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Abstract

This paper is a synthesis and interpretation of the fragmentary evidence
.currently available on private schools in the U.S5. Suggestions to the effect
that private school enrollment increases are now threatening to eclipse the
public schools are shown to be at variance with the evidence. National averages
obscure developments outside the Catholic sector of private education, since
Catholic schools, representing a large proportion of the movement have de-
clined so notably since 1965 as to obscure growth in other private schools.

It is shown that private schools of different types wax and wane-‘under dif-
ferent circumstances, depending on fiscal structure, primary patron motivations,
and other factors. The paper ends by discussing private school commonalities
that seem logically attributable to the special modes of organization and
finance which distinguish virtually all private schools from schools in the
public sector. )
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In impqrtaht'respects the liter;ture on U.S. private
educatidn consists of scattered shreds>6f knowledge, patched
together with ignorance andvpresuppositiOn. Considering the
funds devoted to other educational research, the number of
students attending private schools, ahd’the naiional
importance of the pertinent!policy'issues, the neglect of
this area, especially by federal funding‘agenciesp is
diffidulg to 'understand. ' | |

Given the paucity;oféthe evidence, the discdssion that
folloﬁé cannot flow feadiiy from an evidential ﬁage: it is,
rather, a synthesis and interpretation laboriously derived
from sparse fééeaféh'aﬁd'from unsyétematic information and
impression.gleaned during mofe'than two decades of éontact

with private schools. Many geheralizatibns offered here are

‘hypothetical.

_ I. Magniﬁdde
The National Center for Education Statiétics (NCES)
estimates that private schools donstitute about 18 percent of
all elemehtary and éecondary'schools in the U.S., enroll
about 10.7 percent of all students at these ievels, produce
about 10 percent of all high school graduétes, and employ just

one percedt‘mofe (11 percent) of all teachers in the




elemeﬁtar& and secondary grades (Eldridge, 1980; .cLaughlin &
Wise, 1980). It will be shown later that these estimates are
low by some unknown factor. .> |

Iﬁ 1976-77,‘the quality of data concerning private
schools was enhanced by the introduction 6f regular nétional
-surveys by’NQFS. NCES estimateﬁ of the number of private
"elementary and Secondar? schools in the U.S. was 20,083 in
1976-77, 20,073 in 1977-78, and 19,666 in 1978-79. Total
enrollment in private schools was estimated at 5,167,000 in
1976-77, 5,140,000 in 1977-78, and 5,086,000 in 1978-79.
This énrollment was 10.4 percent of the national total (for
public énd_privéte schbqls éqmbined) in i1976-77, 10.5 percent
in 1977-78 and 10.7 in 1978-79 {Eldridge, 1980). The private
school enroilhent decline during the three years, 1.6
.percént; was éonsiderablyrle33 than~the public school
enrollment decline, dufing the'saﬁe period, of,3.9 percent.
During those years, private schools increased their share of
the schodl-age population. As was noted earlier, ﬁhese
estimates are low. | |

In contrast to these relétive private school gains, the
most reliable estimates showed an earlier decline in the
proportion of ghé nation's s¢hodl-age children who weée_
enrolled in private schools. NCES figures show the-pribate
sqhool proportion of nationalrenrollment'dropping from 12.1
bercent in 1967 to 9.7‘percent 1n 1973. Thié loss was
simultanéously a function of absoldte private school
enrollment deqreasgs and pubiic school enrollment increases

(National Center for Education Statistics, 1980).
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Actdally,"the highest:private school proportion of
nation;l elementary-secondary enrollment came éven earlier;-
13.6 pecent in,1959-60. In the yearé that followed, public
- schools experienced phenomenal baby~boom growth, and ﬁrivate
schools,.while expanding, could not matéh‘that répid pace
(Kraushaar, 1972: 14; Bianchi, 1981). o
| The estihated current private}schooi share of the
vmarkeﬁ, around 11‘pércgnt; deserves emphaéis,.since mény
recent discuséiéns imply that private schools are threatening
to eclipse public schools, To the codtrary, thésg‘figures
show only modest changes--certainly no massive national
migration--and private schools have not even reestablished
the share of the.school-ége population that they enjoyed at
one time (i3.6 percenﬁ in 1959460). Simiiarly, ﬁhe latest
-Gallup poll‘on public attitudes tdward public edgcation
>(Gallup,.1981); while highlighting reasons for concern,
suggegts no ﬁaﬁional readiness to abandon the public schools,
While not about tO'diséppeaf, however; public schools are
facing new problems in competition with private schools,
especiélly in some éreas of the hatidn.

It is important to notice that the‘national figures on
private'school enrollment are profoundly affected by
developments in Catholic schools, which fepresent the largest
segment by far of the private school movement. Thus-the
national‘totals obscure majdé developments outside the
Catholic segment. Private education is composed of divefse
groups (Tablet1). This cdmpoSition.has been shifting. 1In

1961-62, -Catholic schools accounted for an estimated 73




-percent of the total private sSchool enrollment nationally

(National Center of Education Statistics, 1966). By virtue

mainly of the Catholic school losses mentioned earller, the

proportlon dropped to an estimated 64 3 percent 1978n79 For

reasons. discussed below, the real Catholic proportion is

probably lower still.

Table 1
Distribution of Private Schools and Students
by Church Affiliation, 1978=79

iffiliation Number % Number 3
' of Schools of Students

Baptist 858 4.4 204,144 4.0
Calvinist 166 0.8 47,269 0.9 -
-Catholic 9)8“9 .50.1 3,269)761 6“.3 )
Eastern Orthodox , 14 0.1 2,682 0.1
Episcopal . 314 1.6 76,452 1.5
Friends . 50 0.3 14,611 0.3
Jewish 406 2.1 101,758 2.0
Lutheran . 1,485 7.6 217,406 4.3
Methodist ) 60 0.3 11,187 0.2
Presbyterian . 60 0.3 12,823 0.3
Seventh-Day Adventist 1,106 5.6 .148.157 2.9
Other 1,351 6.7 231,317 4.5
Non-affiliated 3.944 20.1 ‘T46,730 4.7

Source NCES Surveys. »

Bianchi.(1981) deﬁonstraﬁed that Catholic school losses,
when combined withlgains (discussed pelow) in other private
schools grosps, produced a'regionaa shift as well, for

whereas the large Catholic school systems have been

concentrated in Qhe'Midwest and Norﬁheast; the private -

schools which have grown most rapidly of late are most

prominent in the South and West.

