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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CHILDREN FROM PUBLIC TO PRI&A@ﬁ SCHOOLS IN 1980-81

- BACKGROUND

In 1979, the MCPS "Board of Education, requested that the Department of
Educational Accountability investigate why parents were withdrawing their
children from the public sSchools. 1In the course of this wundertaking, the
resilts of which are reported in _an earlier _study by Edwards et al

A Survey of MCPS Withdrawals To Attend Private School, it was found that

not only dld about 2 percent of the MCPS student populatioh,Withdra& from MCPS
each year but that a nearly corresponding percentage returned to MCPS.

The present study was initiated to follow up on these findings and gather
further information on why parents chose to transfer their children into or
out of MCPS. Its major purpose was to identify policies and practices which
MCPS might modify to retain and attract more students to the public schools:

To accomplish this, telephone interviews were conducted with a sampie of
parents of children in the first through twelfth ,grades who had transferred
their child during the 1980-81 school year. & total of 277 parents of
students leaving MCPS for private schools in Maryland and 281 parents of

students entering from private schools in Maryland were interviewed. During

that year; the total number of students withdrawn from MCPS to- attend private

schools in Maryland was 1,672, the total number entering MEPS from Maryland
private schools was !, 205.

"Each sample was further divided into three groups: those transferring to or

from nonchurch schools, those transferring to or from church-retated schoois

at the first grade (catled Church 1), and those transferring to or from
church-related schools in Grades 2 through 12 (catied Church 2-12):; The

sample was subdivided this way because preliminary inspection of the data

indicated that these three groups differed systematically in their responses
in a number of key areas. . :

e

ls; Edwards, W. Richardson, and S: Frankel. A Survey of MCPS

Withdrawals to Attend Private School:  (Rockville, Md.: Wontgomery County

Public Schools, February, 1981): . A

2Kiﬁ&§fg§iféﬁéf§ were: eliminated from the. data base because too frequently

they sign up for enrollment but never actually attend; children in Special
Education Centers were also not considered.

e



In interpreting this research, it is important to keep in mind some possible

timitations in making éeneraiizations about the findings. First, this study,

iike that of Edwards (1981), included only parents of students transferring

into and out of private schools in Waryland. Students who transferred into og

out of private schools im Washingtom, D.C:, or Virginia were not included.

This raises the question of whethier or not the study fails to represent the

opinions of these parents

This question was examined by looking at the . names of the private schools
attended by students in the ~study. It was found that the sample contained
~substant1al numbers of parents who were sending their children to prestigious
privatei schools in %aryland such as Holton Arms and Landon, which are direct
competitors of the Virginia and D.C. private schools. Given these findings,
the rosearchers are of the opinion that thlS is not cerious. The data from
the parents sending their chiliren to prestigious Maryland private schools

should permit generalization to the D.C. and Virginia parents as well,.

A more serious ,limitation, is that the study did not include parents who
initially enrolled their children in private schools and have kept their
children there. Thus, we can say nothing about why &ome paréents never
consider enrolling their child in the public schools or what might be done to
attract them. This 1is a more serious problem and one which should be

remediated in future studies.

¢

3This occured because the codes used by MCPS to record transfers from and to
private schoolsL only recognize two types of transfers: withinéstaté and
out-of-state. Expanding thé study to include  the _ entire *Washingtod
metropolitan area would have required costly manual procedures to Separate the
Washington metropolitan area transfers from thosé including the 48 other

states.



FINDINGS

This study shows that parents withdraw their children from the Montgoherys,
County Public Schools for a variety of reasons and that different groups are
Seeklng different things when they make the decision to transfer their child
to private school. Further, in contrast to the Edwards (1981) study, the
present analys;s suggests that religion is a critical factor for only a small

gr0uprot parents (?pprox1mately 25%) and that factors potentially under the
control of the school system are the cause of dissatisfaction for the vast

ma jority:

Of the three groups, only those who withdrew to church—related schools at the

first grade . level appear to place a great deal of emphasis on religion in

reachlng their decision. They seem generally to have made the decision to

transfer to private schools even before entering MCPS and only use MCFS .

bkcause of the lack of avaxlabxllty of kindergarten or first grades in some

private schools. In addition; there 1is some evidence from the demographic

data that this group is more ''private schooi oriented:" That is; they tend

more than the other two groups to have other children in private schocl and

are less likely to have the children remaInlng in public school:

The other two groups, those who transfered their children to church-related

schools in Grades 2 thlough 12 and those who transfered their chiidren to

nonchurch-related schoois, generaliy do so because of dissatisfaction with the

way the school conducts its business of educating children: The data suggest

loud and clear that these parents wanted a more individuaiized environment,

smaller ciasses, and programs that they feel wiil meet more effectively their

chiidren's academic needs. These parents also found fault with their

interpersunal relationships with school administrators and , teachers,

"expressing dissatisfaction with staff sensitxvxty and level of communicatlon.

Interestlnaly, concerns w1th bussing and desegregation, drug abuse, crime, and

vandalism were minlmal The desire for increased discxplzne and structure in

the schools also emeroed as 1mportant Vespeciatly for those parents who

w1thdrew their students to church-related- schools at the’ second to  twelfth
grade levels. <

in contrast, those who transfer from private to publlc schools are not reaily

dissatisfied w1th the priVate school program. While some do expre" concern
with - the’ educatlonal program being delivered, convenience and cost are the'
major reasons for 1eav1ng the prlvate school. The data show that the idea of
"Heighborhood schools" retains a very large drawing power, both in terms of
where parents choose to enroll their child inltially Vand why they " may

ultimately decide to withdraw their child from-a private school.

v
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RECOMMENDATIONS

These findings provoke some intergsting questions regarding current MCPS

policies and practices: For example, the county government must soon be

making some important policy decisions concerning ways of reusing the 30 plus

public schools about to be closed over the next three years. At present no

definite polIcv exicts regarding priorities to be usSed in _the recycling of"*

such buildings; and 'a system for weighing the merits .of alternative users 1s

not infglace.ﬁilt can be predicted however, that a demand for such buildings
witl come from the private school sector, seeking improved or better located

gacilities. The findings of this study suggest that the leasing of public
school buildlngs' to private schools may not be to the advantage of the public

school system. Depending upon Wthe particular ;. circumstances of the
neighborhood; the availability of moré "neighborhood private schools" could
have a very negatlve impact on the public School system and increase problems
assoc1ated with detlining enrollments. Thi§ concern must however be balanced
of f against the obvious des1rabil1ty of the private school to the neighborhood
and the dincreased revernues that would accure to the county as a whole if
private schools were encouraged to lease closed buildings

Hew to handle the dissatisfied attitude of the small percentage of parents QES

withdrew their children from MCPS poses other problems and must itself be kept
in perspective. Many parents are- satisfied with MCPS, and the level of
satisfaction +is high compared to national data. The MCPS 1981 _countywide

telephone survey conducted in the Spring of 1981 revealed that 50 percent of

the ccuntyw1de sample and 65 percent of MCPS parents gave the school gradcs of

A or B » while only 36% of all 1981 Gallup goll respondents and 46/ the
polled parents graded publlc school A or B.

More importantly, the functions of the two school systems are meant to be
different. “
Private schools educate only those children whose faxily elect to send
them to the schools and whom the schools accept. Publiic schools; on the
other hand, do not control the composition of their stvdeat bodies by
excluding students; they cannot, for example, dismiss children whose

behavior disrupts the education of others or who cannot meet some

pre-established (sic) standard of academic aptitude. Pubiic schools meet

public needs and carry out public policy. The genius of UL S. publIc

education is 1in its diversity....Nowhere iIn the worid 7is access to

educational npportunity broader than in the United State:: Our gystem of

free public education is a corserstone of our democratic society..

HHow the Community Sees Its Schools," MCPS Learning; October; 198i; p.2.

'G. Gallup, "The 13th Annual Gallup Poll,"  Phi Deilta Kappan, 33-47, 63
él), €1981). S -
Sparling,; '"Tuition Tax C(Credits," Today's Education, (November—December,

3

iéal) p.16.
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Nonetheless, if MCPS is interested in d;tempting to retain or attract the
parents who seek private schools, this study does suggest some areas which
might be explored. While there {s 1little that can be done to satisfy the
needs of those who seek a religious education; it may be possible to meet the
needs of those who leave because of dissatisfaction with the educationat
program. The data show that many of the parents who withdrew their child from

public school did so tecause they felt their children's academic needs were

not being met. They were especially concerned about class size and the

individual . attention that their child was abie to receive. Further they

seemed to be seeking a more personalized atmosphere in which ’‘their needs as

lparents, as well those of their children; were individual 1y addressed.

MCPS may wish to explore possible alternative ways of reducing class size to

the levels which so many parents find attractive, and even to the levels where

substantial academic benefits have been found: This is usually onsidered to

be about l5:1 and in fact; researchers have almost unlversally found that

decreases in class size that do not reduce cless size to at least 20:1 will
have o acedemlo benefits. We mlght also want to consider other means of

creating a more personalized atmosph:re in our schools.

While some will say that we have been down both of thase routes many times
betcre, and that the truly efrectiv' solutions are either financially or
Dolltlcally imposs sible, we don't think that this is necessarily the case.
After all, the private schools which are attracting our students dre probably
operating under ~financial constralnts at least as tight as our own, and they
are hiring staff from the same labor markets.

Also, while only a smdll perceritage of the MCPS population actually transfer
to private schools . because of concerns regarding class size and
indtvidualization, it-is likely that many of those who stay with, or never
enter, the public schools share some of the dissatisfaction. This also makes
it worth reexamining MCPS practices to see whether or not there are ways in
which a more personallzed individualized environment could be prov1ded

One means of d01ng this would be to examlne closely what the more successful
local prlvate schools are doing. The 1nit1al_7goal would be to try to
determine the degree to which they are truly providing individualized
instruction and small class sizes, and the degree to which they are benefiting
from an 1image whlch is not reflected in the reality of their actual
instructional environments Then, if it i§ found that they are more e&ffective
in these respects than ‘are our own schools, the npext goal would be to
determine how they are doing it and the whether their strategies are adoptable
to MCPS.

We strongly suggest that this be undertaken as a follow=on activity to this

"report., Just as Giant sends comparison Shoppers into Safeway to See how they

arz2 pricing and displaying their goods, ‘it is about time that we started
taklng the prlvate schools of the Country more seriously and reallzlng that we
may have sSomething to learn from them.
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A SURVEY OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY PARENTS WHO WITHDREW THEIR
CHILDREN FROM PUBLIC TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS IN 1980-81

BACKGROUND

In 1979, the MCPS Board of Education; requested that the Depariment of

Educational Accountability " Wvestigate why parents were withdrawing their

éhildren from vche- phblic schools. - In the course of this qndertakigtjmthé

results ¢ of  which _ are reported  inm , Edward's = 1979-80
A-Survey of MCPS Withdrawals To Attend Private School,” it was found | that

not ounly did about 2 perceant of the MCPS student population withdraw from! MCPS

each year but that a nearly corresponding percentage returned to MCPS.

The present study was initiated to' follow up on these findings and gather

further information on why parants chosé to transfer their ~children into or

out of MCPS:  Its major purpose was to identify policies and practices which
MCPS might modify to retain and attract more students to the public schools:

To accomplish_ this, telephone interviews' were conducted with a sample of

parents ‘of children in the first through twelfth srades who had transferred

their child during the 1980-81 school year. A total of 277 parents. .of

‘students leaviag MCPS for private schools in Maryland and 281.parents of

students entering from private schools in Maryland weré interviewed.  During

,that year, the total number of students withdrawn from MCPS to attend private
‘'schools in Maryland was 1,672, the total number ent@ring MCPS from Maryland

private schools was 1,205:

13!

from nonchurch schools; those transferring to or from church-relatéd schools
at the first grade (called Church 1), and those transferring to or from
shurch~relatad schools in Grades 2 through 12 (called Church 2-12). The

sample was subdivided this way because preliminary inspection of the data
indicated that these three greups differed systematically .in their responses

in a number of key areas. Appendicies A through C 'present additional details
on the study methodology.

fé.,édwérdég W. Richardson, and S. Franmkel. A Survey of MCPS
Withdrawals to Attend Private School: (Rockville, Md.: Montgoméry County
ublic Schools, February, 1981).

ach, sample was further divided into three groups: those transferring to or’

Kindergarceners were eliminated from the data base bacause too frequently

they sign up for enrollment but never actually arttend; children in Special
Tducation Cankers were also not considered.

9



In interpreting this research, it is important to keep in mind some possible
limitations in making generalizations about the findings. First, this study,
1iké that of Edwards (1981), included only parents of stidedts transferring
into- and out of private schools in Waryland ~ Students who transferred into o
out of private schools 1in washington D. o., or Virginia were not included.

This raises the qoestion of whether or not the study fails to represent the

opinions of these parents.

¢ w

This question was examined by looking at the names of the private schools

attended by students in the study. It was found that the sample contained

substantial numbers of parents who were sending their children to pres:igious

private cchcols inrdaryland such as Holton arms and Landon, which are direct

competitors of the Virginia and D.C. private schools. Given these findings,

the researchers are of the opinion that this is not serioas: The data from

the parents sending their chiidren tofprestigious Haryiand private schools

should permit generalization to the D.€. and Virginia parants as well:

A more serious limitation is that the study did not inciude parents who
initially enrolled their children in private schools and hzve kept their
children there.. Thus; we c¢an say nothing about why ‘some parents never
consider enrolling their child in the public schools or what might be done to
attract them. This is a more serious problem and one which should be ramidial

in future studies.

N

3This occiired becausé the codes used by MCPS to récord transfars from and to

private schools only récognize two types of transfers: within-state and
our—-of-stace. Expanding the study to 1include the entire Washington
metropolitan area would have requirad costly manual procedures to separate the
wWashington metropolitan area transfers from those including the 48 other
states.



FINDINGS
STUDENTS WITHDRAWING FROM MCPS

Who Are the Students Being Withdrawn From MCPS?. What Are the

Characteristics of Their Families?

