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unticarriair

All states require children to receive an education either by attending

school or through some other means. %bile thenrjority (approximately 44 million

children) fulfill this requirement by attending public schools, a significant

number of children Melte their education outside the public school system. 5.7

million children (12.5% of all lementary-secondary students in the United States)

are currently enrolled in nonpublic schools, which includes both secular and

religious institutions.* An unknosn number of children (estimates range from
20,000 to 50,000) receive instruction at home.**

There is a great diversity in the educational approaches taken both among

and within the public and nonpublic education sectors. The educational services

provided by these education communities varies from state to state and from
institution to institution, depending on the degree of influence of the state,

the philosophies of theschool leaders,and the style of the teachers. In addition,-

.policy outlooks will differ among public end nonpublic school officials. Che
staterep historically operate its public schools throughmandates and regulations,

another may Orefer recommindations and loeal control. Cne nonpublic school
community (either secular or religious) may desire an official role in state
education policymaking, another may insist on unofficial involvement in the

policymaking proeess while a third may prefer no involvement at all.

lbe terms private school(s) and nonpublic school(s) shall be used throughout
this document interchangeably to refer to both private secular and private
religious schools.

0141 Although home instruction is not directly addressed in this paper, the
vehicles for cooperation offered in this document may also help to ease the
tensions between the state and home instruction advocates. Because of the
legal and historical distinctions between home instruction and nonpublic
education in each state, however, not every approach is equally applicable
to schools and home instruction.
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The great diverfity in services and In underlying philosophies among the

various educational providers can lead to tensions. And miniial oonmunication

among the various education providers adds fuel, to the flames.

It Is the premise of this document that, In spite of -- indeed occasionally

because of -- inherent differences among educational providers, there is a great

deal to be gained fnon enhanced communication among and between the public and

nonpublie education sectors. This document is intended as a resource for

policymakersvftwish toopen theavenues for dialogue. Our purpose is tohighlight

those state-level mechanisms that encourage comfortable co-existence, based upon

the experiences reported by leaders from public and nonpublic education in a

number of.states.

The first section of the paper provides an overview of the tensions and

possible causes of conflicts between public and nonpublic schools. Conflicts

often arise as a result of religious and philosophical differences. Stereotypes

and negative perceptions of public and nonpublic school systems can then exacerbate

the conflicts and make cooperative resolution nearly impossible.

Although these tensions strain relationships between public and nonpublic

schools, it is possible to deal with then short of overt conflict. Throwih a

variety of formal and informal mechanisms, education leaders can avoid or amicably

resolve potential problems. Section No describes four of these mechanisms and

communication strategies.

Finally, Section Three details the Individual ommunication efforts of

Florida, Louisiana, fiemrYork and Ohio. These four states have, through a number

of successful methods, developed and nurtured positive relations among public and

nonpublic school leaders. Mile these are not the only states wtere such dialogue

exists, they serve as examples of places with cooperative relationships.

2



The report concludes ,,,,14!in two appendices. One is a resource directory

included to encourage leaders in educational and governmental agencies to contact

others for information and to share perspectives ahd solutions. Me second
appendix includes charts and statistics about nonpublic and public school

populations In all fifty states. The source for statistical data used throughout

the test is the National Canter for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of

Education.
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In recent years, educators have become alarmed by an increase in clashes

over comulsory attendance laws and thesecompanying rise in litigation. Leosults

are Invariably expensive and stressful for all parties concerned, and they divert

the energy and resources of educators and parents away from the !mediate needs

of children. This rise in litigation has beeme a serious issue facing state

edueation policymakers *swell as concerned nonpublic school educators. FOr they

see that not only is litigation often wasteful, it is also frequently preventable

and uroecessary.

This publication addresses a need for building new bridges betwein the public

and nonpublic education sectors. It goes beyond proposing more amiable paths to

conflict resolution, such as mediation and negotiation. instead, it explores

formal mechanisms for cooperation and true collaboration which make even mediation

proceedings seem like a step of last resort.

There has perhaps never'been a more critical thee than today for educators

to join together for the benefit of children. Regardless of philosophy,

policymakers, teachers, and administrators pursue their vision of excellence In

education. It Is critical that we focus our energies on achieving this goal, and

we will succeed only if we have the cooperation and expertise of all those who

see education as our best Investment in the future. We hope this publication

will provide ideas, inspiration, and encouragement to all those *to are seeking

ways to enhance collaboration between the public and nonpublic schools In our

country.

Phyllis to. Bleoestein

Eknootive Director, MASBE
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I. TM PlICOUNI

7eas1ons Inherent in PubliciNooPohlic School Relations

Although a number of states have developed harmonious relationships among

representatives of public and nonpublic schools, a definite lack of harmony

charecterizexteelationships in many other states. %ere discord exists, it is

partially attributable to the absence of any systematic means for reducing the

tessions that are evident in the relationship between public, private secular,

and religious schools. The sources of these tensions are varied. They nay include

negative perceptions each sector has of the other, disputes concerning the state's

authority over religious schools, and strong differences in educational

philosophy. An understandiwg of these tensions is helpful in designing

communication networks. Knowing about and confronting the sources of stress may

help all educators avoid conflict and unnecessary, expensive and protracted

litigation.

Negative Stereotypes

Public, private secular, and religious school leaders are often strrngers

who Lack knowledge and understanding of one another. This can often lead to

mmtual distrust and negative stereotypes. Manypublic school officials stereotype

private schools as privileged institutions serving a relatively unified clientele

with similar values about education. May nonpublic school people are wary of

state regulations and controls, fearing these as an attempt by the public sector

to undermine the autonomy of nonpublic education and perhaps destroy nonpublic

education altogether. In addition, many representatives of religious.schools

perceive state regulations as impositions upon their religious liberties.

When disputes erupt, they are often escalated by exaggerated rhetoric tnd

unfair accusations. Public school advocates have occasionally accused the

nonpublic sector of operating diploma mills or racist institutions. Nonpublic

school leaders have criticized public school discipline voblems or teacher

strikes. Charges of Inferior academic standards eome frau both. The fact that

both sectors tmve their share of inferior and superior scho!ls is rarely

4
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acknowledged. If these feelings are left to molder, increasing distrust can

flare into open conflict. By creating opportunities for school officials from

each sector to meet and learn about one another, however, stereotypes are much

more likely to be dispelled and debates on legitimate areas of concern can be

conducted in a more rational and balanced manner.

Mash= Reflood Ing State Regulation

One of the major questions concerns where to drew the line between states'

responsibilities and parents' rights. Mbst states profess a duty to see that all

children within their borders receive an "adequate" education. This belief has

manifested itself in compulsory education laws and regulations governing the

education of all children. Parents also.profess a right to direet the upbringing

of their children'. This Includes the constitutional right to choose a secular

or religious private schoof. These are be° legithnate, but often conflicting

interests. There are times when the route chosen by the parents does not satisfy

the state standards for an adequate education, and thnes when the state standards

are perceived to deny the parents' ability to choose.

Compulsory attendance laws have often been the focus of this debate. Many

states argue that mandating attendance is required to ensure that children grow

upwith the knowledge and ikills necessary to become productive citizens. As one

court notes, it Is within the states' power to enact legislation that has as its

object, "to create an enlightened American citizenship.in sympathy with our

principles and ideals, and to prevent children reared in America from remaining

'ignorant and illiterate."1

Most compulsory attendance laws haeewithstood constitutional challenge, but

thestate's right to regulate attendance is not unqualified. /n 1922, for maple,

CWegen passed a statute requiring all students to attend public schools. The

SupreseCourt ruled that the law "unreasonably interferes with the liberty of

parents and guardians to direct the upbringing and education of children under

their control."2 As a result, it is clear today that parents may satisfy compulsory

attendance laws by choosing private secular or religious schools for their

children.



The debate over state responsibility versus parental right has also focused

on a number of other state regulations. Ming states have argued that setting

standards Is as.neeassary as mandating attendance. Thus states have developed a

wide range of regulations that affect manpublic schools. With wide variations

fromstate to state, these evfer the following areas: 1) fire, health and safety;

2) curriculum; 3) text and library book selection; 4) instrultional time; 3)

teacher certification; 0) zoning; 7) consumer protection; 3) student reportimg;

9) testing; and 10) state licensing of schools.

Opinions regarding the oreasonableness" of the regulations in these areas

differ, both among representatives of the nonpublic schools and also among the

courts. Courts have generally upheld the constitutionality of student reporting,

health and safety, core curriculun, and instructional thne requirements. Mbre

controversial are state efforts to prescribe textbclk selection, teacher

certification, zoning, licensing, and expansive curriculum requirements.

