except for the high-performancg private schools,
in which the growth is less, in vécabulary and reading. This result
for the high-performance private schools is almost certainly due to
a ceiling effect. The average number correct among sophomores was only
1.9 less than the number of questions in reading and 1.3 less in vocab-
ulary; This means that many sophomcre students had all items correct:
16 percent of the sophomores in these schools had all items in the

)
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reading test correct, and 35 percent had all items in the vocabulary
test correct. These std;é;ts' scores could not be improved on by their
senior counterparts. The only gains could come in that¢fraction of
the student body with less-than-perfect scores, and, even then, the
opportunity for gain was small, since only one or two items were missed.
For other schools these data show no strikingly different degree of
growth from the sophomore to the senior year.

It might be argued that the lack of growth from the sophomore
to the senior year can be explained by the fact that these tests do
not cover subject matter that is an explicit part of the curriculum
in the later years of high school. The mathematics items are all rather
elementary, involving basic ariﬁhmetic operations, fractions, and only
a few hints of algebra and geometry. Explicit atteantion to reading
comprehension and to vocabulary expansion is not part of standard éurric-
ula in the tenth through twelfth grades. Thus we would not expect the
variation in intensity and scope of the academic courses taken duringi
these years--as examined in chapter 5--to have a direct impact on the
variations in the sophomore to senior test score gains. Two or three
of the tests given to sophomores (science, civics, writing composition
skills) should reflect such curriculum variqtions when they are repeated
for the sophomores two vears hence.1 Yet the academic courses that are

taken in grades 10, 11, and 12 should provide the kind of practice and

-experience that would lead to somewhat greater growth than the one item

1 . . .
These tests were not given to seniors because there was a repli-
cation for seniors of the tests given to 1972 seniors, thus allowing
1972 to 1980 comparisons.
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per test that 1is found. Among the students in the high-performance
private schools, who already at grade 10 are not far from the ceiling
of all items correct in the tests, the low amount of growth might be
expected, since there is not much room for gain, and among students
who have ali items correct at grade 10 no gain can occur at all. But
in public and private schools generally only a small portion of sopho-
mores get all items correct, and there is great room for learning.
There, the small rates of growth are rather surprising.

There are difficulties in inferring differential growth in differ-
ent school sectors (or, as appears to be the case, lack.of differential
growth) on ~he basis of these comparisons. First, there may have been
differential growth, but differences which occurred before grade 10,
and were responsible for the observed differences at grade 10. That
is, the spring of grade 10 is not the entry point into high school for
these students, and thus differences between grades 10 and 12 capture
only part of the growth that occurs dvring the students' high school
careers. i

Second, these are two different cohorts, and differential drop-
out in different sectors may result in the seniors being a differently-
selected group than the sophomores in the different sectors. (wWe return
to the question of differential dropout later in this chapter.)

Third, quite apart from different dropout rateé, the two cohorts
are samples from the population of sophomores and seniors in each type
of school, and normal sampling variation, particularly in the private
sectors, where the samples are not large, can lead to differences.

Fourth, it may be that average growth rates obscure differences

in growth among different segments of the student population. For

2!
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example, it could be, because of the great diversity among the other
private schools, that there is high growth among some (e.g., the presti-
gious "independent" schools) and low growth among others. These differ-
ences would be masked by the overall 10-to-12 comparisons made in table
6.1.3.

An attempt is made, in section 6.2, to examine the question
of differential growth. At this point, all that can be said is that
there are differences at grade 10, which are certainly due in part to
differential selection of students into different types of schools,

and that similar differences are found at grade 12.

6.1.2 Post-high-school plans in each sector’

Several questions were asked of sophomores and seniors about
their plans after high school. One of these (BB065) asked only about
schooling, with the question, "As things stand now, how far in school

do you think you will get?" Students in the different sectors were

considerably different in their responses to this question. Table 6.1.4
shows the results.

For sophomores, the mode was less than four years of college
for public school students and college graduate for Catholic and other
private school students. For both the public and private high-perfor-
mance schools, it was an M.A. or Ph.D. Almost 30 percent of public
school sophomores expected not to go beyond high school, while 12.4
percent was the next highest percentage, among the students in other
private schoolg. Altogether, the distributions of sophomore schooling
expectations were very similar in the Catholic and other private schools.

feniors in 21l sectors except Catholic schools show higher

educational expectations than sophomores. The differences are not large

ERIC | 23
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for public school students, but are rather large for students in other
private schools, and in the high-performance private schocls. In both
these sectors, the seniors show about 10 percent more saying they expect
to get an M.A. or Ph.D.

‘The immediacy and concreteness of college plans are shown by
responses to another question (BBl15), which asks when, if ever, the
student plans to attend college (either 2-year or 4-year). Responses
to this question are shown in table 6.1.5. As in the expectations about
ultimate level of schooling, there are differences the immediacy of
college plans, differences in which the sectors are ordered in the same
way as before.

Public school sophomores show the greatest percentage deferring
college or undecided, nearly 40 percent taken altogether, while the
Catholic and other private schools both show percentages in the 20-to-
30 range in these uncertain categories, and, at the other extreme, only
about 5 percent of the sophomores from high-performance private schools
show this uncerta;nty.

In every sector, the seniors show a higher percentage planning
to go immediately to college, with the differences greatest by far in
the public schools. But there is also, in every sector, an increase
in the percentage who are definitely not going to college. The number
who say they plan to defer college decreases in all sectors, and the
number who say they don't know decreases even more sharply. Thus post-
high-school plans, whether for college or for something else, have
crystallized considerably by the senior year among students in all

school sectors. The percentage of seniors who still don't know, or



PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF EXPECTED EDUC
AND SENTORS 1N PUBLIC AND PRIV

TABLE

6,14

ATIONAL ATTAINMENTS FOR SOPHOMORES
ATE SCHOOLS:; SPRING 1980

Major Sectors

High-Performance Schools

U.5. Total o
Expected Level Public Catholic Private fublic Private
Grade Grade Grade
0 110 D10 1 1 121710 12110 12
Total 100.0° 100.0 | 100.0 100.,0{100.0 100.0 |100.0 100.0 {100,0 100,0 {106.0 100,0
Kigh school or less vvuvvy | 26,5 19,8 28,2 Ll 98 82 124 8.9 8.6 46| 1.0 1.0
More than high school but
less than 4-year college. | 33.0 34,610 335 35.6] 2.2 .30 2.3 0 19.0 16,11 13 0.6
deyear college vuivveunnn | 207 2540 016 2,41 33,2 36,20 32,2 30.7030.5 30,6 | 303 22,8
MoAoor PhuD. L., ceene 1118 20,10 16,6 1881 298 28,20 28,2 3.3 41,9 48,7 | 65,4 75.6

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding,




TABLE 6. 1.5

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR TIME OF ENTRY TO COLLEGE FOR SOPHOMORES

AND SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS:

SPRING 1980

———— e e e e T T e e e e e ——

Major Sectors

High-Performance Schools

U.S. Total Other
Public Catholic . Public Private
Private
Grade Grade Grade

100 12410 1210 2] 10 12010 12 10 12

Total 100,0 100,01 100.0 100.0 | 100,0 100.0] 100.0 100.0{100.,0 100,0 100,0 100.0
~In the year after high
8eh00l wevevrneennnnens | 483 59,31 418 5740 712 77.0) 64,9 73,2 74.8 B4.6| 94,7 95.1
Later vievievieeninnnne | 158 10060 16,2 11,0 10,8 6.9 13,7 8.0{ 16,2 65| 3.6 3.0
Don't know [EE NN NN ENERN] 21.2 1005 22!1 10.8 13.0 711 1&.1 8.& 502 217 105 006
No (AR NN NN NN NN RN ) ].lhs 19.6 151& 2008 50]. 900 R 7.{‘ 10.& 3.8 6.1 O.a 1.4
NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding,
22 20
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plan to defer college, remains greatest in the public schools, as it
was for the sophomores, but the crystallization appears to have been
greatest in the public schools.

‘Plans for higher education constitute one type of post-high
school-plan; another is plans for a job. We can ask, for those seniors
who are planning to work in the year after high school, just how concrete
their plans are: Do they have a job before they finish school? Table
6.1.6 shows responses to this question (EB073) among seniors from the
different types of schools.

Here it is the public school seniors whose plans are most fully
implemented. Of those who plan to work full time after high school,

a higher percentage in the public schools already have a job lined up.
The sectors are ordered in approximately the reverse of their order

with respect to concreteness of college plans. Just as college plans
are less concrete and less fully implemented among public school seniors
who expect to attend college than among their counterparts in private
schools, job plans are less concrete and less fully implemented among
those private school seniors who do plan to go to work after they finish
high school. This suggests that, the private schools--perhaps because
most do not have vocational programs, perhaps becauselof less tangible
factors--do less in aiding the job placement of their graduates who

are not going on to college than do the public schools.

6.2 Effects of Private Schools on QOutcomes of Schooling

It is evident from the preceding section that students in different
sectors differ in their achievement on standardized tests and in their
post-high-school plans. What is not clear is whether going to a public

school, a Catholic school, or another type of private school makes a

2(,'7
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TABLE 6.1,6

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF JOB PLANS FOR THOSE SENIORS IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS WHO PLAN TO WORK FULL TIME NEXT YEAR: SPRING 1980

Major Sectors

[

High-Performance

U.5. . Schools
Total Public Catholic PSEEZEe Public | Private
Total:
Number v.uviviiiiins T 1,776,998 | 1,648,034 | 84,193 4k, 580 13,164 | 191
Percent ..,.\u\u,, e 100, 0 100,0 100,0 100, 0 100,0 | 100.0 '
YeS vovvinrinn. e, y 53,5 53.9 50,1 5.1 0.3 0.0 9
Noy but 10oked +.vvvravasoen, o 2.0 24 17,0 8.6 189
No, looking yet .....vivvviiien, 26,4 24,0 25.4 31.8 L1 5O
NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding,
0,9
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difference in either of these outcomes. For not only did seniors in
these different sectors differ in test performance and in plans for
further education; sophomores did as well. Thus the differences may
well be due merely to the differential selection of different students
into the different sectors. In this section we will try to answer that
fundamental question: Are the differences entirely due to selection,
or are there also different effects on basic cognitive skills and on
plans for further education? That is, what would be the djfferences

in outcome if the students coming into the different sectors were alike?
This is a central question both for pclicies that affecg the fortunes
of public and private schools and for paréntal decisions about where

to send children to school.

There are two classical methods of answering this question with
data from ongoing (i.e., nonexperimental) schools. Both have some
defects. One method is to use multivariate analysis to apply statistical
controls in the form of background characteristics. It is hoped that
by comparing outcomes for students with the same parents' education,
the same income, the same parental interest in the child's education,
and so on, the students in different schools will be "equated" in terms
of their backgrounds, and any differences found in outcomes can then
be attributed to something about the school. The other method is to
measure the outcome variable early in the student's school career and
again later. Differential change in the outcome variable is then attributed
to something about the school. This method in effect uses the students'’
own prior respoﬁses as a control for the later ones, using the prior

responses to control for differential selection into different schools.

¢

Rs 1



168

The principal defect of the first of these methods is that it
is seldom possible to control on all relevant background characteristics.
Thus the possibility always remains that the differences attributed
to differences in schools are instead due to some unmeasured aspect
of the student's background. This defect is particularly telling here,
for one known difference between parents of children in public schools
and parents of children in private schools i: that the latter have
chosen their child's school and are paying sizable amounts of tuition
money to implement this choice. It seems probable that this behavior
is an iﬁdicator of additional differences in the parents' behavior
toward the child's education, differences that could well affect the
very outcomes that are of interest. Yet this difference between parents,
by its very nature, is not something on which students in public and
private schools can be equated.1 Thus this apprbach 1s a particularly

defective one in comparing public and private schools.

It is possible that some analysis could be carried out comparing
aggregate outcomes in geographic areas where private schools are widely
available with outcomes in those areas where private schools are largely
unavailable. If there is an effect of private schools, then the overall
achievement in the former areas, after statistically controlling on
family background characteristics, should be different from that in
the latter areas. If s is the average outcome score for public schools,
standardized for family background, and s + ¢ is the average standardized
score for students in private schools {where c, either positive or negative,
is the private school effect), then c can be estimated as follows:

If p, is the proportion of students in private school in area 1, and

P, is the proportion in area w, the overall student average in area
1%should be (l-pl) s +p (s+c),ors+pc. Inarea 2, the average
should be (l-pz) s + p,(s+c), or s + p_c. the difference between these
averages is (p] - p,) €. Thus if theré& are areas in which p, and p

are considerabiy di%ferent, it is possible to estimate c, thé privage
school effect, by-this method. The method assumes, of course, that

8, the backgroun:i-standardized cutcome score, is the same in both areas,
an agssumption that may not be true. Because of the necessity of this
assumption, and because p, 1is rather small in all areas i (see table
2.1.2), we have not used this method here.

2.7
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The second approach, use of the same student's earlicr responsce
on the same outcome variable, is free from some of the defects of the
first approach, but it has some defects of its own. For example, it
may be that the rate of change in an outcome variable such as achieve-
ment is different among students at different levels of per formance,
even if ther are subject to the came school environment. If this is
the case, then differential changes in schools that had students who
were initially different can mistakenly be inferred to be due to effects
of the school.

But the virtues and defects of this second method of discovering
effects of different types of school are irrélevant to the present inquiry
because the data do not include prior measures of these outcome variables
on the same students. For the sophomores, such analysis will be possible
two years hence, when they are seniors, b;t not at present.

The fact that measures cf the outcome variable are available
for sophomores and seniors in the same schools does, however, give some
additional ways of obtaining evidence about possible differential effects
of the different types of schools. In the remaining parts of this
chapter, we attempt to use several methods to determine whether there
are differential effects. The greatest attention is paid to cognitive
achievement as an outcome of schooling. This is followed by a shorter
examination of plans for higher education as a second type of outcome.
Throughout this section we exarine only the three major sectors, leaving

aside the two high-performance sectors.1

1The two high-performance sectors present several problems ¢ ¢
different importance in different parts of this chapter. One is the
small number of schools and students in these sectors: 12 schools,
311 seniors, and 370 sophomores in the high-performance public schools
and 11 schools, 326 seniors, and 353 sophomores in the high-per formance
private schools. A second is the fact that, especially in the private
schools, the average number of items correct among sophomores is close
to the upper limit.
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6.2.1 Effects on ‘ngnitive achievement

It is possible to regress the outcome v:riable, in this case
score on an achievement test, on type of school, while controlling on
family background characteristics--the first method described above
for finding differential effects. The apparent effect of the school
sector will be an estimate of the effect, but will be contaminated by
whatever differences in selection are not controlled for by the back-
ground variables.. Table 6.2.1 shows, for sophomore scores on the reading
test, thz vocabulary test, and the mathematics test, the estimated
addition to sophomore scores that is due to being in a Catholic or other
private school rather than a public school--for students with the same
measured background characteristics.1

In order to minimize the effects of differences in initial
selection masquerading as effects of differences in the sectors themselves,
a large number of background differences were used, measuring both
objective and subjective differences in the home. Some of these sub-
jective differences may not be prior to the student's achievement, but
may in part be consequences of it, so that there may be an overcompensation

for background differences. 1t was felt desirable to do this so as

-

1The background characteristics used as controls are described
in the text below. The regression analyses on which these two tables
are based are separate regressions for each school sector at each grade
level. This was done, rather than use of a single regression equation
with dummy variables for sectors, to allow for different effects of
background characteristics in different sectors. The estimated increment
at the sophomore level due to each of the two private sectors is obtained
by first calculating the predicted test score in each sector for a student
with backgroind characteristics standardized to that of the average
public school sophowore, and then finding the difference between the
private sector and the public sector. Regression equations used in
this tabie and in table 6.2.2 are given in appendix tables A.4.l1 and
A.4.2,

237
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TABLE 6.2.1

ESTIMATED INCREMENTS TO TEST SCORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS WITH FAMILY BACKGROUND CONTROLLED: SPRING, 19807

%_

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics

Expected level 3.60 3.69 9.40
Increments (at sosphomore
level) for:
Catholic schools 0.31 0.36 0.57
Other private schools 0.14 0.33 0.54

Senior increment in
public schools 0.71 0.63 0.87

Raw increments
(from Table 5.1.3)

Increments (at sophomore
level) for:

Catholic -schools 0.7 0.9 1.6
Other private schools 0.7 1.1 1.9

Senior increment in . .
public schools - 0.9 0.8 1.2

aFamily buckground refers to seventeen subjective and objec:-
ive background characteristics which are listed, along with the
relevant regression coefficients and sector means, in appendix A,
tables A.5.1, A.5.2 and A.6.

to compensate for possible unmeasured differences in ‘family background;
but of course the result may be to artificially depress the resulting
levels of background-controlled achievement in Catholic and other private
schools. (A few!additional background variables were initially included;

those that showed no effects beyond the ones listed below were eliminated

from the analysis.)
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The background characteristics used in the analysis include
the following, classified as clearly prior to (that is, unaffected by)
the student's achievemeat level, and not clearly prior to the student's
achievement level.

Clearly prior
Family income
Mother's e¢ducatiorn
Father's education
Race
Hispanic-non-Hispanic
Number of siblings
Number ¢f rooms in the home
Both parents present
Mother's working before child was in elementary school
Mother's working when child was in elementary school

Not clearly prior (in rough order of likelihood of being prior)
Encyclopedia in home '
More than fifty books in home
Typewriter in home
Owns pocket calculator
Frequency of talking with mother or father about personal
experiences
Mother thinks student should go to college after high schoc!:

Father thinks student should go to college after high school

These variables were used to account for student achievement
in twelve regression equations: public sophomores, public seniors,
private sophomores, and private seniors for each of the three areas
of achievement.1 Then, in order to control or standardize on student
background, the expected achievement for a student with the average
background characteristics of the public school sophomore students was
calculated for each grade level within each of the three sectors (public

school seniors, for Cacholic and other private sophomores, and for Catholic

The total variance explained by these background factors in
each of these equations is listed in appendix A, table A.5. In the
private school regressions, dummy variables were used for other private
and high-performance private schools. The latter, however, are not
included in the results discussed in tais section.

Q 2Ljr)
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and other private scniors). These expected achievement levels can then
be compared to find the difference between sectors and between grades,
having standarized for family background. The results of all of this

. are given in table 6.2.1.

The increments for each type of private schools are positive,
showing that students of the same background characteristics have generally
higher achievement in both of these types of private schools than in
the public schools. However, the differences are reduced compared to
the raw differences from table 6.1.3 (shown in the lower half of table
6.2.1), because of the statistical control of family background. They
are slightly higher for Catholic schools than for other private schools.
Thus, in general, with these background characteristics controlled,
Catho.ir school sophomores perform at the highest level, sophomores
in other private schools next, and sophomores in the public schools
lowest.