Overall, the characteristics of students and parents in thé three withdrawal
groups were similar (Tables 1 and 2). Students leaving MCPS for private
school. were most often whité (reflecting the overall population dis®ribution),;
equally divided among males and females; and enroclled in Grades 1 or.9. .While

some withdrew after limited experience with the public schools, many ,

especially in thé 3roup transferring to nonchurch-related private schools, had
attended MCPS for six or more years.

The parents were well educatad, long-time residents of Moutgomery County.
Over 60 percent. of parents were college graduates, and approximately 60

percent had lived in Montgomery County for 10 or more years. Further, a
substantial number of parénts had other children remaining im the public

schools, a little over a third of those in the Church 2-12 ang. Nomchurch

grougs. Those 1in the Church 1 group were less likely to have otHer children
in MCPS. oo

Where Were the Students Initially Enrolled?

Parents were asked whether they had initially earolled their child in public
or private school and why they had done so. Our analysis of the data showed
that nearly all (91%) of the students had imitially been enrolled in public

school at the start of their educational experience. Well ovér SO reasons
wvere offered for making the initial enroliment decision. Inspection of these

indicated  chat  they could bSe meaningfully grouped into eight general
categories. These are the following:

Relizion
Parental Values
Discipline ,
School Staff Characteristics
Educational Program ©
Child Personal/Social Needs
Convenience

Cost .

o

Exhibits | and 2 display these categories and the reasons which compose them.
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TABLE 1

éharacteristics,of é;udénté Wi;hdré?ing From MCPS
To Attend Private Schools

Chaorch I Churceh 2-12 Nonchurch
T N=70 N=1544 N=63
. .
Percentage . '
Sex . __ .
Male ’ 50 - . 58 59
Female ) : 50 . 42 . 41
Race N —_— -
White 89 R 87 97
Nonwnite Il 13 3
Grades
i 100 0 8
2 0 10 5
3 0 11 6
4 0 9 5
5 0 10 14
6 0 10 5
. 7 0 12 13
8 0 5 11
9 0 18 18
Lo 0 9 8
il 0 0 8
12 0 0 0 -
Length of School
Attendance Before
withdrawal
Less than l year 94 13 13
Between | and 2 years 6 11 13
3&twéeéa 2 and 3 years 0 L7 '3
3etweena 3 and &4 years 0 12 18
3etween % and 3 years 0 8 8
3etweelt 5 and 6 years 0 10 3
More than 6 vaars 0 29 " 4l
Tvpe of Private School Entered
Catholic _- ‘ 31 60 0
Non-Catholic - 19 40 0
Won~church-ralatad 0 ' o - 100
Lfﬁe data suggest that white students wmay be overrepreSented relative to
their prevaleance ia~ the population in  the gToup withdrawing to
Joncharch-yelated schools. Analyses 'did not, however, reveal any overall .
statistically significant diZfasrances. oo

clyg
17




E— ————TABLE2

o

Characteristics of Parents Withdrawing
Their Children From MCPS To Attend Private School

°

T
. -

Church 1| Church 2-12 Nonchurch
.. N=70 N=144 N=63
Sumbéf\qifﬁéaré Montgomery
County “Resident
¢ - ."\. . v
N Percentage
Less than }\y"ear s 3 N )
Between l an¢ 3 years 13 =12 10
Between 4 and\9 years 24 \ 26 32
Between 10 and 1% years 26 28 . 37
15 or dote g 34 35 22
Parent Education Level
Elementary School 1 2 0
H.S. Incomplete’ 1 : 2% 0
H:S: Graduate . 16 13 7
Technical School _ 7 3 3
College Incomplete 20 S 26 19
College Graduate 27 28 34
Graduate Study t4 11 16
‘ Advanced Degree 13 18 21
. .
Number of Other Children in School
Public .
0 81 © 54 , 52
1 : 16 32 35
2 ' 3 10 - 13
3 _ 0 1 0
4 or Yore 0 4 0
Private - -
. 0 -0 0 4
1 40 50 78
2 37 34 18
3 L4 12 3
i 4 or More 8 5 0
=5=




EXHIBIT 1

Group 1: Religiom

Group 2: Parental Values

Cublic school experiences were good:

Parents were products of public school: ' N

Parents believed in public educatiom.
Parerits always expected to send their child to public school.

Parents felt there was a high quality education availabie in MCPS.

Neutral: public scnools are OK.

Parents bélléVéd public schools broaden child s experience.

Parents had -a poor prior experilence Jin private schools.
Parents felt public schools provided greater lack of conzormity

Group 3: Discipline

Good discipliné in public schools.

Crcuafi+;ﬁ5eh001 Staff

ME?S stafs had a good reputation

.Good equipment/supplies available.

Teaching judged as good:

?arent¢ pleased with school or teacher choice.

Group 5: Program

Good Sports or aris program available.
?ESOurcea for handicapped available.
Small class size available.

Flexible program/ ndividuallzation available

More caring atmosphg:giprovided by MCPS.
Parents wanted cnildren to learn English/assimllate into US culture.
~Good curriculum available.

Free lunch was provided.

éroup 6: Child=Related
Child preferred to attend public school.

Groud 7: Convenience

Parent taught in MCPS.

Parents wanted to give public schools a chance

Friernds go :o neighborhood school.

MCPS provided a good way to meet neighborhood children.

Parents fel: they were entitléd to public School since they pay taxes.

No gzood private school available nearby.

Dav cars aua‘;db*e at aublic _school or oaoy-51tter nearby.

;a:lier enrallment available in public school.

Group 8: - Cast

15
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s | EXHIBIT 2

Reasons for Initial Enroliment in Private School

Group l: Religion

Group 2: Parental Value

Family tradition to 80 .to a private school.

Better education available in private school:

4anted academic emphasis, not.social experience.

Reaction to poor public school experience of older chiid.
Parents wanted to stay in own school system/language.

Reaction against bussing. S

Parents didn't like U.S. public schools.

Parents didn't like public schools in their own country.

Parents felt private schools. provided greater lack of conformity.

Pavents wanted child to learn English: .

Parents felt private schools srovided stronger amphasis on values.

High quality education available in private school.

3ectar discipline, stricter controls available. )
Orug problems nandied more effectively in private schools.
Safety of child greater in private school.

Group &: School Staff

Reputation of private school was strong.
Relationship with school was better.
Dédiéated/competeqt teachers available.

Parents didn't like particular public school/teacher choice.

Group 5: Program

.Better care for handicapped provided.
Smaller class size available.
Montessori education desired.
Iadividualization availavle.

Emphasis on basics and or old-fashioned education desired.
Good curriculum/program available.
°reschool program available. o
Structured program atmosphere desired.

Group 6: Child Related

Group 7: Convenience

Parent taught in privace school, therefore, no tuition charged:

No permanent residence and mo time to investigate bublic schools,

Location or conveaience, bus transportation provided:

‘riends went to private school. = e

full-day kindergarten or longer %f “school day available.

Privacte school chosen as a continuation preséhool .or earlier enrcllment
in private school. - ' :

Private kinderzarten program preferred.

Graup 8: Cost - e
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. Many of the réasSons most frequently offered for choosing thé public Schools
were similar for all groups. Table 3 shows the distribuzinn of resgonses by
the eight cdtegories described above. Appendix D-l1 preSents greater detail on

————v-———them_espec1fie~__£§§§ons mentioned. Convenience was given top priority,
especially the desirabllity of—_EEI“hborhood-schools—~and_"the _fact_ -that. no

private school kindergarten was available. This latter factor was especially

important for the Church 1 group. School and staff were also important with
the . chools reputation being mentioned frequeritly, especially by the
Vonchurch group Parental values also played a role with a substantial number
of responses Indicating that parents believed in public education and no other
option had been considered.

The data on the small number of parents who initially emrolled childrem in

private school (9/) is also of interest but must be interpreted with caation

because of the small sample size. Table 3 shows Religion and Values vere

extremely important for -the Church 2-12 group: The nonchurch group in

contrast stressed .convenience: Examination - of the individual responses

indicates that this group frequently chose private school because of the need

ior day care or the desire to have an all-day kindergarten program. . (See
Appendix D-2 for a more detailed presentation of the findings.) N

Why Did Parents Withdraw Their Child From MCPS?

The parénts surveyed gave many different reasons for deciding to withdraw
their child from MCPS. As with the reasons for initial enrollment, it ‘was
possiblée to orzanize them into eight different categories:

Rellglon )
Parental: Values
Discipline

. School/Staff Characteristics
Educational Prooram

. Child Personal/Soc1al Needs
Convenience

Cost

~

Exhibit 3 Lllnstrates this categorization scheme:

Reasons for withdrawal differed among the three groups of parents; indicating
some signific.int and systematic differences in their reasons for transferring
to private schools. Table 4 presents the responses of each of these three

\\\\\ groups by category. (Appendix E presents the detailed findings.)

™. Church 1
\\‘\, N ) ) ] ) ) .

\\\AS might be expected, those transferrlng ~at the flrst grade level to
¢hurch-related 5chools did so primarily because of the desire to obtain a
relizious education for their children. Fifty four. percent of,,the
respoﬁses of this ‘group fell i1into: the category of religion. It is
laterasting to note that the vast majority, 8l% of these parents,
transferred. their child to a Catholic school. Second in pricrity (49%)
were concerns” related to the educational program offered by the public

S




~ | TABLE 3 -
Reasons for Initially Enrolling in Public or Private
Schools for Students Withdrawing From MCPS
Type of Imicial o o
= Enrollment Reasons Church 1 Church 2-12 Nonchurch
Public School
N=253
R Psrcentage
Religion 1t 0 0
Parental Values" 17 54 44%%
Discipline 0 0 0
School Staff/ N - o
Interpersonal 19 34 44 %%
Program 4 5 L1
- Child-related - 0 0 2
Convenience 89 67 61%*
Cost o1l .21 26
- - - - %
Private School”
N=24
Religion =~ - 40 0
Parental Values - ) 40 ' i1
Discipline - - 33 0
School Staff/ - '
~Interpersonal - 13 22
Program - 20 11
Convenience - P 27 67*
iPer'centages' aré based on multiple responses and may be moré tham 100
percent. -
” o - S S .
. “Extreme caution should be ctaken in interpreting these data because of the
extremely small size of the sample of students initially enrolling in private. -
school. ‘
) *P (.05 -
*xx2 £.01 = ,




" EXHIBIT 3 ﬁ

Reasons for MCPS or Private School Withdrawal ..

1 Religion N
Religion in generai. S
Wanted religious background for certain time period.
Church desired or required private school enrollment.
Wanted religious education for discipline/epviFonment.

Wanted religious education for values/ethics/morals.
Wanted religious education for academic reasons.

2 Parental Values

Concern w1th sex education.

Concern with integration, bussing, racial problems/tension
Tradition in family to attend._ private/public school.

Wanted more social and psychological aspects to be con51dered.
Wanted higher moral and éthical standards.

Yanted to instill self-= disc1p11ne self-worth charaCter-building.
Reputation; good reports.

Neve: intended otherwise R
Public is as good as private. )

- 3 Discipline

Discipline: problems in general:

Discipline problems related to open classrvom/combination classes.

Inadequate supervision provided by school system and/or staff.
Problems in discipline related to specific incidents.

Discipline related to behavior of child{ren). .
Orug-related concerns. .

Safety.

4 School/Staff Interpersomnal
Gerieral dissatisfaction with school \and staff.
Gerneral dissatisfaction: with sSchool administration and policies:
Dissatisfaction with specific school %hlld will attend/at;ends
“General dissatisfaction with teachers.
Dissatisfaction with specific teacher(s)
Teachers not qualified poor teaching, Y
Tsachers poor attitude.

Teachers nonprofess10nal behavior and actions.
_Poor relations/communication w1th school\staff

.~

Inadequate school enVIronment' poor facilities (school overcrdwded-~school

size; no iunch program or phystcai education),rmatérials, supplies

Dissatisfaction with school adminisctration and policies.

Instability of schhol system~-~teachers involuntary transferred, too many
suns, school closxng.




5 Program

Non-American families desire to.attend owa language/culture sctiool.

Better educational quality in public/private school. 7
Preferred environment of private/public school, *

Wanted more academics, highér academic standards: -
Generally..pnor/low quality/unsatisfactory curriculum/program.

Lack of college preparatory or_enriched currictlum in private school .

Lack of homework emphasis; no follow=up; lack of study skiils/habits.

Lack of structure; dislike of open sciools or open classrooms—-(withdrawal
from public); too structured--withdrawn from private. ‘

Need for tutoring/extra help for special problems.

Improper placemant into classes/groups; misdiagnosis of problems. : i

Better extracurricular programs desired.

Better math program available. , , o

More individualization or personal attention desired.

- Pupil teacher ratio; class size more favorable.

School standards slipping: - '

Combination classes judged not desirabla.. ,

Too demanding or difficult a curriculum; child too pressured.

6 Child-Relatad

Poor attitude; self-concept, etc.

Child unhappy or depressed. o

Child showing troublesome behavior “or emotional problems. o .

Poor personal relations or adjustment problems~-persomality conflict with
teacher, difficulty getting along in general with teacher(s), with other

 student(s). ) ,

Child not living up to potential; underachieving.

Academic needs not being met. ) " S o

scademic or personal needs weré mét (no longer need day care, child is older,
€. .;) so no longer have need for school (system); ready for public
schools; - . - :

Child preferred to transfer. , '

Teacher/psychologist recommended the change.

No choice--suspension, expulsion, failure.

-

o

7 Couvenierce

e

' Conveniénce in gemeral. -
Wanted all children in same setting with the same vacations.
Hours preferred. )

School had a good location, close to home.

' Preferred a neighborhood School.

Transportation available. )

Child desired to he with friends.