Philosophical Conflicts. Cme reason for the conflicts over conpulsory

attendance laws and other regulations Is the variety of education philosophies

and values held by states,-private secular and religious schools, and individual

parents. Questions of philougMlycen includewhether children should be strictly

supervisedl or self-directed, what values should be taught, and which subjects are

necessary for a complete education. CWrrently, a wide variety of philosophies

are Implemented by schools within both the public and nonpublic sectors.

Most education policymakers believe that in our pluralistic society

alternatives are necessary and beneficial to the country. Furthermnre, the

Consti tution protects the rights of parents to direct the upbringing and education

of their children and forbids the state fran prescribing orthodoxy of belief.3

There are thnes, however, when parents' views of their constitutional rights

differ so radically fmma those of the state that conflicts flare. 'Courts have

not yet given parents -or the states clear legal guidance on the questions of

philosophy.



Religious Conflicts. Nonpublic schools and parents are often in conflict

with state authorities over the issues of religion and the separation of church

and state. The Pint Amendnent prohibits Congress and the states front making any

"law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise,

thereof:" Since roughly SS percent of all nonpublic students attend religiously

affiliated sehools, questions regarding separation of church and state arise

whenever a state proposes to regulate or aid private schools.

Tensions over state regulations have been increasing with the recent growth

of home instruction and evangelical and fundamentalist Christian schools. Some

parents and school administrators reject most state regulations as violations of

what they believe to be religious liberty principles. Men the states' authority

to regulate education has conflicted with the right to the free exercise of

religion (including the parents' right to educate their children within the

religion), the'courts have had to weigh the competing interests. lhe legal rule

that resulted holds that if regulations burden the free exercise of sincerely

held religious beliefs, they must be justified by a compelling state interest.4

The courts are eunmonly asked to clarify this principle.

In Wisconsin, for example, one set of parents withdrew their children from

public school because of the religious beliefs of their auxiliary church and

failed to provide any alternative education. As the mother church did not forbid

attendance at public schools, theWisconsin Supreme Court ruled that the parents'

beliefs were more philosophical and personal than religious. Them the regulation

was not burdening the free exercise of sincerely held religious beliefs.5 In

this case, the parents were not permitted to exempt their children from school

attendance because of their beliefs.

In another Wisconsin case, Amish parents were exempted from the compulsory

attendance taw because of their "long and sincerely held religious bellefs."8

The Amish emmunity which challenged the lawbelieved education of Amish children

past the eighth grade te be contrary to their religious beliefs. The U.S. Supreme

Court ruled that the state should not enforce education requirements that would

directly influence or destroy the parents' choice to rear their children in their

religion. While the conpulsory attendance law was



held to be valid, it eould not be constitutionally enforced at the secondary

school level against this Amdsh conmunity.

A third example of the conflict between regulation and the free exercise of

religion occurred In Ohio. The state had enacted very broad curriculum standards

that controlledmost of the school day even in nonpublic schools. The regulations

resulted in mdnimal thee for the teaching of religion and thus effectively marred

the distinction between nonpublic and public schools. The Ohio Supreme Court

ruled that the "minhmsn standards' overstepped the boundary of reasonable

regulatimas applied to anon-public religious school."7 The regulation burdened

the free exercise of religion and was not justified by a =evening state interest.

Tansions Surrounding State Aid

Many states have programs of aid !$3 nonpublic school students for textbooks,

bus traftportation, and ancillary services such as testing, screening for

handicaps, and vocational education. States also oversee federally mandated

programs serving nonpublic school children, such as the Surplus Property Act,

parts of the Edumtion Consolidation and Improvement Act, and the Education for

All Sandicapped Children Act.

State aid to nonpublic education is a controversial issue both be1ween the

public and nonpublic school sectors and within nonpublic education itself. Some

independent and a number of denaninat tonal schools, such as Rattan Cathol ic school s ,

favor goverment aid. Other denominations, such as the Seventh Day Adventists,

Amish, and the conservative evangelical groups, reject almost all state aid in

an effort to avoid acconcanying state regulation. It is their view that acceptance

of aid establishes an authority base for government regulations.

Various forms of state aid have been challenged under the First Amendment.

The Supreme Court has ruled that the stablishment clause bars "laws which aid

one religion, aid all religions, or prefer one religion over kenother. No tax



in any amount, large or small, can be levied to support any religious activities

or institutions..."8 Thus, direct aid to nonpublic schools is not allowed.

However, transportation aid and a free textbook loan program designed to benefit

all students, including those in nonpublic school, have both been ruled
constitutional.9

The Price of Litifration

Disputes often lead to long, costly, and injurious lawsuits. Court battles,

though sometimes unavoidable, increase the polarization between the two sectors.

Milo parties are usually encouraged to settle, they often do so as a result of

threats and not in a spirit of cooperation. Litigation does little to reduce the

overall level of tension. When acrhnony runs high, compromise, negotiation,

administrative due process, and other less emotionally and financially costly

avenues to resolution may be overlooked. At the end of thelDhio case previously

referred to, the judges admonished both pa-ties for taking their differences to

court:

Both sides to this dispute have pursued an overly litigious
course in search of a resolution to the issues herein
presented. Essentially, had the'administrative procedure
specifically devised for the purpose of securing a charter
frost the state to operate a school been utilized, with the
attendant method for obtaining judicial review of the
administrative proceedings..., these appellants would not
have found themselves subject V3 the disgrace, cost, and time
which accompanies the crhninal process,L0

There is general agreement that courts are the wrong place to settle these

questions. Not only is the cost high, but rarely is; the conflict eavletely or

satisfactorily resolved In the judicial setting. aaaever, if other avenues for

resolving disputes are not available, parents, nonpublic schools, and states will

continue to look to the courses to protect and define their constitutional rights

and duties. The litigation that results may take years, and will continue to

generate court decisions that are totally at odds with one another.



Ba_Lefilson

The tensions that exist betweenpublic, private secular, and private religious

education representatives are real. The major causes for the tensions arise from

genuine differences in outlook that are rooted in the American system and are

unlikely to disappear. Both sectors must recognize that legitimate conflicts of

interest do exist, and that these conflicts must be resolved with as little

confrontation as passible if the needs of students are to be served. Further,

these differences do not affect every arena of public and nonpublic school

relationships. In every state, there is potential for a systen of cooperation

and harmony. Cnce the cooperative endeavor is underway, all educators benefit

from mutual understanding and sensitivity to each others, concerns.

There are many sound reasons for exploring avenues to a peaceful co-existence.

The purpose of both public and impublic schools is the education of children.

Cften it is even the same children, sincernamy students transfer fron one sector

to another, and are thus educated in both nonpublic and public schools. An

estimated two out of every three manpublic school students have attended or will-

eventually attend a public school, and over half of all nonpublic school parents

support bond issUes to provide funding for public schools. The goal of provid;ng

t quality education is the saws in both sectors.

There are also important incentives for public and nonpublic schools to help

each other. Both public and nonpublic schools have areas of expertise and each

can learn from the other. Expanded course offerfngs, professional development,

enhanced understanding, and strengthened cannunity ties can result fran better

relations between the two sectors.
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II. SCUM=
Lighthouse Approaches to Canaimication

A number of educators are atteapfing to improve public and nonpublic school

relationships on all levels: federal, state and local. Though the primary

responsibility for education policy resides within the state, education policy

and practice is also influenced by local and federal activities. A few examples

will help to illustrate thii point.

At the national level, leaders representing both sectors have been meeting

on a regular basis since 1982 under the leadership of then U.S. Secretary of

Education, Terrel Bell and the federal Office of Private Education. These infonmal

meetings, called Moffee glatches,0 offer a forum for discussion about a wide

range of issues and topics of mutual interest to the participants. Regular

attendees are national leaders of both public and nonpublic associations

responsible for strengthening educational Oolicymaking and administration in the

states (see Appendix A). The focus of this continuing series has been the'

improvement of relationships through increased cannunications. The result has

bean a fostering of new understandings in nearly every instance and an

encouragement of new alliances.

At the local level, a variety of truly collaborative programs are springing

mp. Local principals and teacherswho have participated in such partnerships are

enthusiastic about the benefits to their students. These partnerships include

activities such as the following:

o In St. Louis, a public and a nonpublic school are getting their

students together for joint classes and field trips.

o In Nftlton, Massachusetts, a private boarding school runs an

enrichment program for outstanding public and nonpublic students

selected from all over the state.



In Detroit, inner city public school students are offered an

intensive college preparatory program at a highly acadenie

nonpublic school.