A

The above-discussed data are misieédingvin two critical

~repects. First, they are organized in terms of a faulty
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Claésification. Second, phéy ihVOLve.serious omissiqns}
t‘Any pfivaiejschdolmclassification=bésed,»like this one,
“simﬁly od broad denominational affiliaﬁion (and the lack
therof) -is misleading, for some‘éf the most prohoUnced
differences among private.schooligroups are associated with
socioeconomic status and (among the reliéiously aff;liated
schools)'with differeﬁces in theoldgical Iiberalism, both of
which crdss denominaiionai boundaqies, and often vary notably
within them. One of the best ways to idehtify_fundamentalisﬁ
schools is to locate the schools that are affiliated with the-
fundamentalist school associations, ignoring denominatioual
affiliation. The best way to sgparate the résoundrngly
conservative Lutheran schools from the avowedly liberal and
ecumenical is to learn what Dbranch of Lutheranism they
represent. Schoolsbassociéted with the very conservative
Wisconsin Synod .are remarkably ‘different from schools
operated by the.Lutheran,Church in America, for exampie. the
best way *to identify the high-tuition schools,'quite
obviously, is to inquire about tuition levels. '

For most purposes, in this'writer's view, one must, as a
minimum, differentiate the fundamedtalist schools from the
other church-reiated schools, (which'often report the same
broad denominaﬁional affiliations), consider'thé Cathdlic
schools separately from the Protespant schools, attempt to
isolate the high-tuition schoois (even those that are church-
related) from the other p}ivate schools, and devote a
résidual, "other" catagory tc¢ special types, 1including

private schools with prominent ethnic overtones and the

Ly




‘private "community"” (previously known as "free") schdols, for
jthese‘fypes exhibit notable differences. Thus, a minimally
adequate classification might be:
Catholic schools ' o £
Other "Mainline" church-related schools R
Fundamentalist schools

© High-tuition schools (tuitions over $1,500 per year)
Other special types

For some purposes, obviously, finer-gbained differentiations
will be.neces;ary. Differences among Lutheran groups have
alréady been mentioned. For another example, Catholic
schoOis operated independently by religious orders’are_
differenﬁ from Catholic parish'(parochial) schools, and
secondary schools, partly.because they ére nofmally much more
costly, are often noticeably different (in clientele, etc.)
ffoﬁﬁelémentary school;, even when operated under §he séme
auspices. ’

As for omissions in the above-discussed data: Most
basically, a great many private schqols are missing from the
national "universe" lists which various groups have
assembled, and thus are difficult,to.contacf during surveys.
Thohgh most states fgquire by law that all private schools at
,1ea§£ registerjand report their edrollment, the requirement'
is unevehly enforced. Many fledgling private schools,
preferring Po maintaiﬁ a low profile (partly to ward off
gbvernment interference), simply ignore'thg requirement. The
major private school agencies can usually provide reasonably
reliable data on their member schools. But many private

schools do not belong to such agencies, and other privaté

schools are reported twice or more because they belong to
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more than one agency. Partly becausé-ihey have &gsf widély
misunderstood and criticizeé, many fundaméntalist Schools
(and other-private sgh0013'aé well, particularly‘amongQZ;;\“\\
moré }adical varieties) are loathe to reiease data about
themselves, fearing that it will be gséd against ‘them or that -
‘the act of providing data will compromise the principle, 'to
which many of ihem strongly adhere,)that they are respongible

to no one except their patrons, their churches, and the
Almighty. ‘ . - -

| In a recent:aﬁtempt'to détermine.hOWAmany private

Q

schools may have escaped the het in recent surveys by the
National Center for Education Statistids, Coéper ;nd
McLaughlin (1981) estimated that soﬁething.}ike 13 éercent of
éll private schools may have been missed. The pfoportion of

" the missiqg.ngng'%undamentalist schools is much higher--
about 33 percent. These.estimates suggesﬁ that the private
school ﬁfﬁportionvof ﬂﬁe national elementary-secondary school
enrollment in, 1978-79 may have been around 12 percent, rather
than the 10.7 percent esfimated by NCES, and that the
Catholic school proportion of the ﬁrivate school enrollment
wés.significantly lower Qhan~6u,3 percent.

However, the NCES estimates may be even farther off.
Cooper and McLaughlin "correct" only for schools thét Wwere
not on the NCES universe iisb. Further serious
underestimates probably resulted from‘th% NCES decision to
omit from its national surveys all#schoéfs with no grades
above the first. Since there is a pnonoﬁncéd tendgnCy for

fundamentalist schools to stakt as preschools or,

o - 1.




kindergartens that slowly exband upward a grade.at a time,
rany of ihe recently founded fundamentalist schodls may have
been systematicaly excluded by NCES.

In addition, many other private sSchools may bé
unrepresehted in the NCES estimates. Many private "free" or
Tcommunity" séhools'may be absent, for many of these go to

N gfeat lengths to remain invisible to authorities. A great
many arrangements by which families, individhally or in-
groups, instruct their own children, are no doubt dndetected,
for.many of theég groups db nbtadefineﬁthem5é1v§s as
*scpopls," esbecially when the "deschooling" philgsophy o -
underlies theif efforts. In this rggard it 1s obvious that
‘the number Pf private schools "out there," detected or .
undetected, . will vary markedly accprding to one's definition |
on what is and is not a "school." | ‘

II. DifferentiaI_Expansion and Contraction

‘History has shown repeatedly that private schools of
different -types wax ‘and wane under different circumstances,

debending on such factors as fiscal structure and‘pr;mary

patron motivations. In the early decades, Catholic school
growth came éartly'in response to militant Protestantism in
public schools, théugh'ethnic and social class ‘considerations
also played a prominent part.(Burns“and Kohlbrenner: 1937;
. . Sanders, 1969). buring the same period, many Protestant
schools were disappearing, partly because.public schools,
then so.congenial to»?rotestants, had become free of user

fees and widely available (see, for.example,_Beck, 1939).

ﬁi&vﬁ%ghortlyuafter World War I, in respodéeﬁto,anti-foreign

8 .
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jingoism, hundreds of private schools abandoned theib ethnic
character, and rather promptly went out of business (Beck,
1939). There were no 0ld Order Amish schools until, after
the end of WOrid War II, the reorganization and consolidation
movement deétroyed small countryside public schqols in Amish
communities‘and threatened to expose 0ld Order Amish children
to the alien youth cultures of nearby toﬁns (Hostetler,
1968).

More recently, U.S. Catholic Schools~expériencéd'
precipitous losses for several yeafs after 1966 (Table 2%
By 1977-78, the toﬁal enrollment in Catholic elementary and
secondary schools (3,289,000) was only 59 percent of what it
had been in 1965-66 (5,573,800), though the decline was
getting propoftionally smaller year by year, and appears as
of thié writing (1981) to be near an end. Since the complex
dynamics of that decline haveibeenudiscussed in detaii
elsewhere (Erickson, *1971; Eriékson and Madaus, 1971), a
brief summary may be sufficient for present purposes. In the
minds of some lay catholics, the Second Vatican .Council
(endihg in 1965) and several associated developments in the
church raised serious new questions abéut the religious value
of-Catholic schools (Ryan, 1963). The same shift in church
teachings, along wit;.a strong new emphasis on the training.
of the "religious," gave nuns, priests, and brothers
unac;ustomed liberty to choose their areas of service, and
.placed new emphasis upon helping'thé poor. In apparent
response, and because Catholic religious orders were raﬁidly