The fourth line of the table shows that, controlling for family
backgrnund, the estimated sophomore-to-senior growth rates are below
those shown in table 6.1.3, less than one item for reading, vocabulary,
and mathematics. The fact that the estimates are zall slightly lower
than what would be estimated from table 6.1.3 (shown in the lower half
of the table) indicates that family backgrounds of seniors are slightly
higher than those of sophomores, a difference that is attributable to
greater dropout rates between grades 10 ands 12 for students from lower
backgrounds. Thus the estimated growth from sophomore to senior, which

appears low in table 6.1.3, is even less than what appears there.

Elﬁl(; . o :2’:iw
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A second way to attempt to examine differential growth in publac
and private schools is suggested by tablg 6.1.3, comparing sophomores
and seniors in each sector on identical subtests. That table compares
raw scores, uncontrolled for family background differences; it is possible
to do something like this, but controlling on family background differences.
In effect, this is an extension of table 6.2.1, with increments calculated
at the senior level for each of the private sectors, and then comparing
the senior-level increments to the sophOmore;level increments shown
in table 6.2.1. Senior-level increments that are larger than sophomore-
level increments indicate greater sophomore-to-senior growth in the
private sector, smaller increments indicate éreater growth in the public
sector,

The excess of sophomore-to-senior increments in both private
sectors beyond the increwent (shown in table 6.2.1) in the public sector
is shown in table 6.2.2. The table shows, overall, little or no evidenée
sf extra growth in the Catholic schools beyond tkat in the public schools,
but consistent extra growth in the other private schools. The amount
of extra growth in the other private schools averages about a quarter
of the sophomore-senior growth in the public schools (0.27 + 0.18 +
0.15 from table 6.2.2 divided by 0.71 + 0.63 + 0.87 from table 6.2.1).

Thus for a student body standardized to the public-school-sophomore
average in family background, the expected achievement of sophomores
is highest in Catholic schools, next in other private schools. As for
sophomore-to-senior'growth, there is evidence of about 25 percent more
growth in the other private schools than in either the Catholic or public

schools.

1



TABLE 6.2.2

ESTIMATED SOPHOMORE-TO-SiINIOR ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH IN CATHOLIC
AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS BEYOND THAT ;N PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR
STUDENT WITH AVERAGE BACKGROUND : SPRING 1980

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics
Catholic ......ivvvieenns -0.08 0.18 -0.01
Other private ........... 0.27 0.18 0.15

aEst:imat:es are obtained from separate regressions for sopho-
mores and seniors in each sector, obtaining predicted achievement in
each sector and grade standardized to mean public school sophomore
background characteristics for 17 objective and subjective character-
istics. '"Extra growth" is obtained by comparing these standardized
achievements between grades and then across sectors. Regression
coefficients are given in tables A.5.1 and A.5.2 in appendix A,

However, both of these results must be regarded with caution.
The background controls may either overcompensate for or not wholly
eliminate the selectivity bias leading to higher scores among private
sector sophomores and if selectivity affects growth rates as well as
levels, they may either overcompensate for or not wholly eliminate
selectivity bias in higher private schcol growth rates.

Working in the opposite direction for the sophomore-senior
comparison is a different selectivity bias, due to dropouts. As will
be evident later in this section, the dropout rate is considerably
greater in the public schools than in either private sector. Since
dropouts score lower in standardized tests than those who continue to
graduation, this means that a part of the apparent sophomore-to~senior
growth——and‘a larger part in the public sector--is spurious, due to
the absence of low achievers who have dropped out before reachin the
senior year.
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Later, we attempt to find a practical way around both of these
difficulties. At present, however, it is possible to examine another
question related to differential achievement in different sectors, but

examining per formance of students from different backgrounds.

6.2.1.1 Different effects for students from different backgrounds:

We can examine the difference in expected achievement levels
of sophomores in each sector that are considerably above the national
average in parental education and those that are considerably below
the nAtional average in parental education, keeping the same mix of
certain three background factors as found in the national average; we
can do a similar examination for seniors. The results o: such a comparison
will show how well each of these school sectors functions for students
from different family backgrounds.

In calculating the difference in expected levels of achievemant
of students in each sector for parents with extreme educational levels,
we will assume first students whose parents are both high school graduates
only, and then students whose parents are both college graduates. Similarly,
for the public and Catholic sectors we can examine the difference in
expected achievement levels of blacks and whites at both grade levels,
controlling on parental income, education, and (Hispanic) ethnicity.
And we can examine, in these two sectors, the difference in expected
achievement levels of non-Hispanics and Hispanics, with the same back-—
ground controls.l Thus, we are asking what is the difference in achieve-

ment that occurs for students with contrasting background characteristics

l'I'hese comparisons are carried out using the same type of analysis
as in tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2, but with fewer background variables, as
described in the text. Regression coefficients are given in appendix
A. For the black-white and Hispanic-non-Hispanic comparisons, the regression

»
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within each of the school sectors. In carrying out this analysis, we
chose to examine éeparately Catholic and other private schools, because
of evidence that students from differing family backgrounds fare dif-
ferently in these two sectors. Consequently, it was necessary to reduce
the number of background characteristics that were controlled, in order
to obtain stable estimates. We believe that this does not affect the
inferences drawn in this section. The background characteristics used
(beside mother's education and father's education) are family income,
race, and Hispanic/non-Hispanic ethnicity.

Table 6.2.3 shows the results of calculating thése expected
achievement differences. The first and most .striking result is the
greater homogeneity of achievement of students with different parental
education levels in Catholic schools than in public schools. Second
is the greater difference in achievement among students with different
parental education levels in the other private schools tham in the
public schools. That is, the performance of children from parents with

differing educational levels is more similar in Catholic schools than

in public schools {as well as being, in gener=l, higher), while the
performance of children of parents with differing educationail backgrounds

is less similar in other private schools than in public schools (as

well as being, in general, higher).
Thus we have the paradoxical result that the Catholic schools
come closer to the American ideal of the "common school," educating

all alike, than do the public schools. Furthermore, as the lower panels

coefficients themselves are used, since black and Hispanic were dummy
variables in the equation. For parental education, the difference is
calculated as the sum of regression coefficients for parental education,
multiplied by 5 (=7-2). The black-white and Hispanic-non-Hispanic
differences are not shown for other private schools, because the numbers
of blacks and Hispanics in the sample of these schools is small enough
to makes estimates unstable.
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TABLE 6.2.3

ESTIMATED DIFFERENCE AT GRADES 10 AND 12 BETWEEN ACHIEVEMENT OF
STUDENTS WITH PARENTS OF DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL LEVELS,
DIFFERENT RACE, AND DIFFERENT ETHNICITY

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics
Comparison Category
Grade Grade Grade
10 12 10 12 10 12
College vs.
High School Parents
Public ..c.ivieeineneine. 1.1 1.0 1.2 1.2 2.3 2.4
Cathoiic .....ccce.., .o 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.7 1.1 1.4
Other private .......... . . 1.5 2.7 3.3
White vs. Black
Public .veeeeencesennnns 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.3 2.7 2.9
Catholic .evvvuveernn... 0.6 0.6 1.0 0.8 2.0 1.7
Anglo vs. Hispanic t
Pueblic ...vviieieecnrans 0.8 1.2 0.7 0.9 1.8 2.2
Catholic ....... e teaaes 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5 1.5 1.2

of table 6.2.3 ghow, a similar result hélds for race and ethnicity.
The achievement of blacks is closer to that of whites, and the achievement
of Hispanics is closer to that of non-Hispaniecs in Catholic schools
than in public schools,
Ihere remain two possible interpretations of this result, which
we will not pursue here, but which it is important to examine in further

analysis. One is that within the same school there is greater diversity

in performance between children of different family backgrounds in public
and other private schools than in Catholic schools. The other is that
the greater diversity performance arises through a greater diversity

of schools: in some schools, composed primarily of students from higher
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socioeconomis backgrounds, performance is high, higher than would be
predicted on the basis of comparable students' performance in more heter-
ogeneous schools; in other schools, composed primarily of students from
lower socioeconomic backgrounds, performance is lower than would be
predicted on the basis of comparable students' performance in heter-
ogeneous schootss.

There may be some difference between public and other private
schools in this, for public high schools are large on the average (758),
while other private schools are quite small (215). That is, it may
be that in the other private schools a considerably greater fraction
of the diversity in achievement is between schools than is true in the
public schools. It is possible with the data from the present study
to examine these alternative hypotheses; however, that work must remain
for further analyses of this data.

There is another important aspect of table 6.2.3. This is the
comparison of achievement differénces among students from different
backgrounds at the sophomore and senior levels in different sectors.

In general, these differences are smaller at the senior level in the
Catholic schools, while they are greater at the senior level in the
public and other private schools. Among nine comparisons at the senior
level, six are smaller, two are equal, and one is greater in the Catholic
schools; one is smaller, one is equal, and seven are greater in the
public schools; and one is equal and two are greater in the other private
schools.

Thus, not only is the achievement more alike among stu .cnts from

different backgrounds in the Catholic schools than in the other sectors,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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it becomes increasingly alike from the sophomore to the senior year. 1In
the public and other private schools, the achievement of students from

different backgrounds diverges.

6.2.1.2 Taking dropouts into account
To this point we have not explicitly considered the effect of

dropouts on the inferences about growth from sophomore to senior year
in each of the sectors. The problem, of course, is that dropouts, or
any other form of loss or gain from the sophomore to senior year, means that
the sophomores and seniors in the sample represent somewhat different
populations. If there is sophomore-to-senior dropout, and dropouts are
lower-achieving, then the seniors represent a higher—-achieving segment
of the total cohort of all youth at their age level than the sophomores
do of their cohort at their age level. This leads to an overestimate
of growth rates (e.g., from table 6.1.3, or table 6.2.1) and an underestimate
of the ircrease in divergence of scores of students from different
backgrounds (table 6.2.3). And the greater the dropout rate, the greater
these over- and underestimates.

. This makes it especially important to estimate the dropout rates
in the three sectors. OQOur estimate is obtained as follows. In each
school, we know the total size of the senior roster and the total size of
the sophomore roster. The difference between them is due to several
factors, including the sizes of the total cohort in these two years,
as well as the dropout rate between sophomore and senior years. All
factors except the last are relatively minor, we may regard this difference
as an estimate of the number of dropouts who are no longer present in

the senior class.

o
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Table 6.2.4 shows the total number of sophomores and seniors
in the sampled schools in each sector, as well as the fraction this
represents of the sophomore class and the fraction it represents of
the senior class. The table shows that, according to this estimate,
about 24 percent of the sophomore class in public schools is gone by
the senior year, or a 24 percent dropout rate. The comparable rates
in Catholic and other private schools are 12 perceat and 13 percent
respectively.

The 24 percent dropout rate in public schools represents 31
percent of the senior class. This meanslthat only about 69 percent
of the students who should be compared with ;ophomores to get a measure
of achievet "rowth have been included in the public school data--and
that the missing 31 percent came primarily from the lower part of the
distribution. Similar statements, though for smallér fractions of the
class (13 to 15 percent), could be made about Catholic and other private
schools.

Some part of the bias this introduces into measures of growth
has been taken care of by controlling on family background, as was done
for tables 6.2.1. 6.2.2, and 6.2.3. But because dropping out of school
is an act of negative selection, the students who drop out are very likeiy
lower achieving than those from similar backgrounds who remain in school.

If we knew how the test scores of the dropouts would have been
distributed, it would be possible to calculate the "true'" growth rate
in each sector. That, of course, is not possible. But whatever that
dist;ibution is (and assuming it is the same in each sector relative

to the sector distribution), the downward adjustment to obtain the true

.
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TABLE 6.2.4

TOTAL ROSTERS OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN SAMPLED SCHOOLS FOR
ESTIMATING DROPOUTS BETWEEN SOPHOMORE AND SENIOR YEARS:
SPRING 1980

Item Public Catholic Other
Private
Number of sophomores in
sampled schools ........ 369,942 16,030 2,009
Number of seniors in
sampled schools ........ 282,084 14,181 1,746
Difference ......... 87,858 1,849 263
Proportion of sophomore )
€lass tiierieciceccenenn .24 .12 .13
Proportion of senior
€lass t..iieiiieiiacennns .31 .13 .15

growth rate is much greater in the public sector than in either of the
private sectors. It appears, then, that if this downward adjustment
were made, not only would the growth rate in the other private sector
exceed that in the public sector (as shown in table 6.2.2), but also
the growth rate in the Catholic sector would exceed that in the public
sector.

The size of the dropout rate in the public sector, as well as
the much smaller dropout rates in bcth private sectors, suggests that
1f appropriate adjustments could be made the growth rates in both private
sectors would exceed that in the public sector.

An approximation of that adjustment can be made by reinserting
the dropout into the senior test score distribution, making some assumption
about the distribution of scores among dropouts. We have done that,

by assuming that the dropouts came from the lower 50 percent of t*a

247
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test score distribution on each test and were distributed in that lower
half ir the same way that remaining seniors in the lower half of the
distribution are distributed. What this means in effect is that within
the lower half of the genior test score distribution, and within the
upper half, the distributions do not change; but the lower half, aug-
mented by the dropouts, becomes a larger share of the total.

This assumption probably errs on the side of being favorable
to those schools with high proportions of dropouts (in this case, the
public schools), because dropouts are probably concentrated more toward
the bottom of the distribution than is assumed. Thus the agsumption
is probably conservative with respect to the'inference at hand: that
is, the greater achievement growth of students in the private sgector.

This assumption leads to modified genior test sccres, giving the
senior scores and estimated senior-sophomore gains shown in panel (a)
of table 6.2.5, the upper half. The estimated gain is reduced most
in the public schools, because dropout is over twice as high as in either
private sector. Im all three tests, the estimated gain in other private
schools is greater than that in public schools, and in two of the three
tests it is higher in Catholic than public schools--despite the fact
that both private gectors begin wigh more items correct among
sophomores, and are- thus closer to the ceiling.

A learning rate that is not affected by the existence of a
ceiling can be calcﬁlated in each séctor with these models. If p is
the probability of not knpwing an item at a given time, and q is tuos
learning rate expressed as the probaﬁility per vnit time of learning
what remains to be learned, then the equation for learning is

dp/dt = -qp. Solving for q, the learning rate, in terms of P, (the

‘ , - 250
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TABLE 6.2.5

ESTIMATED SOPHOMORE-SENIOR GAINS IN TEST SCORES AND LEARNING
RATES, WITH CORRECTIONS FOR DROPOUTS MISSING FROM

SENIOR DISTRIBUTION

Public Catholic Other Private
Item 10 12 g::; 10 12 gii; 10 12 42;;;
a) Estimated gainsa
Reading 3.57 4.05 0.47 | 4.33 4.81 0.47]4.30 5.11 0.81
Vocabulary 3.68 4.09 0.41 | 4.58 5.19 0.61] 4.73 5.35 0.62
Mathematics 9.39 9.77 0.38 |11.04 11.73 0.68{11.28 12.26 0.98
b) Estimated
learning rateP _
Reading .06 .07 .12
Vocabulary -.05 .10 .10
Mathematics .02 .05 .08

aNumbers ‘are rounded to two decimals inde
"estimated gains" differ from the difference betw

senior scores.,

b
Learning rate refers to e

gliven year from those items not known

probability of not knowing an item as a sophomore) and P

of not knowing it as a senior), gives q =

Estimates of P,

pendently so that some rounded
een rounded sophomore and

stimated proportion of items learned in a

(the probability

-1 .
-t “log (1 - (p0 - pl)/po).

and p; are given by subtracting the numbers of items

correct as sophomores and seniors (see table 6.2.5) from the total number

of items, and dividing by the total number of items.
is 2 years, so t =

be calculated from panel (a) of table 6.2.5.

2.

The time difference

Using the equation for q, learning rates can

in panel (b) of table §.2.5, the lower half.

- e

i

These rates are given
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The estimated learning rates show great differences between
students in other private schools and those in public schools. Dif-
ferences exist, but are smaller, between students in Catholic and public
schools. The calculations suggest that the growth rate in achievement
does differ among sectors, being highest in the other private sector,
next in the Catholic sector, and lowest in the public sector. It is
true that various assumptions are necessary, as discussed earlier, to
estimate such rates. But if the assumptions are favorable to any sector
it is probably the public sector. The evidence is thus rather strong
that average achievement growth is considerably greater in the private

sectors than it is in the public sector.1

1A problem not discussed in the text is the fact that some students
in all sectors did not take the tests, and the proportion differs from
sector to sector. For the mathematics test, it is 9.2 percent for sopho-
mores and 13.0 percent for seniors in the public sector, 4.2 percent
for sophomores and 8.8 percent for seniors in the Catholic sector, and
18.2 percent for sophvmores and 19.0 percent for seniors in the other
private sector. To take into account these differences, test scores
were imputed for those with missing test scores, using a variety of
predictor variables. For example, for the mathematics test for seniors,
the following variables were included: grades in school; number of
semesters of mathematics courses in grades 10 to 123 haviﬁg taken algebra
2, calculus, remedial mathematics, advanced mathemacics; reading the
front page of the newspaper; interest in school; satisfaction with self;
absences; tardiness; sex; father's education; wother's education; family
income; race; and ethnicity. Separate regression equations were estimated
for seniors and sophogores, and for public and private (the two private
sectors together). R were .37 and .50 for sophomores and seniors in
public schools and .39 and .47 for sophomores and seniors in private
schools. Recalculating the mean achievement in mathematics after values
were imputed changes the means very little (sophomores: 9.2, 11.1, 11.2
in public, Catholic, and other private, and seniors: 10.4, 12.2, 12.7
in public, Catholic, and other private). Comparing these scores with
those in table 6.1.3 shows little difference, with 0.2 in decrease in
both sophomores and seniors in public schools, 0.1 increase in both
sophomores and seniors in Catholic schools, and 0.1 decrease in sopho-
mores in other private schools, and no change in seniors. Consequently,
imputed values were not included in making the calculations in the text.
However, to fully test any effect of the missing values, learnimng-rate
calculations were made for mathematics with imputed scores included.
These were .02, .07, and .09 for public, {latholic, and other private
schools respectively. These show slightly higher values for Catholic
and other private schools, but do not change the qualitative inferences
@ made in the text.
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6.2.2 Efiects of school sector on educational plans

In section 6.1, it was evident that plans for further education
are considerably different in the different sectors. What 1is not clear
is just how much of this difference is a matter of selection and just
how much is actually brought about by the type of high school attended.
We will not be able to answer that question conclusively here, but 1ii
will be possible ts understand more about the development of educational
plans in each of the sectors.

First, controlling on family background characteriétics of
education, income, race, and ethnicity, as used in table 6.2.3, it 1is
possible to see the differences among the educational plans of students
whose parents are similar in these respects. Table 6.2.6, comparable
to the combined tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 for cognitive achievement, shows
these differences. The table 1is based, as in the case of cognitive
achievement, on regressions of level of schooling expected (BB065) on
family background (education, lncome, race, ethnicity) at each grade
level and in each sector.

The categories of respongg in this item are given below, together
with the score attached to each. Thus, in examining table 6.2.6, the

numbers should be interpreted in terms of the categories of response.