There are many, many more such collaborative efforts operating at the local

level. Funding has been generated in varying proportions from all sectors:

nonpublic education, public education, corporations and foundations. In

Connecticut, a eonsortissof three public agencies, including the state department

of education, provides 96 pereent of the funding for a statewide program that

brings public school studentr to twelve nonpublic schools.

Higher education is also involved in searching tor areas of agreement among

public and nonpublic interests. The U:LA Graduate School of Education, which

trains elementary and secondary teachers and administrators, has embarked on a

new progrma that emphasizes the interrelationships between the two sectors.

Beginning in 1963, the school's courses, programs, research goals, as well as

student and career services are all being revamped. The goal of the progrmn is

to prepare graduate students to serve both public and nonpublic schools with a-

heightened awareness of their interrelationships.

Al the level where state education policies are forged, close working

relationships among state-level edueation leaders have often been impeded by the

diversity of interests they represent. Differences in philosophy and objectives

are more likely to surface when broad policy ehanges are at issue. Yet even in

the madst of policy disputes, it is both possible and highly desirable tar public

and nonpublic education officials to be engaged in open dialogue with one another.

Following are four mechanisms that can encourage such dialogues. Not every

suggestionwiLl work in every state, nor wi 1 1 they satisfy every segment of public

and nonpublic education. Sane educators will find all the mechanisms acceptable,

while others may find only one. Nevertheless, they do offer a beginning and cane

wi th a measure of proven success. These mechanisms are: an effective s tate-

level liaison office, an organized state coalition of private schools, private

school representation on education advisory cannittees, and strong working

relationships in the local districts.
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In some states, policynakers have succeeded in creating such mechanisms

because of attitudes similar to those which give rise to local partnerships: a

mutual comnitnent to working together for the benefit of children. The mutual

connitment has been stressed again and again in areas where there 1 success.

These mechanisms alongwith caring individuals can begin a process for the benefit

of education.

Nonpublic School Offiee in the State !donation Ageney

Although SEAs in most states assign an individual" nonpublic school

responsibilities (see Appendix A), only a fee of the state liaison offices have

been organizedsnd empowered to promote meaningful dialogue and cooperation with

represelt,tives of nonpublic education. The most effective are those headed by

a high-level official who has direct access to legislators, state board members,

and the chief state school officer. /n addition, the individual holding this

important position should.have credibility with nonpublic school leaders through

a denonstrated understanding for their concerns. Finally, an effective nonpublic'

school office will play a liaison role that is both active and supportive. This

includes initiating activities such as:

o Meeting regularly with private secular and religious school

representatives to 1) link their concerns with thoset of the state,

and in particular, with other dirisions In the SEA; and to 2)

solicit their opinions on proposed changes in educational policy;

o involving interested nonpublic school personnel in state-sponsored

activities such as specialized inservice programs for teachers; and

publishimg and distributing a variety of infonnation materials on

policies and srvices affecting nonpublic schools.



Sane states have used federal Chapter 2, Title V funds to supplement the cost of

setting up a state lialsodoffice and have given the office same federal program

responsibilities.

Statewide Nonpublic School Assoeiation

The existence of a viable organization of nonpublic schools in the state is

reported to be extremely helpful in facilitating communication with the public

seetor. Currently, such an association has been organized in almost half of the

states. The nest successful appear to be loose, umbrella-type organizations with

a broad based membership that represents the wide range of diversity in nomublic

education. Though not servring as a policymaking organization which purports to

speak for all nonpublic schools within the state, an association can provide to

members a variety of professional and communications services such as:

o communicating cohesively with public officials and agencies at the

state and local level;

o providing a forum for exchange of ideas and resources; articulating

and implementing sound private secular and religious school

policies;

o infonming members of state legislative end regulatory activity;

o developing minimum standards or an accreditation association; and

o fostering and utilizing research.

TO public officials, a state coalition provides an identifiable and

recognizable entity with which to establish emanunications with most nonpublic

schools in the state. It offers a vehicle for systematic and efficient

communication about various areas of the fonmal public-private school

relationship. It also offers a credible source for soliciting representation on

state level esnmittees. The advantages to public officials of working with



nonpublic representatives of a state coalition are perceived to be so great that

in scene states, the state agency has actively assisted private educators In forming

an association.

Advisory Surds

Sone states invite nonpublic school representatives to serve on ad hoc

committees created to advise the state board and departnant of education. *ether

the advisory board's activities affect nonpublic education directly or indirectly,

consistent nonvublic school representation on these eannittees helps assure that

a wide variety of nonpublic school concerns will be heard. Ideally, when

legislative and other policy changes are anticipated, state policynakers should

be aware of and should take into consideration the possible impact such changes

may have on both secular and religious private schools.

A growing number of states have established advisory boards solely devoted

to nonpublic school concerns. These cannittees are sometimes established to"

.regularlyadvise the chief state school officer, as In Florida, or the'state board

of education, as in Louisiana.. Some, sueh as.New Ybrk's Advisory Council, are

composed exclusively of nonpublic school representatives, and others include

representation from the public sector, as is the case InWashington. In addition

to these four states, Illinois, Michigan, NewHimpshire, and Oregon also report

the use of this effectfve communications mechanism.

tacal Education Agency Mani tolls and Service Del i_ven

Sane states have eagowered their local districts to manage both the delivery

.of tax75upported services to those nonpublic school students who participate in

the programs and to monitor and enforce those state regulations that apply to

nonpublic schools. Astatmeide system oi LFAnsanagenent of services is perceived

to promote personal eontact between local public and nonpublic school

administrators and teachers, and fosters acquaintancewith each other's goals and

methods of operation. Local authority makes it possible
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to avoid creating broad, statewide criteria that may fail to account for specific

local situations. The state agency Is freer to focus onproviding support to the

LEAs through information services and other technical assistance, oversight, and

trouble-shooting when local conflicts cenhot be resolved.

Practices like the above have the potential V2 become ongoing, structural

mechanisms for public-private colummications. Wide variations in state traditions

and mandates make it hapossible for all states th move ward the same goals in

the same ways, however. A few examples of cooperative activity reported by

specific states help to Illustrate other avenues toward blending public and

nonpublic interests, In California, for example, public (Oapter II) funds have

been used V3 conduct a series of training workshopsin microcceputers tor some

nonpublic school teachers and principals; further staff development activities

have been planned In math and fine arts. In Minnesota, transportation is provided

on an equal basis within school districts to both public and nonpublic schools,

an expensive service that the state regards as one it delivers not to schools but

to students in fulfillment of the ecavulsory attendance law. In ftegeographically

reit state of Alaska, the education agency administers a home correspondence'

Achool program.

These activities are exemplary, yet are notes adaptable from state to state

as are such mechanises as a strong liaison office and a nonpublic school

association. The nest section will describe how these and other structural methods

work In four states.
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III. ARMICATIOSS

Pour Case Studies

Successful cannunications are reported by education leaders from both the

public and nonpublic seetors in each of the following four states: Florida,

Louisiana, Nem York, and Chlo. These are not the only states that enjoy good

public-private relationships and have developed such cooperative efforts. Rather,

they serve as examples of different ways to approach shnilar problems.

A common achievement of these four states is clear and direct eonnunication

among key polleymakers who represent a diversity of public and nonpublic mchool

conCerns. These states have also been selected because of the following factors:

o The nonpublic szhool enrollment of each represents a significant

proportion of the total school enrollment.

o The nonpuble school communities In these four states represent a-

range of noonublic school populations that are characteriitic of

many states.

Each of the four states has a different set of institutional arrangements

to facilitate public-private school communication. Florida Is notable for its

very strong, statewide nonpublic school association and.its highly cooperative

state liaison office. Louisiana has a unique, high-level nonpublic school

commission that writes Its own state standards and works closely with the state

board of edueation. New York has a long tradition of cooperative relationships

and a visible, service-oriented state liaison office. Chio, in the midst of

erupting public-private conflict, has made significant progress toward a

compromise acceptable to a diversity of interests. The cooperative efforts of

each of these tour states will be described separately.



We should note at the outset that the inclusion of the four cooperative

efforts described below should not imply endorsement of the highlighted policies

or their underlying assumptions by all segments of private education.

ram * ng aalc school as iatisom on

* 229--122.1111.11.0"2 °Mee

Tote/ School. Population: 1,715,393

Nonpublic School Enrollment: 205,158 (la)

Religiously Affiliated School Enrol'ment: 75.91

Catholic School Enrollment: 38.2%

The state of Florida has virtually no laws regulating nonpublic education,

with the exception of a ccmpulsory attendance law. The state also provides no

services to nonpublic school students. Accreditation of schools and programs Is

implanented by independent organizatione and Is voluntary. Florida's strong

statenide nonpublic school association, however, provides structural incentives

for mink= standards and aceountabillty, thus serving a self-regulatory function.