Family movedl. '

A good time to switch.
8 Cost

Cost
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TABLE &
- Reasons for Withdrawal From MCPS
- - By Type of Group'
Chiiteh 1 Church 2=12  Nonchurch
N=70 N=144 .N=63
Percertage
Religion 54 25 T
Parsntal Values 27 17 14
Disciplime 34 47 24%*
School Staff/Interest 29 49 56%
Zducational Program 49 T 68 92%
Child-related 14 38 60*
Convenience 14 14 6
Cost 0 0 0
«p ( .0t
e n
ﬂt .
——
- -12- 25
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Church 2-12 o
?éféﬁtsfféﬁé withdrew their children to chiurch-related schools ia the
later gradesidiffered from those withdrawing. earlier in the degree of

-emphasis’ placed om educational -concerns. , Sixty-eight * percent of the

responses of this group related to dissatisfaction with ‘the . educattonal
program, orimarily individualizatidn and class. size: "This group was; also

concerned, however, with school/community relatipns :€49%); _discipline
~ (47%)., and meeting childpen’ s emotiornal and academic,needs :(38%).- It is-

perhaps somewhat surprising that- religion rankéd £f1fth "~ out of eight

reasons for this group, withconly 25 percent of their responses falling
into this category. : . .

o - 3

Nonchurch : - ' - . .

Parents who  withdrew their child = to nonchurch—relaten . schoolsf

‘overwhelming expressed concerns with the overall MCPS educational _program

*» (92%), and specifically cited class size and individualizationfr as

important. Also mentioned with considerable frequency were problems
related to meeting children's academic and emotional needs ,(60%) and
- school/community relations (56%). Discipiine ranked fourth, with 24
percegit of the responses of this group of parents’ falling into this
category. _ . : .
; . s

Tt is clear from this pattern of responses that a continuum of concerns

exists, from the‘religious .to_ the academic, with quite differentiai emphasis

being placed on each by the separate groups of parents; The Ghurch I group

clearly differs from thé other two in its codcern for; a religious - education,

and; given the reaSons for enrolling in MCPS, its probable intention .from the

beginning was to enroll their children in _private schools once they. became

" available. In this sense, this group may be very much like those who never

enroll in MEPS: ) - -

At the other extreme are .= those who transfer their childremn - to

nonchurch-related- schools. - These parents do so primarily bacause they. feel

the public schoels aducatioratl program is lacking. In &addition; they have.
many complaints about how school or staff have treated théem as parents.

The -Church 2;12 group fails neatly between the extremes repreésentéd by the

Vonchurch and Church 1 groups‘ sharing some of .the discipline-related concerns -

of the latter, ‘but 1in - more ways resembling the former in 1t§ concern for

educational programs and childreri's needs: These are parents who eventually

choose church-related schools but for what appear to be very different reasons

from those transferring to church-related schools at the first grade level.

rnterestingly, noné of the groups mentioned bussing or desegregation

activities as a major reason for selecting to leave MEPS. additional analysis

. compdring enrollment andf,wlthdrawal patterns (see Appendix F) generally

éonfirm this finding. There appears to .be no strong relationship between

percencaae minority enrollment in a school and the .percentage of white
students selecting to transfer to. -private schools. -

.

T,

. . o, 13~ o o . .
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How Satisffed Were the Parents With the Public and Private Schools?

Parents who transferred their children to private schools were far more

satisfied with the private schools and their services than with the public

schools. " On 40 out of .the 42 items examined, the private school was rated
as more satisfactory than the public school (Table 5).

On Oniy oné item, distance between the school and home, were P“b§§9,§9§99;§
given a higher rating than private schools: 94 percent of the respondents
were satisfied with the distance with public school was from the home, while

62 percent were satisfied with the private school distance from home. .

Ho%eVer, the three groups were far From homogénéOﬁs .in their evaluations of
specific | features of the public and private schools. Tables 6 and 7 present

the findéngs for items on which ‘significant differences.were found. (Detailed -

data are- presented ,in, Appendix F.) Differences were especially pronounced -

with regard to attitudes toward the public schools;  where significant
dIfferenees were f0und for 31 of the 42 items. These differences, generally,
were consistant with differences in withdrawal reasons discusséd earlier. For
example, those attending nonchurch-related schools were far less satisfied!

with stodent achievement than those attending church-related schools. _ They
also found more ™ fault with school staff in terms of warmth and sensitivity.

Those attendingwghgtgh-reiated schools were less satisfied with the religious
aspects of education: Generally, as with the withdrawal responses, the
attitudes of the Church ,2-12 group fell between those of the Church 1 .and

Nonchurch groups.

.

Al

% B S | Y0P P S S LR S AP TR R
*a follow-up of parents of students who had been Inciuded in Edward s study

of students who transfefred to private school during the 1979-80 school year

showed that generally they remained highly satisfied with  the services

provided by the private schools a vear: or more after transferring

4
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Attitudes of Parents Withdrawing Their Child From
MCPS Regarding Public fnd Private Schools

N=277
, Percentage
- S Public to Private
Satisfaction Items . _ Sample
Public < Private
7
Student Achievement ' 51.1 97.5%
Student School Satisfaction 53:1 97.5%
. Acceptance of Other Suudents 78.0 94,2%
Disruptive Classroom Beh3@vior 45.0 96.4%
¢+ Disruptive School Behavior 46.9 95.3*
Abusive Language 43.0 89.2%
Crime and Vandalism 54.9 88.4%
Drug abuse - 44.0 70.8%*
Intimidation and Victimization 56.3 88.1%
Unexcused Absences 61.0 ) ‘8l.2%
Individualization 41.9 ) 96 ,0%*
Staff Acadegic Quaiifxcations 75.1 93.5%*
Sraff Enthusiasm 65.1° 97.5%
Staff Warmth and Sensitivicy 64.4 97.8*
Tedcher Turnover and Substicutes 70.4 84.1%
Student-Teacher Ratio 47.3 93;1%
Student Promotion Policy i 40.8 - 68,2%
Staff Challenge of Students To Do Best 40.1 ° 96.8%
Amount of Homework 40.3 95.3%
Follow-up on Assxghed Work 47.5 96.8%*
Opportunity To Repgggffgades o
in Different Settings™ = 31.0 38.3%*
sporopriate Books and Materials Y 76.2 96.8%
Teaching Below Average; Hiﬁ&icapped Student 40.8 40.4%
TPeaching Averagehgkudents i 60.1 90.6% -
Teaching Above iverage Gifted Students 49.5 - 72.9%
Carriculum Structuze , 59.9 90.6%
Elementary Level Basic Skills 5 ) 52.9 83.5%
Secondary Level_ Academic Skills, - 241 50.0%*
Work-Study Skills - 5 37.8 95.0%
College Preparatory Courseas . 16:5 36.3%
Values 40.1 94 2%
Moral and Ethical Standards 45.8 95.7%
Religious Education 30.9 91.0%
Human Growth and Development 65.3 88.1*
Attention to Parental Concerns i 58.1 ‘ 97.8%

i Contacting Parents About Studént Problems 57.6 §95.0%
Attitude and Cooperation 67.5 98.6%
Aesthetic Appearance of Facility and Groundsx 88.1 95.3%
School Maintenance and Cleanliness 86.7 96.4% :
Number Or%ol Days_ e e 8B4B . 98 3% .

w8 e661 Disthnce from Home ~ 94,2 6L.7%

*H‘s is the samp’a size for the total sample transfarring frcm WCPS to

private schools. For each itEm _hHowever, sample sizes dlffered dépending on

the number of missing responses for each itém,
N S S
Many respondents hau no opiaion in these areas.

x2{ a1 Y = ~15-
o , . L 28 . .




TABLE 6
Attitudes of Parents Withdrawing Their Ehild From MCPS
Regarding Public Schools
1 ' . L

Percentage Satisfied
or Very Satisfied S

Satisfactior Items . Church Church  Nonchurch
1 2-12 o
N=56 N=120 N=52
Student Achievement : 74 47 35%%
Student School Satisfaction 71 48 43%*
Acceptance of Other Students 9t .72 76%%
Disruptive Classroom Behdvior 64 38 38%%*
Disruptive School Behavior 59 40 49%
Crime and Vandalism 60 55 48%
Drug sbuse 39 45 48%%
Intimidation and Victimization 56 58 52%%
Individualization 61 41 22%%
Staff Academic Guatifications 81 77 L
Staff Znthusiasm 83 64 48%%
Staff Warmth and Sensitivity . 83 63 G6%%
Teacher Turnover and Substitutes : 79 63 67 %%
Student-Tedcher Ratio 63 52 19%*
Student Promotion Policy 36 44 4Q%%
Staff Challenge of Students To Do Best 53 41 22%%
Amount of Homework' 39 44 32%%
Follow-up on Assigned Work : 51 52 32%
Opportunity To Réﬁééiicééﬂes : . ) .
_ in Different Settings 27 39 18%
Teaching Below Average, Handicapped Student 44 43 32%%
Teachiing Average Students , 79 62 46%%
Teachiig Above Averagé Gifted Students 51 50 46%
Curriculum Structure 54 63 59% -
Secondary Level Academic Skills2 13 28 33%
Work-Study Skitis 40 39 J %k
College Preparatory Courses? 4 21 21 %
Values 47 39 35%%
Relizisus Education 27 23 43%%
Human Growth and Development 67 68 57%
Attention to Parental Concerms 70 59 fld%
Contacting Parsnts About Student Probléems 71 58 40%%
Attitude and Cooperation . 73 72 52%%

e

e TS fhe sample sizes for the total sample transférring from MCPS to

srivata schools. '~ For each item, however, samule sizes differed, depending on
aumber of missing responses for each item.

2
“Many respo1deﬁts had no opinion in these areas.
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TABLE 7

Attitudes Regarding Drivate Schools , f Darenfs
Withdrawing Their Child From MCPS

: i Percentage Satisfied
Satisfaction Items o __or Ver, Satisfied

Church Church  Nonchurch

-/ ! e

: Disruptivé Classroom Rehav1or 96 99 9l*

Unexcused Absences 70 87 81%*

Amount of Homework ' g0 - 97 97%*

Teaching Average Students 96 - 92 8l*

Elementary Level Basic Skills - : 97 79 79%%
Secondary Level Academic Skills? 26 55 65%% .

Work-Study Skills 90 : 97 95%

College Preparatory Coursés 2 16 38 54%%

Values > ' 97 98 83%*

) Yoral and Ethical Standards 100 97 89**

— Religious Education : 100 97 67%*

lSample Sizes differed, dependIng on number of missing respouses for each
item. _

| “Many respondents had no opinion.in these areas.

. %xp<.05

E #*P ¢ 01
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Who Are the Students Entering MCPS Frow Private Schools? What Are the

Characteristics of Their Familiss?

Overall, the students entering MCPS from private school were very similar to

those withdrawing in terms of the characteristics examined in this study. The

students were generally white and equally divided among males and females.

The most popular grades for entrance were grades one, four, and nine. A

disproportionate&y 1arge number of cthose transferring from church—related

schools did so at the ninth grade; This may reflect the fact that many such

schools end at the ninth grade level: A 1little over 50 percent of those

entering MCPS had attended private school for less than three years. However,

a quarter of those withdrawing from church-related schools did so after

attending for six years or more; This probably reflects those students
transferring at +he ninth grade level.

transierring from _nonchurch-related schools having advanced degrees. The

majority (61?),had lived in Montgmery County for ten or more years. These
parents tended to have other children in the public schools; with a small
minority also having children remaining in private school. ' Tables 8 ‘and 9

present further details regarding student and parent characteristics.

where Were These Students Initially Enrolled? Why?

The students who withdrew From private’ school were almost evenly divided

between those who had begun their education in Montgomery County in private

and public schools (54? vs. 467) Those who had initially enrolled in publfc

school had done so for reasons similar to those presented earlier---convenienceé

and especially the desirabliity of nezghborhood schools and unavailability of

xindergarten in the private school. Parental values and cost also were cited:

Reasons for initially enrolilng in private school showed jore group—to—group

differences. _Religious training was mentloned by the Charch I and Church 2- =12

groups 27 and 60 percent of the time, respectiviely. These groups also rated

parental wvalues highly. Finally, conveniencel; especialiy the avaliability of

a_ full day kindergarten; was mentioned frequenf§ly by the Nonchurch and the

- Church | groups. Table 10 presents the reasons by category. (Further details

are presentéd in Appendix H.)
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TABLE 8

Characteristics of Students Withdrawn From Privateé School
To Attend MCPS .

Church 1 Church 2-12  Nonchurch
N=16 N=100 N=165
Percentage  ___ .
Sex -
Male 44 48 59
Female 36 52 41
Race N .
White 86 82 83
Yonwhite 14 18 17
Grades o . .
1 100 0 29
2 0 i 6
3 0 9 11
" 5 10 16
5 0 10 5
6 0 7 !
7 0 9 3
8 0 7 3
2 0 20 9
10 0 9 6
Il 0 7 7
12 0] 2 4
Length of School
Attendance Before
Withdrawal
tess than 1 year 25 15 16
Between | and 2 years 4y 16 23
Batween 2 and 3 vears 19 16 25
Between 3 and 4 years 0 13 17
Batween 4 and 5 years 0 7 S
Between 5 and 6 years 0 9 4
‘More than 6 vears 0 24 10
Type of 2rivate School Attended
Catholiec 44 67 0 i
Non~Catholic 56 33 0
Non-church-related 0 0 100




TABLE 9
Characteristics of Parents Who Withdrew Their Child
From Private School To Attend MCPS

Church 1 Church 2-12 Noachurch
N=16 N=100 : N=165

Number of Years Montgomery
County Resident

Percentage _

" Less than 1 year 6 6 4
Between 1 and 3 years 13 10 14
Between 4 and 9 years 38 17 30
Between 10 and 14 years 12 26 3t
15 or more 31 41 21

Parsntal Education Level

Elementary School 0 )t 0
H.S. Incomplete 0 5 1
H.S. Graduate 25 22 S
Technical School 0 5 : 2
College Incomplete 25 27 21
Collegg Graduate 43 21 25
Graduate Study 0 -7 15
Advanced Degree 6 13 26
Number of Other Children in Schootl
Public
0 i : 0
i 56 : 39 49
2 19 39 42
3 19 1 9
4 or More 6 / 0
Private )
: ) 88 71 83
L 6 .19 12
2 0 7 5
3 0 2 0
4 or More 6 L - S
B -20-
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TABLE 10
General Reasons for Initially Enrglliing in
~ Public or Private School for
Students Withdrawing From Private School

Enrollment School Reasons Church 1 Church 2-12 Nonchurch
?ercentage
Public - o - —~ -
N=128 Religion 0 0 0
Parental Values 100 32 50
Discipline 0 0 3
Schoel/Staff ] .
_ Interpersonal 0 17 33
Program 0 4 8
Child=related 0 1 0
Convenience 100 66 42%
Cost 100 26 19
Srivate
N=153
Religion 27 60 pux
?aggpga;7Yalues 47 49 36
Discipline L3 20 O%*
School/Staff o ,
Interpersonal 7 10 3.
Program 33 15 34%%
Convenience 53 22 61l %*
}Pé#centages are bas:d on multiple responses and may be more than 100
percent.
* ° (.05
**D ¢ 0l

=21~
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ﬁhy Did Ehé éaréncs"Withdraﬁ ;hé éhiid From Private School? Which fype of

- Private School Did They Come From?