diminishing in size, nuns and brothers disappgared from




'Catholig schools in large numbers, forcing the schools to
replace them with far-more-costly "lay" teachers. Even the
"religiou;" who remained were more costly, for their
communities, with few young people joining them, were
supporting a growing proportion of elderly patrons. Assuhing
that religious motivations for the schools were weakening,
many Cétholic school leaders sought increased academic
respectability in expensive ways, such as reducing class
size, increasing teacher salaries, and reducing téacher
turnover (thus ensuring that more teacheré?would be paid at
higher levels of salary schedules). At the same time, many
Catholic schools were losing enrollment because of the birth-
rate decline, changing values, the migration of many
Catholics from cities (where Cétholic schools eiistedj to
suburbs (where Catholié séhools often did not exist), and
other factors; so many s8chools closed because decreasing
economies of scale compounded the spiraling costs beyond
reason. Partly because they Qere as yet unaware of the
imbact of the declining birth rate,‘and perhaps partly
because they themselves were lecsing faith in Catholic
schools, most U.S. bishops thought the loss of clients
signified widespread disenchanﬁment with Qathélic schoels, -
and for this reason and others, forbade furtﬁer construction
of schools in the suburbs to. which manj upwardly mobile
Catholics were then moving (Erickson and Madaus, f971;
Erickson, Nault, and Cooper, 1978; Greeley, McCready, &
: Mchurt, 1976). Greeley and his colleagues insist that there

is now a large pent-up demand for Catholic schools - pent-up
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mostly by the refusal of the bishops to permit new

construction. There “is probably an additional pent-up demand
fqr Catholic schools among low~-income inner-city minorities

(including man» non-Catholics), who have flooced the innar-

- eity Catholic schools that have remained open (after their

erstwhile Catholic patrons migrated to the suburbs) by dint
of substantial parish and diocesan subsidies. It seems

unlikely that these schools will continue to operate

indefiniteiy unless they find new sources of income.

Table No. 2 ‘
Catholic Schools and Enrollments
1965-66 thru 1977-78 -

Elementary Secondary
- Schools Students’ Schools Students .
196;-66 10,879 I,492,100 2,413 1,081,700
67-68 10,350 4,106,000 2,277 1,093,000
68-69 10,113 3,860,000 2,192 1,081,000
69-T0 9,695 3,607,000 2,076 1,051,000 .
T0-T1 9,370 - 3,356,000 1,980 1,008,000
T T1=T2 8,982 3,076,000 1,857 . 959,000
T73-T4 8,569 . 2,714,000 1,728 907,000
T4-75 8.437 2,602,000 1,690 902,000
75-76 8,329 2,525,000. . 1,647 889,000
-T6=TT 8,265 2,483,000 1,617 882,000
T7-78 . 8,204 2,421,000 1,593 - 868,000 °

Source: National Catholic Education Association (1978)

The fact that the Catholic sSchool decline was

abproximately twice as prdnounced in‘elementary as 1in

" secondary schools supports the interpretation that a large

part of the Catholic school problem was dne of adjusting to

the fiscal shocks described above. A high proportion of

Catholic elementary schools have always been "parochial"--~

operated on a parish-by-parish basis. These schools have
teen plagued Wy the vagaries of single-parish finance, in-

and out-migration, etc., whereas the vést majority of

11
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Catholic secondary schools are'operated by didceses and

religious orders,_whidh can absorb many parish-wide

disturbances, which generally have the flexibility inherent

~in much larger, more divesé budgets and income sources, and

which tend to recruit their students within much wider
geographic ambits. »Catholic schélars'have criticized the
parish-based system as‘inefficient,.unstable, and_ineqditablg
(Notre Daﬁe, 1971). |

Since it apbears that Catholic schools in general have

now adapted extensively to the fiscal.disruptions that began:

in the sixtiés, this writer would not be surprised to see the.

system begin to»grow again. There are some small signs that
u.S3. bishbps are looking somewhat more favdrably;qn thé idea
of erecting new buildings and enlarging old ones. Also,
Catholic parishes iq recent years have been adopting rather
widely a practice that has long beéd common among other
church groups--to offer kindergartens and pre-schools, which
often turn out to ber extremely effective "feeders" for
church-related-elementary schoéls. |

During the years after 1966 when Catholic Schools were

declining rapidly, Hebrew day schools underwent a period of

notable growth, prompted in significant measure, it appears,
by Holocaust and its ramifications in the context of a "fever
of ethnicity" then’flaring in the United States (Frost, 1981;
Novak, 1971). Enrollment in U.S. Hebrew day schools,
including the Orthodox, Conservative, and Reform.varieties,
burgeoned by 25 percent between 1965-66, when total

enrollment was 72,289, to 1975-76, when totalc enrollment was

N 1
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90,538 (Erickson, Nault, and Cooper, 1978).‘;Recen£ growth
has been more modést, with total enrollﬁént standing at
approximately 94, 000 in 1980 (Goldenberg, 1981)

Somewhat 31m11ar1y,.perhaps for some of the reasons
(discussed below) that explain explosive growth during the
samé period.in fufidamentalist schools, total enrollment in
SeQenth-Day AdVentist‘échools jumped by 50 percent between
1965 and 1975-= 76 (from 50, 465 to 75,722), but has varied
little since that time (Erlckson, Nault, and Gooper, 1978;
Furst, 1981). | ‘

The most d;aﬁatic contrast to the Caﬁholic school
‘decline was provided by fundamentélist schooL;, those
operated by groups claiming a "bofn again" experienc;,‘grogps
‘now aséodiated‘with the "Moral Majority". .Conducting a
dissertation in fundamentalist schools in 1961-62 this
‘author had great deflculty seeurlng an adequate sample,
discovering that. these schools, probably number’ng no more
than 250 or 300 nationally at the time, were generally very.
small, often limited:td a kindergarten and/or the first 6ne
or two grades,‘and offiéially discouraged by virtually every
fundamentalist denominati;nv(Erickson, 1962). The 6fficia1
stance of these denominations was thét public schools were
_sﬁfficiently neutral religiously to be suitable for
fundamentalist children as long as these children were given
adequate religious preparation in home and church, and that,
furthermore, fundamentalists were obligafed to maintain a
strong witness to their faith among student bodies in public

schools (most of these groupsfbelieve in child conversions).
13
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The U.S. Supreme Court's decisions;in the early 1960's

outlawing 6fficial prayers and Bible reading in the public
schools, came as a_major shock to many fundamentalists. For
this‘reason,-appareqtly, and for others discussed later, the

fundamentalist Christian day school movemen£ soon began to

experienge rapid growthTand the encbpragement of major
denomination;l figures;~.No_o£her group‘of private schools-
abpears to have benefitted from suéh a'dramétiq reversal of
official ideology in recent yéars.