The Florida Department of Education is notable for its cooperative relationship

with nonpublic schools, prhmarily through the mechardsm of a liaison office.

Florida's nonpublic schools are characterized by diversity.. Although many

are religiously affiliated, nearly one out of four is not. In 1970, nonpublic

school leaders including evangelical Christian educators met to address their

divergent attitudes toward mecent legislative events, namely bills to provide tor

tuition grants end to establishmininunstandards, and a state senate Investigation

of alleged "diplana mills." Thus was born, out of necessity and from nonpublic

school initiative, a vehicle for nonpublic education leaders to communicate and

to takecolleative action. Thegroupdrewup its charter as the Florida Association

of Academic Nonpublic Schools (PAANS), modeling itself after the Washington

Federation of Independent Schools.

At that thee, the state of Florida had no statistically accurate Information

on the numbers of nonpublic students or on the schools they attended. Thowgh by

law all educational Institutions were required to register



with the state education agency, &majority of schools had been granted exemptions

from this requirement. Yet it was apparent that nonpublic education in Florida

was growing rapidly.

Fran the time that FAANS sins organized, state officials encouraged its

development and worked closely with its leaders. Too nem public school advisory

groups sought representation from PAWS on their cannittees. A.stateagency staff

person participated In a review of accreditation standards drawn up by a member

of FAANS, tne Florida Catholic Conference. In 1973, the state department of

education with fundimg frau federal Title V monies, created the position of

Nonpublic School Liaison Officer. Shortly thereafter, the liaison officer and

the president of FAANS were invited to participate in a regional conference,

sponsored by the U.S. Clfice of Education, or delivery of federally funded'

services. This regional meeting was instrumental in encouraging public-private

leadership in' other etates to establish a shnilar forun for dialogue.

lbday, FAANS is one of the most effective groups of its kind in the nation.

Its membership has grown to nineteen school associations representing'

approximately 95percent of Florida's aonpublic school enrollment, providiwmuch

of the statistical accounting that was previously lacking. MANS nom includes

eight accrediting associations, each with its own standards and evaluation

procedures. An ad hoc cannittee meets on a regular basis with Florida's

Commissioner of Education,) and his Office of Nonpublic Schools provides continuing

information and consultation to MANS and its members.

Recently, the Cannissioner of Education and the President of FAANS publicly

pledged their cooperation in improvingall Florida schools to ensure that achieving

national education distinction Is the policymakers' "first mutual priority." The

cannon goal is to cooperatively promote educational excellence. The nonpublic

school community will MN adopt the public school goal to raise academic

achievenent of Florida's students to the upper quartile of the nation. Cme step

to be taken hnnediately is the reporting of scores on standardized achievement

tests with no distinction made between public and nonpublic school scores. The

U.S. Department of Education called this a unique step: the first formalized

arramgenent whereby the leaders of public and
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nonpublic schools pledged that what they are about is the benefit of all Florida

school children.

LCUISIAM state nonpublic school compassionWIA
nonpublic representation on the state board of education

Total School Population: 944,024

Nompublic School Enrollment: 166,464 (17.6%)

Religiously Affiliated School Enrollment: 81.9%

'Catholic School Enrollment: 71.9%

In the state of Louisiana, nine representatives of the various segments of

private education write the standards for state approval of nonpublic schools.

Mesa representatives comprise the Louisiana Non-Public School Comnission, a

unique, high -level mechanism for continuing cooperation and connunication between

the public and nompublic sectors in educaton.

Traditionally, Louisiana has differentiated little between public and

nonpublic schools, and relationships in the past have been relatively smooth.

lbe 'nonpublic school community is predaninantly Catholic, claiming over 70 percent

of the statets nonpublic school enrollment. The state deparbnent of education

is designated by statute as the office responsible for nonpublic education. A

prominent nonpublic school representative has both served on and chaired the State

Board of Elementary and Secondary Education. Until 1977, the same standards were

used for both public and nonpublic schools.

During that year, the legislature established the Non-Public School

Commission to advise the state board on standards and governance procedures

mppliing to nonpublic schools. The connission designs the criteria to be used

for state approval of nonpublic schools, with the final authority for those

criteria restimadth the state board. Through the state department of education,

the state board publishes and disseminates the standards -- as well as other

information about canmission activities -- to all nonpublic schools in the state.

The commission also supervises a testing prop= for nonpublic schools, with

funding granted by the state legislature.
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Each of the emission's nine members 13 appointed by a member of the state

board of education. State board menbers strive for a broad spectrum of

representation in their appointments. CUrrently, the emission members include

Diocesan superintendents, one Diocesan Vicar of Education, principals and

headmesters, board mothers, a parent, and the Executive Director of the Louisiana

Independent School Association. Vivemembers areCatholic school representatives,

one of wham serves as chairman, one member represents Seventh-Day Adventist

schools, and the other three ambers represent non-sectarian schools.

The nonpublic school standards which the commission developed in 1977 are

baied primarily on criteria set forth by the Southern Association ofColleges and

Schools, a regional accrediting organization. In December, 1983, the commission

proposed a revision of the standardm that provides for more stringent criteria,

particelarly with regard to curriculum. Even with the proposed revisions, the

criteria are less comprehensive than those bppased on the public schools.

Aceording t3 commission members, there is widespread acceptance of the standards

by the nonpublic school community in Louisiana, due, they feel, to thm broad-

based representation on the commission which fashioned them.

Nonpublic schools in Louisiana are not required to seek state approval, but

the incentives for doing so are considered very high. Parents paying tuition can

only be assured that their child's credits are transferable if the student attends

a state-approved school. Only state approved schools may grant diplcmas authorized

by the state, which are advantageous in subsequent applications to employers,

colleges and the armed services.

In Louisiana, compliance with national desegregation policies constitute a

second type of approval, administered through the Eastern District Court of

Louisiana under authority of a 1975 ease, Brumfield v. Dodd.11 Again, nonpublic

schools are not required to seek this approval, but only schools that cross both

hurdles (desegregation-and minbmum standards) are eligible for tax-supported

services. These include any form of state aid, including transportation, testing

and textbook aid, and any student services available
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under federal programs. Some schools are, of course, not interested in either

government aid or regulation.

The state department of education oversees state funds and regulates all

nonpublic schools that have been approved. The state agency encourages local

education agencies to maintain contact with every nonpublic school in their area,

regardless of approval status. The LEAs arG expected to alert nonpublic schools

to the availability of services under state and federal programs and to detenaine

the special needs of students attending those schools.

The spirit of cooperation in Louisiana is reported to be attributed in part

to the voluntary nature of state regulation over nonpublic education. Nonetheless,

both public and nonpublic education policymakers are highly enthusiastic about

the existence of the Non-Public School Commission and its close working

relationships with the State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education. In

particular, they emphasize the flow of communication that runs from the state

board and the state education agency, through commission representatives to the

local nonpublic schools, and back again to the highest level of education'

.policymaking in the state.

NWT= assistant commissioner of nonpUhlte schools

* close local workinmplationala

Tbtal School Population: 3,455,001

Nonpublic School Enrollment: 583,997 (16.9%)

Ragligiously Affiliated School Enrollment: 87.8%

Catholic School Enrolhnent: 73.5%

New York has a history of good relations wi th most of i ts nonpublic schools.

While acknowledgiwg its official responsibility to "see that children are not

left in ignorance" and that nthey receive the instruction that will fit then for

their place in society," Nem York also recognizes the ewstitutional right of

parents to choose an alternative to thn public school. Guidelines written by the

state department of education advise that the best way to reduee
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tensions and ensure that every child is adequately served is through open

connunications and good rapport between public and nonpublic school officials.

Currently, this open communication is accomplished primarily through the

Clfice of Nonpublic School Services established in the state department of

education in 1979. The afice is headed by an assistant cannissioner whose

functions include:

o distributing information on minimen requirlments and services to

new schools;

sponsoring special sessions at the education department for nem

nonpublic school administrators; holding regional meetifigs toren

private schools;

o developing awareness of nonpublin school concerns and facilitating

coordination with other state education departments; and

o helping to esse tensions and conflicts betmeen the local education

agencies and nonpublic schools .by providing guidelines and

consultations.

ite assistant commissioner is primarily a liaison officer who does not adninister

funds or programs, *r enforce regulations.