Score
Less than high school graduation 1
High school graduation only 2
Vocational, trade, business school
(less than 2 years) 3
Vocational, trade, business school
(2 years or more) 4
College (less than 2 years) 5
College (2 years or more) 6
Finished college (4- or S5-year degree) 7
o M.A. or equivalent 8
EJXU;‘ Ph.D. or equivalent 9

2352
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TABLE 6.2.6

ESTIMATED (NCREMENTS IN EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR STUDENTS
'IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH FAMILY BACKGROUND
CONTROLLED: SPRING 1980

S e
Expected level for public school sophomor=z: with
parents of average education, income, race, ethnicity ...¢... 5.13

Increment (for sophomores) in:

Catholic Schools IIIIIIIIII .IQ..II...I.I.I..I.O......II...Q .97
Other private schools ....... T T .49

Senior increment in public schools .........evveuvnnnnnnnnn.. .23
Additional increment for seniors in:
Cathol:‘.c Schools IIIII ® & o0 0 s 0 . ® o 0 0 o ..G....QII......IO...I.. -.17

Other private SCHOOIS ..... ®s oo e LA AL AL LA B BB B B B BN AN N A SN S NN SN -001

The table shows that, for sophomores in public schools with
parents of average background, the average level of education expected
is 5.13, that is, between the categories "less than 2 years of college'

"college (2 years but less than 4)." The seniors in public schools

-and
are only .23, or a quarter of a level, higher in expectations. Sopho-
mores with comparable backgrounds in Catholic schools are almost one
level (,97) higher, while those in other private schools are about half
a level (.49) higher. The seniors in Catholic schools show .17 less
gain than the seniors in public schools, or almost no gain relative

to sophomores, while the seniors(in other private schools show almost
the séme gain as the seniors in public schools. The lesser sophomore-

senior gain in Catholic schools ﬁay, of course, be due to the higher

levels for Catholic SOphomofes, which can produce a ceiling effect.

2325’4
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It is also difficult to estimate the differential sophomore-
senior change in educational expectations in the diffe:cent sectors,
because of differential dropout in the different types of schools (as
shown in table 6.2.4), although this is partially corrected by controlling
on family background characteristics. It is possible, for example,
that the estimated gain of .23 of an educational level in p;blic schools
is due solely to the fact that those with the lowest educational expecta-
tions, who are present in the sophomore class, are no longer present
in the senior class.

This possible dropout effect can be examined through use of
another question (BB068, EB068, YB072), which depends on retrospective
accounts to learn whether the sophomores and seniors planned to attend
college in earlier years of school. Tﬁe seniors were asked whether
they expected to attenl college when they were in grades 8, 9, 10, and
11. The sophémores ;ere asked the same question about their colleg:
gxpectations in grades 6, 7, 8, and 9. Although such retrospective
"accounts cannot be wholly reliable, they are the only scurce of such
information for these students. And they do show changes over time,
indicating that students did discriminate between years, and did not
simply respond alike for all years. For the sample as a whole table
6.2.7 shows in panel (a) that 49 percent of seniors indicated that they
expected to go to college when they were in grade 8. This rose to 53
percent in grade 9, 58 percent in grade 10, and 63 percent in grade
11. For the sophomores shown in panel (c), the figures are 42 percent
at grade 6, 46 ﬁercent at grade 7, 54 percent at grade 8, and 61 percent
at gfade ?, Comparing the two cohorts for grades 8 and 9 shows that

sophomores are 5 and 8 percent higher for these two grades, a difference

Q 2{)5
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TABLE 6.2.7

PERCENT OF SENIORS AND SOPHOMORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS
INDICATING EXPECTATIONS TO ATTEND COLLEGE AT EARLIER GRADES:
ACTUAL PERCENT AND STANDARDIZED PERCENT FOR STUDENTS WITH
AVERAGE U.S. PARENTAL EDUCATION, INCGME, ETHNICITY AND
RACE: SPRING 1980

At Earlier Grade Tgtil Public  Catholic pfiﬁiie
Seniors
a) Actual percent
At 8th grade 49 46 67 65
At 9th grade 53 50 . 72 68
At 10th grade 58 56 76 74
At 11lth grade 64 62 81 77
b) Standardized percent .
At 8th grade 49 48 62 53
At 9th grade 53 52 66 56
At 10th grade 58 57 70 63
At 11lth grade 64 62 75 67
Sophomores
c) Actual percent
At 6th grade 42 40 55 57
At 7th grade 46 43 61 60
At 8th grade 54 51 73 70
At 9th grade 61 59 79 74
d) Standardized percent
At 6th grade 42 41 46 45
At 7th grade 46 44 53 47
At 8th grade 54 52 65 56
At 9th grade 61 59 71 61
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that is probably due to the difference between a one- or two-year retro-
spection and a three~ or four-year retrospection.1 But we will ignore
these differences here. The question, then, is whether there was a
differential increase from grade 6 to grade 1l in different sectors.

Panel (a) in table 6.2.7 shows the actual percent of seniors
who reported expecting to go to college at each grade level in each
sector, and panel (b) shows the expected percent for students with family
education, income, race, and ethnicity at the national average.

Panels (c) and (d) show couwparable information for sophomores.

Looking at panels (a) and (c), the actual responses, the data
show that college expectations are higher in the private school sectors
than in the public sectors. Catholic schools show higher expectations
than other private schools in seven of eight comparisons. The differences
between sectors in educational plans correspond to differences in family
background in the different sectors, except that parental income and
education are lower in Catholic schools than in other private schools,
while college expectations in Catholic schools are slightly higher

in both cohorts.

The true difference, if the sophomores and seniors were sampled
from the same population (i.c., if the senior sample did not exclude
dropouts), would be greszter than the 5 and 8 percent differences observed.

2hese numbers in the (b) znd (d) panels are calculated for
regression equations which used as the dependent variable expectations
to attend college (=1) or no expectation or uncertainty (=0). It would
have been preferable to use a logit analysis, but that would--in this
case--have involved an iterative algorithm that would have been prohibitively
expensive to use with the full dataset. In any case, experience shows
that the use of a 0-1 dependent variable gives coefficients that lead
to czlculated values of the proportion positive that are almost identical
to those obtained by use of an 5terative algorithm for estimation of the
logit, so long as the proportions are not too close to 0 or 1. Therefore
we can be confident that calculatea percentages in the (b) and (d) fourth
paneis of table 6.2.6 are close to those that would have been obtained
if an iterative logit algorithm had beenzgisé?
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When backgrounds are standardized to the U.S. average, in panels
(b) and (d) of the table, the differemces are in the same direction.

The differences between public and private are reduced, though all privite
schools remain above the public schocls. The differences between Catholic
and other private schools increase.

Apart from changes over the years, the differing levels of educa-
tional aspirations, when family background is controlled, show results
gimilar to those in tabie 6.2.6. In both cases, students in Catholic
schools show the highest educational aspirations when family background
is controlied. students in other private schools the next highest, and
public school students the lowest. Expectations are quite high in all
sectors, however, and the differences between the sectors are not great.-

However, the principal question at hand to which table 6.2.7
is relevant concerns the development or changes in expectations over years
of school. What do these retrospective accounts show about such changes
in different types of school? First, the expectations grow, and grow
substantially. The difference in the sample as a whole is 15 percentage
points between grades 8 and 11 for the seniors, and 19 points between
grades 6 and 9 for the sophomores. But that growth differs in different
types of school. It is difficult to make comparisons, because differing
amounts of growth are possible at different levels.

The most commonly accepted way of making comparisons in a case
like this is by comparing not percentages, but the logarithm of the
ratio of the percentage and its complement, p/(1-p), called a logit.
According to a reasonable model of the way effects take place to push
proportions up or down, a measure of effects can be made by a comparison

of logits for the background-standardized public school percentages

25
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and the background-standardized percentages for the two private school
sectors, taken from panels (b) and (d). The excess of the private school
logit over the public school logit is a measure of che effect of being

in the private school on the likelihood of planning to attend college.
This "effect" of course includes both any actual effect of the type

of school in bringing gbout college plans and any selection effect that
18 not captured by statistically controlling oa family tackground.

Thus the fact of a positive vaiue for the diference between
private and public school logits is not evidence for an effect of being
in that type of school on the development of college plans. What is
evidence of such an effect is an increase over the years imn school of
the difference in logits. |

Table 6.2.8 shows the difference in logits between each private
scheol sector and the public schools, based on panels (b) and (d) of
table 6.2.8. The results are very mixed. The data in panel (a) for
the seniors shows no increase for the Catholic schools and a small
increase for the other private schools. Thus the senior data suggest
that being in a Catholic school has mo greater effect on increasing
college plans than does being in a public school, and that being in
an other private school has a slightly greater effect.

But panel (b) for the sophomores presents evidence that con-
flicts with this. For the Catholic schools, the measure of effect does
increase, suggesting that there is a greater effect of being in a Catholic
school on growth in college plans than of being in a public school.

The measure of effect does not increase for other private schools,

suggesting no greater effect of being in such a school on college plans.

Q37
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TABLE 6.2.8

DIFFERENCES IN LOGITS FOR COLLEGE EXPECTATIONS, STANDARDIZED
FOR STUDENTS WITH AVERAGE U.S. PARENTAL EDUCATION, INCOME,
ETHNICITY, AND RACE, BETWEEN EACH TYPE OF PRIVQTE SCHOOLS

AND THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

At Earlier Grade Catholic Other Private

a) Seniors:

At 8th grade .57 .20
At 9th grade .58 | .16
At 10th grade .57 .25
At 11th grade .61 .22

b) Sophomores:

At 6th grade .20 .16
At 7th grade .36 .12
At Bth grade .54 .16
At 9th grade .53 .08

c) Sophomnores and Seniors:

At 6th grade (sophomores) .20 .16
At 7th grade {sophomores) -.36 .12
At Bth grade (both) .56 .18
At 9th grade (both) .56 .12
At 10th grade (seniors) .57 .25
At 11th grade (seniors) .61 .22

aLogit of percentage expecting to attend college, minus
comparable logit for public schools.

oo
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A somewhat more reliable indicator of growth in college plans
over time by these students can be obtained by combining the senior
and sophomore retrospective data to obtain a single series beginning
at grade 8 and continuing through grade 11. To create such a series,
the difference in senior logits shown in panel (a) for grades 8 and
9 ig averaged with the difference in sophomore rogits shown in panel
(b) for grades 8 and 9. The result is shown in panel (c). For the
Catholic schools and the other privaté schools, there is a general
increasz in the gap between each sector and the public sector. There
is greater consistency for the Catholic sector, where the absolute
levels also suggest a stronger effect; but in the other private schools
as well there is an indication of greater growth in educational aspira-
tions for background-standardized students than in the public schools.

The end result of the analysis is that there is reasorably
strong evidence of the greater development of college plans in the
Catholic sector than in the public sector, and somewhat less strong
evidence of greater development of college plans in the other private
sector than in the public sector. The different sectors are consistently
different in the proportions of studerts expecting to attend college,
even after standardizing on parental education, family income, race,
and ethnicity, and there is evidence from retrospective accounts by
sophomores and seniors that these differences are not wholly due to
initial selection.

Now we turn to the examination of different educational expecta-—
tions for students with high or low parental education. As in the case
of cognitive achievement, the differential educational expectations

of students with especially high or low parenﬁal education in different
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sectors can be estimated, through use of the regression analysis used

for table 6.2.6. As before, we examine the educational expectations

of students whose parents both have only a high school educaticn and
students whose parents both have college degrees, in each type of school.
The results of this analysis are shown in table 6.2.9. The numbers

refer to the scale of educational levels reported in table 6.2.6.

The table shows that the educational expectations of students
with parents of low education are lowést if the students are in public
schools, and highest if they are in Catholic schools. The difference
between Catholic and public schools is 1.4 educational levels, that

between other private and public schools is .7 of an educational level.

TABLE 6.2.9

EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR STUDENTS WITH EXTREMES OF PARENTAL
EDUCATION, OTHERWISE STANDARDIZED TO U.S. FAMILY BACKGROUND?
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Public Catholic OFher Difference
Parents ' Private (at grade 10)
Education : . Other
10 12| 10 12| 10 12 |Catholic -, - te -
Public X
Public
High school
graduates 4.0 4.2 5.3 5.504.7 4.8 1.3 .7
College .
graduates 6.3 6.5)6.8 6.8|6.5 4.8 .5 o2
Difference
(at
grade 10) 2.3 1.5 1.8

a . .
Family background includes parental education, income, race,
and ethnicity.
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For children of parents with college degrees, the expected education
is higher in all sectors. But the difference between sectors is much
less, only half an educational level between Catholic and public schools,
and only .2 of an educational level between other private and public
schools.

The bottom row of the table shows the difference in educational
expectations between children of high- and low—-education parents in each
type of school. Here, the differences are greatest in the public schools
and least in the Catholic schools, with the other private schools in
between. As in the case of cognitive achievement, the Catholic schools
come closest to meeting the ideal of the 'common school.'" The public
schools are furthest from this idea in educational expectations. Children
from differing educational backgrounds in Catholic schools are most
alike in their educational expectations, while children from differing
educational backgrounds in public schools are least alike in educational
expectations. In other words, in the publfé schools, the educational plans
of children with college-educated parents diverge more sharply from
those of children with high~school-educated parents than is true in any
other type of school. And the divergence is least in Catholic schools.

The gains in educational expectations from the sophomores to the senior
year are small in all sectors and for both levels of parental education. They
are least in the Catholic schools. But, as indicated in previous analysis,
the retrospective questions examined earlier probably give better information
about the development of education plans than does the sophomore-to-

senior comparison.

oo
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6.3 Factors Affecting Cognitive Achievement in the Schools

The indication that there are different achievement growth rates
in different sectors, as well as the evidence of secteor effects on homo-
geneity of achievement, suggests that it may be useful to try to get
a better understanding of the differences among the sectors. One strategy
for doing so is this: If attending one type of private schocl, an other
private school for example, is hypothesized to bring about higher achieve-
ment than attending a public school, then it should be the case that
within each of the sectors students achieve more highly in schools that
differ from the average school in ways that other private schools differ
from public schools--but omnly, of course, in those ways that make a
difference for achievement. If the higher levels of homework that
characterize other private schools (chapter 5) are effective in leading
to higher achievement, then in those schools that have high levels of
homework, no matter whether they are Catholic, public, or other private,
achievement should be higher than in other schools of that sector.

If other private schools are not more effective for cognitive achievement,
or if some aspect of other private schools other than homework 1is the
factor that makes for higher achievement, then achievement should not

be higher, in such an analysis. If, for example, other private schools
are more effective, but it is their smaller size (as shown 1n chapter

2) that makes them so, then smaller schools in each sector, not schools
with higher homework levels, should show higher achievement when student
background is controlled.

Thus, this will be the general strategy: to examine the relations,
within each of the sectors, of various factors that distinguish the

Catholic and other private schools from the public schools. 1f certain

et !
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of these factors do consistently make a difference in cognitive achieve-
ment, whatever the sector, then this is rather strong evidence both
that the different school sectors do bring about differing achievement,
and that one way they do so is through their difference on the factors
that in the analysis shows effects on achievement. In addition, beyond
confirming the differential effects on achievement of different school
sectors, this approach will give some insight into the policies that,
in any sector, affect achievement.

The first examination concerns discipline-related behavior.
Analyses were carried out on the relation of attendance, being late
to school, and cutting classes to achievement in each of the three sectors.
Parental education, family income, race, and ethnicity were statistically
controlled. The analyses were carried out for sophomores and seniors
together, with a 0-1 variable for sophomore-senior grade ievel. Scores
in the reading, vocabulary, and mathematics subtests with common items
for seniors and sophomores were used as dependent variables.

Table 6.3.1 shows the regression coefficients for absenteeism,
lateness, and cutting classes (all in the same equation) in each of
the four types of schools. 1In addition, means on each of these variables
are listed, in the bottom panel. (Cutting classes is a 0-1 variable,
so that the coefficient can be interpreted as an effect of '"cutting
classes now and then" versus not doing so. The other variables are
scaled, with one unit being the difference in one category in the item
responses.)

There is a high degree of consistency in the results. The
coefficients are almost all negative, meaning that students who report

missing school or class or being late achleve consistently less well,

25‘;
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TABLE 6.3.1

ACCOUNTING FOR READING, VOCABULARY, AND MATHEMATICS SCORES: REGRESSION
COEFFICIENTS AND MEANS FOR ABSENTEEISM, LATENESS, AND CUTTING
CLASSES, IN ANALYSIS WHICH INCLUDES FAMIE? BACKGROUND AND
GRADE LEVEL: SPRING 1980

Other
Public Catholic Private
Reading:
Absenteeism ........... -.10 -.13 -.27
Lateness ....eeecoccans -.03 -.08 -.06
Cutting classes ....... -.19 ~.22 ~.02
Vocabulary:
Absenteeism ........... -.09 -.06 -.21
Lateness ....ccenencans -.02 -.12 .00
Cutting classes ....... -.09 -.23 +.08
M.thematics:
aovsenteeism ... ...... -.36 ~-.32 ~-.42
Lateness ....iceececaces -.05 -.13 -.10
Cutting classes ....... -.45 ~-.47 -.59
Means
Absenteeism ........... 2.41 1.91 2,20
Lateness ....eineiocoans 2.21 2.00 2.43
Cutting classes ....... .38 .18 .34
RZ reading .....eeeen... .181 .084 .222
vocabulary .......... .196 .111 .258
mathematics ....... . .208 .090 .261

aFamily background includes parental education, income, race,
and ethnicity.
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in all sectors, than those from the same types of family background
who do not do these things.1 Of the three types of behavior, lateness
is least related to achievement.

Something about the magnitude of the effect of these types of
behivior, at the levels at which they exist in the various types of
schools, can be obtained by multiplying the regression coefficients
shown in the upper three panels of table 6.3.1, by differences in the
means of the variables between different sectors. The result shows
the amount of extra achievement in one sector (the sector with the
lower level of absences, lateness, or class cutting) over that in
another which is related to these three problems of discipline. For
example, the difference between Catholic schools and public schools
in cutting classes is a difference of 18 percent versus 38 percent.
This difference (.18 - .38) multiplied by the regression coefficient
of -.45 (effect of cutting classes on mathematics achievement in public
schools) gives a value of .09. This means that, on the average, achieve-

ment was lower in the public schools by .09 of an item in the mathematics

1'.l'his does not imply, of course, that public schools could

easily establish and implement those policies. In chapter 5 we pointed
out the much greater restrictions on the public schools in ability to
carry out effective discipline.