A finm known as Accele?ated Christian Eddcation (ACE),
in Lewisville, Texas, méy héve playgd a powerful catalytic
role in the growth of fundamentalist schools. -ACE has .

prévided many hundreds of these schools with a way of

bypassing major capital costs and other complications (e.g.,

.the need to set up an organization, find competent staff

members, and recruit a sufficient number of students for each
grade) that inhibitMthe establishment ‘of privaté schools of

other types. ACE provides materials that.inélude self-paced,

&

‘self-administered programmed-instruction modules in all major

academic subjects in all grades, along with extensive advice
concerning virtually every other_aspecﬁ’of establishing
fundamentalist séhools. i;th these matefials in hand, an&
small group, Vithind moré ihan a handful of Students in

scattered grades, can creaté'a school almost instantaneously,

~in a home, church basement, Sunday-school-classfoom,_or store “

front, for if the ACE diﬁections are followed, and if

3tudents consistently wdrk their wéy thrdugh the modules,

reasonably ﬁormal'learniﬁg in the essential subjeé¢ts does

14
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appear to occur. There are obvious academic risks, since it
is difficult to keep some children on task when working in

isolated carrels, and it is arguablevthat some higher-order

learning may not occur in such a context. However, many

patrons of these schools, while not unconcerned about

academic performance, seem motivated primarily by religious
and moral concerns, and thus are ready, if necessary, to
accept academic risks. There seems to be some téndency for
fundamentali$t schools to start with the ACE materials as a
crutch and létér to veer toward more convéntional
instructional methods. |

The Associétion of Christian Schools International

(Whittier,ACA), the most broadly basgd association of
'fundamentalist schools, redently reported the following data
to Professor Richard Nault, who courtedusly shared them with

.this author:

School ' Numbers iNumbers

Year ‘ of Schools of Students
1976-77 500 - 63,131
1977-78 ' 611 - T4,460
1978-T79 1051 : - 185,687
1979-80 : 1294 © - 220,001
1980-81 1482 : 289,001

However, the fuhdémentalist schools tend to be fiercely

individualist, and thus often belong to no association and
_report their existence and enrollment to no one. Estimates

vconérnidg their number, enrollment, and growth vary widely.

Accelerated'Christian Education states that it deals with an

average of three new schools per'week. Bob Billings,

cuifently Executive Assistant to the U.S. Secretary of

15 .ZBU
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Education, who has been. intimately acquainted with the
fundamentalist school movement, recently provided thia writer
with an estimate of 1;500 schools and approximately 1 million.
students. This.estimate probably includes many students in
kindergarten and pre-=school, and many schools that offer only
these levels of inatruction.'-But whether or not the "real"
elementary-secondary total is somewhat lower or~higher than
the.eStimates,-it is obvious that the rate of growth since
the early sixties has been rapid indeed. | ——
During this same'neriod of Catholie-achool losses, most
other private school groups maintained a relatively steady
state, marked by times of modest exnansion and decline.
Lutheran school enrollment,'conaidered aa’a whole, was about
the same in 1975-76 as it was ten years earlier, but since
that‘time has moved upwardvby approximately 10 percent to an
all-time high (Ericéson, Nault, and Cooper, 1978: Bcard of
Parish Edueation, 19805;. The Calviniat schools affiliated
with Christian Sehools International in Grand Rapids,
Michigan (formerly known as-the'Natiqnal Union_of bhristian
' Schools) enrolled a total of 51,240 in 1966-67. The total
dropped to 48, 096 in 1976*77 but since that time has risen‘
to 54 u66 in 1979-80 (Christian Schools International 1981).
No one\knows why, during the decade or so’ after 1965,
some church-related schools enjoyed at least a few years of
very rapid growth ghile other church-related schools barely
maintained their snare of the student population. This
writer suspects that tne\differenees have to do with varying

. - N .
degrees of sensitivity to'suen religious/moral issues as
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court decisions on prayer and Bible'reading,‘the perceived

bbeakdown of discipline and moral conéenéﬁs in many publie

schools, the introduction of sex education programs in public

.8chools, etec. The groups experienc1ng the greatest growth

appear to be- those which, because of their conservative
theologies and traditional moral posturés, are most likgly toﬂ
be offended by soma recent developments. However,lﬁuch
closer analysis would be required to test that relationship.

" The high-tuition schools,affiliated with the National
Association of Independent Schoolé_(in BOsﬁon) expanded their
total enrollmenﬁ by 14.1 percent between 1965-66 and 1975-76,
from 199,329 to 277,406 (Eriékson, Nant, and Coopef, 1978).
That growth hasAquickened slightly in recent years, and many
such schools report that their waiting lists.have grown aven
msre than'enrollmenté (Stockdale, 1981). Since schools of
this-type usually have superior physical facilities,
equipment, materials, etc., they are e}penqive'to establish,
S0 supply reépdnds only sluggishly to demand; eépecially
since thg profit motive is missing (all NAIS schools are non-
profit). In current data banks, there is no reasonably
stfaightforward way to assemble‘data for the high-tuition
schéols thai do not belohg'to NAIS;

Within the high-tuition schools, some underwent hard
times dﬁring the period. ‘Boarding schools went down hill

until 1976<T77, but have grown Very rapidly sinde.then. Total

"enrollment in ailebdy schools has diminished greétly, partly

because many of, these schools went co-ed. Military schools

withered in the shadow of the Viet Nam War, but have renewed

‘
ol by




their popularit& of late, perhaps in reaction to the
- perceived deterioration of discipline amdngﬁcontémporary
&outh (Stockdale, 1981).

'In summary, no one knows how much demand has been pilxng
up at the doors of U.SQprivaté schools, ready to gush.férth
if something triggers tﬁe founding of many‘neu_séhools.add
the expansion of many existing ones. 1In the méantimé, there
' is no clear evidence to substantiate répérts of a dramatic,
widespread expansion in’the private'séhool world--with the
exception of the fundamentalist schools, which, as we have
- seen, are not subject to the same idhibitiohs that limit -
growth 1in most other private‘schools. Though. growing‘
rapidly, the fundamentélist‘schools ére not yét sufficiently
numerous ;o posé a.serious national challenge to public ‘ | B
schools. However, there‘may be significant local exceptions
to these national £rend;. Repdrtﬁ from many sources,
generally uststematic and impreﬁsioniﬁtic, shggest to. this
author that significant local migrations from public to
private schools often occur,whenipublic school policies
(e,g” forced busing, dhrtailment of the freedom to_subport
locai public schools at a supefior levgl, introduction.of
inétruétion that some groups fiﬁd repugnant) alienate
segments of the population. It is aurpri;ing that'so little
has been done £o investigate these possibilities,{since théir

implications reach very far. -

ITI. Finances

It scarcely needs saying that financial arrangements do

much to dictate what a school can accomplish by way of
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programs and facilities. The financial grrangéments also do’
mﬁch to determine'who can afford to attend.

Séhools within the major religiously affiliated groupé
rarely fall into the high-tuition category. There appear to
be two-major reasons for tge generally negative relationship
between religious affiliaﬁidn (particularly when it is of a
theologicaly conservafive ﬁjpe) énd'fuiﬁioﬁilevéi. First,
when patrons can be attracted on religious grounds, a school
has lesé need to promise notably supérior écademic services,
and some patrons, as was noted earlier, will even be Qiiling
to risk-getting sgmewhat inferior academic returns. Tb‘put
the matter another way; when no special religious or ethnic
incentives (geﬁeréiy the latter are assoéiated with religious
ones) can be . used td attract clients, the normal altermative
is promised academic:shperiority, sometimes with certain
important side-benefits, such as "connections", Second,:
religious groups usually have ways of distribufing the costs
of maintaining a school among a larger group qf people than -
the immediate patrons, thus cutﬁing patron édsté.a In the
hot-so-distant past, Cathélic Schools were subsidized
enormously-by'services provided for a pittance by mnuns,
brothers, and priests. Those sSubsidies have largely
disappeared, but hény Cétholic parish schools still get money
from the parish purse, other "Catholic schobls enjoy diocesan
subsidies, and even when dbllar Subsidies are not available,
Space, maintenance serviées, and'utilities are 'often provided
free or at greaily reduced cost; Similar subsidies are