Nonpublic schools have low; had easy access to the office of the Nem York

Canaissioner of Education (om throufh the assistant commissioner) and have a

tradition of representation In eajor policymaking decisions concerning nonpublic

schools. This Zradition was formalized in 1980 w4th the establishment of the

Ccnmissioner's Advisory Council for Nonpublic Schools. Appointed by the

commissioner, tht members represent school associations as well al individual

private schools. lbe current council includes five Catholic school

representatives, three Jewish school representatives, two independent school

representatives, one Lutheran representative, and one Evangelical Christian

representative. Meeting three times a year, the broadly based
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council "engages In a very active interchange of ideas" and is able to present to

the conmissioner a variety of common concerns, views, and suggestions.

In addition to a communieation network, the state provides a number of

specific services to nonpublic school children. By law all students In New York

have a right to health and welfare serviees, textbook loans, transportation

services, and the right to participate in dual enrollment programs (occupational,

handicapped, and gifted education). Mile the responsibility to requiast or apply

for the services rests with the parents and nonpublic scheol administrators, the

SEA takes an active role in assuring that notification and all necessary

information is received by the nonpublic schools. A comprehensive and readable

Bandbook on Services was published in 1983 and distributed to all nonpublic

schools. As nemrschools begin they are sent the handbook, a Directory of Nonpublic

Schools, and other useful Information.

Services must be provided on an equitable basis to both public and nonpublic

students in Ntw York. TO ansure the constitutionality of the program, however,

certain safeguards are .reported to be maintained. All loened textbooks must be"

nonsectarian. New York lsrm prohibits public support for instructional services

In nonpublic schools. If health and welfare services are "instructional" then

they must be performed on a "religiously neutral site." Thus, for example, the

therapeutic or remedial services of a school psychologist or speech therapist and

the services of s deaf teacher must be performed off the religious school's

property.

Local school districts are responsible for providing the services to all the

pupilswithin their districts. Local agencies must also assure that oach resident

pupil is proviZaj with an adequate instructional program, one that is

"substantially ecmivalent" to that provided io the local public schools. rhe

local board of education is responsible to the children of the district and it has

no direet authority over Me nonpublc3 schools beyond determining equivalency.

The assistant eomnissicner at the state agency provides guidelines to both the

local officials and the nonpublic school administrators to ease the process of

determining eon:valency. These guidelines urge both parties to eonnunicate

informally about correcting ndnor deficiencies before
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taking formal action. Parties to a potential dispute are also encouraged to

develop plans for improvements and to allow time for the implementation of the plan.

Ca the secondary school level, the N.Y. Board of Regents registers both

public and nonpublic schools. The Regents reccemend that the local board of

education accept this registration as evidence of equivalency. If a secondary

school refuses to register, the students will not be given Regents, exams or

diplemas and equivalency must be determined through a local review.

If local officials find either an elementary or secondary school not

equivalent, they may review the process and results with the assistant

commissionev. If a nonpublic school is deemed not equivalent, the school may

appeal to the commiss:oner. In this way enforcement takes place on the local

level where it can be accomplished most efficiently, yet there is still state

involvement to provide balance and consistency.

Although there have been sane recent tensions between the pub: ic and nonpubl ic

sectors over the issues of tuition tax credits and state aid, there has been a

willingness on all sides to sit together and discuss their various views. The

Office of NonpublieSchool Services and theeounissioner's AdvisoryCouncil provide

the vehicle for the cooperative efforts. As one nonpublic school official stated,

nthe lines of comnunication are free flowing."

CIITO * dial ww_sm_lrousise

* duittanctArds sehools

Total School Population:

Nonpublic School Enrollment:

Religiously Affiliated School Enrollment:

Wholic School Enrollment:

2,226,176

268,795 (12.1%)

94.7%

84.9%

In the Ohio education rysten, tensions between church and state have run

high in recent years att evangelical Christian schools have asserted that state

licensing requirements interfere wdth their First Amendment rights. In 1982,

however, public, private secular and private reltgious tcheols worked out a



mutually -agreeable solution to their conflict: a dual system of standards tor

nonpublic schools. Though future cooperation is by no means assured, same lines

of cannunication have now been opened.

Cooflict in Ohio over the state's minimum standards for both public and

private elementary and secondary schools erupted in 1976 with State v. Whisner.12

This case resulted in anChio SupraneCourt ruling that the stiff mininumstandards

for ell schools were unconstitutional. Finding that the standards unduly burdened

free exercise of religion, the court struck down the state's regulatory system as

it applied to religiously affiliated schools.

In 1979, the Ohio Board of Zducation appointed a 34 -member advisory =mai ttee

to reeammend nem Manimili standards for all Ohio's schools. The cartnittee's

membarship was composed of educators, parents, students, and other citizens.

Their three and one-half year effort included public opinion surveys, regional

meetings, and research and analysis of pertinent data such as impact studies and

practices in other states.

Leaders of religiously affiliated schools became active particirants at the

regional meetings. The disagreements arising In these sessions led to the idea

of creatimg a special Subcommittee on Standards for Religious Schools. The

subcommittee was formed by two mothers of the original advisory connittee, the

director of the Division of Elementary and Secondary Education, who became Its

chair, atd the director of the Division of Teacher CartiCcation.

Unified subconnittee representation fran the nonpublic sector Was not

possible because no broad-based state coalition exists. According to. several

soarves, nompublic school concerns are so disparate In Chia that it would not be

possible to organize 4uah a coalition at the present time. Thus, nonpublic school

representation on the subeannittee consisted of six high level officials from

different organizationS: the Catholic schools (the superintendent of education

(ron the CMeveland Diocese), the Jewish schools, the Lutheran schools of Chic',

theblid-America region of the Association of Christian Schools International, the

Ohio Conference of Seventh-Day Adventists, and the Calvary Bibie Church School.
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Over the course of about one year, approximately five meetings were held at

the state department of education in COlunbus. These sessions were characterized

by one participant as .a "meeting of minds" during which many misunderstandings

were overcane and "history was made." The solution henmered out by this

subcatmi ttee, which became effective September 1983, was a dual system of standards

for Ohio's nonpublic schools: one set of standards fox "chartered" schools,
another for "non-chartered° sehools.

According to the nee:regulations, Ohio nonpublic schools that wish to receive

a state charter must meet across-the-board standards similar to those demanded

of the public schools, with loss stringent requirenents in the areas of junior

high and high school curricula, pupil-teacher ratio, library expenditures, and

caummity relations. Chartered schools ate. oligible to receive state aid for

transportation, auxiliary services, and reimbursement for administrative costs

required by state regulations.

Nonpublic schools that for religious reasons wish neither to be ihartered

nor to receive state aid must meet only very minimal standards for basic curricula,-

. length of school day and year, attendance, teacher qualifications, and pupil

health and safety. These standards offer to the evangelical Christie, schools

minimum regulation and maximumeurriculum flexibility for religious inst?uct ion.

They also offer the state, through a once-a-year reporting requirement (actually,

a copy of a letter the schools are required to send to the parents), sane assurances

regarding the amount and quality of education students are receiving in the non-

chartered schools.

The dual-standard system mis accepted by all representatives on the

subeannittee, an agreement which was considered by many to represent a milestone

in ctio. Although the process did not lead to the establistment of any ongoing

mechanism foe future cooperation and problen-solving between the publ ic and. private

seetors, It did open up camtunications for the near future. The individuals who

were involved now are, at the very least, reported to be more sensitive and

responsive to each other's concerns and responsibilities.
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Tammy states, relations betwmen public and nonpublic education groups have

hnproved in the past ten or fifteen years. %ten school leaders Nat thne to sft

down and really listen to each other they find they share stmilar concerns. Cmce

the misunderstandings about math other begin to disappear, nonpublic and public

educators are free to eoneentrate on resolution of conflicts.

Thking the time to listen and willingness to consider change are at the heart

of better relationships. The personal willingness of these leaders to meet, to

listen, and to put their efforts into hnproved relations is a critical determinant

of decreased tensions between public and nonpublic schools.

The mechanimns suggested in this paper provide a framework in which these

leaders can exchange ideas. The form this framework takes will vary. Officials

in same states have created an office of nonpublic education or an advisory board

by statute. Louisiana and six other states have taken this step. In states such-
.

.es Florida, where ft is not customary to create offices by statute, policymakers

have established a communication network linking public and nonpublic school

leaders.

Which group, public or nonpublic, ttkes the first step is not hnportant. CI

greatest importance perhaps is thit each sector must recognize what it can do

that the other cannot. The state has the means to bring together all the key

actors in educational policymaking, Including legislators and other government

officials. Nonpublic school leaders and various private school associations, on

the other hand, possess credibility among nonpublic constituencies that state

officials and agencies may not.