As was noted with the groups withdrawing from public school, the three groups
of parents withdrawing their children from private school also gave somewhat
different reasons for making their decisions. Convenience was, however,
important to all. Cost™ was also consistently méntioned. Table 11 présénts
their responces. (Appendix I presents more detailed data on the reésponses,)

Church 1

Those withdrawing from church-related schools at the first grade level

generally did so because of convenience or cost.. Fifty-six percent of

their responses fell into each of these categories. Specific aspects of

the -convenience category - mentIoned ncluded the attractiveness of a

neighborhood school, the desire to attend school with neighborhood

friends, and the fact that their children would no longer require bus
transportation.. —

Church 2

Those transferring from church-related schools in Grades 2 through 12

also rated convenience highly (47%). However, almost equal stress was
placed on reasons associated with the educational program (44%) and
meeting _children's academic and emotional needs (42%). Thirty-nine

- percent of the responses were related to cost.
Nonchurch

Those withdrawing their children from nonchurch-related schools mentioned
convenience in 60 percent of their responses. Like the church group,; they
were attracted by the nelghborhood school conhcept. In addition, however,
mwany simply said it was "an appropriate time." This group also cited
problems with the private school' educational @ program--54 percent of
their responses fell in this category. Finally, cost was directly
mentioned in 37 percent of the responses of this group, which was somewhat
less than was the case with those leaving church-related schools.

3A Lollow-ua bf, parents ,of Studén;s whorhad béenfinciudéd in Edwérdfsistudy
showed that a small proportion of studentS had transferred back into MCPS by
the end of the 1980-81 school year. The major reason for this decision was
ccst, -




TABLE 11

Reasons for Withdrawal From Private Schools
B By Type of Group :

Church 1 Church 2-12  Noachurch
N=16 : N=165 N=100
Percentage _
Religton 6 7 L
Parental Values 6 8 8
Discipline 0 3 2
School Starff/Interest 25 21 26
Educational Program 25 42 54%
Child-related 13 44 35%
Convenience _ 56 47 60
Cost 56 39 37
*P ¢ .05
50 .
36
33




Parent Satisfacticn With Public and Private Schools

In contrast to parents of students withdrawing from MCPS, parents who
transforred their child to MCPS from private schools _in Maryland were
generdlly quite satisfied with. the sServices dEféi:é'd,by both the public and
private ‘ZInstitutions (Table 12). {(Appendix J ° predents more detailed
findings.) Aud, despite the fact that they had chosSen to withdraw their child
from private school thiey rated @ the = private_ 8chool somewhat  more

satisfactorily than the public school in nearly half theé 42 areas. On nine of

the 42 itema, the public schools rveceived s;gnificantly higher ratings. The

greatest dtfferences in satisfaction favoring private schools weré found in

Disruptive school behavior

Abusive language

o
o
o Crime and vaodalism

o Drug abuse

o Intimidization and victimization

o Student teacher ratio

0 tfalues

o) Moral and ethical standards
o . Religious education

DLiff erences in satisfaction favoring the public schools were .also found 1in
several areas. These were:

Student school satisfaction )

Teaching the beélow average handicapped student
dttitude and ccoperation

Schocl distance from home

o U O O

Differences between the three groups in satisfaction also were found (Tables
L3 and 14): These did not, however, add up to any overall pattern.




TABLE 12

- Attitudes of Parents Withdxqwiog Their Child From
Private, School Regarding Public and Private Schools

N=281
\ Perceritage Satisfied or
Satisfaction Items \\ ——-—Verv-Satisfied
. \\¥ . Public Brivate
— - - - \ IR
Studént School Satisfaction \ 88.7 77.7%%
Disruptive Classroom 3ehavior . \ 69.1 85.5%%
" Disruptive School Behavior \ 8.1 86.2%%
Abusive Language \ 55:7 81.6%*
‘Crime and Vandalism \ 62.4 86.2%%
Drug Abuse. \ 60.3 78 4%
Intimidation and Victimization y 716 85.5%*
Unexcused Absences \ 8l:4 88.9%%
Staff Academic Qualifications \ 77.3 . 81:.9#%%
Staff Enthusiasm 1} ' 86.2 84,0%%
Staff Warmth and Sensitivity 85.5 81.6%%
Teacher Turnover and Substitutés : 64,4 77.9%%
Student-Teacher Ratio ’ 66.0 ' 87.2%%
Student Promotion Policy 67.9 78, 9%%
Amount of Homework 69.6 72, 1%%
Opportunity to Repeat Grades o
in Different Settings” 5 51.3 46,2%%
. Teaching Below Avergge, Handlcapped Student? 64.5 35.8%%
Teaching Above Average Giftad Students ] 75.4 74.1%
Clementary Level Basic Skills ; 75.1 82.9%
Work-Study Skills : 68.2 82.9%%
Values 67.9 88, 3%%
Moral and Ethicatl atandards 67.1 92.9%%
Religious Education 41.8 78.4%%
Attention to Parental Concerus 82.6 77 .2%%
Contacting Parents About Student Problems 765 - 79.8%
Attitude®and Cooperation 88.6 80.9%*
School Distance from Home 9856 64, 5%%
School Schedule Cgnvenience 92.5" 81, 9%

[ -— = !

lSample Sizes differed, depending on number of missing responses for each

item,

Wany respondents had no oplnion in these areas.

P (05
**P (.01

7y
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TABLE 13

Attitudes of Parents Withdrawiag Their Child From

Private Schools Regard{ng Public Schools

N=281

: : _ Percentage Satisfied
Satisfaction Items ~_or Very Satisfied -

Cﬁﬁrch Church Nonchurch

1 2-12

Disruptive Classroom Behavior 81 61 80**
Disruptive School Behavior 88 ‘ 60 70%%
Abusive Language : 69 44 73%%
Student-Teacher Ratio - B 88 71 56%=%
amount of Homework ' Sb - 70 70%
Fg;%oy:gp on Assigned Work 2 63 72 82%
Teaching 3elow Average,iﬁandicapped Student 88 66 59%
Secondary Level Academic Skills 19 54 27 %%
College Preparatory Courses 2 13 50 25%%
Values 72 6% 72*%%
Yoral and Ethical Standards 86 . 60 75%%
Religious Zducation 31 34 56%*%
Attention to Parental Concerns 81 82 84*
Attitude and Cooperation 69 87 | 934k

lthis is the total sampie size. Sample sizes differed depending on number
of missing responses for each item.

zﬂany resPondeuts had no opiﬂion in these areas,

{ 05 : | z
**P <.01 ‘ o
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- TABLE 14 t/
: Attitudes of Parents Withdrawing Their CHild From

Private Schools Regarifng Private Schools

b N=281" ,
%
— - t? y S —— — —
. . ) Percentééé Satisfied
Satisfaction Items & or Very Satisfidd . .
Church  Church _Nonéhurcﬁ
1 2-12
Individualization : 94 - .68 L 82%*
Staff Warmth and Sensitivity : 57 77 87%%
Student Promotion Polics ' " 9% 77 T 79%%
Staff Challenge of SEn&?ﬁEs to Do Best v 94 74 §8%*
‘Amount of Homework * 81 74 67%*
Follow-up on Assigned Work 88 8 80=*
Appropriate Books and Materials . o 100 ?2{ 87 %%
Teaching Below Average, Handicapped Student 63 29 4 2%%
CurriculumyStructure o, _ 88 81" 80=
Secondary Lavel Academic Sk%lls“ . ~ 19 49 31%%
College Yreparatory Courses . 25 46 26%%
Moral and Ethical Standards , 94 95 89x*
Religious Education e ’ 81 92 57%%
Attention to Parental Concerns- 94 71 86¥* -
Contacting Parents about Student Problems 94 7% . 86%
}

o -

lSampleqplzes differed, depevdlng on numbér of missing respcuses. for each

item.

2 ) e .

"Many respondents had no opinion in this area.
* 2 ¢.05 _ )

#*%P £ .01

-
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"~ CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS -

3

<?

L

This study shows that parents withdraw their children from the Montgomery

County Public Schoois for a bariety of reasomns and that different groups are

seeking different things when they make the decision to transfer their child

to private school.. Further, in contrast to the Edwards (1981) study, the

present-analysis suggeSts that retigion is a critical factor for orily a small

group. of parents (approximately 252) and that factors Eotentiallz under the

control of the school system are the cause of dissatisfaction Ffor the “vast
majority.- : : ‘ ) :

éf the thlee groups, only those who withdrew to church-reiated schools at the

- first grade level appear to place a great deal of emphasis: on religion in

reaching their decision. They seem generally to have made the decision to

transfer to private schools even before entering "MCPS and only use. %CPS

because of the lack of availability of kindergarten or first grades in some

private schools. 1In addition, there is some evidence from the. demographic
data that ,tlis\\group is more "private school oriented." That is, they tend

) more than the other :two-groups to have other children in private  school and
. are less 1ike1y to have the children remaining in public school.

The other two groups, those who transfiared their children to church-related
fhools in Grades 2 through 12 and those whn traasfered their children to
nchtrch—related - schools, generally do so because of dissatisfaction with the

way the 5chool conducts its business of educating children. The data suggest

loud and clear that these parents wanted a mora individualized environment,
smallerrclasses, and programs that they féel will meet ~more effectively their
children's academic needs. These parents also found fault with their

InterperSUnal 'relationships with school administrators “and teachers,

expressing dissatisfzction with staff sensitivity and level of communication.

Interestingly, concerus with LUussing and desegregation, drug abuse, crime, and

varidaiism were minimal: The desire for increased discipline and structure in

the schools also. emerged as .important, especially for those parents who

withdrew their " students to church—related schools ar the second to twelfth
grade levels. ’ : . :

In contrast,; these who transfer from privats to pﬁblic schools are not really

dissatisfied with the private school program: While some do express comncern

wiin the educational program being delivered; convenience and cost  are the

mdjw reasons £3r leaving the private school. The data show that the idea of

"neigt.oorhood schools" retains a very large drawing power, both im terms 'of-

where parents choose to. enroll their child initially and why they may
ultimately decide to withdraw their child from a private school.

e




These findings provoke some interesting questions régar&ing current MCPS

policies and practices: For example, the county government must soon be
making some important policy decisions concerning ways of reusing the 30 plus

public schoots about to be closed over the next three years. At present no

definite poldcy exists regarding priorities to be uged 1in _the recycling of

such buildings and a system for weighing the merits of alternative users 1is

fiot in place. It can be predicted, however, that a demand for such buildings

will come from the private schootl sector,rqeeking improved or better located

facilities. The findings of this study suggest that the leasing of public

school buildings _to private schools may 995,?? torthe advantage of the public
school system. Depending upon the particuiar circumstances ,of the

neighborhood, the availability of more "meighborhood private schools' could

have a very negative impact on the public schootl System and increase problems

assoc1atei with declining enrollments. .This concern mast however be balanced

off against the obv1ous desirability of the private schocl to the rneighborhood

and the 1increased revenuas that would accrue to the county as a whole 1f

private schools were encouraged to lease closed buildings:

tom MCPS poses other problems and must itself be kept

withdrew their children

in perspective Many parentS dre satisfied w!th MCPS; and the level of

satisfaction is high compared to national_ data. The MCPS 198t countywide

telephone survay conducted in- the Spring of 1981 revealed that 50 paercent of

Jow to handle the dissatﬁigied attitude of the small percentage of parents who

the tgdnt]wlde sample and 65 percent of MCPS parents gave the school grades of
A or 3 , while only 36% of all 1981 Gallup goll respondents and 46% of the
polled parents zraded public school A or B.

More importantly, the  functions of the two school systems are meant to be
diiferent.

Private schools educate only those children whose family elect to send

them to the schools and whom the schools accept. Public schools; on the

other hand; do not control the composition of their student budies- by

excluding students; they cannot; for example, dismiss children whose

behavior disrupts the education of others or who cannot meet some

pre-established (sic) standard of academic aptitude. Public schools meet
public needs and carry out public policy. The genius of U.S. public

educatlon is in its diversity....Nowhere 1in the world is access to

educatlonal opportunity broader than in the Hnlted States. Our gystem of

free public education is a cornerstone of our democratic society.

6"How the Community sees Its Schools,” MCPS Learning, October, 1981, 5i2f o
G. Gallup; "The 13th Annual Gallup Poll," Pphi Delta Kappan, 33-47, 63
"L, (1981). - - o , , '
.éj. Sparling, "Tuition Tax Credits," Today's Education, (November-~December,
1981), p.lé. ~ - '



Nonetheless, if MCPS 1s interested 1in attempting to retain or attract the
parents who seek private schools, this study does suggest some areas which
might be explored. While there 1is liztle _that can be done to satisfy the

needs of those who seek a relioious education, it ~may be possible to meet the

needs of those wtio leave because of dissatisfaction with the educational
program. The data show that many of the parents who withdrew their child  from

public school did so because they felt their children s _academic needs were

not being met. They were especially concerned about class size and the

individual attention that their child was able +to receive. Further they

 seemed to be seeking a more personalized-atmosphere in which their needs as

parents, as well those of their children, were individually addressed.