One might argue that the reasoning in the text is flawed--that
policy differences leading to different levels of absenteeism would
not affect achievement but rather that the kind of students who tend
to be lower achievers are those who are absent or cut classes, and it
is not the absences themselves that reduce achievement. This may be
so, and the issue certainly merits further attention. However, the
similarity of regression coefficients in the different sectors, where
policies lead to very different levels of absenteeism, suggests that
the interpretation in the text may be the correct one. The question
is examined explicitly later in this section.
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test because of disciplinary policies that allowed a level of 38 percent
of students cutting classes rather than the 18 percent found in Catholic
schools.l

Carrying out such an exercise over all tests, comparing the
public schools with both private school sectors and summing over the
three types of behavior, shows the loss in reading, vocabulary, and
mathematics achievement in public schools that is due to the higher
degree of absenteeism, lateness, and class cutting found in these schools
as compared to the levels found in both Catholic schools audgother private
schools (table 6.3.2). The public school lossés are highly consistent,
are greater relative to the Catholic schools, and seem to be somewhat
“.igher for mathematics. (The number of items on the mathematics test
is 18, a little over twice that on the other two; consequently, its
coefficients should be expected to be about twice as great as the others.
But they are somewhat greater than this.) The achievement losses are
not large, but this must be seen in perspective: the differences in
mathematics due to Catholic-nublic behavior differences are about one-
fourth of all the mathematics achievement gain from the sophomore to
the senior year. In addition, the indicators we have used of different
levels of discipline-related behavior are very likely pale reflections
of the behavioral differences among these schools. Thus, the actual
effects of all discipline~related behavioral differences between these

schools may be considerably greater (as subsequent analysis indicates).

1When independent variables in a regression equation are cor-
related, as these three are, there is sometimes instabpility in individual
coefficients, becoming extreme in opposite directions. This seems to
be what has occurred for: vocabulary in other privete schools, for example.
There are techniques, such as ridge regression, for restabilizing the
coefficients. But if one is interested only in the combined effects,
as we are here, then the approach we use in table 6.3.2 and subsequent
analyses is ordinarily sufficient.

2512
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TABLE 6.3.2

ACHIEVEMENT LOSSES IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS RELATIVE TO EACH
TYPE OF PRIVATE SCHOOL DUE TO HIGHER LEVELS OF
ABSENTEEISM, LATENESS, AND CUTTING CLASSES IN

THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Public
N relative to
Tes®

Other

Catholic Private
Losses (as fractions of an
item) in:

Reading test R EEREEEEEREEEE "u09 _u02

VocabUIary test S s0 0008800 —-07 -u02

‘l Mathematics teSt N EEEEE '-.28 _.08

The suggestion that absenteeism, being late, and cutting classex
may make more difference for mathematics than for reading or vocabulary
finds confirmatior in another way. Regrecsion analyses just like those
described for tables 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 were carried out with these variables,
but with logarithm of school size included. Then the same regression
was carried ocut, but no longer including the three behavior variables.

The question is: For which of ¢he tusts did the amount of explained
variance go down most when thz three teliavior viiiables were not included?
Ti'e answer is, the mathematics test. Ir sevea ~f eight comparisons

of mathematics with other tests, the reduction is greater in mathematics.

It thus appears that mathematics achievement is more sensitive to behavioral

problems than is achievement in reading comprehension or vocabulary.
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When we turn to size of school itself as a factor differentiating
public and private schools, and possibly making for differential achieve-
ment, we find that size of school is positively related to achievement
in the Catholic and other private sectors for all three tests, and in
the public sector for two of the three, when family background and grade
in schoo! are controlled. Thus it appears that public schools have
a gain in achievement relative to private schools as a consequence of
their larger size. The amount of gain they experience can be calculated
as it was done in the case of the behavior problems: by multiplying
the regression coefficient for the effect of size by the difference
in average size between sectors.1 Before presenting these resulté,

. however, it is useful to introduce another set of variables: the at-
tendance variables whose effect was discussed above. For the relation
of schwool size to achievement is positive, while the relation of absenteeism,
lateness, and cutting classes to achievement is negative, but the latter
are positively related to size. At least, this is the case in the public
schools. The correlation of the three behavior problems with the logarithm

of size is as given below in the three sectors:

Public Catholic Other Private

Absenteei.sm IR R R EE TS 002 —.02 .00
Lateness .ceecececces o sees .10 .00 -.20
Cutting class ececesccccsas .12 .00 .01

The variable actually used in the regression is logarithm of
size. In the calculation described in the text, regression coefficients
for the school sector to which the size-related loss (or gain) will
be attributed are used. This is because, as will be evident in the
discussion, we want to distinguish the gain that private schools could
expect through change in average size to that of public schools from
the loss that public schools could expect through a chaunge in average
gsize to that of private schools.

2Because the number of private schools is 27, the number of
Catholic schools is 84, and the number of public schwols is 894,
and because size is a school-level variable, samplirig variation in correlations
can be expacted in other private schools, and to a lesser degree in

[:R\K: Catholic schools. za,w
)
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Controlling on the behavior problems in a regression of achievement
on size 1s like hypothetical experiment: What would be the effect
of size on achievement if school staff were able to control the behavior
problems that are correlated with size. The absence of correlation
with size in the private schools (or, in the case of lateness, in other
private schools, a negative relation to size) shows that the question
is not a hypothetical one for staff in private schools. They apparently
are able to control the behavior problems that in the public schools
increase with size. This may be due to the greater degree of
overall control that private schools are able to exercise, or to the
smaller sizes of the schools.

Table 6.3.3 shows (in the upper three lires) the gains--or,
in the case of reading, losses—-that public schools experience iu i:3latiarn
to Catholic and other private schools because of their large size.
But comparing that to the next three lines shows that these gains are
smaller than they would be--and the losses larger than they woulld be-
-~with the behavior pzoblems controlled. (It should be emphagi: .a that
the “rue effect of size might be less than indicated in this analysis
because large schools in the public sector are positively associated
with certain background variables that have not been statistically
controlled, such as parental expectations and small family size, both
of which are positively related to achievement. 3ut, even if this ie
the case, it would merely reduce the measurad effect of size by a constant
amount.)

The poeitive effect of size, assuming that it is 3 true effect,
might be due to any of several factors. It was once assumed; in fact,

that larger schools meant better education; as ir Conant's influential

S
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TABLE 6.3.3

ACHIEVZMENT DIFFERENCES IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RELATIVE TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS DUE TO THE
LARGER SIZE OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS:
SPRING 1980

Public Relative to
Item
Catholic OFher
Private
Family background
controlled:
Reading ...eeveenn. -.03 -.08
Vocabulary ........ .03 .09
Mathematics ....... .01 .03
Family background and
attendance controlled:
Reading ........... -.02 -.05
Vocabulary ........ .04 .12
Mathematics ....... .04 .12
R2 for each sector
(with attendance and
background controlled)
Reading ..... cesens .163
Vocabulary ........ ' .192
Mathematics ....... .201

The American High School Today (1959). The arguments were that there

is greater depth and breadth of program is possible in large schools,
that specialized classes dealing with advanced topics and better laboratory
facilities are possible in larger schools. All these points are true;

but the data suggest that L’ 2se virtues of size are, in public schools,
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largely cancelled out by the inability to manage behavior problems as
school size increases—-an inability that has very likely grown since
Conant made his survey of high schools in 1958.

The analyses of tables 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 included only a small
number of background variables, and did not include other possible
school factors that might be responsible for some of the differences
found. Initially our strategy was to proceed in this way generally,
examining sequentially the effects of various school factors that differ
between public and private schools, in separate regression equations.
However, the correlations between these various school characteristics
mean that such a procedure might easily lead to incorrect inferences,
attributing effects to one factor in the schools that are due to a factor
that is correlated with the first but not included in the equations.1
Consequently, a single analysis is carried out for all of the factors
to be examined. In addition, to reduce thevlowest lev:1 possible amy
spurious inferences due to differences in family background that are
correlated with school factors, all of the family background factors
used for the anzlysis reported in table 6.2.1 are included in subsequent
analyses. For each of the characteristics of schools and of schocl
functioning that is a source of possible differences in the effectiveness
of public and private schools, we ask the following pair of questions:

1. What is the level of that characteristic in Catholic or other
private schools, for students with the same subjective and
objective background characteristics as the average sophomore
public school student? For example, the overall average dif-

ference between Catholic school and public school sophomores
in the amount of homework they do is the difference between

1Thomas DiPrete first brought this matter to our attention.
His analysis for another report from the High School and Beyond project,
Discipline and Order in American High Schools, suggested that this might
be the case. We thank Professor DiPrete.
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5.56 hours a wee in the Catholic schools and 3.75 a week in

the public schools. But for Catholic school sophomores with

the same subjective and objective characteristics as the average
public school sophomore, the 5.56 hours a week is reduced to
4.92 hours a week. Thus, the difference in levels of homework
for the same type of student between the public and Catholic
schools 1s 4.92 - 3.75, or 1.2 hours a week of homework.

2 What difference in achievement would we expect to find in the
public schools if the school factor were at the level at which
it is found in Catholic ur other private schools for students
of a given background (i.s., the background of the avarage
public school sophomore)? For example, what increment in achieve-
ment would we expect to find in the public schools if the average
public school student spent 1.2 more hours on homework? This
is obtaiued by multiplying the 1.2 hours by the regression
coefficient for the effect of homework on achievement in public
schools, controlling for the effects of family background char-
acteristics and other school factors.

Thus there are two questions of interest for each of the school
factors that might contribute to the public-Catholic or public-other
private difference in achievement: What is the difference between the
level of that factor in the Catholic or other private schools and public
schools, for students like the average public school sophomore? And
what would be the expected difference in achievement in the public
schools if that factor were at the level found in the Catholic or other
private schools, controlling on family background and other scheol
factors? We address these questions in turn.

6.3.1 The difference in levels of school factors between public and
private schools for students of comparable backgrounds

Each of five areas related to the functioning of the school

was examined as a potential means through which private schools obtain

different levels of achievement from comparable students. Tliese are:

lThe standardized estimates of school functioning were calculated
as follows: For each grade in the public and private sectors, we estimated
separate regression equations for each of the srhool functioning variables
using the seventeen family background characteristics. A background-
standardized estimate for the level of school functioning in each grade
and sector was calculated using the means of the public school sophomore
characteristics and the effects of these background characteristics

in the respective sector and grs 'e. :2 (Lf
Ky
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Different coursework. This was measured in two ways. For
mathematics in the senior year, it was possible to measure
coursework in mathematics, that is, the total number of courses
that the student had taken among the following: algebra 1,
algebra 2, geometry, trigometry, calculus. As chapter 5 showed,
higher proportions of private school seniors than public school
seniors have taken each of these courses. Unfortunately, for
the reading and vocabulary tests, and for the mathematics test
for sophomores, there is no comparable measure of coursework.
Instead, for these tests, having taken an honors English course
(for the reading and vocabulary tests) or an honors mathematics
course (for the mathema.ics test) was used as the measure of
coursework. This is a poor measure of coursework differences
between public and private schools, both because the proportions
of students having taken an honors course were very similar

in the three sectors and because an "honors'" course means very
different things in different school contexts.

Homework. As chapter 5 showed, the amount of homework in the

Catholic schools is greater than that in the public schools,
and the amount in the other private sector is greater yet.
For both sophomores and seniors it was possible to estimate
the actual hours per week spent on homework.

Attendance in school and class. Chapter 5 showed that students

in Catholic schools were much less often absent and much less
likely to cut class than students in public schools. Students
in other private schools were between the Catholic and public
schools on these neasures of behavior.

Disciplinary climate. Students were asked three questions related

to the disciplinary climate of the school, as shown in chapter
5: how interested the teachers are in students, how effective
the discipline is in the school, and how fair the discipline

is in the school. Each school was characterized by the average
of the responses for all the students in that school, and these
averages were then used as measures of the school disciplinary
climate. As chapter 5 chcwed, there were some differences in
the average disciplina: s climates in the three sectors.

Student behavior in the school. The behavior of all the students

in the school may have some efiect on what individual students
learn, even controlling on the student's own behavior. The

items used as a measure of the behavior in thz school were the
averages, over the school, of sophomore responses to four questions
asking the extent to which certain types of behavior occurred

in the school: students not attending school, students cutting
classes, students fighting, students threatening or attacking
teachers. Alternative measures of attendance and cutting classes
were obtained by averaging over the school the students' responses
concernirng their own attendance and cutting classes, and characterizing
each student by the ave-age in the school, excluding his or

her own responses.

R/5
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Chapter 5 showed the differences in the levels of these school
characteristics in public and private schools. The differences in these
characteristics for students from the same family backgrounds are of
interest here. More specifically, we are interested in the differences
for students who are like the average public school sophomore, so that
the levels of the school characteristics are standardized to the public
school sophomore population. The importance of this question lies in
the fact that the family backgrounds of public, Catholic, and other
private school students differ in both objective characteristics, such
as parental aducation and income, and in subjective characteiistics.
such as the amuunt of student conversation with parents about school-
work. In most of these ways, students in public schools have backgrounds
that are less conducive to achievewznt than do students in private
schools. Thus the measures of school functioning, which are in part
determined by the backgrounds from which the students come, must be
adjusted or standardized for student background in order not to attribute
to school policies those differences in achievement that are in fact
due to student background effects on school functioning.

The background-standardized measures of school functioning are
shown in table 6.3.4. The table shows that with very few exceptions
(all in the percent taking honors mathematics or honors English) the
Catholic and other private schools are higher in those characteristics
that appear to be conducive to achievement (homework, teacher interest,
fairness or effectiveness) and lowzr in those that appear inimical to
achievement (absenteeism, cutting class, fighting, threatening teachers).
The differences are generally reduced rompared to those found in chapter 5

because standardization of family background brings the student behavior
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TABLE 6.3.4

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN LEVELS OF VARIOUS
SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS AND STUDENT BEHAVIORAL VARIABLES
STANDARDIZED TO STUDENTS WITH FAMILY BACKGROUNDS LIKE
THAT OF THFE AVERAGE SOPHOMORE IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS:

SPRING 19802

Sophomore Senior
Item Cat?olic PSE::;e Cat@olic ng::;g
mLnus minus minus minus
Public Public Public Public
1) Percent taking honors
English ~3% -4 12 ~-7Z
Percent taking honors
mathematics 1% -62 1% -22
Advanced mathematics
courses taken (5 maximum) - - .72 .35
courses courses
2) Homework 1.2 hrs. 1.3 hrs. 0.8 hrs. 1.3 hrs.
3) Absenteesim
(high = olten absent) ~.43 -.07 -.40 -.17
Percent cutting class =202 -42 =202 -7Z
4) Mean perceived teacher
interest .39 49 .39 .50
Mean perceived teacher
fairness .17 .10 .18 o11
Mean perceived teacher
effectiveness .58 .30 .58 .30
5) Mean perceive
absenteeism .70 .65 .66 .56
Mean perceived
cutting class .79 .36 .80 54
Mean perceived
studer fights .40 .55 .38 .56
Mean perceived
threaten teachers .18 .18 .07 .17
Mean absenteesim (exclud-
ing self) 1.94 2.25 1.93 2.22
Mean percent cutting
class (excluding self) .16 .30 .15 .30

. aFamily background characteristics controlled are those used in
table 6.2.1. The numbers in the table are obtained by first multiplying public
school sophomore background means by regression coefficients from the regres—
sion of the variable in questiom ¢n family background to obtain the expected
level of the variable in questiion for that population, using regressions
carried out on private school sophomores, private r:thnol seniors, and public
school seviors and then subtracting the public school value from the private
school value.

b . -
Highest value (3) = rarely or never. 230'?'
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in the private schools closer to that in the public schools. Yet the

differences remain in the same direction as those in chapter 5, when

student background was not controlled.

6.3.2 Differences in achievement attributable to particular school
characteristics and student behavior

Given these differences, it becomes possible to estimate the
effect of being in a Catholic or other private school on achievement
through each of the types of differences. This will show, for exzample,
the estimated gain in achievement if the amount of homework done by
public school sophomores were the same as that done by Catholic school
students with similiar backgrounds (that is, an extra 1.2 hours a week),
but other measured characteristics of the school remained the same.

In: this way som: or all of the differences between private and
public schools shown in table 6.2.1 may be accounted for or explained.
For example, in table 6.2.1, the reading achievement in Catholic schools
of sophomores with backgrounds similar to those of public school sopho~
mores is 0.31 items greater than that of the public school sophomores.
This difference of 0.31 items may be due in part to the 1.2 hours more
homework in the Catholic schools. Carrying out the calculations we
can gee that public school sophomores who are average in all the mea-
sured family background cha:acteristics and in a school that is average
in the measured school characteristics get .06 more items on the reading
test covered if they do the same amount of homewoerk as similar students
(i.e., background-standardized) do in the Catholic sector.

In carrying out this examination, the amount of achievement
explained by the variables in each of the five areas of school func-

tioning is added, to give a total explained by measured characteristics
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in that area.1 Thus, in the area of coursework, homework, attendance,
disciplinary climate, and student behavior, the analysis results in

a number that is the amount of achievement difference between publiz
and Cathonlic or other private schools that can be accounted for by the
differences in the level at which that factor exists in each sector.
If the number is positive, this means that the average public school
student would gain in achievement if the public school operated at the
came level as the sverage Catholic or other private school. If the
number is negative, it means that the average public school student
would have lower achievement 1f the public school operated at the same
level as the average Catholic or other private school.

Table 6.3.5 shows the overall difference in achievement in
reading, vocabulary, and mathematics in public and private shcools,
controlling on student background, taken from table 6.2.1, and the
amount of achievement difference that can be accounted for by the dif-
ferences in each of the five areas. The sum of these five differential
achievements (labelled "total accounted for" in the table) is the amount
of achievement difference explained by all these m2asures of school
functioning. If that sum is legs than the overall difference in achieve-
ment, there remains an unexplained achievement difference between the
private and the public sector. If the total accounted for is greater
than the overall difference (as, for example, with readiné achievement
for soﬁhomores in the Catholic-public comparisoh--.31 overall differences
and .43 accounted for), this suggests that there are other unmeasured

school factors that partly compensate for the effects of these factors

In terms of calculations, this was estimated by multiplying
the differenve in the two levels of functioning (seen in table 6.3.4)
by the relevant regression coefficient in the public sector.

2,0
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TABLE 6.3.5

ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS DUE TO
VARIOUS AREAS OF SCHOOL FUNCTIONING, FOR STUDENTS WITH FAMILY
BACKGROUNDS LIKE THAT OF THE AVERAGE SOPHOMORE IN
PUBLIC SCTHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Catholic Other Private
- Read-— | Vocab-| Mathe— | Read-| Vocab-| Mathe-
ing ulary | matics ing ulary | matics
Sophomores
Coursework .02 .02 -.02 02 .02 .10
Homework .06 .04 .14 .06 .05 .16
Attendance .04 .03 .16 .01 .01 .03
Student behavior .35 .13 .51 .37 .25 .66
Total accounted for .43 JO4 .61 .52 31 1.08
Overall (from table 6.2.1) .31 .36 .57 14 .33 .54
Seniors
Coursework -.Oi -.01 1.07 .04 .05 .51
Homework .05 .03 .02 .07 .05 .03
Attendance .02 .02 .04 .01 .01 .0
Disciplinary climate .01 .00 .02 .10 .07 .01
Student behavior .16 -.03 .15 .18 .10 A4l
: Total accounted for .24 .03 1.30 41 .27 .98
Overall (from table 6.2.1) .23 .54 .56 41 .51 .69
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but are not included in tic analysis. It is clear that the present
analysis is imperfect, certainly excluding some fc-tors that either
augment or depress achievement in the -ublic schools.1

Despite the existence of some puzzling differences between the
overall differences and the total accounted for, the results snown in
table 6.3.5 give an idea of the sources of the difference in achievement
between the public and private sectors. Differences in the level of
hcmework account for a small but consistent part of the differences
in achievement; differences in the student's own attendance patterns
account for a smaller part. The effects of differences in the discipli-
nary climate are inconsistent in direction and size. The effects of
coursework are difficult to assess, since the measurement is weak except
in the senior year for mathematics, where the taking of specific courses
was measured ard where the effect of coursework on achievement was found
to be great. The one are: in which the effect of public~private differences
is most consistently strong is student behavior (with one inconsi~tency,
in the senior vocabulary test for the Catholic-public comparison).