common in many other church-related schools, as are the
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benefits of many special fund-raising activites which muster
dollars from the congregation as a wholef In addition,
déllar costS are often held down by encouraging patrons who

have more time than mdney to contribute, to contribute the

former in eéﬁsiderable quantities. _

Accofdingly, the high-tuition schools may be identified
to a considerable extent (though with major omissions) bj
~mefely identifying the schools Qithodt religious
affiliations. Even when this rough-hewn classification
method is .used, dramatic cost differences appear. According
to a 1978-79 survey by thé'National Center for Education
Statistics, average tuitions in that year were $561 in
Catholic schools, $651 in Lutheran schools, $1,882 in
religiously unaffiliated schools, and $981 in a residual
category called "other private schools" (Eldridge, 1985).
Thg comparatively high mean for the "other private™ group
‘results from the fact thét numerous religiously affiliated
schools dumped into this catégofy are associated with higher-
SES theolmgicélly liberal churches, and thus, since their
patrons have less religious reason tovview public schools as
hostile, tend to attract these patrons by means of academic
inducements. Conveniently, theSe schools alsdo are in a
better position to levyvthe high fees thatvmake impressive
facilities and elaborate programs feasible as inducements po

such patrons.

With the exception of such incidental benefits as school

lunch programs, free textbooks, and free bus rides, fewf-

priVate schools outside the Catholic group have made‘a

20 24




systematic effoft to participate in federally funded programs
for the disadvantaged and other specially targeted groups.

Funds from Title I of the Elementary and Secondari Education

-

Act, in particular, have been an important source of revenue
_or program enrichment in many Catholic»schoois. To cttcmpt
estimates of the total dollars in direcoior indirect
government assistance that private schogls derive is,
//however, a demandiné task (one to which thcrNational Center
fo Education Statistics is now directing aptention), much too

/déhanding to be attempted here.
\

IV. Who Attends?

Partly because the Catholic Church draws members from an
.. unusually wide range of the socioceconomic spectrum, and
partly because’exceptionally low fees make many Catholic.’
schools accessible to families with modest incomes, it is not
surprising that socioeconomic backgrounds are more widely
dispersed in Catholic schools thau in other major private
school groups (Kraushaar, 1972; Coleman, 1981). The other
church-related schools appear to draw more exclusiueiy from
the middle class, and as high tuitions do much to ensure,
high-status homes appear:to predominate in the high-tuition
shools (Kraushaar, 1972).

-It‘is far from surprising that Catholic schools are
patronizec‘prcdominantly by Catholics (except in central
cities), thct7Lu£heran schools are patronized predominantly
by Lutherans,.that schools associated with the Christian

Reformed Church are inhabited mostly by people of Dutch

| : 21
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extraction who belong to the Christian Reformed Church, that

not many Black fundamentalists attend Hebrew day schools, and
that schools with high fees do not'attract large proportions
of low-income people. There is a certain irony,
consequently, in many discussions about religious, r:cial-
and socioeconomic segregation in private schools. If a
Catholic school somehow cedses.to enroll primarily Catholics,
it may thus obliterate all religious and racial bias in
admissions, but it will also probably destroy its Catholic
characer. If a high tuition school reduces its fees or
introduces scholarships to a sufficient extent to ensure that
all’income groups have equal access, then, unless it has
extremely unusual sources oflfiscal:support, it will probably
destroy its ability to finance the unusually attractive

&

facilities and programs that constitute its major reason for
being. Conseduently, it is often difficult to sepadrate the‘
consequences of a school{s special religious or academic
emphasis from the consequences oflan'intentional desire to
keep certain people from enrolling.

It would be easy, but possibly quite misleading, for
instance, to conclude from the small representation of blacks
and other minorities in many church-related schools that
school leaders and patrons are attempting to keep minorities
out. A different light is shed on the\situation when one
‘remembers that the religious affiliations of minorities often
make them uninterested.in the schools of’particular
denomiations. . |

In their analysis of .the first wave of data from the
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current_ldngtudinal study, "High School and Beyond", Coleman . o
and his colle;gues found that when'Cathéiic blacks were
‘compared with-Catholic whites, and when nonCatholic blécks
were compared with nonCatholic whites, blacks at the high and
low income levels attended Catholic high scho@lé to a
disproportiodate extent. In general, black atﬁendande wés<
_,far lgyer, pfoportionately, in Catholic high schools aé a
whole than in public high schools'a$ a whole, but the blacks
who were in Catholic high schools were far fess likely than
blacks inbpublic schools to have predominantly black
classmates. @oleman and colleagues found that private ' -
schools did contribute significantly to the religious
segregation ofathe‘hétion's school-age population. The
' o : reseacher;lthought the extené of socioéconomic'segregation
- caused by private schoqls-was‘conside;able less prénouncéd
than was éenerally believed (Coleman, Hoffer, & Kilgore,
1981). |
Since it seems inevitable that other reports in this
series will consider in much detail the distribution of
private SchOOI‘ehféllment_by race and income, it may suffige
for present parposes to note that the national broaa
comparisons for phblic and private schools are as shown in
Tables 3 and 4. |
A few earlier studies prdvided’evidence that $ome of the
best-known high-tuiﬁion private schools in the Northeast drew

their students dispifoportionately, not merely from high-"

income homes, but from upper-class homes (defined, for

example, in terms of listings in the Social Register) and
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5
were distiqguished by identifiable indications of a distinct
uppef—class culture (for example, Baltzell, 1958; McArthur,
1955, 1960; Wilson, 1959; Prince, 1959). There is nd-way of
detérmining how widespread those tendencies were at the time;
or whether they haveApérsiSEed. Thisfwriter is aware of no

recent significant work along that line.

‘Table 3. Family Income and Education of Head Distributions
of Public, Church Related and Other Private Elementary and .
Secondary Enrollment: 1979

Family Incdme Enrolled in Enrolled in Private Schools

and Education = Public Schools Church Other
FAMILY INCOME . , - .
Less than $5,000 - 10% ' 3% 1%
'$5,000-9,999 - 16 B 6 T
$10,000-14,999 - 20 - 15 8
$15,000-19,999 16 18 10
$20,000-24,999 16 . 20 10
$25,000-49,999 19 .o ' 30
. $50,000 and over 3 7 34
Total -~ 100% : 100% : 100%
" (Number of children ' !
in thousands) (32298) (3247) . (515)
EDUCATION OF HEAD _
Less than 12 years 31% 16% , 8%
12 years 38 36 23
" 13-15 years 15 19 , 16
16 years : 8 ' 15 = 19
17 or more years 8 14 - 34
Total 100% 100$ 100%
(Number of children
in thousands)? (37454) i (3473) - (584) -

3 Numbers are larger than for family income because of
nonreporting of income.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979 October Current
Population Survey, compiled by Bianchi, 1981.
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Table 4. Percent df White and Black Children Who Were

Enrolled in Elementary and Secondary Private Schools in the

Total U.S. and in Central Cities: 1967-1979.