MCPS may wish to explore possible alternative ways of reducing class size to

the levels which so many parents find attractive, and even to thé lévels where

substantial academic benefits have been found. This 1is usually considered to

be about 15:1 and in fact; reseazrchers have almost universally fourid that

decreases 1in class size that do not reduce class size to at least 20: 1 will

‘have no academic benefits: We might also ‘'want to consider other means of

creating a more personalized atmosphere in our schools:

While some will say that we have been down both of these routes many times

before, and that the truly effective solutions are either financially or

politically impossible, we don't think that this is necessarily the case.

after all, the private schools which are attracting our students are probably

operating under financial constraints at ‘least as tight as our own, and they
are hiring staff from the same labor markets:

Also, while only a small percentage of the MCPS pcpulation actually transfer

to private  3chools  because of concerns regarding class size and
individualization, it is likely that many of those who stay with, or never
enter, the public schools share some of the dissatisfaction. This also makes
it worth reexamining MCPS practices to see whether or not _there are ways in
which a more personalized, individualized eénvironment could be provided.

Oue means of doing this-would be to examine closely what the more successful

local private schools ars doing. The 1nitial goal would be to try to

determine the degree to which they are truly providing individualized

instruction and small class sizes, and the degree to which they are benefiting

from an 1image. which is not reflected in the reality of their actual

instructional environments: Then, if it is found that they are more: effective

in these respects than are our own schools, the next goal would be to

determine how they are dolng it and the whether their strate°ies are adoptable
to MCPS. -

We strongly suggest that this be undertaken as a follow-on activity to this

report.. Just as Giant sends comparison shoppers into Safeway to see how they

are pricing and displaying their goods, it 4is about time thatiyeistarted

taking the private sSchools of the Country more seriously and realizing that we
may have something to learn from them.

'

=30~
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APPENDIX A

SAMPLE SELECTION

Using the MCPS pupil data base, two samples were selected for telephone

interviews. The two working samples are part of a small and specifically

defined targeted population which is only about 2 percént of Montgomery County

Public School's students: those Montgomery County residents who in 1980=1981
transferred their first through twelfth grade child who was not in an MCPS

speclal education center from MCPS to a Maryland .private school - or vice
versa. Although the samples were not randomly selected; on key factors (sex,
race, and grade level), they are representative of these groups  and include
278 students who withdréw from MCPS and 285 who withdrew from Maryland private

schools--17 percent and 24 percent of the two groups, respectively (Table
A-1).

r'lyﬁjiéfféémef bias may have been introduced into the sample simce all children
from the same family who withdrew weré both members of the targeted population

and possible sample, there were few of these .cases since moSt parents only
responded to the telephOne interview for one child. -




~ TABLE A-1

Comparisons of Characteristics Between the Two
Withdrawal Samples and Populations

_ MCPS uithdravals Privace School Withdrauals
3 o Sample Population Sample—  Population
. Charactéristics (n=278) (N=1672) .- . . - (n=285) __(N=1203).
. Sex S
Male 55:1 56.0 51:6 520
Female 44.9 44.0 : 48 .4 48.0
Raca ‘
american Indian 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.0
astan L. 3:5 2.8 3.9
. 7 Black 5.L 74 9.5 12.0
- Wnize 89:5 84:3 825 79.3
Hispanic 3.6 4.6 5.3 4.7
Grade
i k 27.5 22:4 6.1 18:8
2 6.9 6.7 8.4 8.9
3 7;2 7;t 79;# . é;t
s 4.7 5.8 lt.2 7.9
5 8.3 8.0 7.4 7:3
5 - 6.2 7.3 4.2 5.0
7 9.1 12:0 6.3 8.2
8 5.1 6.2 4.9 5.1
9 13.4 11.1 14.7 12.3
10 5.5 6.5 8.1 9.2
11 4.3 4.5 6.7 7.2
12 . 0.7 1.6 2.8 2.9
= ]
- Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding error.
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APPENDIX B
SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

The survey instruments for the two groups were _essentially 'identical. Both

addressed reasons that paremts withdrew their child from public or private
school; and characteristics and attitudes of the parents, as well as reasons
that the parents, as Montgomery County residents, initially enrolled =heir

child in pubic or private school: The questions were similar to those used in
the earlier 1979-80 Edward's study, although the attitudinal items in the

present survey were greatly expanded.

R




Instructions for Inccrvxcwers - Form 1 Card Col.
Public to Private )

INTERVIEW SCRIPT.

Hello chxs is ool 7777:77777;7;7747 .
I'd working with the Montgomery C0un:y Public School System's

~ Deparcment of Educational Accountability. May I speak with the

pacents or guacdian of. . . .. 1

(INQUIRE AS TO WHETHER THE PERSON INTERVIEWED 1S THE J— B
l: MOTHER, 2: FATHER, 3: GUARDIAN OF THE CHILD.) 7 1:

(IF TRE PERSON REACHED INDICATES THAT HE OR SHE IS NOT
THE PERSON TO INTERVIEW, SAY) Do you have a number

" where the parents of chis child may be reached?
(IF YES, WRITE THE NUMBER: : e

The school system 1is surveyxng parents who wlchdrew their

children from publxc school to place them in a private school.

Ygggiggycxcxpatxon is voluntary. Your answers will be kept

confxdencxal and be recorded with no association with
you or your ?htld'

We would like you to par:xcxpace in the SCUdy because our

records show that you recently withdrew your child from a
Montgomery County public school. Is that correct? e
(1: YES, 2: NO) - . {—/ I:

(IF YES, CONTINUE) - ,

(1F NO, SAY:) 1'm sorry. It was my understanding that
} had been w1thdrawn
from . ' ~ school to_attend a private

school. Thank you for che information. Goodbye.

pieas org-ogx A1, 11/79




. o o Card.coi.
Survey Qgestionnaire - Form 1 . :

1. When you firsc enrolled this child im a school as a Montgomery County

resident, was that school public or private? Y
Public (Go €0 2) « v o v v v v o o o1 , )
Private (Go €0 7). & + « v ¢« « « . ™2 1/ 1:
2. Prior to your recent withdrawal, was your child enrolled im a MCPS )
school continuously since your initial residence in Montgomery County? -
fes (Go €0 3). . v v v v o v v vl L o 7
NO & & & 5 5 o & o o o o o o e o aw 2 - /7 _/ I:
IF NO, SAY: - o o
You are not one of the parents ot guardians that we wish to
interview. Thank you very much for your time. Goodbye.
3. Piease chink for a moment about your reasons for enrolling your child
initially in a Montgomery County public school rather tham a private
school: Then state the 3 most important reasons in the otfder of their
importance, naming the most important one firsc.
a. Most Important ' U ST
b. Second——— —— _ ___.__ ... _ [
c. Thied . . ___ . _ ‘ S e
4. You have enrolled youf child in a private school. Were there particular
policies /g; actions of the Board of Education which influenced your.
decision/CO withdraw your child from Montgomery County Public Schools?
?éé.;./;;;?;.;...:_....i 7 )
No % o /i v i i i v v v e e w2 /-1 I:

IF NO,/ GO TO S

IF YES, Please trll me which policies or zctionms.




Please think for a moment about your reasons for withdrawing your child

from MCPS. Then state the 3 most important reasons in the order of their

‘importance, naming the most important ome first.

a. Most Important _ . _ l E _ I
b. Second e — .

c. Third e S

You said that N S was the m 1t
impoctant reason for withdrawing your child from MCPS. Please give ° some

public school illustrations of this problem.,

o ,""f‘ o 3 77””7 B L S - ] ..
what could have been done by MCPS school staff to avoid this problem?

(G0 TO 11)

—- - L Ll e AL
Please think for a moment about the reasons you enrolled your child ,
initially in a private school rather than MCPS. Then state the 3 most

igportant reasons in the order of their importance, naming the most
important one first.

a. Most Important | _ S L
c. Third o ]
o o “‘453



10.

- _.Card Col.
You have now re-enrolled your chld in a przva:e school Were :here —
par:xcutar pclxcxes or ac:xéﬁs of the Board of Education whxch xnfluenced

/

Yes: i o: i i i e aios ... 1
NO ¢ v v v i v i i e e e e e e . 2 [/

IF NO, GO TO 9 A v

Please think for a momeat about your reasons for withdrawing your child
from thé MCPS. Then staté the 3 most important reasons in the order of
their importance, naming the most important omne first.

B

a. Most important - - - - - - -

b. Second

c. Third ' o

You said that ... ____ was the most zmpor:anc .
reason for withdrawing your child from MCPS. ~Please give me some publxc

school illastrations of this problem.

What could have been done by MCPS school staff to avoid this problem?

¢ , -




I will read a list of topics which have to do with school in general:
would kae you to consider your satisfaction with each topic when youy
child was in the most recent piublic school. he/she attended. To indigate
your satisfaction with each topic I would like you to use the folloyi
Satisfaction Scale. (READ THE SCALE.)

SATISFACTION SCALE
(READ SCALE) N

Very Satisfied
Sactisfied
Not Satisfied
Very Unsacxsfzed

O PR
[ 1]

LA 1
z
"0
0.
'0
[
:l
s e
0
=1
~
!
3
:l
n
=
o]
(o}
€

Not applxqable/No Answer

Now, T will read the list and you are to use che scale dérrace your
satisfaction with the public school.

(READ THE LIST OF TOPICS. HAVE THE INTERVIEWEE RESPOND FOR THE PUBLIC

SCHOOL. RECORD THE APPROPRIATE NUMBERS FOR\THE SCALE ON THE BLANKS BESIDE

EACH TOPIC. YOU MAY RE-READ THE SCALE WHEN §EEDED BY PARENT.)

Now,; I will read che lxsc again and ask you cé\usE the same scale to rate
your satisfaction with the private school you;Aeh%ldfxs now actending.

(READ rus LIST AGAIN AND Rscéﬁb THE SCALE NUMBERS - )

classroom instruetion, curriculum, and school services
under each category.

The topics are organxzed into these cacegorxes for yogf convanzence. §tuaéﬁt§,

A. sStudeats
Amount or ltevel of student:

11: Achievement . : « & 2 & o & & & & & & & o & & o o« o o o o

12. Satisfaction with SChOOL + + & & o v v v v v e e e e
13. Acceptance of other SEudents . . + + .« o+ . . . .o
14. Disruptive Behavior in the classroom . . . . « - « « « . .
15! Discuptive behavior in the SChOOl. « « « v & « + o & 4 .

16. abusive lamgeage - .+ . . .. ... a s e e s i/
17. Crime and vandalisme « « « « o o« « « « o o « . :/. SRR

/




i : ' M
' | o . \ .

S . ) 1 \

PUBLIC PRIVATE Card Col.

t

ié.brugasuse.;;_;.’;;,..;;.;;.;;;5;;..;__ ___l__i:/
19. Intimidation and wvicEimizaEiod‘éf octher students . . « « . ___ ___ i:’
. 20. Unexcuséd absences . . . . . ';A‘ e e e i e e . I — I.
B. Classroom Iastruction - R | / . 7
Extent ot le\'i'el of: . N . “ .
. 21 Individuaiizacion to me,ét student needs. . . . . C i v s S —_ I:
22 Scaff acaciem;:.c du'aiifica-cions; e s T e e e e . .. — ___‘ E:
‘ 23.VSCVafif entﬁuéiéém'. R _ I
24. Staff warmth and Séns'ici..vicy to students . . .+ .« 4 o+ o & e _____ I
25. 'féachét Curnéove.'r and use of substitutes . . + & &+ ¢ o o o ___ —_ I:
26. v'l‘_’eacher;ét:udenc FACEO. « % o 5 s s e B e e e e e e s —_— I: TN
\ 27. Student promociou poiicy e e e e TN e e e e e e e e - I: \
'28. Challenging students to do their best. . « o o o o « 5 « & ___ ____ I:
29. Amount of homewoTk « o o & 4 ¢ o 4 e s oe e e e e ____ ___ I:
'30. Follow—up on 2ssigned Work & « o « s & & s s e e e e e e o I
— i ,
31. Opportunities to repeat grades in different seccings . . . ___ I ¥
32. Appropriate books and mACerials. . o « o « o o o o o e 0 o ____ 1
33. Teaching of below ayerage of handicapped students. . . . . ____ 1
i4. Teaching of average SEUdents . « v v v o o v o v o o b s o 1
35. Teaching of -above average or gifted studencs . . . . . . . £
\ '
¢. Curriculem -( - . .
Amount of emphasis on:
36. Corriculim SEFWEETE « « « « o . 4 o e e e .o s T+ -
" 37. Elementary level basic skills. . « « o o o o o v o 0 o ot B ¥
38. Secondary level academic skills. . « o o o v v o o v v oo oo I
52 ,
-6 /-’




- 39.

40.

41,
42
43,

44,

51.

52.

REPEAT 11 THROUGH 52 FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS

53.

R
"

o

Work-study skills. . . . ¢ . . . &'

College preparatory courses. . . .
Values o 2 : s s oo s d e e e
Moril~and ethical standards. . .

Religious education. : . + & . . &

‘Humzn growch and development . . .

School Services

Attention to parent concerns . . .
Contacting parents about student
Attitude ané cooperation . . . . .
Appearance of facility and grounds
School maintenance and" cleanliness
Number of days school is open. : .