The effect of student behavior is considerably stronger at the
sophomore level than at the senior level. This could reasonably be
true for either of two reasons, one purely technical, the other sub -
stantive. The technical reason is that the measures of student behavior
problems are based on sophomore perception of problems, and thus should
reflect behavior problems among sophumores more than among seniors.
Insofa: as these problems differ in the two gra':s of the same school,

one would expect a iower relation of the perceived problems to senior

This is especially true for advanced mathematics courses, where
the regression coefficient is 1.40 in the private sector and 1.5l in
the public -<~*or.
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achievement than to sophomore achievement. The substantive reason is
that the sophomore year is before the end of compuisory education for
many students. Thus in some schools there are a number of students
who are uninterested in school, behave poorly, and perform poorly on
tests like those given as a part of “he survey. In the senior year,
many of there students are missing, having dropped out, and the remaining
behavior problems are less associated with achievement. Without further
data, it is not possible to distinsuish between these two possible
reasons for the lower effects at the senior 1level.

These measures of student behavior are school-level measures
and it is important to clarify exactly wha% they refer to. To some
degree, the student's own behavior is statistically controlled through
the two measures of the student's own attendance, which constitute area
3 in the table. If the student's own behavior were fully controlled
statistically, we could attribute this student behavier effect wholly
to the effect of behavior problems amor:g other students ~n the stude..*'s
cewn achievement. As it is, such an inference is somewhat speculative,
since the student's own behavior is not well coatrolled statistically.
Yet the indication is there that the =ffect may be not only through
the interference of the s*.dent's misbehavior on that same student's
achievement, but also through the general level of behavior disorder

. : 1
on tle achievement of &ven those students whose behavior is good.

1It ot fully clear just what is measured by these perceptions

ol student be ior. They are not direct measures of the actual rates

of behavior problems, and they may be measures of some more subtle difference
in the disciplinary character of the school. "We conducted a partial

test of this questicn for t.~ of the four measures vsed in this analysis.
Direct measures from the students are available for absenteeism and

cutting classes. For each student we calculated a measure of the average
absenteeism and percent who cut classes among the students in that student's
school who were in the survey, excluding the student's own responses

to these two questions. The effects of these tws measureg oI attendance,

252
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A student's achievement may be affected by other students' behavior
in several ways. Some of i{hese are not completely understood, but t'e time
a teacher must devote to disciplining students rather than teaching,
now much repetition of material is required to have most of tae students
understand new material, and the distractions that disorder in the school
imposes on the student may all have an effect.

In one of the areas, disciplinary climate, the inconsistent
results present something of a puzzle. If the lesser degree of student
behavior problems in private schools does make a difference in achievement
then presumably the disciplinary differences between the public and
private sectors ghould as well, because they influence student behavior.
The last dependent clause is the key to the puzzle of disciplinary
differences show inconsistent, sometimes negative effects. By statisticzlly
controlling studenﬁ‘geﬁavior and houwework, we controlled on the interven-
ing variables through which the school's disciplinary climate ghould
have its effect. Thus the very paths through which a disciplinary
climate can have its principal effect have been excluded from consideration
in assessing the effect of the discip’inary climate. To see the true
effect of the disciplinary-c*imate differences between public and private
schools, we should examine not only their direct effect, but also their

effect through student behavior.

as they differ between the public and private sectors, can be compared
to the effects of the two measur=s obtained from sophkomores' perceptions.
Background-standardized differences between the public sector and the

two private sectors on these tvo measures of atteaxdance were calculated
and the actual school-level behavior for each student was substituted

ir the general equation used in preparing table 6.3.5. The difference
tetween the effects of sophomore percepticas of attendance behavior

and the actual average attendance behavior of all other students was
twofold. We found the effects of students' actual attendance behavior

to bz consistently negative, but, generally, the amount of loss or gain
in achievement: is lower. This suggests tnat, although something more
than actual student attendance is captured by the student perception

of behavior, actual average school attendance does have a negative effect

233
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A portion of this is shown in table 6.3.6 which presents the
effect of public-Catholic and public-other private differences in lis-
ciplinary climate on the four items of perceived student behavior that
were shown as part 5 in table 6.3.4, again for & standardized public
school sophomore student body. This does not capture the effects of

v disciplinary climate through the two measures of individual student
behavior inciuded in the analysis--that is, homework and attendance-
-but it does capture the effects through the paths of the four aspects
of student behavior as perceived by sophomores.

Table 6.3.6 shows just how much of the differences in perceived
absenteeism, class cutting, student fights, and threatening teachers
between the public sector and the two private sectors can be accounted
for by differences in disciplinary climate (see table 6.3.4 for the
three items of disciplinary climate), for both sophcmores and seniors.
These "discipline-related" differences in behavior car be compared to
part 5 of table 6.3.4, to see what proportion of the difference in
behavior is accounted for by these items of disciplinary climate.

For example, the total difference between public and Gatholic schools

in perceived absenteeism is .70, and the differeace accounted for by
disciplinary climate is .18, or 26 percent of the total. (It is important
not to conclude that only this much of the variation in background-
standardized attendance is a consequence of the discipline in the school;
the three items used as indicators must certainly be only weak indicators
of the disciplinary character of the school).

With this information, it is possible to estimate the effect
of the disciplinary climate through €our aspects of school-l=vel student

behavior. This is shown in the lower half of the table. In rearly

_5.
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TABLE 6.3.6

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN LEVELS OF BEHAVIOR
PRGBLEMS DUE TO DIFFERENCES IN LEVELS OF DISCIPLINARY CLIMATE AND
ON ACHIEVEMENT THROUGH EFFECTS OR BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS (STUDENT

BACKGROUND STATISTICALLY CONTROLLED):

SPRING 1980

Effects of Disciplinary Climate Differences:

Catholic-Public

Other Private-Public

Sophomores:

Effects con:

Mean perceived
absenteeism

Mean perceived
cutting class

Mean perceived
student fights

Mean perceived
threaten teachers

Seniors:
Effects on:

Mean perceived
absenteelsm

Mean perceived
cutting class

Mean perceived
student fights

Mean perceived
threaten teachers

Effects for:
Sophomores

Seniors

.18 13
.29 .16
.15 -4
.14 .11
.17 .13
.19 .14
.14 14
.13 .10
Effects Through Behavior Problems
in Achievement —
Catholic Other Private
Read- |} Vocab- | Mathe-| Read-| Vocab-| Mathe-
ing ulary | matics ing ulary | matics
.13 .07 .25 .10 .07 .22
.06 -.01 .13 .06 04 .16

™
104
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all cases, the positive efiects of disciplinary climate through student
behavior outweigh the negative direct effects shown in table 6.3.5.

Thus, through the the aspects of behavior shown in table 6.3.6 the
disciplinary-climate differences between the public and private sectors

lead to greater achievement in the private sectors, though the imperfections

of measurement have very likely masked part of the effects.

6.4 Summary of Educational Outcomes

This section has examined two kinds of outcomes in public and
private schools: cognitive outcomes, as measured by standardized test
scores in reading, vocabulary, and mathematics; and plans for after
high school, primarily plans for further education. The first rquestion,
.in section 6.1, was just how the sectors differ in these respects.

The second questibn, in secrion 6.2, was whether being in a private
school made any difference in cognitive achievement or educational
aspirations, or whether the greater achievement and aspirations in the
private sector werz wholly due to selectivity. The third question,

in section é.3, was, given the greater cognitive achievement in private
schools, and given the strong evidence from section 6.2 that private
schools have an effect in increasing achievement, what are the mechanisms
through which that greater achievement comes about?

The answer to the first question is that achievement is somewhat
higher, in both the sophomore and senior years, in Catholic schools
and in other private schools than it is in public schools. Achievement
in the high-performance private schools is considerably higher than
that in the high-performance public schools, but both are higher than

in either of the private sectors.

.. 2-‘1,
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The differences between sectors in educational expectations
and aspirations aré similar to the differences in achievement. The
sectors are ordered in the same way, with public school students having
the lowest educational aspiratioa: and those in the high-performance
private schoole having the highest aspirations. For the other post-
secondary activity, work, the ordasr is reversed. Among seniors who
planned to work full time after graduation, a higher proportion in the
public schools already had a job lined up. This suggests that the
greater vocational resources and cpportunities in the public schools,
as shown in chapter 4, lead to a better connection with the world of
work for those students who are going into the full-time labor force.

The second question, which attempted to‘separate effects of
private schools on achievement and aspirationé from selection into
private schools, is examined in several ways. In the examination of
effects on achievement, statistical controls on family background are
introduced, in order to control on those background characteristics
that are most related to achievement. A large number of background
characteristics is introduced, to insure that the selectivity-related
differences are controlled for. The achievement differences between
the private sectors and the public sector are reduced (more for other
private schools than for Catholic schools), but differences remain.
Then there is an examination of imputed growth from the sophomore to
the senior year. 1In a first examination of differential growth, the
Catholic schools appear to show about the same growth rates for students
comparable to the average public school sophomore and the other private
schools about a 25 percex»’' higher growth rate. This, however, is sub-

ject to the serious problem of differential dropout in different sectors.

Qx>
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The high rate of dropouts in the public sector, which, if present, would
expand the senier class by 31 percent, indicates that the scphomore~
senior growth rate in the public schools is coasiderably overestimated.
The dropout rates in Catholic and other private schoole are less than
half as great, indicating much less bias in the estimates of their
growth rates. When the dropout bias is taken inZo account, with an
assumed distribution of aéhievement among the dropouts, the estimated
learning rate is considerably higher in both private sectnrs than in
the public sector. Thus the indication is that there is a non-trivial
effect of the Catholic and other private schools in bringing about
higher cognitive achievement, wholly apart from their selectivity.

In addition, there is a major difference in homogeneity of
achievement between Catholic schools on the one hand and public and
other private schools on the other. Studeuts of parents with dif}erent
educational backgrounds achieve at more nearly comparable levels in
the Catholic schools than in the public schools, while the achievement
levels are even more divergent in other private schoois than in the
public schools. And comparison of blacks and Hispanics in Catholic
and public schools (controlling on parental income and education) reveals
that as sophomores these minority students achieve at a level closer
to that of non-Hispanic whites in Catholic schocls than in public schools;
the achievement gap between minorities and non-Aispanic whites as seniors
decreases slightly in Catholiec schools, while :+ increases slightly
in public schools. Altogether, the evidence is strong that the Catholic
schools function much closer to the American idéal cf the "common school,"
educating children from different backgrounds alike, than do the public

schools.

2373
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Turning to educational aspirations, the question arises whether
the private-public difference is wholly due to selection or is in part
due to effects of the sector. Statistical controls on family background
leave a difference, with students in Catholic schools showing especially
high aspirations. No differential sophomore-senior growth is found,
exceét for lower growth in Catholic schools. This result is suspect,
howeVer, because of a ceiling effect due to the higher level of aspira-
tions among Catholic school sophomores. Using the same reasoning about
dropouts as was used in the case of cognitive achievement, it appears
that there is a positive effect, mon-trivial in size, of being in a
Catholic or other private school on educational aspirations. An analysis
that uses retrospective reports of seniors and sophomores about expectations
of attending college in earlier years cenfirms this, through evidence
that the proportion planning to attend college increases more in the
private sectors than in public sector.

Again, the Catholic schools show much greater homogeneity in
the educational aspirations among students from different parental
education backgrounds than do other schools. Here the other private
schools are intermediate and the public schools are at the extreme,
public school students with low educational backgrounds being furthest
from those with high educational backgrounds in their own educational
aspirations.

The third question is a question about what differences between
public and private schools are responsible for the additional achieve-
ment that occurs in the private schools. The ansver to this is only
partial, because the investigation covered only selected differences.

But the partial answer is fairly cleééy .
)
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There are at least two important ways in which private schools
produce higher achievement outcomes than public schools. First, given
the same type of student (i.e., with background standardized), private
schools create higher rates of engagement in academic activities.
Schooltattendance is better, students do more homework, and students
generally take more rigorous subjects (i.e., more advanced mathematics).
The first t&o of these factors provide modestly greater achievement
in private schools. The third, taking advanced mathematics courses,
brings substantially greater achievement. The indication is that more
extensive academic demands are made in the private schools, leading
to more advanced courses and 'thus to greater achievement. This is a
somewhat obvious conclusion, and the statisti:zal evidence supports it,

Second, student behavior in a school has strong and consistent effects

‘on student achievement. Apart from mathematics coursework for seniors,

the greatest differences in achievement between private and public
schools are accounted for by school-level behavior variables (i.e.,
the incidence of fights, students threatening teachers, etc.). The
disciplinary climate of a school, that is, the effectiveness and fairness
of discipline and teacher interest,.affect achievement at least im part
through their effect on these schoollevel béhavior variables.

Although thece answers are only partial, in that additional
8¢’ o0l factors may also explain the different outcomes in the sectors,
they st-ongly suggest that school functioning makes a difference in
achiev:ment outcomes for the average student. And private schools of
both sectors appear to function belfer in the areas that contribute

to achievement.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

In chapter 1 of this report, we examined a number of premises
underlying policies that would increase the role of private schools
and a number urderlying policies that would decrease cheir role. Perh#ps
the.best way to conclude is to review those premises, to ses just which
premises this report has provided evidence on, and what can be concluded
from the evidence about each premise. In addition, other results were
found along the way, some of which provide additional information that
bears upon the overall policy questions.

Premises underlying policies that would increase the role of

private schools: .

1. Private schools produce better cognitive outcomes than do
public schools (chapter 6).

The evidence from chajter 6 is that private schools do produce
better cognitive outcomes than public schools. When family background
factors that predict achievement are centrolled students in both Catholic
and other private schools are shown to gchieve at a higher level than
students in public schools. The difference at the sophomore level,
which was greater for Catholic schools than for other private schools,
ranged from about a fifth of the sophomore-senior gain to about two-
thirds the size of that gain (i.e., from a little less than half a year's
difference to something more than one year's difference). This evidence
is subjéct to a caveat: despite extensive statistical controls on parental
background, there may very well be other unmeasured factors in the sel’-

selection into the private sector that are associated with higher a

achievement.
()}
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When we examined gains from the sophomore -o the senior year
in the three sectors, the first evidence was that students from comparable
backgrounds make greater gains in other private schools than in public
schools, but that students in Catholic gchools do not. However. the
much greater sophomere~senior dropout in public schools than in either
the Catholic or other private schools shows that the apparent public
school gains have a considerable upward bias, leading to the conclusion
‘that greater cognitive growth occurs between the sophomore and genior
years in both private sectors than in the public sector.

A caveat to all these results is shown by the high-per formance
public and private schools. Performance was much higher in both of
these sets of schools, than in any of the three sectors (section 6.1),
although these schiools could not be separately studied in the extended
analysis of section 6.2 because of ceziling effects in achievement scores.

2. Private schools provide better character and personality develop-
ment than do public schools (chapter 5).

Little evidence on character: and personality development was
provided in this report. However,vstudents in other private schools
show both higher levels of self-esteem and fate control than sophomores
and higher gains from the sophomore to senior year than students in
public or Catholic schools. The inference that there is greater growth
on these dimensions in other private schools is strengthened by the
fact that students in high-per formance private schools showed even
higher levels as sophomores, and similarly high sophomore-senior gains,
while students in high-performance public schools did not, despite the
fact that the parental backgrounds of students in the latter schools

are higher than those in other private schools. The fact that the other
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private and high-performance private schools have less than half the

student-teacher ratio than schools in the other sectors suggests that

the difference might be due to this.

3. Private schools provide a safer, more disciplined, and more
ordered environment than do public schools.{chapter 5).

The evidence is strong that this premise is true. The greatest
difference found in any aspect of school functioning Letween public
and private schools was in the degree of discipline and order in the
schools (sections 5.3, 5.4). The Catholic and other private schools
appear somewhat different in their discipline and behavior profiles,
with students in other private schocls reporting more absences and class
cutting but also more homework, fewer fights among students, and greater
teacher interest in students. However, in all these respects, both
sectors showed greater discipline and order than the public schools.

4. Private schools are more successful in creating an interest
in learning than are public schools (chapter 5).

There is little evidence to confirm or disconfirm this premise
in the report. The sectors differ oaly slightly in student responses
to the two direct questions concerning -interest in school, ‘and there
is not much to be inferred from indirect evidence presented in the
Teport.
5. Private schools encourage interest in higher education and
lead more of their students to attend coliege.than do public
schools with comparable students (chapter 6).
The evidence on this premise is toward a positive answer, but
it is not extremely strong evidence. There is some evidence that students

- have higher college aspirations and expectations in private schools

than do students from comparable backgrounds in public schools (Table 6.2.).
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The report contains no evidence on this premise.

6. Private schools are smaller and thus b:ing about greater degrees
of participation in sports and other a:tivities than do public

schools (chapter 5).

The evidence shows that this premise is true for other private
schools, but not for Catholic schools (though Catholic school students
report highest school spirit, and other private school students lowest);
The fact that Catholic schools are smaller in size than public schools
doeg not result in increased participation in extracurricular activities.
In addition, participation grows between the sophomore and senior years

in other private schools, while it declines slightly in Catholic and

public schools.

7. Private schools have smaller class size, and thus allow teachers
and students to have greater contact (chapter 4).

The other priQate schools have sharply lower student-teacher
ratios than the public schools, while the Cathoiic schools have slightly
higher ratios. There are fewer than half the students per teacher in

other private schools than in public or Catholic schools (Table 4.2.1).
No direct evidence on contact between students and teachers is presented.

t

8. Private schools are more efficient than public schools, accom-
plirhing their task at a lower cost.

The report contains no evidence on this premise.

Premises underlying policies that would decreace ine role of

private schools:

1. Private schools are socially divisive along income lines, creaming
: the students from higher income backgrounds, and segregating

them into elite schools (chapter 3).

The evidence on this premise werks in two directioms. First,

among the three major sectors, the other private schools contain students

from somewhat higher income:backgrounds and the Catholic schools contain

2 1
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students from slightly higher income backgrounds than the public schools.
The differences are primarily‘at the highest and lowest income levels,
with alil three sectors having a majority of students in a broad middle
income category ranging from $12,000 tc $38,000 a year, aund similar
proportions at different levels within this range. Second, the internal
segregation by income within each sector goes in the opposite direction,
with the public sect ir showing slightly higher income segregation than
either the Catholic or other private sectors. However, income segrega-
tion is not high within any ;ector. The end result of these two forces
acting in opposite directions is that U.S. schools as a whole show
sligntly greater segregation by income than would be the case if private
school students of differing income levels were absorbed into the public
schools in the same wiiy that public school stndents of differing income

levels are currently distributed among schools.