Race . ) % Enrolled

Total

U.S. All

Races 10 10 10 9 10 - 9 10 10 10 1 11 12 12
White 11 1M1 1 10 1 1 1 11- 1 12 12 13 14
Black 5 y y 4 3 3 y 4 3 4 3 3 y
Central ' '
Cities, .

All Races 16 17 16 15 15 14 14 15 15 16 17 18 18
White 20 22 21 20 20 19 18 19 20 - 21 22 23 22
Black B 6 6 5 4 4 6 5 4 5 6 6

Source: ' U.S. Bureau of the Census. Current Population Reports. Series
P-20. Nos. 190,222, 241 ,260,272,286,303,319,333, 346 and 355, compiled by
Bianchi, 1981. &

V. Patron Motivations

The literature on patron motivations in private schbols
is in%dequate to support firm éomparisons among priVate
schoolﬁ of différent types. It'suggests tentatively to this
writeﬁ, however, ﬁhét there is a curvilinear relationship
betw;eh the primacyvof academic‘goéls and patron socio-.
economﬁc status, or at least has been in the past. It
appears that the lowest-status patrons of private schools
(1nner 01ty black and Latino patrons of Catholiec and Lutheran
schools, and minority scholarshlp students in hlgh -tuition
schools% for example) have chosen these schools because they
have ungsually strong mobility aspirations for their children
and becéuse they view available public schools as inadequate
avenues of moblllty (e.g., Cibulka, 198&) Most middle-class

4

patrons~--the ones who populate the major groups of church-
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related schoolse-have not come primarily for academic reasons -

(though this may be changing in same‘areas), for they live in
areas where publiq-schools are in reasonably ggéd.repute, and
they either do not see great value,-br cannot afford, the
high=-tuition pfivate schools that purport to be very superior
aéademically;'therefore, when-they éhoose private schools
they do‘so'for religibus or‘ethnic'reasons, or in reaction to
public school ppliciés (e;g" busing of sex education)'which
they find repuénant; Upper-middle and upper cléss patrons
usually come primarily because'théy want a partichlarly
superior $chooling'for theif children; ﬁhough in the-mdst
elite schools mcst of them probably ére aware of the value of
the soéial "connections? established in schools to'whiéh
influential people send théir children-(Kamin and Ericksoh,'
1981). 1In general,(these'high-SES patroas of private 'schools
do not seem unconcerned about religion, but-ﬁheir religious
views tend to be liberal and'ecumgnicél, not emphasizing the
particular knowledge ahd character attributes that they think
church-related‘schoql:‘are capabie of promoting.
These:gengral patterns may bé changing in areas wheré
public‘schools are pércei&ed'by many-peopie as suffering
serious deterio?ation. Furthe;more, as was notéd earlier,
gréups which ohce saw ho particular religious value in

private schdols may be changing their views in the light of

" recent and current- developments in public schools. The

possibility arises, fhen, that new segments of the populationb

are being_added to the traditional pools from which private‘

=3

schools draw patronéq If so, the long-range implications for
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public school's could be serious'indeed, especially if the new
pools include some of public edﬁcation's most influential
suppofters. :

A, Motivations in High-Tuition Schools’

The limited evidence (Krauéhaar,.1972; Kaﬁin'ahd
Erickson, 1981) suggests to this writer that high-iuition-
private schools (those, let us say, with annual tuitions
above $1,500) are patrbniﬁed primariiy'for‘aqademic'reasons;'
by patrons'who have exceptionailf high aspirgtiqns for their
children and generaily tend, parﬁi} Sy viréue of théir

superior income and education, to seek out superior BOOdS and

"services in areas that they considerwimportant. A recent

- survey in British Columbia (Kamin and Erickson, 1981)

suggests that these people often devote uhusual inquiry and'
thought té the choice of a school. Though thekeyidencé does
nét show this (§art1y because the research was not designed
to that gnd), it seems reasonable to believe that patrons of
some high-=tuition schools are well aware of_the value of the

social "connections" formed in those schoois, and that they

~choose the schools partly for that reason. Also, family

tradition may play a part,  since it has been shown on a very
limited basis that some families have been associated for

generations with some‘private schools (Baltzell, 1958). This

is most likely to be true along the Eastern Seaboard, the

traditional stronghold of elite private schools.
It is important to recognize that the,?ame motivations

would be equally apropos in the schools thath}ancis Keppel

~has called "private schools at public ékpense"-—pdblic
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schools in expensgye suburbs, attended almost exclusively-by

‘the well-to-do andysupported at exceptionally high levels
through local taxation rather than fees. Since these public
schools offer no scholarships to poor:students from'outside
their attendance boundaries, they may be more exclusive than
their private'counterparts. Research along this line would
be instructive. .

A study in a wealthy California community by Gratiot
(1979) is directly pertinent. Gratiot found that many
families were switching from public to private schools; often
quite'reluctantly, because ‘they felt powerless to.prevent the
perceived deterioration of their public schools. They
complained repeatedly about events in public schools that
seemed’ increasingly beyond their control including reduced
emphasis on academic performance, declining discipline, “and
an eroding financial base.

Gratiot's study, when coupled with informal reports from
many other sources, suggest the following dynamics to this
bwriter. They should be subjected to systematic empirical
testing before being regarded as anything more than informed '
speculation:

1, Developments in numerous states'(the Serrano case.
and similar decisions elsewhere, for example) are denying
wealthy communities the option of supporting their public
schools at exceptionally high levels, thus ensuring that many
parents who 1insist on expensive schools will consider_
defecting to .the private sector. The effects of these‘

developments are probably intensified by recent limitations
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én taxation for public_schools;

2. In the context of the recent "student rights“
movement, much legislation and case law has beén created to
ensure that students will not be unfairly treated by'teachers
and school administrators; Two Eomparisons of 'student-
perceived fairness in public schqols’(which are subject to

those limitations) and private schools (which are not)

suggest that féirness to students has not beéh produced by

;uch_attempts (Erickson, MacDonald, anduManley-Casimir, 1979;
Coleman, Hoffer,‘and Kilgore, 1981). HoweQer, oné suspects
the leéislation énd litigation has ﬁade it much more
difficult to maintain reasonable discipline émong students in
public schools;

3. .Someﬁhat similarly, there has been much legislation
and litigation in defense of "teacher rights."™ Ope’obviéus
effect has been to deny many schools the freedom to ensure
that beéchers will exemplify life styles that 1local
communities find congenial.' As a conﬁequence, manyrpafénts
apparently feel that local public schools are out of tuhe

with, or eved hostile toward; the values of patron's homés.

At some point, authority in scﬁodls may break down for lack

of agreement over central values. Séhools may become places
where everyone féels‘free to do almost anything thét is not
illégal (Grant, -1981). | | |

| H.I-Numerous politicai economists insist that' the sheer
size of many chﬁgmporéfy institutions deprives people of
reél and perceived power over their own destinies. Publie

schools may be suffering from the long-term consequences of
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the consolidation and reorganization movement that flourished

shortly after Yorld War II, for‘it.resulted'in a resounding
increase in the average size of public schools and school
districts. N ' - '” _ B L

5. Other scholars view the. "professionalization"‘of
school personnel as a process that systematically disempowers
lay citizens (Zeigler, Tucker, and Wilson, 1977)

6. Public school "nationalization" documented by

Campbell and Bunnell and,their colleagues some years ago

.(1963), seems to have been intensified considerably by the -

‘readiness of federal courts to function virtually as school
boards in an effort to right'various wrongs of society as a
whole. This development is not likely to endear public
schools to the hearts of many patrons.' ‘

T. During the past decade, particularly,.the movement
toward full state funding of public schools has been
accompanied, as many scholars predicted by increasing state
intervention into the functioning of local.schools.