School distance from home. . ;“& ;

Convenience of school schedule to family schedule. .

a. Before withdrawing your child

him/her to another Montgomery

Yes, GO TO (b) =« & < & & & .
No, GO=TO (&) . . « + & . .+ &
b. Was the request granted?
Yes, GO TC €d): ¢ « «ou o .+ .
No, GO TO (&) « & «iv & & « s
c. If the request had been
TO(d) /o o v e e
TO 60,/ & & o o o o«

;

Yes GO
No GO

problems. . . : . &

e o o o e o & e o e
e
. L4 L] L] L] L] . [ ] .
. . . . . L] L] . L]
e e e & ¥ e_ o =
0 :
- —
e o o o+ o o + @ o
2
-
[ ] L] . L] L] [ ] L] L] [ ]
e« o s e e e e o o

7

from MCPS.did you attempt to tramsfer’

County public school?

i)

o

. Qr

PUBLIC PRIVATE Card Col.

fjfj7- I:
lj} . ' I s \
7 1:




e ——

e

, , I S L Card Col.
d. If transportation to another MCPS school was ‘provided by MCPS at ’
no cost to you, would you havs withdrawn your child?
Yes . o . o 4 o s s s os 4ol ‘ R
NO:. o ¢ ¢ o o o o o, 0 o 5 o o o o 2 . [/ I:
e. If transportation to another: MCPS school was provided by MCPS at your .-
expgnSe, would you have withdrawu your child? ~ .
SN ' : : . )
Yes......‘.._;;;v;;;;rl ) - -
‘ 3= P T T 7 I:,
S4. a. How long did ycur child attend Muntgomery County public schools? ;
One year or less . .z L 3+ to &4 years : . : & S
One+ years to Z/.xveﬂfg‘} 2 4+ co S years . i 15 _— |
2% to 3 years, . . .} 3 S+ to 6 years . . . 6 [/ I:
T More than 6 years . 7 : /
55. Which private ‘school does hé/She actend? ) ) ’
_ WRITE NAME OF SCHOOL | ____CODE ScHOgw~—" I:
56. a. What kind of priga;g,s’chgci?i,;s’hg/:sihé\ attending o
now? Is it a (READING. THE FOLLOWING ?LTE}(NATIVES) E |
achol:.c S'Vcrhoorlr; o e e s s 5 s 7.'[[757; | : /
Non-catholic, church related schgol: . . « « . . 2 [ [/ f _
. Private school, not church related . : . . . . . 3 -~
. Don't know/no amswer . i . . . el sl eoe e 9 -
‘/;,' . 7 ‘I . ) 7 ) R :
57. a. ‘How many school aged (Grades K-12) chilldien do you have, - -
other than . e —— (IF NONE, GO TO #58.) /[ __/ I: 'y
b. Including ., how many pf your children - : .
: are in public schools and how many are in private .
schools? (RECORD THE NUMBERS.) .
) ‘ 7 PUSLIC SCHOOL , /7
PRIVATE SCHOOL 7/~ 7/ - 7i:
.
—— - - e U -iﬂ?.. e —
. - - Ty ' .
5"1 _'_é Y " .




 58. How nany years have you lived in Montgomery County? .
Less than one yeaf . . . : : : : : : = : : 1
L =3 years. . . & o ¢ ot s s 5+ 2 s 2
b4 -9 years. . . i i i iii e e 3 [/ I:
10 - 14 years: . ¢ i & . i i i i .. &
15 ormore years . . . . ¢ . ¢ i L. .S
Don't know/no answer . . . . . . . ¢ . . . 9

59. What was the highest grade (or year) of school you compléted?

Elemencary school (X-8). . . . . . . . . .

" High schooil ;gqqmptece P
High school gradwate . . . . . . . . . . .
Technical, trade, or business =chool v e .

College incomplete . © e s e e i e e e e

7o

College gradumate . . . : & & « < «+ « 2 . &

Graduate °§ggy C v e vt e e e e e e e e

Advanced degree. . . . . . . . i i .o ...
Don't know/no answer . . . « « . < 0 . i e

ol AT YV B S QW TN Yy

( CLOSURE)

That vas the last question in the interview. Thank you very much

for taking the time to answer these questions for us.

Goodbye:

1388a




Instructions for Interviewers - Form 2
‘Private@ to Publieg
INTERVIEW SCRIPT o
"Card Col.

L

Hello chxs LS

I'm working with the Montgomery CounCy Public¢ Schootl System s
Department of Educational Accountability. May I speak with the

parent or guardian of ?

(;NQUIRE AS TO WHETHER THE PERSON INTERVIEWED IS THE 7 _ B
l: MOTHER, 2: FATHER, 3: GUARDIAN OF THE CHILD.) ¥4 / I: _

(IF THE PERSON REACHED INDICATES THAT HE OR SHE IS NOT
THE PERSON TO INTERVIEW, SAY) Do you have a number /
where che parents of chxs child may be reached?

(IF YES, WRITE THE NUMBER: . —_ . __ _____)

The school system iz surveying parencs who wzchdrew their

chxldren from priviate school to place chem in a Moncgomery County

Public School. Your participation is voluntary. Your answers will
"be kept confidential and be recorded with no association

with you or your child.

We would like you to parcxcxpace in the study because our
—ecords show that you recently enrolled your chxld in a
Montgomery County public school from a private school.

Is that correct?

(1: YES, 2: NO) . ] I:

(IF NO, SAY:) I'm sorry. It was my understanding

that had been
w'chdrawn rrom a prxvace school and enrolled in . .
school. Thank you for thé information.

Goodbye.

L 7
(IF YES, CONTINUE)

Meak o2y - Obeu Aa,y% |

, 56 / s




Card Col.
Survey Questionnaire - Form 2
i resident, was chac school public or prxvate’

Public (Go to 7). + v +» + « o + « .1 — :
Private (Go to 2) . . . . « .« ¢« . . 2 /__/ I:
2. Prior to your recent withdrawal, was your child enrolled in a

private school continuously since your inicial residénceé in
Montgomery County?

Yes (GO €0 3)s v v v v v v v o a oL |
NOV & v 7 e a v v i i3 e s e e 2 / / I: -
‘ IF NO, SAY:

You are not one of the pareats or guardxans that we wish to
interview. Thank you very much for your time. Goodbye.

QL your reasons for enrolling your child

than a Monrgomery County public.

. T ——
3. Please think for a momemt
initially in a private school r

school. Then state the 3 most Impo t reasons in the order of their
.importance, naming the most important one fxrsc. :

a. Most important




pcticxes or actions by the Board of Educa:xon uhxch influenced your
decision to enroll your child in Montgomery County Public Schools?

T T S S | R
1 ! 7
IF NO, GO TO § ' ) '

IF YES, Please tell me which policies or actiuns.

from the prrva:e school. Then state the 3 most xmpor:an: reasons in the

order of their importance, naming the most important one first.

a. Most important

b. Second
c. Third
You said that : ' was che most

important reason for wx:hdrauxng your child from private schoecl. Please
give me some private school illustrations of this problem. ‘

What could have been done by pr{va:e school staff to avoid this problem?

(Go TO 11) :



Pleasa thiok Eor a moment about the reéasons you earolled your child
Lgicxally in MCPS rather than a priva.  Sschool. Then state the 3 most
imporcant reasons in the order of their importance, naming the most

important one first.

_a: Most important : B -

. )
i

77777 \

You ‘itave now re-enrolled your chxld in MCPS. Were there parCIcular

policies or actions by the Board of Education which tnftuenced your

declsion €O return your child to Montgomery County Public Schqots’

\

YES & v 4 e e e e e e e e e e i B !
/

\

NO 2 & 3 i o i e v o o o o o o o o 2 /
IF YES, Please tell me which policies or actions.

from the prxvace school. Then stacte che 3 mcsc Imporcanc reasons in the

order of their importance, namxng the most meortanc one first.

s,

a. Most important — . . —
b. Sécond - — .
c. Third i




10. You said that -~ — . was - the  most

meortant reason for thhdrawxng your chxld from private school. Please
give me somé private school illustrations of this problem.

I will read a list cf topics which have to do with school in general. I

would like you to coansider ycﬁri§§t{§§§g;10n with each topic when your
child was in the most reccent private school he/she attended. To 1nd1cat
your satisfaction with each topiec I would like you to ‘use the following

Satisfaction Scale. (READ THE SCALE.)

e

' SATISFACTION SCALE
(READ SCALE)

Very Satisfied
Satisfied _

Not Satisfied

Very Unsa:xsfxed )

No opinion/Don't know/
Not applxcable/No Answer

O BN
N

E Suihahaieh e

Now, I will read the list and you are to use thée scale to rate your]
satisfaction with the PRIVATE SCHOOL : '

SCHOOL.V RECORD THE APPROPRIATE NUMBERS FOR THE SCALE ON-THE BLANKS BESIDE
EACH TOPIC. YOU MAY RE-READ THE SCALE WHEN NEEDED BY PARENT. )

(READ THE LIST OF TOPICS. HAVE THE INTERVIEWEE RESPOND FOR THE PRIVATE

Vow, I will read the:list again and ask you to use the Same scale to rate
your satxsfactxon with the puoblic school your child is now at'endxng.
(READ THE LIST AGAIN AND RECORD THE SCALE NUMBERS.)




> . ' ¢

The topics are organized into these categories for your convenience: s:udehcs,
classroom instruction; curriculum, and school services. I will now read the
topics under each category. - B :

PRIVATE PUBLIC Card Col.

A. Students .
Amount or level of student:

11. AChievement . . + « v o v o o o o v o o5 o o . R == I: -
12. Satisfaction with school & o v v v v v v v v v v e o e e I
i3, Acceptance of OCHET SLUA@RES & « v « o o o o o o o o o oo I )
14, Disruptive behavior in the classcosm « + « « v v o v v v v ___ T
15. Disruptive behavior in the school: : & & = s s s « ¢ o o o ____ - ____ I
16. Abusive language . .« « « o « o o o o o 4 4 e s @ s s e e e I
17. Crime and vandalism: & . o o & & & o o o o o o o o8 & & & ___ L
ié.ﬁrugéBUSé.......;.’;...’..;;:;'.;;;;_____ __;I:l
19. Intimidation and victimization of other studenmts . . : : & ____ o 1:
20. Unexcusad aDSENCES . . « o o o o o o o 4 o 0 e e 0w e e ____ I:
B. Classroom Iastruction
Extent or level of:
21. Indiv’iddalizacioﬁ to meet student needS. .+ .+ « « & & & o o . I:
22. Staff academic quaiificacions. I L g —_ I:
23. Staff enthusSiasm . « « o o o o o o o & & o 4 4 s e e e e e _— I:
24. Staff warmth and sensitivity to studemts . . & ¢ o o o o o __ I:
25. Teachar turn-over and use of substitutes [ o . f}:
26. ‘Téachér:—ét:udénc Patio. . 4 s s s e e s de oo — — I: %
27. Student pro:no.cion POLICY o v v o o e e e e e e e e e e S I: .
28. Challenging Vé’curd'e'ncs._t:o do their besc. . . . . e e s #___;_7 S I:
T 29, Amount Of homeWOTK . . .+ . 4 e e s s s e e e e oo e I
30. Follow—up on aséignéd WOLK o v o o & & o % o 5 & & 5 & e e I
31. Opportunities to repeat grades in different seccings . . . = 1
32 Appropriacé books and maceria.i's;, ‘. P T - I:




0

PRIVATE PUBLIC Card Col.

'33. Teaching of below average or handicapped studencs. . i . . ____ I T

34, Teaching of average sEu&ehE§ A b. C e e e e 1

3s. 'fe’ach/i;ng of above average or gifted students . . . . . . . __ . I:a

C. Curriculum

Amount of emphasis on:

36. C'urricuium-écrucwre e e e e e e e e e e e e e e —_ B I:

37. Ei‘ém'encary level basic skills. . . . . . . . R o I:

38. Secondary level academic skills. . o « « . o o & o v o o o I

39;waek:;euéygﬁns;.;;........_.........____ I

40: College 5%&{:5%566%} COUTSES. & = o « o v v o e e e e e _I:

Ai;Vé'iﬁééz.;;;.;;;;;;;;;;..;......._____ _;____I:

42: Moral and echical standatds:. : & + & & & & & 4 e e e e oo 1

43, Religious education. . : : : + & & & i s ;'.‘; A I

44. Human growth and development . . . . : & ;"-..; e e e e e e I

D. School Services

45. Attention to PArenl CONCETNS « « « o o o o o o o o o o o o ______ I:

46 Coqcai:ci_ng’ parents éb;uc student problems. . . . . . . . . ___ —_— I:

47. Atticude and cooperation e . . S C

48. Appearance of facility and grounds . . . . ..+ o . . . .. ___ . ___ I )

49. School maincenance and cleanlinmess . . - . . v . o oo oo I

50. Number of days school is Opem. + « « o o 4 @ eiecte o 4 e o ___ It

51. School distance From Mome. « « « o o o v et e e e e e T
52, Convenience of school schedule to family schedule. . . . . _ _ I

REPEAT 11 THROUGH 52 FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS

) r
’ =™




53. a. How long did your child attend private schools? Card Col.

One year_or less ... . 1 3+ to 4 years . . . &4 .
One+ years to 2 years. 2 4+ to 5 years . . . 5 / I:
2+ to 3 years. . . . . 3 5+ to 6 years . . . 6

More than 6 years . 7

S4. a. Which private school did he/she last attend?

WRITE NAME OF SCHOOL _ CODE SCHOOL _ L I:
55. What kxud of private school did he/she wxchdtav o
from? Is it a (READING THE FOLLOWING ALTERNATIVES) =
Cacholxc school e e v s e v e a e e e e e i [
Non=catholic, church ralated school: . ¢ ¢ . . . 2 ] I:
Private school, not church related . . ¢ < . . . 3
Don't know/mo ANSWEL . + « « o« o « o ¢ o & ¢« o o 9
$6. a. How many school aged (Grades X-12) children do you have, [L__7 I:
other than R ”"ng,(fF NONE; Go TO #57.)
b. Includxng .., how many of your chxldren
are in public schools and how many are in private
schools? (RECORD THE NUMBERS )
' PUBLIC SCHOOL /.7  I:
PRIVATE SCHOOL =7 I:
57. How many yéars have you lived in Montgow.:v Count:”
iéés than one YEAar . .« « « ¢ & & i s e @ ’
L= 3 Yedrs. . . . 4 o e 0 soiosioiiaE
4 = 9 YearS. . 4 4 o e 4 o4 4 44w en 3 y— I:
lo;ldyéafé.....;;;;;222:;5
15 OF mOTE YEArS .« . « « « o« o o & o o &
Don't know/no ansSwer .« . . + + + & + + o & 9 .