2. Private schools are divisive along religious lines, segregating
different religious groups into different schools (chapter 3).

The evidence is strong that this is true. Besides the 30 percsent
of private schools that are Cathdlic, enrolling 66 percent_of all private
school students, 25 percent of private schools, enrolling 12 percent
of private school students, are affiliated with other religious denominations.
Examining religious segregation sole.y in the Catholic/non--Catholic
dimension, the report shows that the great majority of Catholics are’
in public schools, but that over 90 percent of the students in Catholic
schools are Catholic. Within each sector, the Catholic/mon-Catholic
segregation is least in the Catholic schools themselves, greatest in
the other private schools. The overall impact of the between-sector

gegregation and che differing segregation within sectors is, as might

Ry



be expected, that schools in the United States are more segregated along
Catholic/non-Catholie lines than they woula be if private school students
were absorbed into the public schools.

3. Private schools are divisive along racial lines, in two ways:
they contain few blacks or other minorities, and thus segregate
whites in private schools from blacks in public schools; and the
private sector itself is more racially segregated than the public
sector (chapter 3).

The évidencevshows that thé.first of these premises is true
with réspect to blacks but not with respect to Hispanics and that the
.seéénd“is not true with respect to blacks or Hispanics. The end result
Iwith'respéct to Hispanics is that the segregation of U.S. schools is
little different from what it would be if there were no private schools.

| Catholic échools enroll about half as high a proportion of blacks

as the public schools, and other private schools only about a quarter

as high a proportion. 1Internally, however, the other private sector

is least racially segragated and the public sector by far the most
seg;egated. The end result of these two opposing forces, between~-sector
and within-sector, is that the segregation of black and white students

iu U.S. schools is no greater and no less than it would be  if there

were 1o private schools, and their students were absorbed into the public
sector, distributed amcag schools as public sector black and white students
are now distributed.

4. Private schools do not provide the educational range that public
schools do, particularly in vocational and other nontraditional
courses or programs (chapter 4).

. Tﬁe evidence on this premise is that it is correct. Schools
in both the Catholic and othér private sectors provide primarily academic
programs and have few vocational or technical courses. Even in academic

areas, however, some of the smaller schools in the other private sector

have a limited range of subjects, as evidenced by the fact that 44 percent
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of students in the other private sector are in schools with no third-
year foreign language cour;és. The lesser educational range of the
private sector is also shown by the more c~mprehensive character of
the high-performance public schools compared to the high-performance
private schools. |
5. Private schools have a narrower range of extracurricuiar

activites, and thus deprive their students of participatiomn

in school activities outside the classroom (chapter 5).

This premise is almost the direct opposite of premise 7 on the
other side, so the answer is the same as was given there. Students
in Catholic and public schools show about the same amount of participation
in extracurricular activities, while students in other private schools
show more, and participation is higher for seniors than for sophomoras

Thus this premise is not correct.

6. Private schools are unhealthily competitive, and thus public
schools provide a healthier affective development (chapter 5).

The report provides no direct eviden<—e on this premise, but
the indirect evidence suggests that something like the reverse is true
for the comparison between the other private and public schools. Self-
esteem and fatre control are both higher in other private schools than
in public schools, and the sophomore~senior gain is greater.

7. PFacilitating the use of private schools aids whites more than
blacks and those better off financially at the expense of these
worse off; as a result, it increases racial and economic segrega-
tion (chapter 3).

An examination of the predicted effect of a $1,000 increase
in income for all income groups shows that this would increase the
proportion of blacks and Hispanics in the private sector, as well as

the proportion of students from lower income families. Because a tuition

tax credit or a school voucher would even more greatly facilitate private

2y



-231-~

scliool enrollment for students from lower income families relative to
studenis from higher income families, we can expect that either of those
policies would even more greatly increase the proportion of blacks or
students from low-income backgrounds in the private sector (primarily

in the Catholic sector). If either of these policies failed to increase
the proportion of blacks or students from low-income families in private
schools relative to that in the public schools, then, overall, either

of these policies would provide greater financial benefit to whites

than to biacks, or to higher income than to lower income families, becguse
of the tuition reductions for parents of those students currently enrolled
in the private sector. 1If one considers only new entrants into the
private sector, the evidence from the hypothetical experiment, together
with the fact that a tuition tax credit or voucher plan would likely

be more progressive in its effect than a $1,000 increase in income,
indicates that blacks, Hispanics, and low-income families would differen-
tially benefit. To consider the educational rather than the financial
benefits means to consider only the new entrants into the private sector,
for it is only their education that would be changed; thus blacks and
Hispanics would differentially benefit educationally.

The evidence indicates that facilitating use of private schools
through policies of the sort described above would not increase segregation
along racial or 2conomic lines but would decrease it (though the evidence
indicates that religious segregation would increase). Such policies
would bring more blacks, Hispanics, and students from lower income back-
grounds into the private schools, thus reducing the between-sector segrega-
tion, and these students would be moving from a sector of high racial
segregation to a sector of low racial segregation, as well as from a

sector siightly higher in economic segregation to one slightly lower.

o 2un
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Additional results relevant to the policy question of facilitating

or constraining use of public schools:

1. At middle and higher income level: the increase in probability
of ei:rnllment of blacks with increase in income is higher than that
of whites. At virtually all income levels, both the probability of
enrollment of Hispanics and the increase in that probability with income
are higher than for non-Hispanic whi;es. Comparing Catholics with Catholics
and non-Catholics with non-Catholics shows that blacks have the highest
absolute rate of enrollment in Catholic schools, at low as well as high
income levels and among both Catholics and non-Catholics, while Hispanics
have the lowest rate. In other private schools, black enrollment is
low at all income levels except the very highest.

2. Catholic schools more nearly approximate the ''common school"
ideal of American education than do public schools, in that the achieve-
ment levels of students from different parental educational backgrounds,
of black and white students, and of Hispanic and non-Hispanic white
students are more nearly alike in Catholic schools than in public schools.
In addition, the educational aspirations of students frem different
parental educational backgrounds are more alike in Catholic than in
public schcols. Comparing public and other private schools shows that
students in cther private schools with parents of differing education
have greater differences in scholastic achievement, while public school
students with differing parental =ducation have greater differences
in educationai aspirations.

3. Important factors in bringing about higher scholastic achievement
in private schools than in public schoois zre the greater academic demands

and more ordered environment in the private schools (section 6.3).
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The evidence shows not only that the sectors differ greatly on these
dimensicns, but also that within the public schools students who are
better disciplined and are in schools with more ordered environments

achieve more highly.

It may or may not be useful to attempt to sum up the overall implica-
tions forrthe premises underlying policy argument§ to facilitate or
constrain the use of private schools. Some of the premises on each
side are confirmed, some on each side are disconfirmed. It is hard,
however, to avoid the overall conclusion that the factual premises under-
lying policies that would facilitate use of private schools are much
better supported on the whole than those underlying policies that would
constrain their use. Or, to put it another way, the constraints imposed
on schools in the public aector {(and there is no evidence that those
constraints are financial, compared with the private sector) seem to
impair their functioning as educational institutions, without providing

the more egalitarian outcomes that are one of the goals of public schooling.
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A.1 Calculation of Standard Errors of Estimates

Neither standard errors nor confidence intervals are reported
in the tabulations and analyses of thisg report. Instead, this section
presents information that allows calculation of approximate standard
errors for'most percentages based on stud.nt data.

The general equation for calcula:ing the approximate sgtandard

error of a percentage is:

s.e.(p) = A 'V'p(IOO-p)/n

where p is the percentage for which the standard error is to be calcu-
lated; s.e.(p) is the approximate standard error of p; A is ; correction
factor, which increases with the departure of the sample form a simple
random sample through clustering or other aspects of the sample design;
and n is the unweighted number of students in the particular class over
which the percentage is calculated. (For example, table 3.1.1 estimates
that 5.8 percent of sophomores in Catholic schools are black. The un-
weighted number of sophomores in Catholic schools, which is 2,831--gee
table A.1.1 below--is the correct value of n for calculating the standard
error of this petcentage.l)

“he values of A and n for classes on which most of the percent-
agese in this report are based are given in table A.1.1. When percentages

gre based on different classifications or cn subclassifications within

each of these classifications, it is appropriste to use the subclass

1This does not take into account sample size reduction by non-
response. Throughout the report, nonresponses are excluded from the
base on which the percentage is calculated. An approximate reduction
of n for nonresponse can be determined from the marginals provided
in "High School and Beyond Information for Users, Base Year (1980) Data,”
available from NCES.
302
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size together with the largest correction factor of those shown in the
table that could apply to the subclass.

The equation for calculating standard errors, together with
the data shown in table A.l.l, were used to calculate approximate stan—
dard errors for percentages of 50 percent, 10 percent, and 90 perceat
(the latter two of which have the same standard error). These are given
in table A.l.2.

It should be emphasized that these standard errors are approx-
imations intended merely to provide guidance as to the confidence interval
around a percentage estimate, or the chance that a difference between
two percentages could be due to sampling error.

For estimation of approximate standard errors for data from
the school questionnaires, a conservative estimate can be obtained by
assuming A to be the same as for student data, and taking n from the
number of schools shown for the relevant class in table A.1.3; a non-
conserQative estimate can be obtained by assuming A=l for all classes
of schools.

A.2 Calculation of Measures of the Distribution
of Students within Sectors

The measures employed in chapter 3 for describing variations
in student mix among schools within a sector are described below. The
measure of interracial contact within a sector is comstructed as follows.
If we number the schools in the sector 1, ...k, ...n, and consider the
first school, there is a given proportion of whites in that school.
Call this Py’ There is also a certain number of blacks in the school.
Call this Dyye Then, for this number of blacks, the proportion of whites
in their school is Piye If we average this proportion over all schools,

weighting by the number of blacks, we obtain the desired measure, which

IR
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we will call Sh? the proportion of white children in the school of

the average black child.

s - inlbpkw

bw S — (1)
e ,

or for groups i and j

In, .P .

s.. =k ki'kj (2)

Y Ia.
Kk ki

This measure is affected not only by the degree of segregation
between two groups among schools in the sector, but also by the overall
proportion of students in each group. If there are few black children
in a sector, for example, then whether or not there is the same propor-
tion of blacks in each school, the average white student will have a
small proportion of black children in his or her other school. Because
of this, it is valuable to have a measure of just how far from an even
distribution across the schools the actual distribution is, that is,

a measure that is standardized for the number of whites and blacks in
the school type. Such a measure can be constructed, with a value of

0 if there is no segregation between the two groups in question and

a value of 1.0 if segregation is cémplete.

The standardized measure is constructed as followsr Let the
proportion of children from group j in the sector be pj. If the same
proportion of children from group j were in each school, then sij would
be equal to pj. If the children of group j were all in schools by them-
selves, totally isolated from children of group i, sij would be 0.

Thus a measure ~f how far sij is from pj is (pj - sij)/pj' This we

34 1
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will call rij’ which may be thought of as a measure of segregation.

The formula is:

P: ~ S..
r., =111 (3)
1] P;

It is important that, although the standardized measure is a measure
of the segregation of children in one group from those in another, it
is the unstandardized measure that measures directly the presence of
children from one group in schools attended by children of another group.
Thus the proportion of black schoolmates for the average white child
may be low, without the measure of segregation being especially high.

In order to compute these measures from the High School and
Beyond data, sophomores and seniors are combined to give a more precise
estimate. Students are assigned their design weights (which may differ
for sophomqres and seniors), and the proportion of each relevant group
in the school is estimated from the weighted numbers in each group.
In use of equation (2), n, ., the number of students from group i in
school k, is the number weighted by the design weight. If we had infor-
mation on the whole sophomore and senior classes, it would be valuable
to construct measures of contact and segregation at each of the two
grade levels.
A.3 Calculation of Measures of the Distribution

of Students Relative to the Racial or
Ethnic Composition of the Local Area

This section describes the measures employed to compare the
racial combositions of schools with those of local areas. Interest
in such comparisons derives from concern over the accessibility of
private education for students of different minority groups. To follow
the line of presentation developed with the measures sij and r.., we

will conceptualize the problems here in terms of an "average student."
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The first measure can be seen as addressing a question about
the geographic accessibility of "places" in private education for stu-
dents of different groups. If the average student within a given sector
attends a school that is located in an area that has a lower proportion
of, say, blacks, than the average student within aiother sector, then
the conclusion would be that the education provided by schools in the
former sector tends to be less geographically accessible to blacks than
" the education provided by schools in the latter sector. Thus, if the
schools in a sector are numbered 1, ...k, ...n, and the first school
is considered, this school is located in an area that has some propor-
tion of its population that is black. Call this proportion P;y,+ There
are a certain number of students in this school, ny and, for this number
of students, the proportion of blacks in the local area of their school
is Pipe If this student-weighted proportion is averaged over all schools,
we obtain the measure, which will be called Ub’ the proportion of blacks
in the local area of the school attended by the average student:

inkpkb
U =

k

or for any population group i:

inkpki
u.

= — (2)
1 In
k

The proportion obtained for each sector can be compared to those of
the other sectors in a straightforward fashion.

A second measure follows directly from the first. If geographic
actessibility is taken as given, the question arises, How do the actual
enrollments in the different sectors compare to the compositions of

the areas where their constituent schools are located? 1If the schools

3U3
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within a given sector enroll numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics
that are QEaPortional td the numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics
living in the areas where the schools are located, then schools of this
sector reflect exactly the racial-ethnic composition of the areas where
they are located. If, however, the average student in a given sector
attends a school that has a lower proportion of, say, blacks or Hispanics,
then this means that blacks or Hispanics are not attending schocls of
this sector despite geographic dccessibility. Thus, while the first
measure is designed to describe the geographic accessibility of schools
in a particular sector to a particular group, the second is designed
to describe the degree to which enrollment of that group matches the
proportion in the geographic area.

The measure to be constructed is a measure of the difference
in proportion of a given group in the school and in the surrounding
area, weighted by school enrollment. The measure is constructed as

follows:

o i_nk(pki " i) )
i i ny

where n is the number of students in school k, Pyi is the proportion

of the population of the area where school k s located that is of group
i, and Qs 1s the proportion of school k's enrollment that is of group i.
Since the sum of the weighted proportions Qe is simply equal to the

overall proportion of group i in the sector (see tables 3.1.1 and

3.1.2), equation (3) reduces to

4 MyPryi |




A-7

where q; is the proportion of the sector's total enrollment that is

of group i. The measure Vi for sector X can be expressed by the state-

ment, "The average student in sector X attends school with a propor-

tion of students in group i that is smaller by V, than the proportion

of youth that are of group i in the area in which the school is located.”
Although it was not used in thisg report, one can estimate the

extent to which the student weighted schools in a given sector vary

in terms of differences from thisg overall sector measure, with a devi-

ation score, Di’ analogous to a variance. It is calculated as follows:

L 2
Jk ™ Viny; - ay, - Y;)

i Zn
k

D (5)

k

A.4 Estimating Cognitive Achievement

Tables A.4.1 and A.4.2 provide the regression coefficients as

well as Rz's

for sophomores and seniors in botk the public and private
sectors used for predicting achievement in each of the tests analyzed

in sections 6.2 and 6.3. Means for each of the background variables

used in the equation are found in table A.G.3.




TABLE A.1,1

CORRECTION FACTORS AXD SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASSES ON WHICH MOST PERCENTAGES
FROM STUDENT DATA IN REPORT ARE BASED

%i%
Private tigh Performance
Schools
U.S, Total, Public
l Total? hold Other Publicb Private”
L ©|Catholie | gyt
Sophomores
A (correction factor) ... 1.614 1,529 2,160 1942 ( 2,597 1.614 2,597

n (sample size) .,....... 30,263 26,448 3,462 2,831 631 370 353

Senlors

A (correction factor) .., 1,620 1.509 2,255 2,038 2,689 1.620 2,689

n (sample size) .,....... 28,465, | 24,891 3,248 2,697 551 il 326

a
te correction factor A for total

private is calcuiated as ag average of the Catholic and other
private correction factors, weighting the

atholic correction factor by 2 aad the other private by 1.

bThe high performance

public correction facter is taken to be the same as that for the public sector
as a whole,

“The high performance

private correction factor ig taken to be the same as that for the other
private sector,




TAFLE A.1.2

CLASSIFICATIONS USED IN REPORT

e e e e

APPROXTMATE STANDARD ERRORS FOR PERCENTAGIS BASED ON PRINCTPAL

e ey,
T e

e e g i

High Performance

Private Schools
U.S. Total | Public Tt
Total Catholic Public | Private
Private
Sophomores
p = 30 percent ......,.. 0.46 0.47 1.84 1.82 5.17 4,20 6.91
p = 90 percent or -
10 percent ...,.., v 0,28 0,28 1.10 1.09 3.10 2.52 415
p = 50 percent .,...... 0.48 0.48 1,98 1,9 3.73 4,59 1,45
p=9 percent or
10 percent .,..... 0,29 0,29 1.19 1.18 3.4 2.7 b4y
313
] Ly

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



TABLE A.1.3

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AND SCHOOLS IN SAMPLE, FOR MAJOR SUBCLASSES USED IN REPORT

y High-Performance
iajor Sectors
0.8, Schools
Case Unit Total ’
Public Catholic Private Public |Private
Total students 58,728 51,339 5,528 1,182 682 679
(58,049)*
Sophonores 30,263 26,448 2,831 631 310 353
(29,910)®
Seniors 28,465 24,891 2,697 31 3l 326
(28,139)2
Number of schools 1,015 894 84 27 12 11
(1,004 |

aExcluding high-performance private schools.
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TABLE A, 1.4

WEIGHTED NWMBERS OF STUDENTS AND SCHOOLS IN SAMPLE, FOR MAJOR SUBCLASSES USED IN REPORT

—
—

U.s.

o —

rmcmmpp—

Major Sectors

e —

P

High-Performance

Schools
Case Unit Total
Public Catholic Private Public | Private
Total students 6,852,441 6,195,2% 429,217 226,014 88,788 | 1,916
(6,850,525)
Sophonores 3,087,182 | 3,4%,168 228,417 122,190 | 4,889] 1,007
(3,786,775)2 |
~ Seniors 3,064,659 2,159,126 200,800 103,824 43,899 909
(3,063,750
Number of schools 20,316 15,766 1,571 2,966 128 13
(20,303)®
{
aExcluding high-performance private schools,
31.:\
L0

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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TABLE A.&.1

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (Rz)