When one‘considers all’these factors, it would not be
surprising if many parents in wealthy communities were

ceasing to regard public schools as institutions where they

could provide their children with the kind of education they

prefer. However, the superior-lookinngchools that such

parents desire are exceedingly difficult and expensive to

establish in the private sector--so one would expect exactly

what . seems the case--growing demand’ more dramatically
evidenced in waiting lists than in enrollment growth in high-

tuition schools.

3;}
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'B. The "Mainline" Religious Schools - -

The availlable though limiﬁed;evidence ;uggesté that most
"mainline" religious schools, oéeréﬁed primarily by Catholic, .
‘Lutheran, Seventh-Day Adyent;st,band Christian Reformed
spdnsors, are a.resp6dse primérily uo:religious motivations,
. though academic démand; run a faifly close second and may be
growing in imﬁortance as'public school problems intensify,
It is often difficult to distinguish religjous and- academic
aspirations, sihce thé disciplined'climateg often maihtainea
fof:religious reaﬁonS‘are‘pfoﬁably strongly conducive to
academic éroductivity, and most'parents Seem aware of that
connection (see the review of~Cétholicf3choollevidencg in’
Erickson and Madaus, 19%8; also Grgeiey,.McCready, and
McCourt, 1976; regarding other,chureh-related4schools see
Kamin and'Erickson, 1981). | |

The apparent recént'surge in demand for these church-
related sdhools, especially outside the Catholic sector, a

demand reflected (here, too) in waiting lists even mofg}than

AN
N

in increased enrollmeht,-may be a response to many of the
Same developments in pubiic education that appear (to this 

writer) to be alienating many\high-status_families; In fact

some of these factors may alienate religiousiy oriented

people for both religious and academic reasons.

Theré is reason to believe that motivationé for the
schools of a single denomination may differ significantly by
location. For instance, in indér cities, wﬁere many public
schools are in'ill-repute, both Catholics and nonCatholics

may attend primarily for academic reasons. In the suburbs,
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where public school reputations are generally better,
religidus motiVatjons may come to,tne fore (Denovan'and
Madaus, 1969).

C. Fundamentaiist Schools

The motlvations of patrons of—%undamentaiist schools
have been probed in numerous’ recent studies (Ballweg, 1980;
Carper, 1980; Cunningham, 1980; Nordin and Turner, 1980;
Palmer, 1974; Schaller, 1979; Skerry, 1980; Nevin and Bills,
1976), and with notably'coneistent results. All of the
studies appear to have been prompted‘in‘part.by allegations
" that the fundamentalist schools'were a response to racist
motivations.. All-concane that these.allegations are eiﬁher
serious eversimplifications or almost totally wrong. The
general fundamentalist reaetion to the outlawing.of’prayer
and Bible reading; aiready mentiened,'eomes up again and
‘again. Fundamentalists; with stroné taboos even against
behavier that.othervdevout peqple,tolerate,‘are particularly
outraged bj-"drugs; sex, and rock" in public sehools and by
several atyles of‘life maintained by'teachers whom boards are
now powerless to exclude from public séhools'in
‘fundamenfalisﬁ communities, To offend‘these people even
more,'many’publre 3cheql‘boards in the United States recently
have.refused te'nermit elassroem presentation of creationism
as an alternative eosmology‘to evolnt;on. It does not help
alleviate_fhe impressionidf'public'school hostility that when
fundamentalist schiools spring up, they are often harrassed by
court action and threats thereof on the part of public school

leaders. If public school boards had conspired to encourage
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the growth of fUndamentalist sdhools, one wonders whether
they could have done So more effedtiVely. Since the forces.
against-whichlthese people are reacting seeﬁ difficult to

reverse, furtﬁer growth seems likely in the fundamentalist

schools.

D. Other Private School Types

Aslanyone would expect, there is evidence to indicate
that tﬁe patrons of distinctly ethnic private schools ke.g"
Greek Orthodox schools and Hebrew day schools) tend.to be
atﬁénding partly for ethqic reasons (e.g., Kopan, 197&;
Goldenberg, 1975). Similarly, one would expect patrons of.
Montessori schools, "free" schools, military schools,
cathedral choir schools, eic” to be attracted primarily by
the special programs that such schools offer. Private school
fees prababiy‘do.mpch to ensure thatkdisagrééﬁgnt over these

central, clearly eVidenced goals will be qui%e iimited in

private schools. (Patrons are not like1§ to pay for

something they do not want.)

N VI. Operating Characteristics

In general,'private schools appear to operatevinAa
manner predictable. from the priméry expressed preferences of
their patrons. Thiq may' be one\reaéoh why pfivéte school
patrons appear unusually likely to describe their schools as
responsive to them (Erickson, MacDonald, and Manley-Casimir,

1979). o
" 'To say that schools operate in keeping with the

~preferences of their partrons is ndt necessarily to assert,

however, that the schools produce what the patrons'want them
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to produce. The 1 tter/ques/iOn, at the he%rt of the large
debate now revolvi g arohnd the study by Coleman, Hoffer, and
poni

Kilgore (1981) is ﬁJr too complexw to be discussed
ssatisfactorily within the bounds of‘ the pfesent paper.

/
As early as’ 1931, in a state-wid

investigation, Koos noted the far greater ress on acadenmic

aspects in nonsectarian private'schools' most of which charge
high tuitions) than in the mainline chOrch-related varieties.
The private schools described by C emin (1964) as making
major contributions to the Progres%ive Education Movement
were all apparently of the high-tuiﬁion variety, as were the
schools which Larmee (1962) discgvered to have played a
remarkably prominent.role in the development of several
curriculum innovations of the 1950's. 'More recently,
Coleman, Hoffer, and Kilgore (1981) have noted the greater
program complexity of their "other private" group; even
though this categorv, including a conceptually impossibie
potpourri of private schools, probably does much to obscure
the strength of the tendency. | -

" Skerry (1980) observed as evidence of the validity of
patrons' asserted motivations, that the same motivations
could easily be inferred from the incessant stress,
throughout the school day and week, upon the values that the
patrons had cited, and by the complete absence of any
policies or activities that would support the ‘charge of

racism. Evidence of the "permeation" of so-called "secular"

. Subjects with religious overtones in Catholic schools has

been documented to some extent (LaNove, 1963). Here again,
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one should not assume that the activities have their desired

effect; the point is that the modus operandi reflects

predominant patron.desires. In a recent British Columbia
Survey (Kamin and Erickson,.19815, private school groups
differed signifidantly’in their patterns of relative
strsngths and weaknésses as rated by parents--in a mannér
easily predictable from expressed pareht prefeéences.