[




S8. What was the highest grade (or year) of

Elemencary school (K-8). . . . . . .
High school incomplete . . . . . . .

High school graduate
Techanical, trade, or
College incomplete .
- College gradoate: . .
Graduate study . . .

"Advanced degree. . .

Don't know/no answer

(C1OSURE)

That was the last question in
for taking the time to a: swer

doodbye.

2998A

business school

the interview.
these questions

-

school you complected?

T ND OB S GN AN PN WM

?ﬁiﬁkiy6d very much
for us.

D

Card Col.




APPENDIX C ”

DATA COLLECTION

,,,,,,, s whepéver possible, a
parent of the student. Of the public to private fespondentsg/§6 percent were

The data were collected by telephone intetrviews with,

the mothers and 23 percent were the fathers; 76 percent of the private to
public respondents were mothers, and 21 percent were fathers. The interviews,
conducted ~under the auspices of the MCPS Department of Educational

Accountability from November, 1980, through May, 1981, took, ia some cases, . as

long as ome hour to complete. The parents ~were, in general, excremely
cooperative in their participation efforts. - '

DATA ANALYSIS . .

After the data were éaiiééﬁééiiééégjéndedi withdrawal., and initial enrollment
items were coded and categoriezed. Analyses of & deéscriptive nairve ware

-performed using Statistical Programs for the Social Sciencas (SPSS)

In almost all cases, percentages based or. the frequeacy .of respca

respondent were calculated and reported: It should \be nored i
(withdrawal and initial enrollment) questions with multiple\ ress- . e
percentage of respondents (cases). or percentage of respous 2§ T
utilized. Using both sets of statistics, the end results were esscatiz:..vy the

same; thus, consistent with the m<thod utilized for single response quesiZions,

percentages of respondents are reported for multiple response items, too.

6o




| : APPENDIX D-i°

‘ Reasons for Initial -Enrollment in Public séﬁédil

_ \
By Percentage :
‘ ;hurch 1 Church 2-12 Nonchurch

T S
Group 1 Religion

Group 2:° Piiéﬁfii,ﬁéiués
|

Public school experiences were .good. & 14 7

Parents believed in public education. 0 - 9 11*

Parents alwabs expected to send N ) .

_ their child to public school. IS U 18 15

Parents felt| there was a high qualicy , '
education- available in MCPS. 3 8 -7

5rqu 3: Discipline

ér0up 4: School Staff

MCPS staff had good reputation. 7 30 35%%
Parents pleased with school or ' , :

teacher choice. 10 4 7
Group 5: AP;ogram .

1B

Group 6: . Child-related
Group 7: _Convenience
Friends go to neighborhood school. 43 50 > 57
No good private school nearby. 1 9. 2%
Private school has no kInderrarten. 54 3 Gk
Group 8 Cost -
Cost. ) 11 21 26

S “

Includes only reasons méntioned in 5 percent or more of the responses.

* p ::05
*%P & 01
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! APPENDIX D=2° o

Reasons for Initial Enrollment in Privare Schooll

By Percertage

4

_Churech 7-12 . Nemehureh ... ... . oo
s background. . 40 0
Better eddcaﬂ£gn available in’ 7 B
private scdhool : 6 11
Reaction to/poor public school experience
of older/child. 13 0
High qualit& education available in ‘ o
privatepschool .20 1L
; /i1 ;
Group 3/4 Discipline
[/ ' o
Better ‘discipline/stricter L
cb?troﬂs available. i3 0 . , .
. R A o : -
Group 4:] School Staff L ,‘;/>//////
! ! o /’/
Relaulonshlp w@ith school was better. ' 13 ,J}/Q/O

i . . -
i :] . /

Grcupfsrmereg;am .
l -
Better care for handicapped. 11
S@g}len class size available. 11
ﬂontessori education des’red. CLI
Ercupuﬁ;M_Chiid:reia:ed
b
[ A L
( Group.7:_. Convenience
t”ééi&éﬁ or conveaiencc; bus 7 B
jtfaﬁ556riatidﬁ provided. 13 22
Full(dav kindergarteu or longer
| school day available. 13 33
Desire to continue preschool or
/ egrlier enrollment in private school.’ 7 57%

i
[l

/Group 8 Cost y
[ o
[ Cost. _

[ .

{
: o oo ; , ' o , e , e
J . Includes only reasons mentioned in 5 percent or more of the responses.
! .

jxe(0s
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APPENDIfo ," | | /

: S oo R&asons for MCPS Withdrawal' : ,
» ;
. By Perce :age : /
.Cerch L Church 2-12 Nonchurch
- a . ~ y . /
: Group 1 . : /
! Religion in gwneral. 43 / 17 . )
- Group 2 APa;enLai YValues
Tradition in family to attend o
private/public schooi. L3
Wanced Wigher moral and
ech:cal standards;
Grogp 3: ,Bisciptina
Abﬁééiéiiﬁé in gzneral:
Inadequate supervision provided
hy school system and/or staff.
. i . 3
Group 4: School/Scaff Interpersonal
Teachers poor attitude. L 13 ETLE
_—~—""Teachers nonproceSSLOnal . R . o
hehavior and actionss = 1 ’ 6 1)
Poor relat-ons/commuuxcacidn-_ o : o
_ wicth school stafe. ) 10 - 19- 21
School administracion & pol cies. - -~ 9 5
éroup 5: ?rogrém , : .
. Better ediucaticr 2l quaiity N . B
i ~in public/p.ivate school. 13 6 8
¢ Wanted more dcademics, higher B - )
' academic standards. = 11 6 ;e 3
tacL ogitpitege preparatory - - - N o
or curriculum:_ -3 o 16
Lack of scructure. 14 18 .5
Need for tutorfng/extra heip .
for special probl:ims. -1 ‘ 4 21%%
Improper placemen: into classes C
groups; misdiagnosis of ’ \
problems. .. 1 5 L4%*
More individualization; - . .
~ personal atteation dbSlf&d L3 ) 24 41%*%
Puy, il teacher ratio; c ass size ) . o
; qore favorable, /. 7 22 ; 43 *%
Group 6: caiid:réiaugd'. ' . ' ,
,/ -
Child not living up /co potential; -
_-underachieviag. / 4 : i 15 - 22;.-,;
Child's Academic needs nocr -
__heing mec. - b . - 10 29 %%
Child's praférenca. 1 9 Pk
Cﬁinq§~1:uréORVénience ’ N ’
Group 8: coss - . 85 .. %
. CESi
o . - . . 5 . I

* o~ J -







: APPENDIX F

To further explore the finding that parents failed to mention desegregation . . _

~activities or bussing as a major reason for transferring,: a correlation was

run between ainority percentage in each school and the percentage of white

students transferring. The analyses generally supported the. inference from
the parental responses that the racial makeup of the student body was unot a
critical factor. Appendix F-1 shows that only at the elementary level is

there a statistically significant relationship between percentage minority
enrollment and percentage of white students transferring: Further rhese
correlations are generally low (although statistically significant) indicating
that race by itself does not explain the observed findings to any great
sxtent. The data displayed in Appendix F~2 confirm this. Among the schools
with the highest percentages of white students transferring to private s~hools
are schools with both high and low minority enrollments.



APPENDIX F~1

Correlation Between Kinority Euroiimeut and Percentage of

White Students Tramsferring to Private Schools
All Minorities Astans Black Hispanic

éiementary L29% % .06 / :23%% (32%% -
Junior .07 J37% -.02 i 16

Senior 2,26 -.05 -.32 -,03

* P (.05

*%p .01

»ey
. [V




N APPENDIX F-2

Schools with the Highest and Lowest_Rercentages of White R

Students Transferring to Private School =

. Schoois with the highest Schools with the lowest
percentage of white percentage of white
students traasferring to students transferring to
o private schools ) private schools
o o , .% of Whites % of “Whi- s
School % Minority - Transferring | Sc.uool % Minority Iféﬁéfeﬁk+ug
A 2%.2 . 7.33 H 53:1 0:00
B 76.% 11.11 I 32.0 0:46
c 17.2 7.20 J 11.0 L 0.17
D 37.2 7.51 K 15.8 0.56
£ 15.0 9.30 L 1.9 0.27
F 17.6 7.83 M 15.0 0.73
G 58.9 8.14 ' '
<
g
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Attitudes of Parents Wichdrawing Their Child From
MCPS Regarding Public Tnd Private Schools
N=277

Satisfaction Items i Public to Private
_ . ___Sample— —
S - “Public_ Private
PERCENTAGE
Student Achievement S5L.1 97.5%
Student School Satisfaction 53.1 97.5%
4 .ceptance of Other Studemts ‘ 78.0 : 94 2%
ELsruptive Classroom Behavior 45.0 96.4%
-istuptive School Behavior . 46.9 95.3%
\busive Language 43.0 ‘ 89:.2%
Crime and Vandalism . 54.9 88.4%
Drﬁg gbuse - 44.0 70.8%
Intimidation and Victimization 56.3 88.1*
Unexcused Absances 61.0 81.2%
Individuaiigat*Oq 41.9 96.0%
Staff Acad.:*~ Quolifications 75.1 93.5%
Start :nthua asa 65.1 97.5%
Stafr Warmeh and 3ensizivie: 64.4 97.8%
Teacher Turnuver .- : Substitutes 70.4 - 84.1%
Student-Teacher Ratio : 47.3 93.1% |
Student ?romoc*on Policy o 40.8 . 68.2%
Staff Challenge of Students To Do Best © 40.1 ’ 96.3%
Amount of Homewo r' . i 40.3 95.3%
Follow-up on Assigned Work ’ , 47.5 96 .8*
Opportunizy To Repeat Gﬁades o I
_ in Different Settings 31.0 38.3%
" Appropri.te Books and Wategigls 76.2 96 .8%
Teaching Below Average, Handicapped Studént 40.8 - 40,4
Teaching Avera: : Sctudents 60.1 90.6%
Teaching Above Average Gifted Students 49.5 72.9%
Curriculum Structure "~ 59.9 90.6%*
Elementary Level Basic Skills 52.9 83.5%
Secondary Level Academic Skills 241 50.0%
. Work-Study Ski} LS;;— T e - S ) e I
College Preparatory Courses 16.5 36.3%
values B ‘ 40.1 94.2%
Moral -and Zthical Standacds , 45.8 95.7%
Religious Education 30.9 9i.0*
Human Growth and Development - 65.3 881
Attention to Parantal Concerns 58.1 97.8%
Conracting Parents About Student Problems 57.6 95.0%
Attitude and Cooperation. 67.5 . 98.6%
Aésthetic Aﬁﬁéarance of Facility and Grounds 88.1 95.3%
achool Maintenance and Cleanliness 86.7 96.4%
Number of School Davs 86.6 95. 3%
School Distance from Home 94.2 6l.7%%
92.1 - 52.1

S;Hool Schedule Convenience

LThi; {5 the sample size for the cocal sample transferring from MCPS to

ivate schools. For each item, however, sample sizes differed, depending ou

:ne aumcer of nissing ~naponses for each item.
“Many ra3spondents had no opiaion in these areas:
a - I3 ;",
Q {0 ,Gl /4-




tifkiaes Of ?arents wizadrawing Their

Regarding Public Schools

Ehlld From HMCPS

or Very Satisfied

 Percentage Satisfied

School Schedule Conveuience

k]

Sactsfaction Items ChﬂFCh Church  Nonchurch
1 2-12
- N=56 N=120 N=52
Student Achievement 74 47 35a%
Student School Satisfactién 71 48 43%%
Acceptance of Other Students 91 72 76%*
Disruptive Classroom Behavior 64 k}:| 38%*
Disruptive School Behavior 59 40 49%
Abusive Language 54 40 37
Crime and Vandalism 60 55 48%
Drug Abuse 39 45 48%%
Intimidation and Victimization 56 58 52%%
Unexcused aAbserces 47 67 62
Individualizacion 61 - 41 22%%
3taff Academic Qualifications 81 . 77 65%
Staff Enthusiasm 83 64 48%%
Staff Warmth ind Sensitivicy 83 - 63 4ox*x
Teacher Turnover and Substitutes 79 68 G7%%
Student-Teacher Ratio 63 52 Lg%
Studant Promotion Policy 36 44 40%%*
Staff Challenge of Students To Do Best 53 41 22%*
Afiousit of Homeéwor 39 44 32%%
col*cw-up on Assigned Nork 51 52 32%*
paorgggii?iI5 Repeat frades _ - :
in Priierent Set=ings 27 39 18*
Appropriate Books snd Materials 77 76 73
Teaching Below {vefééé. Handicapped Student 44 43 32%*
-Teaching Average Students 70 62 Lpk*
Teaching Above Average Gifted Students 51 50 46%
Curriculum Structure } .54 63 59*
Zlementary Level Basic Skills 53 52 34_
Secondary Leavel icademic Skills 13 26 33%
Work-Study Skills 40 39 31%x
~College Preparatory Courses R 21 21 %%
Values - 47 39 35%%
Moral and Ecthical Standards 53 41 49
Religious Zducation 27 28 G3%*
Human Growth and Development 67 68 57%
Acttention to Parental Concerns 70 59 41 %%
Contacting Parsnts Abpout Student Problems 71 58 - G0%*
Attitude and Coc:eration 73 72 52%%
Aesthetic Aopearance of Facilgty & Grounds 90 90 81
School Maintena:..s and Cleanliness 86 89 83 .
Number of School Days 89 88 .81
Scnool Distance Irom Home 24 22 g?
S s 4

This is the :ample sizes for the total sample t*ans‘erring from %CPS Lo

For each item. However, sample sizes differed, dependiag on

::iza ta schools. eT,

jumber of m:;szng responses Zor each iftem:

“Manv ~.:pondenc: had no opinion in these araas:

%% Z,nr',; ‘ - 6=
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Attitudes Regarding Private Schools1 of Pairunts

Witk rawing Their Child From MCES .. . .