FOR TABLE 6.2.1: SOPHCMORES
Public Private

Read~- Vocab- | Mathe~- Read- Vocab- | Mathe-

ing ulary matics ing ulary matics

Intercept 2.092 2.186 5.665 2.629 2.843 7.696
BB101 -.007 .035 .090 .055 .053 .061
BB042 .060 .072 .087 .101 .058 . .062
BB039 .077 .098 .186 .053 111 .152
Number siblings -.046 ~.060 -.069 -.083 -.098 -.118
BB103 .036 .025 .119 L032I -.001 112
Two-parent household .061 .015 «23% .203 -.105 -.266
BBO37B -.009 -.028 .008 .009 .028 -.014
RB037C -.071 -.067 -.165 -.167 -.166 -.359
BB047G .079 .067 .059 .085 .010 .018
BB104C <245 .111 .257 -.158 -.100 -.522
BB104D -.007 .054 .265 .172 .361 488
BB10AG .252 .294 .379 .391 561 .899
BB1O41 .331 .291 .685 437 <248 521
Father's expectation .180 <134 486 .108 .113 .396
Mother's expectation 476 .381 1.167 479 .373 1.256
Hispanic -.710 -.543 -1.632 -.312 -.304 -.971
Black -.927  -.848 -2.254 | -.124  -.628 ~-1.284
Other private DNA DNA DNA -.170 ~-.027 -.031
Elite DNA DNA DNA .966 1.161 2.484
R2 .190 .215 .254 .121 .169 .150

3L7

¢
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TABLE A.4.2

. . )
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R®)

FOR TABLE 6.2.1: SENIORS
— Publi;__—47 Private

Read- Vocab+~ | Mathe- Read- Vocab- | Mathe-

J ing ulary matics ing ulary matics

Intercept 3.020 2.909 6.800 3.623 3.621 8.917
BB101 -.006 .034 .062 ~-.092 -.052 .030
BB042 .054 .077 <121 .039 .081 .116
BB039 .065 .081 .181 .0388 .077 .194
Number siblings ~-.041 ~.061 -.026 -.038 -.080 -.059
BB103 ’ .021 014 .059 .018 .036 -.05C
Two-parent household .031 -.078 .150 .073 .150 -.388
BB0O37B -.023 .008 -.018 -.017 -.028 -.273
BB037C -.097 -.117 —.242 -.142 -.136 .222
BB047G .083 .065 .032 .039 .057 .010
BB104C .059 .067 .026 ~.058 ~.110 -.410
BB104D .045 .155 303 .036 .140 .398
BB104G . 369 .319 464 .357 .486 .857
BB104T .366  .331  .986 | .501  .375  .899
Father's expectation .312 .293 844 271 -131 .317
Mother's expectation .525 464 1.364 .505 496 2.019
Hispanic | -1.072 -.792 -1.944 ~.346 -.334 -1.080
Black ~1.103 -1.058 -2.435 ~.537 -.574 -1.567
Other private DNA DNA DNA .178 -.034 .129
Elite DNA DNA DNA 1.116 1.084 2.559
R® 196 .237 .24 |  .113 .157  .200
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TABLE A.4.3

MEANS FOR REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS IN TABLE 6.2.1

Sophomores Seniors

Public Private Public Private
BB101 4.058 4.888 4.266 5.059
BB042 4.103 5.207 4.177 5.000
BBO39 4.531 5.914 4.653 5.843
Number siblings 2.999 2.811 3.065 2.920
BB103 6.840 7.586 6.949 7.485
Two-parent household 744 .830 «751 .825
BBO37B 2.022 1.888 1.928 1.770
BBO37C 2.127‘ 1.874 1.930 1.742
BB047G ' 2.228 2.301 2.335 2.487
BB104C .766 .864 .816 .900
BB104D .639 .801 <704 .846
BB104G .733 .856 .785 .888
BB1041 .697 814 .769 .861
Father's expectation .510 .726 .537 .733
Mother's expectation .592 .778 .618 ‘.782
Hispanic .076 064 .061 .058
Black .146 044 .120 .049
Other private DNA . 348 DNA « 342
Elite DNA .022 DNA .003
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B.1 Items from the Student Questionnaire

EB00O4A--K

4. Starting with the beginning of the_tenth grade and through the end of this school year how
O much course work will you have taken in each of the following subjects?

+
Count only courses that meet at least three times (or three periods) a week. (MARK ONE
OVAL FOR EACH LINE) I:;:;xe

1/2 1 11,2 2 21/2 3 3
M _,\_?_3_[ vear years years years years years
a. ‘Mathematics .............. O..... O..... O.....O...... Q... O..... ..., ..
b. Englishor literature ...... O..... Do, O.....! O...... O...... O..... O..... ..
e. French ................... O..... O..... O...... Q... O...... O..... O..... ..
d German .................. O..... O..... ... 0. O...... O..... O..... O..
e. Spanish................... O..... O..... O.....! O...... Q... O..... O..... ..
f. History or social studies ...O..... O..... O.....! Q...... Q... O..... O..... O..
g Science ................... O..... O..... O, O...... ..., O..... O..... ..
h. Business, office, or sales ...O..... O..... O.....! O..... Q... O..... O..... ..
i. Trade and industry ........ O..... O..... O..... ! O...... O...... O..... O..... ..
J.  Technical courses ......... O..... O..... @ J O...... Q... O..... O..... ..
k. Other vocational courses ...O..... O..... Q... O...... O O..... O..... o..
YBOO6A--K
6. During the tenth grade, including all of this school year, how much course work will you have
O taken in cach of the following subjects? Count only courses that meet at least three times (or
three periods) 2 week. (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)
172 1 More than
None year yvear 1 year
a. Mathematics .......... Q... O..... O..... ...
b. Englishor literature ..C..... oO..... O..... O.....
e. French ............... Q..... O..... O..... ...
d. Gérman .............. Q..... Q..... O..... Q...
e. Spanish............... Q..... O..... O..... Oy
f. History or social
studies .............. Q..... O..... O..... Q...
g. Science ............... Q..... O..... O..... ...,
h. Business, office. or
sales ..o, Q..... D JU QO..... O.....
- i. Tradeardindustry ....Q..... C..... O..... O.....
j.  Technical courses ..... Q..... C..... O..... ...,
k. Qther vocational
COUrseS ............. Q... O..... O..... O,

* First two letters in variable identification refer to grade of respondents;
"EB" refers to seniors (elder), "YB" refers to sophomores (younger), and "BB"

refers to items asked both of
O

31
2.
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YBO09A--K

9. During the 11th and 12th grades,
O following subjects?

how much course work do you plan to take in each of the
(MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

More Don't
1/2 1 1172 2 than know
Eo_ne_ year year years years 2 years yet
a. Mathematies .......... O..... O..... O...... O...... ... O..... O......
b. Englishor literature ..O..... O..... O...... (@ N ... Q... O......
c. French ............... O..... O..... O...... O...... O, (@ N O......
d. German .............. O..... O..... O...... O ....OC... O..... O......
e. Spanish............... O..... O..... O...... O...... O..... O..... O......
f. History or social
studies .............. ..., O. ..., O...... O, O..... O..... Q......
g. Science ............... O..... O..... O...... 4> N O..... O..... O......
h. Business, office. or , '
sales ................ O..... O..... Ol '@ T (&> I O..... O......
i. Tradeandindustry ....O..... O..... O...... O, O..... O..... ' N
j.  Technical courses ..... O..... O..... O...... ..., O..... 4> J O......
k. Other vocational
COurses ............. O..... O..... O...... ... b ..... O..... O......

EBOQ5A--G

5. Which of the following courses have you taken, counting
semester’ (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Yes, No. have

have taken not taken
a. First-vearalgebra...... ... O......... O...
b. Second-year algebra ... .... O ...
c. Geometry ................. O ...
d. Trigonometry ............. O......... O...
e. Caleulus .................. O O...
f. Physies ..o, O......... O...

g. Chemistry ................ O......... O..

BBO11

the courses you are taking this

13. Have you ever been in any of the following kinds of courses or programs in high school?

O (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

No Yes
a. Remedial Englisk (sometimes called basic or essential) ............. ... ... . O.0..
. b. Remedial Mathematics (sometimes called basic or essential) ...... ... .l O.0..
c.  Advanced or honors program in English ................................... . O.0O..
d. Advanced or honors program in Mathematics ............................ ... O.0..
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BBOLS

15. Approximately what is the average amount of time you spend on homework a week?
(MARK ONE)

No homework is ever assigned ......................... O
I have homework, but I don'tdoit ............ .......... O
Lessthanl houraweek ............................. .. O
Between 1 and3 hoursaweek ..............0. .. ... O
Fo More than 3 hours, less than 5 hours a week ..........._. O
Between 5 and 10 hoursaweek ........................ O '
More than 10 hoursaweek ............................. O
T
BB016
17. Between the beginning of school last fall and Christmas vacation, about how many days were
(O you absent from school for any reason, not counting illness? (MARK ONE)
NOnE oo O
lor2days ........ovvnnn.... e e O
Borddays ... e )
51010 days ..ot (@)
11t015days «.oooeionii e O
16t020days ..voiini (@)
‘ P4 10) o ¢ 7+ ) o - (D)
BBO1/
18. Between the beginning of schoo! last fall and Christmas vacation, about how many days were
O you late to school? (MARK ONE)
None ... e (@)
10 2days . .ooii i O
B0ord4days ..ot (@)
5t010days ...l e O
1180 15 days «vnre e O
16t020days —.ooviniti i O
P2 N4} o ¢ 1+ o O
YBO19A-~F
19. To what extent are the following disciplinary matters problems in your school? (MARK ONE
OVAL FOR EACH LINE)
T Often Sometimes Rarely or
happens happens never happens
Students don’t attend
school ........ ... ... ........ O Ol O.......
- Students cut classes, even
: if they attend school ............ O (G N O,
Students talk back to
teachers .......o.ovviviiinina.. O ' R Sl
Students refuse to obey
instruetions ._.................. O [ N O.......
Students get in fights
witheachother ................ O @D X O.......
Students attack or threaten
to attack weachers .............. Ol [ (@ I
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YB020A--E

20. Listed below are certain rules which some schools have. Please mark those which are enforced
in your school. (MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

School grounds closed to students at lunch

131+ 1< S ()
Students responsible to the school for

property damage . ......i.iiiiiiiiies e, -
Hall passes required ........cvvvieeit i eninnnnnns )
“Nosmoking” rules .......coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnrannnnnn. @)

Rules about studentdress .........voovveeeeinununn.. O

BB019
22. Did you do any work for pay last week, not counting work around the house? (MARK ONE)
Yes .oveeeennn.... O
No ....ooove. ... )

BB032B--G, J, L--D and YBO34L

34. Have you participated in any of the following types of activities either in or out of schoel this
year? (MARK CNE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Have Have
not participated
participated actively
a. Athletic teams - in or
outofschool ............................. [ N O
b. Cheer leaders, pep club,
majorettes .......... .. ..., [ Ovvnen
c. Debatingordrama ........................ O (G N
d. Bandororchestra ......................... (> P Oeennn
e. Chorusordance ..............c..ouon.... G P Ol
f. Hobby clubs such as photography,

model building, hot rod, electronies,

crafts ... .. G Ovennnnn
g. School subject-matter clubs. such as

science, history. language. business.

o G JIY Ooeevnnnnn
h. Vocational education clubs, such as

Future Homemakers, Teachers.

Farmers of America, DECA.

FBLA,or VICA ... ... ... .. ... .. (@ Y Ve YU
i. Youth organizations in the community,
such as Scouts, Y,ete. ................... (@ YU Y @ YIN
j»  Church activities, including
youthgroups ............... ... .. ..., g T Oeeennnn
k. Junior Achievement ....................... & TP V' T
3 L Coopelub ...l (@ TP Ot
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32. Have you participated in any of the following types of activities either in or out of school thi-

year? (MAKE ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

BB036A—-K
36. Which of the following people live in the same household with you? (MARK ALL THAT
O APPLY)
r .
a. Ilivealone ..... ..., O
Father ..o e O
¢. Other male guardian
(step-father or foster father) ...................... O
e Mother ... ... ..., [
e. Other female guardian
(step-mother or foster mother) .................... O
f. Brotheris) and/or sister(s)
tinciuding step-orhalf-; .......................... @)
g. Grandparentis) ........ ... .o O
h. My husband/wife .............o i O
i. Mychildormychildren ............................ O
J- Other relativets) (childrenoradults) ................. @)
k. Non-relative(s)(childrenor adults) .................. '®)

ERIC

ammmmFor the analysis in this report, last two categories were collapsed.

Have
participated Have
Have active'y (but participated
not not as a leader as a leader
participated or officer) ﬂfﬁ;er__'
a.i Varsity athleticteams ...........ccoeevee.. . Ohiiniiet, (@ N @
¢ b. Other athletic teams - in or
QUL OfSChOOY « v vvreeveceeenneninennneeeeea i, @ I & I
¢. Cheer leaders, pep club,
MAJOTELLES .. evreneneneenernecnnecenoancs € R G0 J Ol
d. Debatingordrama ..........cccoeeeee . Ol @ I @ N
i e. Bandor orchestra P G S @ U (@ I
f Chorusordance ......ceceveeneeeeeneenieas.QOinnn.n. S (@ U O
g. Hobby clubs such as photography,
model building, hot rod, electronics,
CFAftS © oo eeeiaieneneeannannnns D I (@ P @ R
' h. Honorary clubs, such as Beta Club or
National Honor Society ....ocvvvveieee e Oivennnannnnnn (@ FU O @ N
i. School newspaper, magazine. yearbook.
annual .. I @ TN @ T (@ Y
j.  School subject-matter clubs, such as
science, history, language, business,
Y « SRR Qb SRS @ JR @ N
k. Student council, student government,
political club ....... ...l €5 2N & S @ N
l. Vocational education clubs, such as
Future Homemakers, Teachers.
Farmers of America. DECA.
FBLA.orVICA ....covveiiiiiieeeae e O ee i Ol @ J
. Youth organizations in the community,
such as Scouts, Y,ete. ....ccovnveaennn. [ @ NN @ FUDUR @ N
n. Church activities. including youth
ZTOUPS . oevvvernenennnnnenernneneenen i Ol @ JUTPU
o. Junior Achievement .............ccouiiiln. | & RN & B '@ J
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37. Did your mother (stepmother or female guardian) usually work during the following periqgs of
your life? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

i
Did not Worked Worked Does not

work part-time full-time Don't know apply
a. Whenyou were in high school .......... I (@ I O......... (@ R O
b. When you were in elementary school ... O.......... O 1 I O.........0 O
¢. Before you went to elementary school ... O.......... (@ N O, O ()

BB039

39. What was the highest level of education your father (stepfather or male guardian) completed"'
O (MARK ONE)

Do not live with father (stepfather or male guardian) ...................................... .. ()
Less than high school graduation .................oooiiiiiiiinn @)
High school graduationonly ............cc..oooo. .. ... e ettt ettt ettt O
Vocational, trade, or business ) Lessthantwoyears .........oovuueiniinieinnnnnn . O
school after high school ) Twoyearsormore ...........ccovvvueuininninn. .. (@)
Less than two yearsof college ...................... O
Two or more years of college

(including two-year degree) ..................... O
College program .................... Finished college (four- or five-year degree) ......... (@)
Master’s degree or equivalent ...................... (@)

Ph.D.. M.D.. or other advanced
professional degree .....................0i il (@)
Dom’tKnow .o @)

BBO42

42, What was the highest level of education your mother (stepmother or female guardian)
O completed? (MARK ONE)

[SAME AS ABOVE]
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B3Q16A--C
46. Are the follewing statements about your parents true or false? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR
cach line)

Does
not
True False apply
a. My mother (stepmother or female guardian) keeps close
track of how well I am doinginschool ..................... Q..... O..... O....
: b. My father (stepfather or male guardian) keeps close
> track of how well I am doinginschool ..................... Q... O..... O....
t. My parents (or guardians) almost always know where
JTamand whatI'mdoing .....ooovvniioirnereieeanannnn, O..... O..... O....

BBO4LE

——— g

48. During week days about how many hours per day do you watech TV? (MARK ONE)

Don't watch TV duringweek ......coovviiviiiiiiill! O
Lessthan Thour ....oovviviniiirnrinienminnennen... O
1 hourormore, lessthan2 .........covvvvvevnrnnnn..... O
2 hoursor more.lessthan3 ... O
3 hoursor more, lessthan4 ............................QO
4 hoursor more, lessthand ........ovovivneinnnnnnnna..! O
B OT TIOTE v e et e reeene e esneearneaneaaneeeanead O

BB050A--E

50. What do the foliowing people think you ought to do after high school? (MARX ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE)

Enter a
rade
school

Cet a or an Enter They 1 Does

Go to  full-time appren- military don’t don't not

college Jjob ticeship  service care know apply
a. Yourfather ............... O..... O..... O..... O...... [ P O..... Q...
b. Your mother .............. O..... O..... (@ NN > ' P O..... ...
r c. A guidance counselor ...... O..... oO..... o..... I ' Y oO..... ...
d. Teachers .......ccevvv..... O..... O..... C..... Ot I Y O..... O...

e. Friends or relatives
about vour own age ...... O..... O..... O..... O Q... O..... O... .
~
BBOS53E--H
53. Please rate vour school on each of the following aspects. (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH
LINE)

Don't

| Poor Fair Good  Exceient  krow
e. Teacher interest instudents ................ O..... O...... Q...... O..... ..
f. Effectivediscipline .......cooviiieienaon. O.....0.....! O...... C..... oO..
g. Fairness of diseipline ...........c..cot O..... O.....! O...... O..... ..
h. School spirit .....c.ovevveimmmnieeaenna.. O.....0O..... O...... O..... ..
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58. How do you feel about ea-h of the following statements? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH
LINE) >

Agree Disagree No
strongly  Agree Disagree strongly opinion

a. I take a positive attitude toward

cmyself L. O..... O..... O....0O..... Q...
b. Good luck is more important than

hard work for success ............... O..... O..... Q...... O..... O....

c. I feel I am a person of worth.
on an equal plane with others ........ O..... O..... C...... O..... Q....

d. I am able to do things as well
as most other people ................. O..... O..... O...... O..... O....

e. Every time I try to get ahead.
" something or somebody stops me ..... O..... O..... Q...... O..... O....

f. Planning only makes a person

unhappy, since plans hardly

ever workout anyway ............... O..... O..... O...... O..... O....
g. People who accept their condition

in life are happier than those

who try to change things ............ O..... Q..... Q..... O..... Q...
h. On the whole, I am satisfied

withmyself ....covvvvviinrvinnnnen.. O..... O..... O.....! O..... O....
i. What happens to me is my

owndoing .......cooiiiiinniiinin... O..... O..... O.....! O..... O....
j. At times I think I am no :

goodatall ................iilll O..... O..... O..... O..... O....
k. When I make plans. I am almost

certain I can make them work ....... O ..., O..... O..... O..... O....
l. I feel I do not have much to

beproudof ......................... O..... O..... O..... O..... O....