Beyond these simple generalizations, there is littlé
systematic description of how va;ious private schools
actually operate. <A few simpie Amish schools have be?n
described (Erickson, 1968). Fichter's (1968) sociological
study of a parochial school, though still provocative, is now:
seriously out of date. Kleinfeld (1979) has produced an
excellent ethnography qf a Catholic school fof, Eskimo
students. There are several fairly extensive descriptions of
privape boarding schqdlg (e.g., McLaughlin; 1970).. We know
that in many fu;damentalist schools (but certanly not all),
stﬁdents spend much time in small carrels, wérking strictly
on fheir own, on prqg;ammed instructionaf modules. We know
that vocational cdurses are fgr less frequent in private high .
schools than in public high schools, and that generally the
former are more narrowly focused on the "meaty“ academic
subjects (Abramowitz, 1980; Colemah, Hoffer, and Kilgore,
1981). There is an increasing tendency for some mainline
church-relatéd school grqﬁps-gbﬂﬁublish and use their own
textbooks, §articular1y in the subjects' they consider
religiously sensitive; Senske ([981) found 1increasing

concern about textbook content'in thesze schools. "It is

"
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bécoming increasingly important”to a lot of schbols," he

observed, "that some mention of creationism be included in

‘the séience texts, that social studies texts present a

‘broader ‘and nonsecular world view, aﬁd thét fiction and
fantasy in literature texts be de-embhasized.“ He found that
Christian Schools Intérnational (the national agency for
schools associated with the_Christian Reformed Church) was
pubiishing its oﬁn téxtbooks in social Studies, language
arts, sciende, health and sex education, bhysical education,
technology,_art;.and music. The Lutheran Church--Missouri
Synod, whose sex education materials have been widely used by
church groups both within and outside Lutheran circles, was
developing a néw series on the saﬁe tbbic. The Seventh-Day
Adventist Board_of Education was publishing textbooks in
reading, health, andzsciencef the Solomon Schechter Day
School Association was ﬁroviding textual material in Hebrew
and Jewish Educatioq for Hebrew day-schools;.énd, as well
known, the Montessori schools, public and private, had
numerous printed méterials of their own. In addition, as we
have seen the Accélerated Christian Education firm has
generated a huge mail;order bdsiness inbméferials for
fundamentalist schools. If one includes varioug forms of
individual and group home instruction in defining private
sghools,_thed mention should be madg of the 1ar§e market fo;
"firms catering to these. Richard Nahlt once suggested to-me
that sor~one should conduct a series of careful descripfive
studies in which the outﬁofking of widely divergent

philosophies in private schools of different types would be

LY
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delineated'sysfematically. I thoroughly agree!.but if it is
not done soon, somé'of the most'ihteresting varieties may no
.longer be available to study.

Despite the notable variety among private schools, these
schools share fiscal aand affiliational arrangements which
seem likelyvtd have a profound impact, and ‘thus may exhibit
some commdn attfibutes. Virtually all private schpols in the
U.S. are'privately sdpported and voluntarily pétronized.
They méy seleét their students as rigorously‘as the market
permits. They may expel thoséAwho préve troublesome,:though
this.apparentiy is done far less frequeptiy than is widely
assumed. Authority is concentrated in‘the individual school.
Pr?vate schools ére geqerally much sSmaller than pubiic
-schools. - ' |

Since most private schools exact fees, and many involve
parents in other burdens, they seem‘likely to be patronized
primarily by parents witﬁ unusual concern for their
children's edﬂcationa "They seem likely to attract élients
- only by offering something thaﬁ allegedly cannot be obtained
"freeﬁ in pdblic schools. Confronted Qith costs and-burdens,
their clienﬁs appear uniikely to chqQose schools with whose
iemphases they disagree, so the —constituencies of these
schools may.be unusually liké;minded. The cost and effort
.involved in patronizing a private school may also, like other
investments, elicit further commitment and concern. The
jecpardy generally aséociated with privately supported
schools may induce people to band together to make the

enterprise succeed. It does»not seem unreasonable to
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hypéthésize, then, that private séhools will generally be
distingmished.from public schools by the exﬁeht of :parent
commitment and involvement; social cohesion, and sense‘of
doing something special. These phenomema could easily elicit
cooperative attitudes and behavior from teachers amd students
as well. And since it is}known that many priva%e school
patrons, if not most, have ynusually high academic aspiration
for ;heir childﬁen, one would exmect pmivate schools to
manifést more.down-tq-business, orderly conditions, a strong
stress on student learning;-and, at least pmrtly becauseﬁof
the conducive home environments, abové-average ngeLs of
amademic aqhievement (Erickson, 1979;'Eri¢ksdn,,MamDonald,
& Manley-Casimir, 1979).

These predictions are tentatively supported by several

recent studies, though mady priVate schools clearly are-

exceptions to the general pattern. In 1977, David Morton and- )

his colleagues reported a study designed to determine why
Catholic¢ schools in Rhode Islénd were consistently supemior
in levels of student academic achievement to the sta@e's
public schools (Morton et al., 1977). Though the researchers
compared many aspects.of pqplic and‘Catholic schools, the
most consistent differe@ées’appeared in the area of social
climate. Cathoiic $choolg as a whole were distinguished from
public schools by greater attention to the ceptral academic
subjects (as reflected in more instructional fime), fewer
student absences, more effeétive discipline, more supportive
parents (in the maﬁfér'df insisting that homework be done,

for example), and teachers who found "heir work more
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rewarding in several ways (partly, perhaps, because of the

other charadteristics mentioned). A comparison of British

Columbia public and private schools in the spring of 1978.

indicated that the latter were generally superior in such

repects as commitment by teachers, student, and parents;

social cohesion; responsiveness to parents; parent’
"~ involvement; teacher work rewards; the perception by parents

and teachers that the schools were superior'academically{

student enthusiasm for work; the attractiveness to students
of teachers and classe®; and the extent to which students

felt they were treated fairly (Erickson, MacDénald, & Maley-

* Casimir, 1979). The same general pattern has been found in a

comparison of public and private schools in Merced,
California (Williamson, 1981). More recently, in their

‘data from the "High School and

Beyond" 1longitudinal study, Coleman, Hoffer,.and Kilgore

(1981) find that in private schools, -in comparison with

public schools, teachers seem more committed to ensuring that

students learn, more time is spent in instruction in the

central academic subjects, every type of problematic student

behavior considered is less frequent, discipline is rather

'strict (though students feel treated more fairly), students

v

are less freﬁﬁéntly absent, they skip classesfiéss, more

homework is assigned and done, parents are more supportive,

‘and students spend less time watching television. In the

high-tuitidn §chools, according to one scholar, teachers and
parents are such close allies that students complain about it

(Coles, 1977).
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If differences this pronounced, in the very areas in
which public education has been criticized severely of late, -
are associated with basic structural differences between
public and private schools, then it seems appropriste to end
this discussion with theefollowing cosment: One of the most
compelling'ratiodales for the stuJy of private schools may be
that by isolating the factors respsnsible for sheir
particulai strengths ih ssch‘areas, scholars ﬁay generate

'strategies for the improvement of all schools, publie and

private (Erickson, 1978).
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