We hope that this report will encourage the =anent= that has already begun..

Some say America faits a crisis in education today. There is little doubt that

education leaders must find nye ways to meet increased needs tor quality and

equity under tight budgetary constrictions. It is incumbent von both the public

and nonpublic sectors, therefore, to seek out whatever
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educational rewards may be derived from cooperative endeavors. The sharing of

knowledge, expertise and nany other resources promises many benefits for

schoolchildren.
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Washington, DC 20506

(202) 783-0438 41
* These people have participated in one or more Koffee Klatch meetings at theU.S. Department of Education.
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Secretary of Education
United States Catholic Conference
1312 Uffassachusetts Avenue, NN
Washington, DC 20005
(202) 659-6718

Rabbi Bernard Goldenberg
Executive Ccamittee
National Society of Hebrew Day Schools
160 Broadway
New York, NY 10038
(212) 406-4190

William Harrison, Jr.
National Conference of State Legislatures
444 North Capitol Street, NW
Second Floor
Washington, DC 20001
(202) 737-7004
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Harold Hodgkinson
Institute of Educational

Leadership
1001 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 310

- Washington, DC 20036
(202) 429-0114

John A. Hostetler
Professor
Department of Anthropology
Temple University
Philadelphia, PA 19122
(215) 787-7775

Linda Humphrey
Associate Vice President

for Independent Schools
Counsel for Advancement and Support

of Education
11 Dupont Circle
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 328-5900

David Inlig

Executive Director
Association of Colleges for Teacher Education1 Dupont Circle, NN
Suite 610
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 293-2450

Al Janney
President
Florida Association of Christian Schools2591 West Beaver Street
Jacksonville, FL 32205
(904) 388-5420

James W. Keefe
Director of Research of State
and Federal programs

National Association of Secondary
School Principals

1904 Association Drive
Reston, VA 22091
(703) 860-0200

Edward Keller
National Association of Elementary
School Principals

1920 Association Drive
Reston, VA .22091
(703) 620-6100
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Paul A. Kienel

Executive Director
Associaton of Christian Schools

International
P.O. Box 4097
Whittier, CA ra607
(213) 694-4791

Leo Klagholz
Director

Teacher Preparation and Certification
State Department of Education
225 West State Street
Trenton, NJ 08625
(609) 292-9839

Pat Lines

Director, Law Center
Education Commission of the States
1860 Lincoln Street
Denver, CO 80295
(303) 830-3656

Roy W. Lowrie, Jr.
President
Association of Christian Schools

International
P.O. Box 311
Newtown, PA 19073
(205) 356-5639

Marilyn Lundy
President
Citizens for Educational Freedom
511 Ballantyne
Grosse Point, UR 48236
(313) 831-1000

Stanley J. YlacFarland
Executive Director
National Associationa of Federal

Program Administrators
1801 North Moo Street
Arlington, VA 22209
(703) 528-0700
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Howard Matthews
Education Staff Director

tor Education Senate
Committee on Labor and Human

Resources
Dirksen Senate Office Building
Room 429
Washington, DC 20510
(202) 224-0749

Bruno V. Manno
National Catholic Educational Association
1077 Thirtieth Street, NW
Suite 100
Washington, DC 20007
(202) 293-5954

Charles Marston
State Department of Education
Chief, Division of Special Services
State C/fice Park South
101 Pleasant Street
Concord, NH 03301
(603) 27173453

Peter Mason, M.B.E.
Director
National Research Project
Independent Schools Information
Service

Leeward, Longborough, Moreton-in-Marsh
GIOS.GL560Q1
Tele: Tow-on-theAgold
(0451) 30147

Robert McIntyre
Director
VA Council for Private Education
7210 Braddock Road
Annandale, VA 22003
(703) 941-5788

Msgr. John Meyers
President
National Catholic Educational Association
1077 Thirtieth Street, NW
Suite 100
Washington, DC 20007
(202) 293-5954
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Daniel W. Miranda
Executive Director
National School Volunteer Program
701 North Fairfax Street
Suite 300
Alexandria, VA 22314
(703) 836-4880

Cindy Miller
Council for American Private Education
1625 Eye Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 659-0016

Susan B. Nelson
Executive Director
National Association of Private Schools

for Exceptional Children
2021 K Street, ?LIN., Suite 315
Washington, DC 20006
(.202) 296-1800

Rev. J. Stephen O'Brien
Executive Director
Department of Chief Administrators

of Catholic Education
The National Catholic Educational
Association

1077 Thirtieth Street, MN
Suite 100
Washington, DC 20007-3862
(202) 293-5954

Sister Renee Oliver, 0.5.0.
Associate Director
(Citizens for Educational Freedom
Washington Building -,. Suite 854
15th and Nem York Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20005
(202) 638-8161

William Pierce
Executive Director
Council of Chief State School Officers
444 North Capitol Street, MW
Suite 379
Washington, DC 20001
(202) 393-8161

Joan Davis Ratteray
3330 Upland Terrace, MN
Washington, DC 20015
(202) 244-0703



Michael A. Resnick
National School Boards Association
1680 Duke Street

. Alexandria, VA 22314
(703) 838-6714

Frederic W.T. Rhinelander

National Association of Episcopal
St. John's Parish School
Caney, MD 20832
(301) 774-6804

Michael Ruiter
Executive Director
Christian Schools International
3350 East Paris Ave., SE
Grand Rapid, MI 49508
(5.15) 957-1070

Paul Salmon
Executive Director
American Association of School
Administrators

1801 North Moore Street
-Arlington, VA 22209
(703) 528-0700

Charles Sanders
Governmental Analyst
c/o The Honorable Robert Graham
Governor of Florida
411 Carlton Bldg.
Tallahassee, FL 32301
(904) 487-1880

Jack Sanders
National Association of Independent

Schools
1749 P Street, MN
ftshington, DC 20036
(202) 462-3886

Samuel Sava

.Executive Director
National Association of Elementary
School Principals

1920 Association Drive
Reston, VA 22091
(703) 620-6100



William Schipper
Associate Director

"National Association of State
Directors of Education

1201 16th Street,
Suite 404E
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 822-7939

Robert H. Seitzer
21 Boulevard
Glen Rock, NJ 07452
(201) 652-3987

Thomas Shannon
Executive Director
National School Boards Association
1630 Duke Street
Alexandria, VA 22314
(703) 838-6714

Sally Sibiey
School for Contemporary Education
7201 Wimsatt Road
Springfield, VA 22151
(703) 941-8810

Hilda Smith
Direcfr)r of Humanities School
Project

Council of Chief State School Officers
444 North Capitol Street
Suite 379
Washington, DC 20001
(202) 393-8161

Robert L. Smith
Executive Director
Council for American Private Education
1625 Eye Street, NN
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 659-0016

Gus Steinhelber
Associate Executive Director
National School Boards Association
1680 Duke Street
Alexandria, VA 22314
(703) 838-6714
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Fred Stephan
Director K-12 Education
Seventh Day Adventist
6840 Eastern Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20012
(202) 722-6000

Robert Sweet
The White House
Office of Policy Development
Room 235
Old Executive Ctfice Building
Washington, DC 20500
(202) -

Congressman Thomas Tauke
and Nis. JaneWilliams

Legislative Assistant for Health
Education

435 Cannon Building
ftshington, DC 20515
(202) 225-2911

Kathy Teague
Executive Director
American Legislative Exchange Council
214 Massachusetts Ave., NE
Suite 400
Whshington, DC 20002
(202) 547-4646

Scott Thompson
Executive Director
National Association of Secondary
School Principals

1904 Association Drive
Reston, VA 22091
(703) 860-0200

Michael Usdan
The Institute for Educational

Leadership
1001 Connecticut Ave., MN
Whshington, DC 20036
(202) 322-8405

Sister Marianne Van Vurst, S.C.
Executive Director
Springer Educational Foundation
2121 Madison Road
Cincinnati, CH 45208
(513) 871-6080
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Lisa Walker
Vice President
Insitiute for Educational Leadership
1001 Connecticut Ave., NW
Suite 310
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 822-8405

Robert H. Wbodson
National Center for Neighborhood

Enterprise
1367 Connecticut Ave., NW
Third Floor
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 331-1103

David Zweibel
Director of Government Affairs
Agudath Israel of America
Five Beekman Street
Suite 910
Nem York, NY 10028
(212) 791-1836

,*
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ALABAMA
Dr. Eloise Kirk
205/261-5145

Office of Private Education
U.S. Dept. of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW

.Washington, D.C. 20202

July, 1984

STATE DEPARTniNT OF EDUCATION OFFICIALSFOR PRIVATE EDUCATION LIAISON

ALASKA
Ms. Charlie Mae Moore
907/465-2831

ARIZONA
Dr. Thomas Reno
602/255-5754

ARKANSAS
Ms. Elizabeth Gaston
501/371-1186

371-1801

CALIFORNIA
Ms. Janet McCormick
916/323-0547

COLORADO
Ms. Jane Larsh
303/534-8871

CONNECTICUT
Dr. Marie Della Bella
203/566-5234

DELAWARE
Mr. Sidney Collison
302/736-4647

Chapter II Coordinator,
Federal Programs Unit

Chief, Teacher ED &
Certification, Div.
Management, Law &
Finance

Assoc. Superintendent

Coordinator for
Chapter I

Official Liaison to
Private Schools

Regional Accountability
Accreditation Coordin.