Perceu age Satisfied
or Very Satisfied

Satisfaction Items Chu;cl‘b Chngh NYonchurch
’ 1 2-12
Student Achievement 97 97 98
Student School Satisfaction’ ‘ 97 97 98
Acceptance of Other Studerits . 38 94 £
Disruptive Classroom Behavior 95 99 91%*
Disruptive School Behavior 93 98 92
Abus ve Langu:ge 91 91 81
Crime and Vandalism « 83 .92 86
Drug Abuse : 60 73 78
Intimidation and Victimization . 84 90 87
Chnexcused Absénces 70 . 87 8l=*
.. Individualization 93 - 96 100
Staff Academic Qualifications 97 . 92 94
Staff Enthusiasm 99 96 98
Staff Warmth and Senmsi tivity < L 9% <{98 : 100
Teacher Turn-over and Substitutes 87 85 79
Student~Teacher Ratio 83 95 100
Studeént Proemotion Policy 63 73 65
Stafi Challange of Students To Do Best - 93 97 100
Amount of Hcmework . 90 97 v27*
Fallow-up ca %ssxgned Jork 94 97 98
"Opportunicy Tu Repéat Ggades B . o
in Diffarent Settings 36 41 35
sppropriate 3ooks and Matarials 99 95 98
Teaching 3elow Average, Handicapped Student 40 43 . 35
Teaching Average Students ‘ 96 92 . 8l=*
Teachinz Above Average Gifted Students 67 71 83
C.rriculum Structure , _ 87 92 92
Elementary Lavel Basic S$kills | 97 79 79%%
Secondary Level icademic Skills . 26 i 553 §5%*
Work-Study Skills ' %0 97 95%
College Preparatory Courses . l6 . 38 . 54%%
Values - 97 98 83%*
- Moral and Ethical Standards 100 97 89**
Religious Sducation i ' 100 97 67 %%
Human Growth and Development . 87 . 38 87
Attention to Parental Concerns 99 98 97
CGntac*ing Parents About Student Problems - 97 94 95
ttitude and Cooperation 160 97 100
Aesthetic Appearance of Facility & Grounds 91 97 97
Scheol uai'ztenance and Cléanliness 93 97 98
Number of School Days - . 91 96 98
School Distance ‘rom Home : 63 61 62

School Schelule Coanvenience : 91 94 89

“Sample Sizes di : red depending on- aumber of missing responses forf each
ftenm, -

2 .
““Many rascondents had no opinion in these araas.
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Reasons for Initial Enrollment in Public 8

APPENDIX H-l

chooll

Ey Percentage
Church 2-12

Group i: Religion
Group 2: . Parental Values
Public school’ experiences were good. 6
Parents always expected to send ‘to ,

_public school: . 7
Parents felt there was a high =~ -

quality educatioa available in MCPS. 14
Group 3: Discipiine : N
Group 4: School Staff

2 .

MCPS staff nad good reputation: 9
. T T
Group' 5: Program
'Croup 6: Child=relatred -
éroup 7: Convenience
Friends went to the neighborhood school. 39 .
Private school had no kindergarten. 26
Group 8: Cost "
Cost - 26

Nonchurch

11

19

31 %%

1. R R - ’ . .. o B el o
"Includes only thosé responsés mentioned 5 percent Or more.

*#p .01 .
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APPENDIX H-~2

1

Reasons for Initial Enroliment in Private School

By Percentage . , .

4
Church 1 Church 2~12 . Nomchurch

Group 1: Religionm
Parents wanted religious - : o

background. 27 : 60 ek -
Group.2: Parental 'Value
Family tradition to go to a N

private school. . 0 10 ’
Better education available in

private school. . 7 £l 6
Parents wénted7;97§5§g7§n own ) B
. School system/language. -0 : 5 6
High quality education available in B -

orivate school. 40 24 - 14
Crcu§73+gfbi5cipirné
Better discipline, stricter , N

controls available: . 13 20 - Q%%
Group 4: School Staff
Group S: Program
More caring atmosphere. 7 . 4 11
Montessori education desired. 7 0 L1*
?reschool program availabls. 7 0 13%%
Smaller class size available. 0 12 19
Individualization avajilable. ‘ 13 11 , 19
Group 6: Child-related
Group 7: Convenience
Location or convenience; bus y

transportation provided. - 13 7 14
Private kindergartan program ) : .
_ preferred. S 13 4 . 5
full day kihdéfgarten_or longer , )

school day avéilaﬁle.-r;ir o 27 3 4 | Fe%
Desire to continue preschool or

earlier enrollaent in ) .

otivate school. ’ 13 7 - 14

“Iacludes only :hose resporses mentioned 5 percént or more.

* 5 (.05 . " _ : ;ﬁs
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CAPPENDIX I -
Reasons for Private School Withdrawall

By Percentage

't

Mneludes only thcse responses mentioned 5 percert or rore.

: ) . 7 s
o - . / ‘

Church 1 Church 2-12  Nonchurch
Group l: Religiom _ -
éroup 2: Parental Values
Reputation; good reports. - 6 8 1%
Group 3: Discipline
Group 4: School/Staff Interpersonal . ’
Preferred particular public B o
school or staff. 19 5 13%
Group 3: Program
Preférréd,:he enviromment of ) o
the public school. 6 6 11
Lack of college preéparatory or
enriched curriculum in , ,
_private school. ; 0 13 10
Needed tutoring/extra help * ,
for spectal problems. ) 6 10 8
Individualization, personal ) , i
attention desired. -6 8 9
éreup 6: Child-related
Child unhappy or depressed. 0 8 5
€hild not living up to potential; , , 7
underachieving. & o 0 10 6
Child's academic needs nct tzing met. 0 10 b
~ Academic or personal needs were met. 0 6 13
Child's preferred to transfer. 6 12 6
Group 7: Convenience ' - a
School had a good location;. , - , -
close to home. = ’ 13 12 21 .
Transportation available. 25 12 5%
Child desired to be with friends. 19 _ 17 20
Family moved. 13 ' 8 5
A good time to switch. 13 9 25%*%
Group 8: Cost
Cost 456 -39 37
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Attitudes of Parents %’
Private School Regar  1g Public and

SR — “Engl {“

<

hdcaw;ng Their Cuild From: .

rumess Ichoolst

1

Satisfaction Ttems

Perceitage Satisfied or
" Ve~ Satisfied

s

o —— . o

Public Private
PERCENTAGE .....
Scudent Achieveme~ " 78.8 84.5
Student School Sa::::action 88.7 77 . 7%% =
Acceptance of Other otudents “ 92:.6 89.7.
Disruptive Classtoom-°Behavior 69.1 85.5%%
Disruptive Schpol Behavior 68.1 86.2%%
Abusive tanguage 55.7 8l.6%%*
Crime and Vandalism . 62.4 86, 2%*
Drug Abuse S . 60.3 78 4%%
Intimidation and Victimization 71.86 - 85.5%*
Unexcused Absences 8l.4 88, 9%
Individualization 77.0 74.5
Staif 'Academic Qualifications 77.3 81.9%3
Staff EZathusiasm 86.2 84 ,0%*
Staff Warmth and Seasitivicy 85.5 8l.6%%
Teacher Turmover and Substitutes 644 77 .9%%
Student-Teacher Ratio 66.0 87.2%%*
Student Promotion Policy 67:9 78.9%%
Staff Challenge of Students To Do Best 75.6 79:.9
Amount of Homework 69.6 72.1%*
Follow-up on Assigned Work 75.4 80.4
Opportunity To Revpeat Grades ) N
in Differant Settings ; 51.3 4%, 2%%

Agggopriate Books and Materials 0 2 88:3 84.8
Teaching 3elow Average, Handicapped Student 64.5 35.8%=*
Teaching Average Students 85.1 85.1
Teaching Above Average Gifted Students 15.4 74, 1%
Curriculum Structure o 83.9 8¢.8
Elementary Level Basic Skiiis 75.1 82, 5%
Secondary Level Academic Skills 42.9 40.%
‘Work-Studv Skills 68.2 82.9%9:%
College Preparatory Courses 38.6 37.0.
Values 67.9 88.3#%*
Mora: and Ethical Standards 67.1 92, 9mex

Religious Education 41:.8 78 . 4%%
duman Growth and Development 74.6 82.2
Attention to Pafental Concerns 82.6 77.2%%
Contacting Parents aAbout Student Problems 76.5 79.8%
Attitude and Cooperation 88.6 80 . 9x*
Aesthetic Appearance of :acility and Grounds 90.4 86 2
School Maintenance and Cleanliness 9t.5 9l.1 '
“Number of School Days 88.6 %01
School Distance from Home ~ 98.6 64, 5%*
School Schedule Convenience : / 92.5 81,9%%*

l5amp e Sizes differed, depénding on number of missing responses for each

4.,::'11

“Many respondents had no opinion in these. araas.
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Attitudes of Parents Withdrawing Thetir Child F om

Prtvate School Regard %ng Eublic Schoals e ammoimanh

eIl e N2 81
. Percentage Satisfied
or Vary Satisfied
Satisfaction Items Church Church  Nonchurch®
i 2-12
Student Achievement 69 75 87
Student School Satisfaction 81 87 92
- Acceptance of Other Students 9% 50 9%
Disruptive Cla§sroom Behavior 81 61 80%
Disrupztive ‘School Behavior ’ 88 80. .. 79%%
Abusive Ninguage - 69 44 73%%
Crime and Vandalism : 69 56 72
Drug Abuse’ 6% 56 66
Intimidation and Victimization 81 67 78
Unexcused Absences _ 94 81 81
Individualization : : 88 77 77
Staff Academic Qualifications 88 76 . 8l
Staff Enthusiasm S 9% 85 87
Stafs Wérmth and Sensitivicy 87 85 87
Teacher Turnover and Substitutes 8l - 62 - 67
Student-Teacher Ratio . as 7t 55%%
Student Promotion Policy 7 68 - 67
- Staff Challenge of Students To Do Best - 88 73 79
Amount of Homewdrk . ‘56 ' 70 ‘ 70%
Follow-up on issigned Wotk 63 72 82%
Opportunity To Repeat Grades o o
in Diffsrent Settings 69 53 47
Appropriate Boois and Materdals ) 9% %0 85
Teaching Seiowrxva*age Bandicapped Student 88 66 59%
Teaching Average Students 9% . gaf 86
Teaching ibove average Gifted Students 81 73 78
Curriculum Structure 88 85 8t
Zlementary Level Basic7§kiﬁls . 88 74 76
Sacondary Lavel ~Academic Skills 19 54 27%*
Work-Study Skills . 88 64 72
College Preparatory Coursbs 13 50 25%%
Values ' 72 64 : 72%%
Moral ‘and Ethical Standards ) 86 60 75%%
Relizious Tducatioch - 31 34 56%%
Juman Growth and Developmenrt. ;v///<‘ * 9% 74 72
Atzention o Parental Concerns 81 82 84 %
Contacting Parents About §tudent Proulems : 81 77 76
Attizude and Cooperation <69 © 87 93*%*
Aesthetic Appearance of Facility & GrOunds - 88 : 39 93
School Maintenance and .leanliness 88 .89 96
Number of Schoo' Days . 94 - 88 89
School Distance from Home © 99 98 160
School Schedule Convenience 1 88 - 94 91

l*His is the total sample size.i Sample sizes differed, depending on number

9f missiag tesponses for each item.
“Many respondents had no opinion in these areas.
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‘ ' APPENDIX J=2 : : - o
Attitudes of Parents Withdrawing Their Child From

: Private School RegardiTg Private Schools
' N=281

Percentage Satisfied
. . d _or Very Satisfied
Satisfaction Items Church Church  Nonchurch
1 2-12
- - N S
) Studeht Achievement 100 81 89
. . ‘Student School Satisfaction : 94 75 80
Acceptance of Other Studen:s 100 89 88
Disruptive Classroom Behavior 94 85 85
Disruptive Sc¢hool Behavior 9% 87 - 83
Abusive Language 94 83 78
Crime and Vandalism : 100 85 86
Drug Abuse 81 82 72 -
Incimidacion and Vlctlmlzatlon : 88 87 82
Unexcused Absences X - 794 88 89
Iyd;yldualization . T 94 68 82%% -
Staff Academic Qualifi catidns . 100 77 86
- Staff Enthusiasm . 94 79 90
Staff Warmth and Sensitivicy - 87 77 87%%
Teacher Turnover and Substitutes 94 80 - 73
Student~Teacher Ratio 88 B4 - 93
Student Promotion Policy 94 77 79%*
. Staff Chal _enge of Students To Do Best 94 74 g8x*
} Amourit of Homework 81 74 67%%
i . 1low-up on Assigned Work’ ‘ : 88 . 80 80%*
: -portonity To Repea: Grades 7 ) ‘ 7
‘ in Different Settings ' 63 44 47
\ Appropriate Books and Materials 5 100 82 87%%
4%Teaching Below Average, Handicapped Student” 63 - 29 . 42%%
WX Teaching Average Students L « ‘100 85 83
i Teaching Above Average Gi“ted Students 81 71 19
\ Curriculum Structure 4 88 81 80%
. Elementary.Level.-Basic Skillg ... oo oo . . g g 84
Secondary Level Academic S&llls 19 - 49 J1w%
Py ‘ worKj§gudy75k;1;s ! 100 81 . 8%
\ College Preparatory Courses 25 46 6%
Values L . 100 %0 85
Moral and Ethical Standards 94 95 © 89%*
Religious Education : c 81 92 . 57%%
. Human Growth and Deveibﬁﬁéﬁf e 94 83 . ~ 80
Attention to Parental Concerns 94 71 8B*=*
» ® sContacting Parents About Student Problems 94 ° 75 ’ 86*
Attitude and Cooperation. 94 77 85
Aesthetic Appeardnce of Facility & Grounds 94 85 ! 87
= School Maintenance and Cleanliness 94 T 90 v
Number of School bays - 88 - . 93 87: "~
School Distance from Home el 56 65 64
School Schedule Conveniénce 88 32 81

lsample 512eshdiffered depend1ng~cg\33mber of missing responses for each

item.
v “Many resoondents had. 1o oplnion in these areas.
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