BBO59A--F

59. Are the following statements about your experiences in school true or false? (MARK ONE
OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

True False
a. Iamsatisfied with the way my education is going ............... 4 Q... Q..
b. Ihave had disciplinary problems in schoo!l during the last year ... CD.....,.QO...
c. Taminterestedinschool ........oovvvvvivininnininnnienen Q..
d. Ihave been suspended or put on probation in school .............. Q...... Q..
e. Everyonceinawhilelcutaclass ...........ooviniiniini. ... Q...... Q..
f. Idon'tfeelsafeatthisschool .........c.coviiiiniininininnninnni ! O...... ..
BBO61E '
67. Are the following statements about yourself true or false? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH.
LINE)
True False
e. Iliketowork hardinschool .................... O, ... O....
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BB0O65
69. As things stand new, how far in school de you think you will get? (MARK ONE)
@)
Less than high school graduation ... .....ooiiiiiiiiiiin i,
High school graduation only . ........oiiiiiiiine it e e
Vocational, trade, or business Less thantwoyears .................... e,
school after high school Twoyearsormore ........ccooooviiinninniinnnnn..
/-
Less than two yearsof college .....o.ovvevnnnnnnn...
Two or more years of college
(including two-year degree): ......................
: College program .................... { Finish college (four- or five-year degree) ............
: Master's degree or equivalent ....................... O
Ph.D., M.D., or ¢.ner advanced
professionaldegree .............................. O
YBO72A & B, BBO68BA & B
. 72. Did ysu expect to go to coliege when you were in the following grades? (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE)
Was Hadnt
When you were . .. } not  thought
Y;es 2 sure about it
a. Inthe6thgrade? .... O ... . O.....O.....: O, ...
b. Inthe7thgrade? ... O ... O....O...... O...... ‘
c. Inthe8thgrade? ....O ., . O....O...... O
d. Inthe9thgrade? ....O .. ... O....O. ... O ..
BBO68A & B, EBO68C & D
68. Did you expect to go to college when you were in the following grades? (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE)
When you were . . . ‘::f ,ﬁ:f;hlt
Yes No sure  about it .
a. Inthe8thgrade? ...... 1 O..... O..... O....
b. Inthe9thgrade? ...... O B O..... O..... O....
¢. Inthe 10th grade? ..... Q.. .O.....O..... O....
, d. Inthellthgrade? ..... .. O..... O..... O....
EB073
73. If you plan to work full time after high school, do you have a definite job lined up for you after
* you leave high school? (MARK ONE)
Yes, I'll continueinajobInowhave ......... ........... &
Yes.I haveanew joblinedup ..................... ... O

No. but I've inquired at employment agencies
or potential emplovers. looked in the

NEWSPAPErS. BlC. .o ittt iteneareieneennanane O
No, I haven't done ansthmg)ettoget ajob .............. O
Do not plan to work full time after '

highsehool - . ..o i e O
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Background information . . .

BB0O83
83. Sex:
(MARK ONE)
Male .ov.ounennn. @)
Female .......... ®)
BB0O87A-~G
87. Do you have any of the following conditions? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY)
O . H
a. Specific learning disability ............... ........ O : ‘ '
b. Visual handicap ...... P o ‘
c. Hardofhearing .......covvievriernrnecnnnnsmanns o
d. Deafness ............. it eeeeabeset e, O
e. Speechdisability .................llll o
f. Orthopedichandicap .........coocvvvvireaiinnnn.n. O
g. Other health impairment ............ et tr i eetraees o
BB088
88. Do you feel that you have a physical condition that limits the kind or amount of work you can do
en a job, or affects your chances for more education? (MARK ONE)
No ...oovvvnnennn O
Ye5 .oevvnnninnans o
NOTE: The following four questions pertain to fundamental freedoms of expressior. These and other
questions will provide helpful information for the interpretation of survey results. If you have any
reservations about answering questions 91, 92, 93 and 94, please remember that you may leave them
unanswered.
BBO91
' 91. What is your ‘religious background? (MARK ONE)
Baptist +c...covvvvrrnnenn.. SO <
Methodist ....cverirrrinia it iicreacnnerrenaeronann O
LUtheran .o ..veeernnseenrnnetonennnrnnnenersnnneensnns @) 3
Presbyterian ......co.oveevrevivninanenennnnnes s O
Episcopalian .....coociiiiiiiiiiiiiia e e o ¢
Other Protestant denomination .............covvneennn.- O
CatNOIC cnn vt cieeteeoeneesrenaseeeansnnstenmnemsanss o R
Other CHIISEIAN - .vvvveeneeeseeae e ceeen @) '
JeWISh v vee i i e e et O :
Other reliZIom «.ovverenerer o ineernteensrtnnreennns o
N O .o icin sttt auseeseaesonesosacesaveson senennne )
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BB289
90. What is your race? (MARK ONE)
O
Black ..ot e O
Wit oo i e e O
American Indian or Alaskan Native .................... o
Asian or PacificIslander ... .......... ... ... ........ (@)
¢. 01T o
BB090
91. What is your origin or descent? (If more than one, please mark below the one you consider the
) O  most important part of your background.) (MARK ONE)
HISPANIC OR SPANISH:
Mexican. Mexican-American, ChiCano ........vuinieieeeenoenneensasaaaeancsasssoscraseonnns @)
CUbaN, CUDANO .. ettt ettt it i e e eaesaeeasiaasaaiosensasesasansnasansnnsananns @)
Puerto Rican, Puertorriqueno or Boricua ........co.ciuiuiiiiiiiiiirriinieninnaieeneanenane. @)
Other Latin American, Latino, Hispanic. or Spanishdescent .......c.ovviiiiiiiniiaaiia., O
NON-HISPANIC:
African:
ALTO AT I CAI ottt et it et et ce et s eaeeneanneeaeancessssenaesesasssssnanceasacaans O
West Indian or CarribDean .. ...uvnin ot ittt ettt inaeeeaaseataaaancaaaaascaassesannesns O
A)aSKaN NabIVe .ottt it ittt tetetsesaeaneaeeseanoiosassassacsaasasassasaacsnonaaoasnnns ()
American INAian ...ttt ittt itateataaeaaansaranaas e rataaararaeraeanas @)
Asian or Pacific Islander:
IS « v ot ee ittt et et eaeseseeneaesecsosncaooanuanansann et eteiec s atieaeaeaaes @)
FalpINO o i i it i e e e et eaneteet et e '®)
Indian. Pakistani or other South Aslan .......cciieiiiiiiiiiriiieiiiitiiiiiiieeiensananns @)
B0 7 Y- - @)
300 1 PP O
1= 4T ¥ o Y- - A O
Other PacificIslander ...... ... ...l e te et eiesee et @)
L0 V- N -V U P (@)
European:
Englishor Welsh .. ... i i i i i ie i iettetta e aaiaeaans o
French ........... PR o
L0 ¢ 7- Y+ TSSO RS o
T , 03 Y- AU o
Irish .. oo e O
N T ;U o
o) =3 YO AR o
POTTUBUESE - - e oo eett e e e e e e e e et et e e ee e e e e e e aetaaaemaaeaaa e eanannanaanananas O
. 3 G LT 7% TR A O
Scottish ...covvvieennnnnnn. e e e e e e e, @)
Other European .......... e e et e et e et et e aann O
Canadian (French) . ov.n oottt ottt et ettt e te et ta e et e aaanan @)
Canadian (OthEr) - ..o i e et e et e e e e e e e et e ettt O
United States 0Ny « . ..ottt et et ettt e et s, (®)
Other(WRITEIN) O el O
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96. Did anvone at home read to you when you were young before you started school? (MARK ONE)
Never e 0 O
Less than once 2 MONth «.....eeevneeeriiinnneeeennees O
One to four times a month .....evveenenrniiineeeeenn... O
Several times 2 WeeK ....uueeerniieeeernriiineennnenn. O
EVOry A2y «eecvvveeennneeeeereneeeeraeanniienennnnen O
Don'tremember........................................C?
BB096A--E

97. How many brothers and sisters do you have in each of the age groups below? Please include
step-brothers and step-sisters if they live, or have Yved, in your home. (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE)

How many brothers and sisters

Fi
do you have who are . . . None One Two  Three  Four  or more
a. Three or more years older ,
thanyou ......oovvvviinnennnn.. O..... O..... Q... Q...... O..... O....
b. 1-2yearsolder .................... O..... '@ J O...... ..., O..... ...
¢. Sameageasyou ................... O..... O..... O...... Q...... O..... O....
d. 12yearsyounger ................. O..... O..... Q...... Q...... O..... O. ...
e. Three or more years younger ....... O..... O..... O...... O...... ... O....
BB100 ' R T

99. American families are divided below into three equal groups according to how much money the
family makes in a year. Mark the oval for the group which comes closest to the amount of money
your family makes in a year. (MARK ONE)

1/3 of American families make: $11,99%0r less ........... O
1/3 of American families make: $12,000 to $19,999 ....... )
1/3 of American families make: $20,000 or more ......... @)

BR101

100. This time families are divided into seven groups according to how much money they make in a
O year. Mark the oval for the group which comes closest to the amount of money your family
makes in a year. (MARK ONE)

]

$6.999 0T 1885 « o ovvene ittt et e @)
S7.000t0811,999 ...ttt e O
| $12.000 10515999 1. .vtneiiieiiii e o
$16.000t0819.999 ... ... e O
820,000 £0524.999 . euen ot o
$25.000 t0 $37.999 ... otuiii e o
$38.0000r mMOre ....vuvrt it iineneeninnier et aenannn @)

(V)
- Ca
(9]

-



B-13"
BB103

102. How many rooms are there in your home? Count only the rooms your family lives in. Count
the kitchen (if scparate) but not bathrooms. (MARK ONE)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or more
o O O O O () O () - (@)
BB104A--1
103. Which of the following do you have in your home? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Have Do not have

a. Aspecific place forstudy ..........4 '@ T O.....
b. A daily newspaper ................ '@ YT O.....
c. Encyclopedia or other

reference books ...... ... ...l '@ T O.....
d. Typewriter .........c.ccceiiiineanns Oeevnennn O.....
e. Electricdishwasher ................ O ennnnnn oO.....
f. Two or more cars or trucks

thatrun ...oeeeicunnivannrnaaaeed O evvennnn O
g. Morethan 50 books ................ O e Ot
h. Aroomofyourown ............... e RTTTTTTI O
i. Pocketcalculator .................. o Xy .-

BB115

112. Do you plan to go to college at some time in the future? (MARK ONE)

Yes, right after high school .......... oo, O
Yes, after stayingoutoneyear ........c.coeeuvieenniann. O
Yes, after a longer period out of

LY 1V ¢ I (@)
DOn 't KMOW oot ettt i ettt eeeessseenasaaaonennannns O
NO ittt i teerneseasaessasenesasaasasassasanonnans O




B.2 Items from the School Questionnaire

SBOO2

2. As of October 1, 1980 (or the nearest date for which data are available),
what was the total membership of your high school, and what were the
memberships in grades 10 and 12? (IF NONE, WRITE "0")

Total high school

membership . Grade 10 Grade 12
(8) (B) ' (©)
SBO18 . i ,

18. Please indicate whether each of the following courses are taught in your
school as separate courses. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

T:
Yes No
a Second-year algebra ...... ee s cecscsscssencsssscsese 1 2
b. Az"t: ...... ceeeee ctctettacacacecacns cececacconn 3 4
¢. Auto mechanics ...... cececscasssancan secenes roesess 1 2
d. Calculus ..c.ceececerececcccccsennes ceeseecens cecee 3 4
€. ChemiStIY cececeececccceccsossecs snecanssceccons .e 1 2
f. Drama ccceceececececense feceocs o ceececiteccctocccces 3 4
g. Driver training ....<.... Getecoisotecscscasasacnas 1 2
h. ECONOMICS .c.icececececcsccccacecsacacsocssasasosens 3 4
i. Ethnic Studies or Black Studies ....cieeecscceccns 1 2
j. Family Life or Sex EducabiofN .....cccccecccecccnas 3 4
k. Ge;metry eecseescecsses et et eccsssccssosseee s enen 1 . 2
1. Third-year Spanish ceeeeecreececcecccccsnoccsncres . 3 4
M. Third=year GEerMAN «eeveeeeeneecceseeeeenaconennnns . 1 2
a. Third—yeaf French ..ccceieciereerececceccnnns csaee 3 4
0. Home ECONOMICS ceeveecrceaccecenesossscsscosscnans 1 2
p. Physics ...........................; .............. 3 © 4
q. Psychology ceceevecccenerencocannes tetesteccnnnana 1 2
T. RUSSLAN civeeercrrosancccssecessascssnse cesecenens 3 4
8. TrigonomeLrY ..ccecccccccaccsssocses Sescecccccccans 1 2
t. Wood or machine ShOP cicieieceerscecccccoconceasons 3 4
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27. Which of these facilities are available at your school?
(CIRCLE AS MANY NUMBERS AS APPLY)

a. Indoor lounge for 8tudentsS c.eeccsccesccccscscasosnscccssscsse 1

b. Career information CENEEr .eecececsssccesssssascssncsnssncnes 2

(e €. Occupational training CENLEr ..eceseecsscsccssccssaunsncccnace 3
d. Media production facilities ...ceceeecscccscccsccccensanncss &

e. Remedial reading a.d/or remedial mathematics laboratory .... 5

1 .£. Subject area resources center(s) .

other than central library cccececeecccccecccsccccccoccncecnes 1

8- Departmental Offices .ceeeececercccecssessncscnssscacccceanns 2

h. Teaching resources center for teachers' use oeeeveevveeiooo. 3

i. Child care or nursery school facility .c.civevccrcccenannees &

j. Student cafeteria c..cccscecsssccscsccncsncasacacacsscncanece 5

8?029 |
' 29. A. Please indicate whether or not your school currently offers each of
the following programs to students. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

Not
Offered offere;]

a. CI'Edit by Contract S8 00 0B OR OO OSSR ORRR ORISR OOTS 1 * 2

b. Travel er CrEdit Ceee0 00O ROt sRR PR RSSRNRRORRTS

c. Off-campus work experience or

occupational training for credit ..ceceecose 1 2
d. College Board Advanced Placement Courses ..... 3 4
2. Student exchange program .ccccececcssceascssons 1 2
f. Alternative 3chool Program .c..ceccecescsscscce 3 4
g. Special program for pregnant .
[ Zlrls Or MOLherS cvessscssscccassscesacsncnss 1 2
-h. Continuation SChOOLl seecevssscscscccsaseccnsea 3 4
i. Pirogram for the gifted or talented ccecesecccses 1 2
jo Bilingual PTOBTEMm eveeeveneneeeeeesnnneisnvene 3 4




—SB032
32.
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Please indicate whether or not this high school participates or has
students who participate in each of the following federally assisted

or financed programs.

(CLRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

School/Students
°
Schogl(Stud?ngs do(es) not
participate(s participate
a. Upward Bound 1 2
b. Talent Search 1 2
- €. Elementary and Secondary Education Act:
1. Title I (Educction of children
of economically disadvantaged) 1 2
2. Title IV-B (Library and
learning resources) 1 { 2
*
3. Title IV-C (Educational
inoovation and support) 1 2
&, Title IV-D (Supplementary
educational centers and
services) 1 2
5. Title VII (Bilingual education) 1 2
6. Title IX (Ethnic heritage studies) 1 2
d. 1Indian Education Act 1 2
e. Emergency School Aid Act
{desegregation assistance) 1 2
f. School Assistance in
Federally Affected Areas 1 2
g. Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act (CETA) 1 2
h. Vocational Education Act of 1963:
l. Consumer and Homemaking Education 1 2
2. Vocational Education Basic Programs 1 2
3. Vocational Educztion for
persons with special needs . 1 - 2
4. Cooperative Vocational
Education Program 1 2
5. High School Vocational Education
Work-Study Program 1 2
i. Junior ROTC 1 -

o
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33. Please indicate whether or not your school uses each of the following
criteria to classify students as handicapped. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON

EACH LINE)
Yes No
[

Standard tests for evaluating specific handicaps c.ec.. 1

Federal guidelines ...“..‘.............................. 1
statﬁ guidelines ----o--...o----------.-.o-c---,-.-.---.. 1 2

3 Judgments and cbservations of

school counselors. and teachers .scecescccescsssscncesne 1 2

SB034
34. How many students in your high school are classified as handicapped?
(IF NONE, WRITE "0")
. Number of handicapped students:

8B035

35. How does your high school usually accommodate the following types of
‘ handicapped students? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

Attend
Attend some - Attend
regular special § special

No students
with this

classes | and some] ' classes ha;§?§a;fin
only regular only
classes school.
a. Multiple handicapped 1 2 3 4
b. Trainable mentally retarded 17 2 3 4
¢. Educable mentally retarded 1 | 2 3 4
d. Hard of hearing 1 2 3 4
e. Deaf 1 2 3 4
> f. Deaf-blind ' 1 2 3 4
g. Speech impaired 1 2 3 S
% h. Visually impailed_“ 1 2 3 4
i. Emotionally disturbed 1 2 3 4
j. Orthopedically impaired 1 2 3 4
k. Other health impaired 1 2 3 4
1. Specific learning
disabilitizs ' 1 2 k} 4
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39. Please indicate the size of your high school's staff in each of the
following categories. (ENTER NUMBER OR ZERO ON EACH LINE)

Number of full-time
(or full-time
equivalent) personnel

a. Assistant principals and deans ...............

b- COUDSEIOI’B 0.--.---------.---ll--.--.----...--

C- 018381'00'@ teachers ------.---l-.----..--------

d. Curriculum specialiSts .....eeeievvereeenenann.

(Y Rem3dial SPECialiStS -----;-l.-.----.---l-----

f. Librarians/media specialists teeccscesscecnans

g- PsyChalogiStB llnn-nnnnnnnn.l--..b-.-------l-- -

b. TeaChi.ng aides l------l--------.l---l.-------.

i- stlldent teaChers nnonl-----o---.--lo-----.----

j- VOlunteers -----o--l-l-l-----l---------'--&-&-

! k. Contributed services ®eercececsececensenccss e

vln security guards l-----.-------5-¢-l-llnlnnnnntl

SBO54

54. Listed below are certain rules which some schools have. Please indicate
whether or not each is enforced in your high school. (CIRCLE ONE
NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

Yes No
a. School grounds closed to students at lunch tescecesscnae 1 2
b. Students responsible to the school
for property damage R L R R X T T T 3 4
c. Hall passes require& T 1 2
d. "No smoking” rules T 3 4
e. Rales about stude;t Ar@SS +stetittitnnnenannncannnnnn.. 1 2

[ 4

da
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56.

To what degree is each of these matters a problem in your high school?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

. . Not
Serious | Moderate | Minor at all

a. Student absenteeism 1 2 4
b. Students' cutting classes 1 2
c. Parents' lack of interest :

in students' progress 1 2 3 4
d. Parents' lack of interest ‘

in school matters 1 2 3 - T4
e. Teacher absenteeism 1 2 3 A
£. Teachers' lack of

commitment or motivation 1 2 3 4
g. Physical conflicts among students 1 2 3
h. Conflicts between

students and teachers 1 2 3 4
i. Robbery or theft 1 2 3 4
j. Vandalism of school property 1 2 3 4
k. Studeﬁt use of

drugs or alcohol 1 2 3 v
1. Rape or attempted rape 1 2 3 4
m. Student possession of weapons 1 2 3 4
n. Verbal abuse of teachers 1 2 3 4
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