Non-Public School
Liaison

State Dir,ctor of
Instruction
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State Dept. of ED
Rm 410,

State Office Bldg.
Montgomery, AL 36130

State Dept. of ED
Pouch F-Goldbelt Bldg.
Juneau, AK 99811

State Dept. of ED
1535 West Jefferson St.
Phoenix, AZ 85007

State Dept. of ED
Arch Ford Educ.SIdg.,
Room 202-3
Little Rock, AR 72201

State Dept. of ED
721 Capitol Mall
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Dept. of ED
First Western Plaza
Bldg.,303 W. Colfax
Denver, CO 80204

State Dept. of ED
P.O. Box 2219
Hartford, CT 06145

State Dept. of ED
P.O. Box 1402
Dover, DE 19901



DISTRICT OF
COLU:SIA
Mr. Thomas Inge
202/724-4273

FLORIDA
Dr. Patterson Lamb
904/487-1640

GEORGIA
Mr. Norris Long
404/656-2446

HAWAII
Mr. Masao Osaki
808/548-3114

IDAHO
Mt. Michael MUrphy
203/334-2186

rumors
Mr. Roy E.McOermott
217/782-5518

INDIANA
Mr. Willam F.Miller
317/232-661E

IOWA
Dr. Jamas E.Mitchell
515/281-3436

KANSAS
Mr. Warren J. Bell
913/296-2306

Director, Office of
Non-Public Schools

Public Schools of D.C.
415 12th St. NW,
Room 1111
Washington, D.C. 20004

Coordinator for Private State Dept. of ED
Education Services 306 Knott

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Director, Regional
Education Services

State Cept. of ED
T.tn Tcwers
East-16 Fl.
205 Butler St., SE
Atlanta, GA 30334

Grants Application & State Dept. of ED
Management Specialist P.O. Box 2360

Honolulu, HI 96804

Coordinator of Chapter
II

State Dept. of ED
Len B. Jordan Office
Building
Boise, DO 83720

Manager, Non-Public Illinois State Board
School Approval Section 100 N. First Street

Springfield, rt, 62777

Assistant Superintendent State Dept. of ED
of Federal Affairs 229 State House

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Deputy Superintendent
For Public Instruction

State Dept. of Public
Instruction
Grimes State Office
Building
Des Moines, IA 50319

Director, State & Federal Kansas State Dept. of
Programs Administration ,E0, 120 E.10th Street

Topeka, KS 66612



KENTUCKY
Or. Marie Doyle
502/564-4770

LOUISIANA
Or. Dan Lewis
504/342-3375

Executive Assistant to
the State Superintendent
of Education

Director, Consolidated
Educational Programs

MA/NE
Mr. Wallace LaFountain Curriculum Consultant
207/289-2542

MARYLAND
Dr. Adolphus Spain
301/659-2160

MASSACHUSETTS
Mr. John E.Kearney
617/770-7590

MICHIGAN
Mr. Paul DeRose
517/373-0420

MINNESOTA
Mt. CUrman Gaines
612/297-3115

MISSISSIPPI
Mr. A.C. Bilbo
601/359-3498

MISSOURI
Mr. Otis Baker
314/751-3520

MONTANA
Mr. Rooert Anderson
406/444-3095

Chief, Non-Public
ElementatT/Secondary
School Branch

Director, Office of
Regional Services

Supervisor, School
Support Service

Deputy Commissioner

Assistant Coordinator
Title I ESEA

Ctordinator of State
and Federal Programs,
Division of Instruction

Assistant Superintendent
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State Dept. of ED
Capitol Plaza Towers
First Floor
Frankfort, KY 40601

State Dept. of ED
P.O. Box 44064
Baton Rouge, LA 70804

State Dept. of ED
Station 23
Augusta, ME 04323

State Dept. of ED
200 W. Baltimore Street
Baltimore, MD 21201

State Dept. of ED
Quincy Canter Plaza
1358 Hancock Street
Boston, MA 02169

State Dept. of ED
P.O. Box 30008
Lansing, MI 48909

State Dept. of ED
811 Capitol Square
Building, Rm. 711
550 Cedar Street
St.Paul, MN 55101

State Dept. of ED
P.O. Box 771
Jackson, MS 39205

State Dept. of ED
P.O. Box 480
Jefferson City, MO 65102

State Dept. of Pub.
Instruction
Capitol Bldg.,Rm. 106
Helena, MT 59620



NEBRASKA

Mr. Verl Scott
402/471-2444

NEVADA
Mr. Wendell Newman
702/885-3136

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Mr. Charles Marston
603/271-3453

NEW JERSEY
Dr. Walter McCarthy
609/292-4455

NEW MEXICO
Mr. Placido Garcia
505/827-6530

NEW YORK
Ms. Joan Arnold
518/474-3879

NORTH CAROLINA
Mr. Calvin Criner
919/733-4276

Mrs. Ann Elmore
919/733-3614

NORTH DAKOTA
Mr. Ryland Syverson
701/293-9260

OHIO
Mr. James W. Miller
614/466-3224

Consultant, Private znd
Non-Public Schools

Consultant, Basic
Education Branch

Chief, Division of
Special Services

Manager, Non-Public
School Services

Consultant, Non-Public
Schools

Assistant Commissioner
for Non-Public Schools/
Civil Rights and Inter-
cultural Relations

Coordinator, Office of
Non-Public Education

Program Administrator

Coordinator of Private
Education

Director, Division of
Education Services
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State Department of Education
301 N. Centennial Mall, S
P.O. Box.94987
-incoln, NE 68509

State Department of Education
400 W. King Street
Carson City, NV 89710

State Department of Education
State Office Park South
101 Pleasant Street
Concord, NH 03301

State Department of Education
225 W. State Street
C.N. 500
Trenton, NJ 08625

State Department of Education
Education Building
Santa Fe, NM 87503

State Leparl:ment of Education
Education Bldg. Annex
Room 475
Albany, NY 12234

Office the Governor
Support Services Dept.
Raleigh, NC 27611

Support Services Dept.
State Dept. of Public Instruction
Raleigh, NC 27611

State Department of Education
1301 Broadway
Fargo, ND 58103

;tate Department of Education
Room 811, Ohio Depts. Bldg.
65 South Front Street
Columbus, OH 43215



OKLAHOMA
Dr. Leroy Ireton
405/521-2808

OREGON
Mr. Al Davidson
503/373-3569

PENNSYLVANIA
Mr. Douglas
Boelhouwer
717/783-5146

RHODE ISLAND
Mr. John T. Meyers
401/277-2617

SOUTH CAROLINA
Mr. John L.Seurynck
803/758-7624

SOUTH DAKOTA
Mr. Ricnard 0.Parker
605/773-4774

TENNESSEE
Mr. Steve Raney
615/741-2963

TEXAS
Mr. Jim Wilson
512/473-3271

UTAH
Mrs. Joyce Hansen
801/533-5965

VERMONT
Mr. Edwar- .7an

802/822-2-

Director of Federal
Financial Assist. Prog.

Exec. Assistant to the
Superintendent of
Public Instruction

Chief, Division of Non-
Public & Private School
Services

Cbnsultant for Non-
Public Schools

Director of Federal
Programs

Director, Special
Program Services

Director of Public/
Private School Admin.

Director of Compensa-
tory Education

Accreditation
Specialist

EducatiOn Field
Seryices
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State Deot. of ED
Oliver Hodge Mem.Bldg.
2500 N. Lincoln Blvd.
Oklahoma City, OK 73105

State Dept. of ED
700 Pringle Parkway
Salem, OR 97310

State Dept. of ED
P.O. Box 911
333 Market Street
Harrisburg, PA 17102

State Dept. of ED
22 Hayes Street
Providence, RI 02908

State Dept. of ED
1425 Senate Street
211 Rutledge Bldg.
Columbia, SC 29201

State Dept. of Pz:blic
Instruction, DESE
Kneip Building
Pierre, SO 57501

State Dept. of ED
104 Cordell Hall Bldg.
Nashville, TN 37219

Texas Education Agency
201 East Eleventh St.
Austin, TX 78701

Utah State Bd. of ED
250 East 500 South
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

State Dept. of ED
State Office Bldg.
Montpelier, VT 05602



VIRGINIA
Dr. James Price
804/225-2028

WASHINGTON
MS. Barbara Mertens
206/753-6738

Chapter II Administrator

Administrator, Private
Education

WEST VIRGINIA
MS. Carolyn Skidmore Assistant Director,
304/348-3925 ECIA Chapter II

Commonwealth of Virginia
Department of Education
P.O. Box 60
Richmond, VA 23216

Superintendent of Public
Instruction
Old Capitol Building
Olympia, WA 98504

State Department of Education
1900 Washington Street
B-057
Charleston, WV 25305

WISCONSIN
Dr. Mildred Anderson Private School State Department of Public
608/266-3390 Administrative Consultant Instruction

125 Webster Street
P.O. Box 7841
Madison, WI 53707

WYOM/NG
Dr. Gary Lane
307/777-7621

Coordinator, School
Accreditation
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State Department of Education
Hathaway Building
Cheyenne, WY 82002



APPENDIX B

TABLES AND MARIS CCRIPARAT/VE DATA

1. Numbers of Public and Private Schools,
by State

2. Public and Private Enrollment, by State

3. Private Enrollment, by State and by
Religious Affiliation

4. Cbmparison GOaph of All States: Private
Enrollment by Affiliation



(Israntary and
Setoftary SC110015, by oublic and private control and by State:October 1920

State
Total

Total 107.256

Alabama 1,844
Alaska 469

1.170Arland
Arkansas 1.305
California 9.616

Colorado 1.509
1.381Connecticut

Wawa 266
District of ColumMia 280
Florida 2

2.910

Georgia 2.172
Nawdli 344
Idano

596
Illinois

5.664
Indiana 2.562

1...
ICantaS

?j!:
.7001

Kentucky
Louisiana

1,972Maine
933

Maryland
1.699

MessaChueettS.
2.783

Michigan 4.727
Mime/Seta
Mississippi

?..11;

Missouri
Montana 2.761

Nobraska
SAS

1.929Nevada
315New )amosnirt
558

Now Jersey
2,240New Mexico

731

6.066
Mew fort
North Carolina
North Dakota

2.328
783

Ohio
4.831

Oklanoma... ....... 1,977Oregon
1.487

Pennsylvania
5,377

Rhode Island...- 441

Strith Carolina 1,356
South Dakota 859
Tennessee

2.036Texas
6.194

Utah 663

Vermont. 452
Virginia 2.157
Washington 2.081
West Virginia 1.231
Wisconsin....:, 3.047
Wyoming

425

Public . Private
Percent
oublit

PerCeet
private

21000 60.4 19.6
-

250 84.8 15.2
36 92.3 7.7

224 80.9 19.1
117 91.0 9.0

2,444 74.6 25.4

229 84.8 15.2
336 75.7 24.3
82 69.2 30.8
93 5.8 33.2

826 71.6 28.4

239 84.4 15.6
114 66.9 33.144 92.3 7.7

1,360 76.0 24.0
483 81.1 18.9

291 86.0 14.0
187 89.2 ma
293 82.8 17.2
450 77.2 22.8
114 87.8 12.2

377 77.8 22.2
519 81.4 18.6
890 81.2 18.8
487
168

79.3
86.3

20.7
13.7

5% gll
20.7
9.2

232 88.0 12.0
39 87.6 12.4

102 81.7 18.3

839 74.1 25.9
113

1.923
84.5
68.3

15.5
31.7

296
64

87.3
91.8

12.7
8.2

873 81.9 18.Z
82 95.9 4.1
184 87.6 12.4

1.643 69.4 30.6
117 73.5 26.5

203 85.0 15.0
108 87.4 12.6
295 65.5 14.5
672 89.2 10.8
26 96.1 3.9

62 86.3 13.7
363 83.2 16.3
330 84.1 15.9
.86 93.0 7.0
913 70.0 30.0
lo 92.9 7.1

86..266
1.394

433

79.1ii

Imo
1.045

184
187
.084

1.1133

230
550

NI:

1.793

1,407
1.541

1.522
819

1.322
2.264
3.837
1.870

1.057

2.189
767

1.697
276

. 456

2.401
618

4,143
2.032
719

3.958
1.895
1.303
31734

124 .

1.153
751

1,741

5.522
637

390
1,794
1,751
1,145
2.134
395

Source: Nacional Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Deparrmanc
of Education. "A Comparison of Selected Characteristics
of Private and Public Schools," Bulletin No. 82-110, June
1982. Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of Documents,
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Palic nd orivato elerenury
and sec:n4try SCA401 Inralim'Int. by Stull:Ocular 1910

State
Total Pirb1 ic Private

Percent
Qublic

Percent
orivatit

Totals 45477.965 40.949.100 5.028.855 89.1 10.9
'Ottawa

829.506 766.602 82.904 92.4 7.6Alaska
90.314 86.514 3.880 95.8 4.2Arizona

553.535 512.991 40.544 92.7 7.3Arkansas
466.503 447.700 18.503 96.0 4.0California 4.581.107 4.060.667 520.440 88.6 11.4

Colorado
581.361 546.033 35,328 93.9 6.1Connecticut
620.495 531.459 89.036 85.7 14.3Delaware .. 122.777 99.403 23.374 51.0 19.0District of Columbia...
121.252 100.049 21.203 82.5 17.5Florida

19715.393 1.510.225 205,168 88.0 12.0
Georgia 1.182,924 1.088.737 84.187 92.7 7.3H4w4ii

. 202.215 165.068 37,147 81.6 18.4Idano
209.081 203.247 5.839 97.2 2.8Illinois

2,344.077 1.283.463 360,614 84.6 15.4Indian.
1,155,952 19055.589 100,363 91.3 8.7

Iowa . 589.538 533.857 55.701 90.6 2.4
KansaS

4412,722 415.291 34,431 92.3 7.1Untucky
740,942 669.789 71.153 90.4 5.6Louisiana 944.024 777.560 166.464 82.4 17.6Mains
244.237 222.497 17,740 92.6 7.4

Maryland
858.303 750,665 107.638 87.5 12.9MasSacnusetts

1.162.750 1.021,825 140.865 87.9 12.1Michigan
2,078.505 1,863.419 215.056 89.7 10:3Minnesota
847.825 756.465 90.557 89.3 10.7Mississippi
527,175 477.059 50,116 90.5 9.5

Missouri
974.950 844.649 130.302 84.6 13.4Montana
164.637 156.969 7.668 95.3 4.7Nebraska
320.164 280,430 39,734 87.5 12.4Nevada
156.122 149.481 6.641 95.7 4.3Ne* Namosntre
192.251 ' 171.530 20.721 89.2 10.8

new Jersey
1.412.585 1.249.000 233.585 84.2 15.8New Mexico
294.201 275.799 18,402 93.7 6.3new York

3.455.001 2.871.004 583.997 83.1 16.9North Carolina
1,187.961 1,129.376 58.592 95.1 4.9Marta Oaktita

127.51:4 116,885 10,659 91.6 8.4
Ohio

2.228.176 1.957.381 268.795 87.9 12.1Oklahoma 594042 577,807 16.335 97.3 2.7Oregon
492.788 464.599 28.189 94.3 $.7Pennsylvania

2.317.101 19909.820 407.281 82.4 17.6Rhode Island..
178,195 148.320 29,875 83.2 16.8

South Carolina
668,842 819.223 49,619 22.6 7.4South Dakota
139.405 128.507 10.898 92.2 7.8Tennessee
926.208 853.569 72.639 92.2 7.8Texas

3.052.536 2.900.073 152.463 95.0 5.0Utah
3499173 343.618 5.555 98.4 1.6

Vermont 103.370 95.815 7,555 92.7 7.3Virginia
1,086.422 1.010,371 76,084 93.0 7.0Washington
112.133 756.583 55.950 93.1 6.9West Virginia ..9 396.125 383,503 12.622 96.8 3.2Wisconsin
993.414 830.247 163.157 83.6 16.4Wyoming
101.341 98.305 3.036 97.0 3.0

Source: National Canter for Education Statistics, U.S. Departmentof Education. "A Comparison of Selected Characteristics
of Private and Public Schools," Bulletin So. 82410, June1982. Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of Documents,U.S. Covernmenc Printing Office.
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